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ABSTRACT

* \ . ..
;) frequent question in much of the soc1olog1cal mg’tapg on urban

U T el LT AT e i

o ' k'
industrial settlngs concerns the extent and/or nature of an 1mputed
: ) _ . ® .

dimunition of supportive interpersonal ties. - The purpose of this dis-

g “ :
\ L

_sertation is to critieally examine the tradition of sociologicaf research -

v

on kin and extra-kin interpersonal ties in these settings. The study
begins with an examination of the pertinent writingd of three nineteenth

deﬁtury‘social_thinkers, Fesdinand Tonnies, ¥Emile Durkheim and Georg
, : R T . « ‘ C N
Simmel. These men are”often assumed to have exertéd a major influence

. 1

on research of this genre. Nine relevant‘assumptions prevalent in.the

: o K o : Ea
work of thes& writers are isolated.. Followxhg thls the pioneefing

StUdlES by proponents of the American c1a551c1st approach are crltlcally

- - P ‘ (R e

. PRSI T

examined with a view to determining whether and to what extent’fhe nlne ‘

5

assumptionS'previously delineated are-present. :Next, the gmpirical

challenge'pdéed by the more recent'relativist approach is.érfticelly

examined, again'with a view to determining the possible presence of the

nine assumptions.. S o v , R

v .

«The:reSUIts of this analyeiS'shen that severai of thesaesumnttené
of the eetiier European Qritetsehave'carried.on,“largely uhtested, te
”succeeding generatiens'of‘speiologiste:- It is suggeeted'thatlthe cohtinuedA
‘.presenhe-of these assgmption§,vsohetimes in mutant'form; hes eontrihuted
~to-the state‘of enpiridgl and'theoretical indeterhinancy inithis area of
-inqpiry. |
‘Thls study 1dentifies a numbet of issues. which merit attentlon by

<

socioiogists. Among “these are: (1) problems regarding conceptual hQndi-

iv o _ N ' : N



N ‘ ‘- N

caps; (2) insufficient attention to the relationship betwcen patterns of
N : . - - ‘ :

social bonds and the life histories of individuals or families; (3) issues

T /

. B /o
regarding cross-temporal and cross-cultural analyses; and (4) the need -
to focus on the developmént of empiriéal measures of the quality of

/ me :

. / P

interpersonal .ties. - - / A .

-«
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THE PROBLEM.- ' o . - - *f{

o / . . ' - . 4 .
Theﬂfocu5'of1khis study is on sociological theori;ing“and

research regarding social bonds in the urban industrial setting. The

relatively short history of modern sociology reflects a continuing

interest in and concern about the impact of urbanization and indus- .
R . . - ; . . ) " .

trialization on the ﬁuality of interpersonal relationships and the
- ‘ A . -

nature and strength of famlly ules There is considerable disagrgement

in the llterature regardlng the characterlstlcs of both k1n and ex;ra-
\ .

kin support ties in complex societies. The i55ues 1nvolved can be

.readlly trace&‘to the formal beglnnlngs of the d1sc1p11ne of soc1ology

-
¢

in the nineteenth century. The purpose of thls study is to examine th%
work of’Specific,'influential n;neteenth century social thinkers to
determine common assumptjons which not only characterﬂzed their work.

but may have camg{ed over.into-thewéore/%ecent,research in the-field.

“is suggested that the resolutionﬂof current cqntroversies rggarding the

e

nature of modern social bonds hey have heen impeded by the cqntinuing

ramifications. of theseuearlier assumptioné. ' - -
e g

BACKGROUND OF THEORY AND RESEARCH - )

1. The early 1ntellectua1 herltagg

- ‘

Much has been written about the effects of u{zanlzation and
1ndustr1allzat10n on the quallty of interpersonal relationships (e g

Tonnles '1957; Durkhelm, 1951; Parsons, 1943; Lintor, 1959, Israel, 197

1).

“ﬁtﬁ”/j’?
~y .

It



t
f .

4

) P A A o v
The urban-industrial setting has frequently becn seen as vharacterlzed
'by'attenuated interpefsonalkrelationshipsﬂ Bath kin and non-kin support

&F urban life obvxously have a long hlstory prcdathg the fleld gf .-

people. ! " Gl

'-txcs have _been 'seen as dlmlnlSth TTh dIst nct” ZnEYaSL LUfThTST‘p{U‘”“””

& . -

3urban, pre- 1ndustr1allzed 5001c[1<s have ofEen beln portrayed as &ul-
. e

:fllllng ‘or hav1ng fulfilled human needs for supportlve and meanlng ul

a

/

5y
relationships with wothers. Both famllykand e;tra famtlial ties haves
, » y v % :
‘been pictured as qualitatively differc . from those characferizing the-

C oy . t& ‘ R
urban industrialized se;}nng; :

- . . 5 [
Dichotomous poncrayals‘of'the virtueg of rural 1{fe and the vices

sociology. The 0ld Testament prophets often att fcked the Clbﬁes of thair~

day for their corruption'and urged a re:urn to the simple pastoral life o;fﬂ

B ~ ki
. - ’ : - - o
(Chamberline and Feldman, 1950). Qne of the most common allusions

égywithih the Judaic-Christian writiten heritage is to the wickedness cf the

. { .
cipiFs of Sodom and Gommorrah.and their fiery destruction. Througheut
A ° . . . ] [
th¢ Old Testament there are many denunciations of the ways of urban

o
Y

Evidence of 51m11ar comparlsons comes from fxfch century Greece.

A pamphleteer knOWn ag Old Ollgarch suggests that the urban1tes of

vy B Yo
Atheris ‘were regarded by Greek,éountry people as morally loose and i

uhtrdscworfhy" and lacking in "stamina, endurance (and) manliness"
. e s - : iE .1‘. :’., ..
(Brinton, 1959:86). o o o

[ ) . ’ o
0 :

3

€.

In a similar veid, in. the fodrteenth century, the Arab scholar Ibn -
. ) '. ." ) ” . . . T ’ )

: o o ' : - N
Khaldun contrasted nomadic and Sedentary societies. The nomadic society:

.

was secn as Yrov1d1ng solldarlty (asablyah) and’ the sedentary was seen .

4 -

as leading to moral weakness and lack of 5upport1ve tles These two

4



lliterary heritage, typified, for example, in the work of.Emerson,

dlscovery of the 1mportance of community has been characterized by

fNisbet (1966 47) as "'the mpst dlstinctive development in nineteenth

types bear close resemblance. to ‘several societal typologies developed in

. . ) " ! .
the nineteenth Century, such -as Tonnies' Gemeinschaft-Gesellschaft,
Durkheim's mechanical-organic. solidarity and other comstructs which .

distinguish between past versus present,'simple versus complex or rural

.versus urban societies.

-

Contrasts between the supposedly p051t1ve aspects of rural life

nd the supposedly negative aspects of urban 11fe are also part of our -
} Y

‘Thoreau, Hawthorne and Poe (Marx, 1964;‘White‘and White, 1964). For' ‘

< . : . Lo ' L '
many of these writers (as 'with typologists of the nineteenth century),
the virtues of the bucolic life additionally presented an escape. from an

additional "evil'" of more recent origin, i.e., industrialization. 'In

'literary terms\thevideaiization of rural life is referred to as

pastoralism. The present study suggests that variants of pastoralist
themes may also run through and color the sociological attempts to

examine the nature of social bonds in contemporary society.

[

2. The nineteenth century European tradition - - /

K

4

Maine; Comte Fustel'devCoulanges,'Ignnies;‘Durkheim and Simmel), /\\j

:among other soc1a1 thinkers of the,nlneteenth century, all point to the

negatlve effects on social bondlnc f movement from trad1t10na1 agrarlan :

. based soc1et1es to modern 1ndustr 2. societies. These writers expressed

'Y

concern about the relationshigs which thev saw be tween increasing socie-

tal d1fferen;r’%ubn and decrezs ng supportive social bonds._ Their "re-

) -

<
~ H

century social thought;ﬂ. ‘The community with which these writers were



[

. v . E : , ;o .
‘ - ’\\f’ T o

. A ’ ‘ o . ’ N ’
, T }/ - ¢§s‘ - . B
concern referred not to a narrow geographical area but to a cllmatevof

relatiohships involving hlgh intensity, commltmcnt and contlnulty The

‘archetype of this sense of comeé}ty has Lradltlonally been éhe famlly‘

and, accordingly;fthese nineteenth”century writers also saw a decline in

, .- . o o S

traditional supports of the family. N’

as most influential
i 9 b

&merica. The work of

Nine teenth c@@tury Eur&bban social thought>

/ . ' : -
on the early q§velopment of sociology-4in North
three- key social: theorists, in particuiér, is felt to have had major

)
.

impact on research on urban industrial social bonds. These three @
) '4 . N ' ) -‘ ‘ ”‘ : : ) 3 .- I3 ‘ N . v ' ' 1.
‘theorists are Ferdinand Tonnies, Emile Durkheim and.Georg Simmel. =~

"o o . s . ;- L .
Tonnies Is recognized as a major-figpre-in this area. His

dichotomous societal tybes, Gemeinschaft and-Gesellschaft, have -been

‘cited as Havfhg had»major influence on all following typdlbgiés of this

genre (Martlndale, 1960.: 86) Likewisé; Emile Dunkhéim is a'nineteenth

.century writer who has strongly 1nfluenaxiAmer1can soc1ology. His early

n

concernsvwith‘societal_integration and_social control, the decline of the -

family and the need for substitute supports’are familiar to most socio- -
. ) B \ o o .

logists. Durkheim a o proposed two societal types, oné based upon

_méchanical solidar: -y and the other based upon organic solidarity.

Georngi;mélrg influcncé isvnot as widely fccognizgd‘aﬁd his;work has
no£ been'availébie in transla;ion until fairly récently,. Héwever, several
carlyiAﬁérican Sociblqgis;s who gtudied in~éurobéAcaa; unagr his in-~
fluence. éimﬁ@l{é article, "The ﬁctropolis’aﬁd ﬁencél Life," Qas a
pértiéularly influential Statemenﬁ on urbén bé}spnaiity ahd.urSan life

style. Simmel was a major influence on the Chicago school of urban

research.



3. Early American research
. . o - . .. o b e
European social thinkers exerted a major influence on the develop-

- » ' Lo . » o .
ment of American sociology. However, the research tradition dealing
‘ < . °

with interpersonal ties in urban industrial settings has frequently
- . ’- ) . B . . 1

fallen into twg categories of specialization: one dealing with the
study of the family and the other dealing with community or extra-

familial t}es (Adams, 1968) The "early American'research from'the 1920ls
BN
tc late 1940 S was strongly influenced by the Chicago school of urban

. R
e
. research.

-9

BN ~ The works of Louis Wirth, Rooer fark ‘ﬁrnest Burgess and the
”Chlcago school” apoear to have continued the nlneteenth century
~ European theme of modern eStrangement from interpersoqal kin and extra--
kin relationships. ;Wirthfs WOrk.emphasi;ed ‘the predoﬁinance of ?ecOndary
groups in urban aociety.. Wirch.(1238) saw urbanism as a‘”way of;liﬁe”
characterized by tne ”relatiVe absence of,intimate:'personal acqnainEance-
.ship” and the - /segmentalization of human relations Wthh -are largely
A anonymous, superficial and transitory;' Park noted that (Stein, 1960 44)
"We don't ever- really get to know the urbane person and hence never know_
N _u;when‘to trust him Although Park acknowledged that the city provided

”freedom it-was freedom both for the eccentric genius and-;he

S

”destructive criminal " ' e S

Similarly, Burgess (1948) saw family instability as characteristic

of urban areas, folloqing the general assumption that’ urban areas are
b4

1n1m1ca1 to the maintenance of primary ties. . The perceived breakdown of

g N : :
primary ties, both kin ﬁhd non-kin,.waglgeen as being accompanied by the
T » : ' ~ o - : C
apéarent demise of social control. Following this premise, many of the ' -
‘ v ’ SR . - : : o T



landmark stuaies which came out of the University of Chicago during @ s
era focused on the social problems of the éity. Such social problems,
“whether involving delinquent gangs, hoboes, or taxi dance halls, were

seen as indicators of the attenuated primary support (and hence control)
mechanism of urban society.

'

The Chicago monographédoﬁ/hfbénilife and the research of many
family sociglogiéts during thissperiod'seém to h&ve.éontinﬁed‘the earlier
themes of the’éinetegnth ﬁentury regarding the decreasing'influeﬂce and.
 supporc of tﬁe famil?! Bufges; (l945),vLiﬁt6n (1949), éarséns (L?QZ;
f9a3,;1955,:1965), and Ogburn (1928, 1933), to.mgﬁtion oﬁly a_fdu}notable 
writers, allﬁﬁointed to the general diminisﬁihg of kinship ties in‘upban,
industriélssociéty. Parsons propgsed and popular;;éd thelphfase the

Visoléted’nuclear family." Although it does not represent a departure

from already existingAthemes regarding the modern family, Pa}son's.con-
» : - : .

.cept has béenAﬁreﬁbently cited and his arguments used as a base by -

2

supporters of the-general classicatl poéition. Within this approach,

the perceived decline in the extended family is viewed as connected with

&

the rise in industrialization. Industrialization, with its emphasis on

geographic mobility, social mobility and‘achiévemcnt.ovér‘aScription,

is congenial with the nuclear family system but not with the extendeﬁ."
o e T v L -
' Indeed, in their enthusiasm to cite industrialization as an independent

"variable, some writers seem to attach to the proché an almpst omnipotent:

-power to affect the structure of family and community rélétions.3 ’
Thenpicture'drawh by the earlier research in urban sociology and

the family'was of modern humankind living in-a situation of decreased

:and_genérally‘leés rewarding interpersonal relationships —both familial

o



and extra-familial.

. 4. Recent empirical research

More recent research on urban social bonding has suggested the-

‘inadequacies of(the view of .urban: sm as a "way of lifel berefc of
.umeaningfulf relatlonships; Severa? studies have appeared which refuted
this blanket charaCterizationIand indicated the existenee.nf urban»non-w
zin primary tiesb(cft, breer‘and Knbe; 1959;.Greer€'l962;‘cans, 1962).
Ektra-kin primary‘contacts‘have been fonnd to vary with ethnicity (Gans,
1962; Winch and Blumberg, 1968), "life style (Greer and Kube, 1959;
LeLgow 1967 Mlchelson, 1970), social class (Gans, 1962; Greer, 1962)
;and stage in the llfe cycle (Rosow, 1967 Mlchelson, 1970)

Slmllarly, recent empirical‘flndlngs have questioned the extent .-

to which the western world has actually abandoned -the extended family

(Sussman, 1953, 1959; Garlgue, l956;cL1tWak, 1959 19603, l960b;'
'Towngeﬁd, 1963;*lrving, 1972). ‘Snssmaniand Burchinal (l962)'haveh
'summarized‘a series ofistudies showing thaﬁ the rigid characterization

of the 1solated nuclear famlly in the west is subJect to modif/catlons.
Lcwer class famllles 1n urban areas, for example, have.been shown to have
frequent visits &i;h'kin and to provide emctional and'finantialbsupport

, e . o , ; _ ,

- to their membersﬁ' At all class levels, Qhen'there is gecgraphical
separaticn there tends‘po be kin supporc‘viaigifts; aid in crises; and"
prcvlsionbofatemporary,hOUSlng for visiting relatlnes.j Research evidence
thus.suggests that che lsclation cfxthe nnclear'family tends to be,
influence by region,.echnicify, class'and sex (Bott, l957 Adams 1970;

Irving, 19715, Sussman and Burchinal concur w1th Litwak (1959) on the ~

L
{
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.
existence of a "modified extended family." They further suggest that in
North America ”Ehé role of the family kin network is supportive rather

than cqerciuevin its relationship Qith,the_nucleérvfamily” (Sussman’ and

Burchinal, 1962:252).4 BN

o

However, support can be and still is being found for at least

'pdrtions of the classical position. The weight of the eVidence'is

P

heav11y dependent on the deflnltlon of ”lsokated” in the isolated nuclear

family hypothesis (Parsons, 1965; Winch, 1968), and the definition of

“Jextended" inﬂthe term-extended'family'(see Gibson 1972). In'addition,'

some of thé" more recent research suggests the paucity of prlmary support

>

tles in urban areas (Cuterman 1969 Wellman et al. 1971).

——

,PURPOéE‘AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STﬁDY

,\In‘brief5 the present study proppseszthe folléwing:

(1) A critical éxamination of the relevant works of x%nnies, burkheim

- and Simmei, in the belief that these works have had a subétanfiél

influence on the study of urban'industrial éocial bonds. ‘The object of

this examination is to determine common and divergené

assumptions among

theéé_three‘social thinkers Iegarding'the studv of urban industrial

v

“social bonds,  and evaluate the melrlcal basis of these assumptlons

(2) A crltical examlnatLoQ‘of early Amgrlcan research on kln and extrai'

N

‘kin interpersonal ties in the urban industrial sei}ing. The object of

“this examination is. to determine whether and to what extent assumptions

: _ _ =
held by the. three European theorists have carried over into early

American research on the subject, and evaluate any new empirical basis

<

" for these assumbtibns. <\ . SRR ,..‘ )?_. :



(3) A critical examination of more recent'research on urban industrial
social bonds. ' Again, the object of this examination is to determine

whetherﬁand to what extent assumptiOns embedded in the work of European -

B

theorlsts are still prevalent in contemporary research and evaluate
the erlstlng emplrlcal basis for these assumptlons.

v The focUs on the releyant‘works of TBnnies, Durkherm.and Sinmel
as a SCarting point for the»analysis is consistent_with the observation
made by the noted phiiosopher‘of science; Gustave Bergman (1966:8);

If the facts are either insécure or not yet organized by theory,
it may be useful to know which facts stirred the imaginations

of one's predecessors.. If there. is as yet no theory or not

much of one, the concepts with which others tried to build
‘theories in the past .may be: suggestlve. Thus progress may be -
- facilitated or, at least, waste may be avoided by a knowledge

of history. - N : . a

: &

The significance of this study derives from the attempt'to provide
a more . thorough and’systematic analysis of major. European contributions
- to the study of social bonds in urban induStrial settings" In particular,
I .
ldentlflcatlon and assessment of assumptiohs embedded in the works of
early European theorists may facilitate a more- thorough evaluatlon of
early and more recent research on 1nterpersonal ties in complex societies,

N

On’ the basis of flndlngs from thls analysis, the study may suggest

.
Y

p0551b1e avenues for transcendlng the constrlctlng 1nfluence 'lf any, of
' unwarranted assumptlons and deficient researcﬁ'praetices 1n ‘the study of
urban industrial soc}al bonds. Moreover, the study may.provide neub
: }nSlghts regarding practleal interpretations of the quallty of 1nter-

. " . i
personal relatlonshlps in the urban 1ndustr1a1 cnv1ronment



'STEPS IN THE RESEARCﬁ PROCEDURE
The steps in the research procednre are as follows:

(1) An exploration of the themes, cpmmqnd?ities_and some basic
. T ' : o \
assumptions in the works of Tonnies, Durkheim anh Simmel on urban

industrial social'bonds» WG will be 1nterested in the soc1al tralts

-»
%

which each theor1st specifies .as characterlstlc of ”traditional” and
/ L ’

"modern" societies, the sources of socio-emotional supports which they

seg as characteristically available in traditiocnal and modern. societies,

k;nd tneir treatment of kinship and kin extension. Additionally, we will
. . £

consolldate those features of lnterpersonal relatlonshlps whlch each

cheorlst probably more by 1mp11catlon than expllcatlon, assumes to have

a maJor lmpact on the quallty of’ soc1al relatlonshlps
(2) ‘Delin€ation of some. assumptlons held 1n common by these three

European forefathers These assumptions will then be examined with

a

‘reference to more recent appreaches to the questlon ‘at 1ssue
(3) ‘An examlnatlon of.maJor work in urban.soc1010gy, partlcularly of
the'Ch;cago scheol .deallng with soc1etal complexlty and 1nterpersonal
ties, durlng the perlod from the 1970 s to the late 1940 £ Following
this, we wi 1 examlne the more recent cross- cultural and hlstorlcal

ev1dence which questions the validity of the arller %onc1u51ons that
: \ . :
urban 11fe is characterlzed by attenuated prlmary ties.

- ;
(4) - An examlnatlon of major works whlch actempt to specify the nature -

and extent of urban- industrial klnShlp ties. - This will include

A N : T
examination of early ‘and more recent research on urban~-industrial family

‘ties.
' ~

(5). An examination of the extent to which the previously delineated

.
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assumptions commop/to our nineteenth-century predecessors may have —__

g r
colored and may continue to color the research'effqrts regarding the
naﬁure_éf urﬁan industrial interpersonal relationships.

DATA AND LIMITATIONS 3 - ' 4 . G .

The rationale for selection of specific sources for each theorist,

,gnpfor each research approach, will'be spelled out in each chapter. We

= < - . ; .
would like to note, however, that the data and the conclusions drawn from
these data are based on primary sources. ‘WBere translgted.sources-are

used (e.g., for Durkheim,” T8anies and Simméi), it must be acknowledged

‘that one is dependent upon the integrity of the translator. Givgn the
L " .
“time lapse between the publication of- these early Edropeaﬁ wqﬁké nd the

!

present, even current translations face the problem of the meaning of

-

words in their temporal’céntext (in this case-some'séventy to eighty
years aéé). .To minimize difficu};ies Frising'from this issue; é.careful
attempt has been made_to'suﬁport‘all‘interpretative comments with»
citations Sp the reader may easiiy crossécﬁeck intefpretaﬁions? The
infiuence traced is that ;f thrge men, Tghhieé,lsimméﬂ and Durkheim.
Hence, ﬁhe work is limited by this. Thé works pertai%ing‘tﬁ the
»cléssicisf aﬁd rela;ivist~approache$,to gfban’industrial social bonds
1wer§ selécted with a Qiew to giving an oyerview of the.approachainvolved.
‘In the classicist approééh,'the'focus’wés ;breibﬁythebworks'df indi-
vidgally promineﬁf wripersﬂ'u?he rélativis;_apptoach is leés.charadterizéd
‘By the.work of indiviaualsgﬁﬁén byAa‘genre of rescar;h designed to -

. qualify the classical approach.
o Ve

N “ + A%
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PLAN ‘OF. THE THESYS
The chapter\ following cxamines the contributicns of-Férdinand

Ténnies and relevant aspects of the nineteenth centufy intel;éstual'

. climate in which.,he worked. TMe third chapter consists of‘an'analysis
. - ’ ¢ ¢

of the'péftinent writings of Emile Durkheim and. Georg Simmel. Chépter ,

Four delineates and discusses nine assumptions common to the works of
. the European theorists. Chapter Five discusses the classical approach -
to urban industrial social bonds as7fepresented by work in urban sociology

~..and sociology of the- family, while Chaptér'Six examines :this approach ir
‘light 6f“chg nine assumptions earlier discdssed'in the work of thek
'.‘.', - . j'l

Eufopean theorigfs,‘,The chaliengc to the classical .approach as embodied

in the empirical reseatrch of the relativist approach, will be examined

‘in Chapter Seven. The final chapter closes with a discussidﬁ‘bf”the
- e I . . A Ry

S - ‘ B
. : . ; - : I
-implications and conclusions: of this-study. 6?
. T - : _ C -, U';«f‘:p
N I . . ‘:» ‘ .;/(.b
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CHAPTER ONE

FOOTNOTES

1. See, for ekample, the so-called "ethical" prophets, Amos, Hosea
and Isaiah. - ‘ ‘

2. Parsons' (1965) recent clanlflcatlon of’ hls argument in light of
_cr1t1c1sms shows little change- in hlS p051t10n

3. The family is usually viewed as a dependent variable. Zimmerman
(1947) is one early exception here. Likewise development economists
often cite the kinship system in non-industrial’ societies as an
1ndependent variable influencing the, prospects of 1ndustr1allzation,by
its definitions'of individual mobility (Nye and Berardo, 1966)

4, Imp11c1t in thls example of OptlmlSth xenophobia is a contrast
with traditional extended families in the non-western world. - However,
Adams' (1968) findings in Greensboro, North Carolina indicate that a

sense of obllgatlon weighs very heav11y on adults contact with their
parents., '

3 - 7y
u

.‘K):



| CHAPTER TWO
AT -

‘ "
THE CONTRIBUTION OF FERDINAND TONNIES

-

INTRODUCTION ' . | R S
Speculation and concerh'about the nature of modern social bonds

were common-in the middle and iéte;nineteenth century - theirormative

period of ﬁodern eociology. 'The workiofvsome write}si however, stands

odt.as significadtli influentia for the later development of the'field,

These sociological,‘Yf.orefathers_‘I almost routinely acknowledged in the

_ptefatory pessages of profe551ona1 publicatlons set a climate of gPought

in their time which may stl%} be reflected in the assumptlons operating

in current etudies of the - 1nterp1a} between societal types and social

reLationsh1ps |

As detailed in chapter one, three soCiel thinkers, Tgnnies,

’ Durkhelm and S1mmcl -appear to have beeh'of mejor infidence on_early

.'and later anelyses inithis area;;hence their contributions wiil_be

examined in detaii: Their tjpologies and-assumptions reéerding,variebles

having impact on the quality of social bohde will.he compere?pend'later

pe#amined in relatiOn to specific.controverSies in thieAarea.g This'

: second chapter ;111 focus on. the tontributlons of Ferdlnand Tonnles

whose Gemeinschaft- Gesellschaft typology pre- dated the work of both

Durkheim and Simmel and influenced them as well as 1ater wrlters

' TBnnies Cemeinschaft und Gesellschaft, which was first published

ih“1887 can serve as an example of the potentlal reward in recomblning
cestablished patterns of thought Tonnies' 'work is, in many respects,

vcharacteristic of  the scholarly climate of his time. Reference to..

14



;
sarallel ideas coexisting_within the ‘general inq?llcctual climate of.

) iy S v '; o
this period is meant neither to detract from Tonnies' work nor to pin-

4

point some causal sequence purporting to lead to his own famed typology.f

The fact remains, however, that Tonnies' work articulates well with the.

s

. ’ _ ’ R : R ‘ [
~b2oaper European intellectual milieu. Aﬁ overview of the intelleccual’
herltage and its acc0mpany1ng social cllmate wlll serve to spccrfy “those

aspects of nineteenth. century soc1al thought whlth appear to have
. 1 . ‘ 1 » P - 5 .. ' 1 ’ : . ) PR
.1nfluenced Tounnies' first and major work. » -

THE INFLUENCE OF “THE INTELLECTUAL CLIMATE OF THE 'NINETEENTH CENTURY

a

\ Many schdkwly works now regarded as landmarks in the developmenc

- of the fleld of- soc1ology, made thelr appearance in the latter half of.

the nineteénth century.i Our focus is on work relating .to Tbnnles
s .

\societal”dichotomy, hence the particularized summary whlch follows Qill“

.be, of necessiti'only absurface skimming of . an impOrtant period.in the
"history of ldeas. Eowever, a feeling for'the.patternskof thouéEt ang"
L : Lo
their intermeshing witE‘the patterns';f'eventseduring'this period_serves
a - dual purposei ‘it provldeg a'oackground,fOr eXamlnfng T'onniesl work
_and, 1n add1t1on} itvprovides a'launching point for examining the
.:cultural/hlstorlcal bllnders ‘which may have operatcd on these cruclal‘
'-nlneteenth century studies and which may stlll bc 1n tv1dcnce todayl

The 1ntellectual cllmate of n1neteenth century Europe was one

\’. ‘

|
temperedfby the fires.of tw0'revolutions in France and the pervasive, if

somewhat helpless, recognition of the;awesome lmpact of the Industiral
Revolution. ’Negative concomitants of_induétrialization could be

.

_observed in abundance by.the social critics of this period. These were
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oF
manifest in such forms as long hours of work at_ég; pay, dangerous

-working conditions, child labor, congestcd cities w1th 1nadcqu te -

. : '\Q
housing and attendant social problems. rhc potcntral instability of the

political orderhwas emphasized by more than just the;demlse of the
d1v1nc rrght of klngs for it was characterized by unstable citizens'

'<governments For many of the European intellegentsia-the soc1a1 order
: _ t .
seemed quite tenuous. Intellectual circles were not infrequently
“'characterized by political conservatism and a .pervasive longing for the

quo ante. It was in this milieu that the new discipline of

sociology waaxfurtured,h

» Several writers_constructed societal types in ag attempt to

explain the,transtrmations perceived to be taking place‘in Eudopean
soc1ety and to extrapolate from the Lndlcators around them some forecasts

concerning society of the future.'JThese,were ofttn antlthetlcal societal

. . N *+
types Such dualistic dlSClﬂCthnS are part of a broader tradition

N4 ‘ et
based on philosophltal rellglous thought Ossowski (1963 19 ff),

citing religious works as early forerunners, noted the tradition of

dualism ihhcharacteriz}ng'the.social structure of society (e.g., the

<

blessed yéreﬂs the accursed, -the top.yerSUS'the bottom, the rich versus
the'poor, the ‘rulers versus the ruled). These e;alisms‘carry with'them
- :.' ' . . oo ]
.an dmplicit, iftnotleXplicit,_distinction bétween the right and the
wrong, the good and the evil. 1In a similar way, societal typologies
have often carried tvaluative overtones Although ohéerxers,have noted

man's predilectxon for the numbers three and flVC'ln analytic thought

the attractionffor the number two may be,of even.greater antiquity.
o _ . .

Certainly, as will be seen, the tradition of polar distinctions was both
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prevalent‘and i luential in middle. and late nineteenthvcehtory,ﬁuropc.
The technological and scieﬁtific advanees'Qf_theﬂperiod’gtimu-1
latedvthe transformationvof me thods of:social ihooltyf‘:The empirical.
metho&-of»positivism gained increasing support. As a‘technique for
_ihterpteting soeietal chanée, positivism together.with stirrlngs of
“evolutionism whieh}had pre-dated Datwin‘s-wotk,Iformedvan.appealing

eombination.v Thus, evolutionism/developmentalism is reflected in much

)

of the-work to be discussed. o _ Y

A’'major figure contributing to the convergence'of ideas discussed -
. o -

’ahove‘was, of course, August COmte (1798 1857) AlthOugh given ‘the ‘» -~

per51stent cur1051ty and 1ngenu1ty of humanklnd -it;ls hazardous to pin-
point the origin of any field of knowledge, August Comte often bears the
‘label of ''father' of sociology.  Comte was one of those writers shaken
. ) - .\ . ' . . ’

"~ by the,apparent ramificatiOnszof the revolutions'in Ffance} His'attempt

to. rnterpret soc1eta1 change rested .on his, famous Vlaw gf; three stages."

8001etal development the-deyelopment’0r individuals ahd the deve 1dpment

'of eachCIield‘of knowleﬁge pass through thteexstages; the theological}~
‘the .metaphysical and the positivistic. Within this hierarchical

o . . S <
3rdefing, Europe'was close to the qu1ntessent1al.apex of‘p031t1vlsm;

the understandlng of society based’ upon sc1ent1f1c observables. " Comte

N

constructed a trilogy of s001etal typggsmov1ng from - the mllltary to the
'legallstlc to' the 1ndustr1al. Using organism1¢ analogies, Comte‘saw»

v;oéulagioh'density.ln the!industrlal society resoltihg iﬁ“inefeased

diffefentiation of inﬁéieSt, promotihg di&islohﬂaﬁohé'peoole‘ahdfthqs’
.incfeasinghsoeietal'contliot.:‘Howeyef, soeiology}as:thé.positivistiﬁ'”
stuoy:of soeial phenomena §oulo be.a fnev religion” wh}éh:would integrate

4 -~
9.

P

o
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modern industrial society and provide consensus-universalis. Comte, of
! . ) I3 - .
course, 'had considerable impact within the intellectuat circles, of
S & ‘
Europe.
13 ’ . ) E . - M .5 » N
One of the important writers of this period who used dichotomous

types .to explain societal transformations was the English jurist and

‘historian, Henry Sumner Maine (1822-1888). Maine's Ancient Law,
L . B ' S e ’ oa T _ - )
.published in 1861, depicted qommugﬁties developing?from status (based

on ascription) todcontrace (based on achievement). Maine saw contract ~=~.

-as '""the tie between man and man which réplaces by degrees those forms of
reciprocity in rights and duties which have their crigin in the Family"
) _ . = DonnE Al
(Maine, 1885:139). Maine attempted to provide an eXplaﬁatory base for
SRS : : L T o e
understanding modern legal concepts by examining societal types.. Writing .

¢ .

~on societal changngaine'noted:

‘The movement of the progressive societies has been uniform in
one respect. Through all its course it has been distinguished -
by the gradual dissolution:of family dependency and the growth’
of individual obligation in its placé.. The individual is .
steadily substituted for the family as the unit of which civil
laws take ‘account (Maine, 1885:138).

~

s

Mainefs aﬁalysis con;rastca'Eaéterp;éufppeaa;.iﬁdf%n,.chinesé
-and westéfn_European soéierk5. AS'ényexamplc oflthc pattern of change
which he saw as impértantz Méine ﬁb;ed chaf.invancient.§0man sociéty the
 6160$[ male enjoyed goﬁplcte domin#tion over His‘sons, siavés and wiQes.

The.décline of family -authority (i.e., thé,authority of the eldest male)
was feflected in Roman legal deVelopmen;s.' Once sons were freed from -

loyalty to théir father and transfefféd this>16yalty_to'ghé state, the

status of the individual moved away Prom the family unit.  Thus the .way

v

’ Qas\paved‘for a society based upon contract. Although the status-con-

el
e

-



tract typo&sfy was posited as a device for examining modern. law, its

apnlidabilﬁty extended beyond this to the movement‘of individualsbfrom

stdtus in\gne famiLy toC;Qntract‘in the state. - ' ku\
In,cbntrastdto Maine's emphasis on thédlaw, ChélFrench-hisforian

Numd-Denys.Fusfei de'Coulangeé (1830-1859) stressed the role of religion.

Fustel, who was an influentialaprofessor of Emile Durkheim's (Nisbet,

‘1966:238)'stressed the role of religion_in éxamining societal change.

Fustel's buok The Ancient City, publlshed in 1864, made anvanalytic

dlstlnctlon be tween sacred and secular sqc1et1es 51m11ar to Maine' s

-‘digtinction between status versus contract.' Using thé ancient-Greek
and Romgn City-states as points for comparison, Fustel saw a dichotomy

be tween Lraditional societies which were close knit, family oriented

-

~and religiously based; and modern societies based upon secularism and

rationality. Ancient families were principally united, according to-

Fustel, not by bonds of cdmmon'é%feétion but'by'a commonlreli&ion which
b:ought-together not only the current genefations but also their

; S ' . e o o
ancestors into one unit of awareness. Religion provided the base both

for: paternad authorlty and the governlng "autonomy . of famxly units, “In -
c;ntrast modern socxety, with its rise of . political empires ‘and broad:
extension ofvcig;zenship, bmough; with i; thi de;line of réligious
“superioriuy and‘uhe,secularizacioniand indiuidualization of»sociéty.4
Similarlz fthébGerman jufiét Otto von G1brke 21841 1921) began

&

publlshlng hlS study Das. Deutsche Genossenschaftsrecht in 1868 and thlS

continued for several decades. In this work von Gierke»tontrasted thg

medieval community based on-ascription, and in'uiéw of: the law, the

a

organic 1ntegr1ty of communal and corporate groups and modern‘sociéﬁy‘ e

L '
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with its individualism and centralization of political power. WNisbet

4 .
(1966) sees Maine, Fustel, and von Gierke, in fact, as the three major
influences on Tonnies' work. However, it was, as mentioned, a. period

rich in ideas. Many writers were concerned with societal transformations

and their interpretations often overlapped .with one another.

The work of the English writer, Herbert Soencer'(l820-1903), :

©

a pervasive presence in the second half of the ninéteenth century. He

is particularly remembered now for his evolutionary laissez-faire
attitudes which were a prelude to the rise of Social Darwinism and of

delight to 1ndustrialists of his time }However his total approach

[P

¢ ————_

f////enCOmpassed a p031t1v1st1c organic1st view of an evolving society. © His

first significant work, Social Statics, was'bublished in 1850. " Spencer
classified societies in either of two ways — in terms of their com-

positiou (i.e., their evolution from'simple‘to compound to doubly

compound) -or in terms of the-dominance of .some kind of -system. Using
- - - l_l_ - . . .

Comtian terminology, Spencer saw societies evolving from basically
-_military societies'(characteriied”by compulsory cooperation) to

1ndustrial'%oc1eties (characterized by voluntary cocperation). The

NN

military~based society of the paet emphaaiztd issues of war and peace,
had strong centralized control under a power hierarchv and‘subordlnated
the 1nd1vidual to a llfe of - disc1p11ne In contrast,’in the industrialy
o socdety there 1is emobasis oh‘trade and comﬁerCe. Greater freedom is
‘.allowed and cooperation is yoluutary._ Ihe.nature’of‘cooperation was Ofv

central consideration in Spencer's analysis of societies;' Interpersonal

(2

Lo’

relations may -ve characterized by some degree of voluntary cooperation

Thc idacreasing division of labor was’ cited as of cruc1al signlficance.

P : . L o .' ' : ’ -
o . - o . ! : S

S RN



s

.1956).

j

However, Spencer parted company with Comte in his view that the division

- of labor fostered increasing interdependence. In Spencer's view simpler

societies composed of homogenecous units were fragilely bound together
L] " . 3 ! . ) X . . .

under some form of authority. 1In contrast modern societies would be.

more closely knit than simpler societies because of interdependence.

-

The family was seen by Spencer as having evolved from a primitive state

of proﬁiscui;yAto‘polyandry, polygyny and then monogamy. It has shifted

~from a weak link in the primitive state to its preéent condition where

.

maximum individual freedom.is allowed within a conciliation of the needs’
of different generations.

Various writers sought an antidote to the rampant individualism

. o S . ,
- of modern society. .For Spencer the answer was the spread of education,

for Comte the answer was positivism, while for Karl Marx it was the

abolition of private property. Marx's work, as well as that of other
. : u .

'socialist thinkers, was known .to scholars in the late nineteenth century.

-~

Hbﬁever, Marx's theories had, for a long time; aécordingvto Bdttomore‘
B : . B 4 ) .
and Rubel (1956:26), been "'isolated from the social sciences as they

were being developed in Universities. Their sociological relevance:
- ’ r .

‘only began to be realized toward the end of the nineteenth century."

Certainly T8nnies was aware and to some extent was instrumental in the
resurgence of interest in Marxism (Tonnies,. 1957; Bottomore and Rubel, ™

It is important,ﬁn‘attemptingito.undérstand.the_relevaht aspects

-of the late ninetegnth century intellectual climate, to realize'thét;  S

many of Marx's works had not even’been-publishéd fhen, FOr‘example,

his Economic and Philoéqghical Manuscripts of 1844,’perhaps'his most

Cog
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~ ° .
sensitive statement on alienation, was not available to readers until

L

its discovery in the 1920s and subsequent publication in 1930. ‘Even - .

then, with the demise of German Sociology, this work was not fully

N (?'

,StUAied until after the Second Qorld War (Béttomoré and Rubel, 1956:&6).‘
Wﬁile‘we wZil~by-pass what ha;é become ideologicaily'lade debates
: concerning the validity'of_thg distinction bétween thg ydung Mayx and
the‘magggg Marx; it should_bé borne in mind that many df.thé eé;l%/“\
wriFings of Marx's yodth were not. available until the twentieth ceg;dryr
Thgbe aspects of ﬁérx's view of tﬁe fole_of the divisionfof lébo: thch
“ were widely’kﬁowﬁ;in the nineteeﬁﬁh century arg‘the onés germané to our -
brdiscussioa. ‘Briefi;,.Marx felt ;h;t the e;oﬁom{c_fouhdatioh of society
é&ﬁiékerted trgééndous influencekgn'all of its sectors} - Those whé éoht:olleq

economic productioh had, therefore, widespread influence ahd'power. " The:

L]

most simpie séciéties Qe;e ciassfess‘but with thé‘diviéion éf»labor'came
s6@ial cleaQages; In both‘feudélism éﬁd capi{a1ism conflict was
inevitable as the subfunité of“thé"society~jo§kled qu-conﬁgol of
v_égonomic resOutées. Class conflict between tﬁé owﬁérs‘of thevmeéns of
pro&Uction and the workers in capitalist sécigty Qas.to be expegted.‘l
.ﬂorkefs'ih such_societiés wefé exploited and iﬁcfeasingly:impbverished.'
Maﬁv%as mis;haben by the "fetishism,of commodities.”vfﬁbwevef ail)of
thi; Méfx saw as Bnly a‘ﬁecessary phasevin the eventual tfansformatioh.
Qf socieb;} “The préblems‘of capitalism were transienf ;nd weré‘innaté
ﬁof‘to industfia1ismAbut to thé ephé;eralabourgcoiS‘society. Marﬁ
ﬁrobhésize@»tﬁe,cbming of the proletarian revolution and évbetter future

asga temporary diqtétbrship of the proletariét re-organized the economic

' strucﬁuté of the society, re-edutatedvfhe people add,paqu'the.wéy_fori
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the eventual andvtotal communism of ghe classless sociéty.

This brief overview of the contributions of Comte, Maine, Fustel
de Coulanges, von Gierke,,Spencef and Marx gives an indication of the
~ broad concern with chaﬁge from traditionél to modérn society in the
" nineteenth century. Societal types were a common analytical device ~
m L . ' : : s L
among these writers. -There was an awareness of the -decreased influence
of the family and a concern with issues of solidarity and social control.
There was also a widespread concern about the social meaning of the
division of labor and the Industrial Revolution. It was within this

~context that Tbnnies' Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft was created.

FERDINAND TONNIES: INTRODUCTION -
TN o ;

‘Ferdinand Tgnniesf (1855-1?36) classic treatise, Gemeinschaft und-

GeSeilscHéft was fifst published in 1887 éndnfirst translated into
_English:in 1940. . In-tﬁis work;'Tgnnies figs;vprdposed:his'classic
sqéiefal types of.the sém¢ ﬁamé; "It was originally,reaa,by'énly a smali
'cif;ie of:admirefs,.but in its éecondf(gbme fiftecn‘years latér) and
.subsequent editi6ns-iL iﬁcreésingly attf%Eted a widér following. :
Though‘TSQnieS was gn‘aéti;e; wiﬁe ranging inter'éhroughbut his
.. life, it is this particular‘wérk, wriften ét_;he;age of 32, which -
.réCéived the mostvatten§ion aﬂd has had the greatest impact on the
deve lopment of §pciology. Martinda]e'(l960386) aéserts that Valf médern
seciet31 Eypo1oéies —‘such as Durkheim's dis;inctibn betﬁeén 'mechanical’
and_'orgaﬁic' sq;idarity; Park's 'sacréd-secular'.distinction,.Redfieid'g -
:félkfseculafF Qigtinction — take Tgnniés' concep;uaiizationsbas a

starting point." Hence; it is dppropriate to start our examination of
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.. . . "
soc1al bonding in the urban 1ndustr1al setting with the work of Tonnles,”/'

Our concern here is not with the progre951vc devglopment of Tonnles
thought over the fifty year period from thefpublication of the above
book untll.the'tims of hl}ideath.' Instead, the focus will be on‘the
original Ceméinschaftfcesellsthaft'typology as elaooratédlin his in- |
fluentlal booR} Théreafter, we will examine the subsequéﬁt trans-
formdtions of these ideas byfwriters followlog Tonnics,
TWO TYPES dF SOCIETY:"GEMEINSCHAFT AND GESELLSCHAFT5
The polar types proposed bleonnles and used throughout hrs
wrltlngs have been translated asd:ommunlty (Geme1nschaft) and socxet}
(Gesellschaft) (Loomislfl957)r This.is somewhat misleading. Although
thé_translatioo of Gemsinschoft as commuhity (symbolizlng‘a tlimate'of
supportive relationships) is'falrly.acoorate;'Gesellsohaft:is'also'osaht
" to refer to a type of rélationship aﬁd the English word';ooietyvdoos
not coovey.chisl Thelcesellschaft rglatlonsﬁlp is ooe of.selffinterest,
individualiso and imporsonality. |
Tgnnies characterioed Gésellschaft as a‘hegation —.an artlficial

creation that encomoasses the thsracterlstlcs of communlty only in. the
sense that people are llviné-ln the _same area. .In GesellSLhaft ;n
spite of factors which should unite, the_psople'aro divided and‘tgsy;
lack collective»spirit. ‘In TSnniesfvwords, ,

. ‘here everybody is by himself,vand‘isolatsd,”dhd thers
exists ‘a condition of tension against all others. 'Their spheres
of activity and power are sharply separated, so that evervbody
reﬁuses to everyone else contact with and admittance to his

’sﬁhere i.e., intrusions are regarded as hostlle acts
(Tonnies, 1957 65) o
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In sharp contrast, in Gemelnschaft people ane‘%

"

ﬁ%ﬁkioﬂal‘perfbd (Tonhies '

o T e ) A

'*:';g:"“«, ) . PN i * - v

., .‘ , : L . i L . ! &

1957:227) and to exist in multi-faceted forms. Tonnies.notes that both &
Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft societies can take the form.of either union

. R . . . L .o g
" or. association. Clarification of these translated terms is necessary.

The term uniopl(vergindung) éé used,by TSﬁnies, refers toAa élose-unggy,
while the‘tefm éssociétion (Bundnis) reféréito a.lbosé relationsﬁip
(Nisbet, 1966. | '

Geﬁéiﬁ;chaft soéiecy tékes‘thé.form*of union first and thep of
associat}onu- Stilllaldifferent formv¢f assbéiation isrmaﬁifest'iﬁ.the' .
GeSéllé?ﬁaft-society.' The Ceseilschaft society has fhe possibilit; of

oo ‘ : ,

moving from association‘into.a form of unidn. vThe,progressive movement
from'unidn,of Cemein#chaft; f§ associ#tion offGémeinéchéft and then>tob
 association of.Gesellééhaft.répresents a SPreadingvstain.gfiﬁtiumpﬂ for
egoism, individuality énd fétidnéiiﬁyvin-relationéhips. “Howevér‘
»follow1ng this there is the p0551b111ty of a fourth phase whlch lnvolves‘
a recovery of Gemelnschaft ._ "i_:v‘, ‘-t

:Thé‘archetypé of the'initial phase, the uhign of Geméinschéft, is
_thg family.. The next phase, the seéghdary %Qrm of Gemein;cﬁaft.or‘
éssoéiatiOns of Gemeinschaft is:represented‘byiffiendship, ”commuﬁity of
spirit and mindbbasedion‘cbmmon work or callingLand thus .on éoﬁmon

beliefs" (TYnnies, 1957:191). Sﬁch aésociations are also found in
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federatioﬁs of churches, arts and crafts and, in‘general, gocial contexts
where the 'idea" bf'family.ié maintained. Tgnniés séeS'marfiage as  a

- relationship in between a‘union and an asSociafion of Gemeinschaft, It

is consanguinity'which haé a primordial lure in Tonhies' view of inter-
persoﬁal rélatioqships;

Following associations of Gemeinschaft are associations ;f Gesell-
schéfl. These are formed for defined purposes and call for unitedveffort.
‘The assocﬁétibn of Gesellschéft is digtinguishéd by the characteristic
that: |

.all 1t$ activities, are restricted to a aefihéd end and

a definite means of attalnlng it, if it is to be valid, 'i.e.,
to conform to the will of its members. (In contrast, it is

", the essential characteristic of-assovciaticn of the Gemein- T

schaft to be- as universal as llﬁe itself and to derlve their
forces not from outside but from within) (Tonnles 1957 194) .

One. may say that the difference appears.to 1ie in organizations”organized

for basically instrumental ends and organizations organized for

basically expreséiyo ends. .

- o .
Though the Gemeinschaft-Gesellschaft distinction parallels

traditional; and modern socicties, Tonnies didvnQL vieQ the'm§§eﬁent'from
»;hé ear1ier3form,to the more recent form ;s‘irrevééablé.: Within the
éeééllgchafc ;Qéiéty there is the p&ssibilityiof antipodal movementé.

In an;addena;m:to the 1§13 edition of his book, he thea that the then. -
newly'ﬁorming cgoperative movement repfeéénts a form'oflcemeinschaft
"econpmy'ghigh may.expané.v Tgﬁhieéi'additionélly, allowed for- the

possibility (fhough;admittedly not the pfqbabilit;

of/governmeﬁt inter-

o . , i o _ ) M , ‘ : .
vention. It~ is difficult, however, to imagine e Gesejlschaft State.
7 , ‘ _ N o

[

vvoluntafily destroying the'Gesellschéft society (TBH%{;S, 1957;2305.

<y,

_ However, class consciousness, struggle and revolution were Seen-bil'
B “ . ' ‘

ce ) ‘ : = iy

f
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Tgnnies-as possibilities which would bring forth the destruction of the

Gesellschéft.statevand the Geséllschafﬁ éociety.

" The impressibn h;s soﬁetimes been given by gubsequent writers
,th;t Tgnﬁies,viéwedlﬁhe mévément'from Gemeinschaft to Gesellschaft as
irréversibie and total (see, for example, Sofokin, 1928:492). This is
dgiteamislgadingE In his 1912 addendum, Tgnniés claiﬁeé, in féct, aﬁ

increasing societal awareness of the need to resurrect Gemeinschaft -

¥

B . . & . )
qualities. The revival of Gemeinschg%l "may” become the focus for a

resuscitation of family life and other forms of Gemeinschaft" because
’ . . .. . o . 1"
of a broader awareness of its importance and contributions (Tonnies,

1957:196).°

——— «

| TONNIES' TWO TYPES OF WILL
Tonnies aﬁtempted to iink the psychological wfth tﬁe socidlogical
iy . o
by-émphasizingithat‘tWO ﬁy;es of wili underlie thevgemeinschaft-Cesell-
séﬁaft'disfinctionﬁ  This volitioﬁal aspect of his‘theory is another

' : - . . ". . . “ . ’ T ‘
important. but not:infrequently by-passed aspect of his total argument,

Tgnﬁieé_particularly emphasizéd the coﬁnéétioh be tween the two societal
types and the two types of will in'a note appended to  the 1911 editionv
of his bpokf ' The two ﬁajor types of Will_seeh by,TSnnies were wesenwill

.(translatédias natufalvwill) ahdikurwtf&é (translatédvas rational will)-:

N ~
[

These Wefe seen as ;aﬁsgs-or tendencies toward action. Natural will
arises out of éoﬁmitmént to group tradition (beliefs and Seﬁtiments) and
is concom@tant ;ith Gémeinschaft reLatibnsHips; 1In contrasf, ratibpal.
'.will'arisesuout‘of expediency, a méané-edd_ofienﬁation and i concomitant:
with'Gesellschafg relatiohships. Thogéh néﬁ?ral wili.invélves thqught; )

9
& b



the powerlessr(thc calculated updn) versus the

o ' :
rational will was secen as the product of thought, Using terminclogy of

the present-day, one may describe rational will as calculating or

S : ; " .
instrumental and natural will as spontancous and expressive. . Tonnies

.describéd‘thg temperament of natural will as "fluid, soft and warm,” in

contrast rational will was characterized as ''dry, hard and cold"

N

"(1957:143) 0 Using similarly ovélﬁativé'terqinology,vhe described rural’

and domestic pursuits as warm, soft labour (1957:164). As would be

expected; rural and domestic pursuits were seen as characteristic of

those with natural will. 22 S R -

oo .. ' L ; g S '
Tonnies associated these two types of will with specific cate-

2 -

gories of pebple, what might be termed as esse%tiaITyxtbe categoriéS'of

’

powerful'(thé\dalgulatorS).
g ' ' h ' T

Thus he’ 'saw women, the young and commoners as susdeptible to natural ~-.

~

\

will -—"the wili,chafacteristic,of Gemeinsphaft. Because of.this' they
are also likely to'bc exploitedzby the possessors of rationél»wiil, such

as men, the aged and the aducated classes.
Tonnies thus characterized natural will as feminine emotionalism
' : I » . R ' : .l'l - : B . T
and rational will as masculine logic.: Although Tonnies viewed, increasing

emancipation of women as leading to their possession of rational will,

-

-it was clearly, in his eyes, against their "nature." "It is interesting, -

however, tha:»TSnnies, pre-dating today's proponents of liberation- from

stereotyped:sex'rolcs, saw the man of genius as manifesting both tvpes
of will: the natural will’, charéctcristic of women, and the rational will,
characteristic of men. This observation also has interesting implications
. . . ' . ; . . = ) ) . . vv / “ . .
for his use of ideal types which will be :discussed ‘later, ) - !

-

Society and social ‘relationships were Seen as the products of -one
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;could co-exist and cautloned that "no natural will ‘can ever occur

N

L. ‘ S L
or "the other of these two types of human will. However, Tonnies attempted
to make it clear that he viewed these two types of volition as ideal

.typeé.

. ’
) S

Between'these two xtremes (natural and rat10na1 wlll) real
volition takes- place The consideration that most volition
and action resembles or is inclined toward cither one or-
+the other ‘makes it possible to est#blish the concepts of

» - natural will and rational will, which confepts-are rightly
.applied oniy in -this sense. 1 call them normal concepts.
‘What they represent are ideal types, and’ they serve-as

standards by which reality may be recognized and dcscrlbed
(1957 748) w B

n\ -

TOﬂﬂlLS (1%57 141) furthgl noted that these two forms of w111

~.

\\‘l"'.
o e o

_empirigaily without rational will by which‘itlfinds expression,'and'nd_

~ rational will without natural will on which it, is based, . . ." however,

- . N . N . . \/ L
there are ". . .empirical tendencies toward.the one or the other."

v

Although Tonnies referred to the two forms of will as ideag types,
f e - ' . . tl ) . i B

|8

observatigp% such as the one previously: mentioned, régarding the

FAtR
g

possession by men of genius of the will types of both sexes reflect some
: g L L ' T o e
of the problems in his use of ideal types. Tonnies wrote in most places

as if these types were distinct realities - particularly when implying,

1

for example, that men in general do not. possess natural will and only ‘ b_

AY
¥

unique men (i.c., ge€niuses) possess the -two forms of will. Thstead of

!

r_perhaps_spécifying“the‘existencebof ratios of the &wo will forms, he

wrote as though thege dichotomies were polar realities. Whatever the

degree -of clarity in his own ‘thought on this issue, the continuum aspect.

'of‘hiSAargument has tended to become lost in most English discussion of

'ﬁhis work, o ¥ L o j :

In additiom to using. emotionally chérged adjectives such as warm,

£}
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soft and fluid to describe natural will, Tonnies seemed to attach an
4 - : T

almost mystic quality to the motivations underlying natural will;‘\$or\f
‘example, he reflected on it as ah apparjii\”givingncss" without expec-

- .

] . T/ . ’, ‘ - .
tation of recompense. In sharp contrast, in Gesellschaft~like relations

N

rational will predominatus and_”hdbody wan€§ to grant and praduce
anything for another individual. . if it be not in\exéhange for a gift

or labor equivalent that he cthiders at least equal to what he haq
: ‘ . -
given™ (1957:65). This obscrvatlon seems to revezal not only a romanti- v
. . ‘m“' S
cization of Gemeinschaft, but a lack of awareness of the tangled web of
reciprocity which develops within rural, pre—indu’.lialiZed societies

a

(e.g;; ?ostgr,.1967). ' , -
. . o . ) : ’ ‘ \N:
TONNIES VIEW OF THE FAMILY , ~ , . ; , ;
fonnlcs v1ewcd the family as both the orlgln and essence of-
Gemelnschaft Becaus; fhg\iamllv is the mos t per;LLt form of é qu@schaft‘
to study Cemeinschaft is to stud? thq family;l,Howcvcr, though zlmeinschaft'
was'cruéiak to gis’argqmént, Ténnics' analysis of the family léft_somgi

thing to be desired., ' : g
Gemeinschaft is said to represent a perfect unity of will apd it
~is found, according co Tonnies, in greatest intensity in three types of

kin relationship: v(l)_mothcr-thild; 2) huébaﬁd-w{fe (fih‘its.nétpfai

or genérél biological meaning'); and (3) brother-sister. The propelling

N S . ’ . Sy :
catalyst toward Gemeinschaft-like -qualities varies within each of these

°

th:;g relationships; ~'The intensity of the mother-child relétiohship;is

due to instinct and common memories.  In ébntrast the marital relation-

ship is based on éommonvaSSO‘SlOn of Lhildr;uwand houschold and che

-
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. brother-sister relationship is based solely on memories of shared

P
v

character of a rélatibnship._ For. exampleé, the intc

‘pace fo;'TBnhies' later glorification of the non-rational in social

experiences.? iThough not iﬁcludgdiwithin‘tﬁe bééib three, Tgﬁnics saw J/}
the relatiOnghipfbetweeg father and.child as Simitar to that Setween
brother énavsistet4bégaUSe the'strpng‘instiﬁctivé'batt chafécteriétic of
méthér‘apd_éh;td,is»aissiﬁg; ‘Howéver,fdespite the.strchgthicf the

imputed instinctive drive in women, men are also scen. as finding maximum

A

‘reward within the family. "The ordinary husband. . . in. the long run

and for the average of cases: . . feels best and most cheerful if he is’

surrounded by his family and relatives. He.is among his own ..

chez sdi”.(TBnnieé; 1957:43) .

The representation of instinétually-baéed mother-child relations

o

as. the ultimate and most intense'maniﬁestation of Gemeinschaft sets thex

‘relationships. The type bf_will'in operati@ntstrongly influences the

srity of marriage

ties, in TBnnies' argument, is contingent wpon the retention of women's
) - : . . T o N

‘as 'a perfect nelghborh,,

AC6mmunity of déily an:

traditional status and hence their Gemeinschaft-like nature (and natural
. » - L . .
will). With female emancipation and Busellschaft-like indeépendence a
. ) ts : .

. i . . ' 3 o
marriage, . Lo Ten ‘ -

oA : & E '
.degegérate’(s) into civg co&tract If not-concluded for
a definite period, such contx ctéyay be “ended. any time by
mutualoconsent, and its monogdmic limitations become' purely

accidental. These are somesof the most 1mportant trends in a
vprocess of rapldly advanc1ng disintegration (Tonnle 1957 20&)
¥4
A -

Though Tbhnles was. e@%@mmal about the emotional rewards of-a -

marrlage relat1onsh1p,,hg{;f;érted that monogamous marriage ¢an be seen

living togetﬁer, constant physical proximity.

&

~n ghtly abode of bed and board. . .their spheres

.
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of will adjoin but-are one, Iiké“the;gomﬁunal fields.of the villagersh
(Tgnnies, 1957.:193) . Though-invokiné the ties of ACighborhoqd; he did
ndt'diécﬁss the poéé&bility.of marriages. with shared values and ”likg K
m;nd” - quéiities which;.as will Bc diécus%ed 1éter, he yiewe&‘as
imboftan;faspectsvoffGémeinschaft. iConsisﬁent with this view, hg-did
‘nét‘foregee anfincreaséd eﬁphdsis on or gr;ater expeétations'ofvthe
cqnjugal_unit in ﬁddern_societ?.

| Tgnnieé showed kecn;insighg‘regardiﬁg the cotrelates of eméhasis"

on family life., Aithough he saw . family life as decreasing (Tgnnies,

1957:63), this de-emphasis vdried between groups. ' Tonnies' analysis was
based upon his distinction between forhs of will and.tﬁe importance of
- - o P N ' . : )

emotionality in relationships. "Tonnies notéd that :there are .age, social

class and sex differences in the extent to which the family is regarded

¢

as important. He observed that commoners, females and‘children‘éll see
family) friends and neighbors as of utmost iﬁportance.v These same-

categories of people are also the possessors of '"natural will." " In

contrast, for the educated middle and upper. classes, '"the family becomes

v

an accidental form for the satisfdction of natural .needs, neighborhood:

and friendship are 5upplénLed by special interest groups and conventional

'society life'" (Tonnies, 1957:168). This was an extremely sensitive
; , : o : : “4
. . 11 .
observation and one which has not been emphasized by Ionnicjé$abstractors

o : ) R "o ' ) . S
— a potential contribution of Tonnies' work not capitalized: upon by

family researchers. A

3

- Though recognizing variations in emphaéis on the Iamily,'Tgnnies,
*did not make a specific distinction between the extended family and the
{amily‘of procreation. Even allowing'for poséible.differencdk‘in

H

A

)



33

definition, -he still cannot be said to énalyzc what would be called by
. B ' . . . : . ’ .
observers today the extended‘family.s_ Although he saw increasing Gesell-
’ : T v . . ¢ . E ' : ' vll, ’ T
schaft-like feature$ in a society as detrimental to the "family" he did

not distinguish between degrees of familialism.

TONNIES' VIEW OF NON-KIN RELATIONSHIPS

‘Next to kin gics in strengthvare the,CemeinschafﬁS of physital\
préximity (neighborhood)-andvinteilectual prdximity (friendship).
Community, wﬁether of blood, fegion ér valﬁés; attrécts.éeople ﬁo one
another and creates mutual uhdefsﬁénding. *_

”Understandlng is based upon 1nt1mate knowledge of each other

. -and readiness,eo take part in (ones) “joy or sorrow.
For that” reason, the more. the constitution and experience of
natural d15p051t10n, character, and 1ntellectua1 attitude are.
L 31m11ar or harmonize, the more probable is understandlng
\~ (Tonnies 1957:47). 7

Tonnies chéracteriied Gemeinschaft of place (neighbdrhobd) as the

) general'pa;terh of living togetherlin the.ggi§l7village,i §acred customs
gna‘periodic reuﬁions caﬁ'maiqtaid these néighbd;;oéd;ties even when
distance sépgrates; howeyér this is basicaliy a community‘of phy@lcal
life”‘(Tgnﬁies 1957 42 43) Tonnies eﬁphaSLZed thrOughout his work that
common ownership’ cements close rclationships —ihe saw the land as-”the
priméral thiﬁg:._ .owned 5y hﬁman Gemeinschaft" (Ionnies, L957:180);
_Thé‘pdtentialifies of Gemeinschaft Qf plaéeAappeér to decréése Qith'sizc,
Feflecfiﬁé:é’négative'relationship betﬁeen population Size aﬁd Géméin:
'éc@aft feaﬂbres: .Thus; while Eﬁtﬁ’viilage aﬁditown ma}'rétain hany of
phe éharacteristics of the family, thé Viilage reﬁains more of';he§e

charaétéristics than:ﬁhe'town (Tgnnies,‘1957f227).» b
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.
- -

. " - . ‘ s Ky . . . - B
Tonnies saw social relationships with family-like characteristics.
as Gemeinschaft-like relationships. Such characteristics may be found,

i

for éxémple; within guilds; cults dnd'raligious communities (Ignnies,
1957}50); However, he;did[not spccify.their'specific distinguishing

‘qualities., Family is used as an adjective sufficient unto itself in

) " o : . o . s
many parts of Tonnies' writing.. - o e :

The thifd (ahdyweakcst)'fbrm,oﬁ Gemeinschaft, that of community

¢ .

of mind -or friéﬁdship, Tonnics saw as independent of neighborhood and
“kinship. Suth'andéldeveloﬁ as a result of_similar‘work conditions or’

yalues oricnted toward common goals (e;g.; religion). wfthaut benefit -
of blood relationship, Tonnies saw these friendship ties as weakened.

Proximity and frequency of contact méy make them subject to disputes._»

3

""Such purely mentalior psychologicai brotherhoods caﬁ.stand only t =2
ceftaiﬁ'limit.ghe frequency and ngrrowﬁéss'qf phys -al prOXimiCy of real

joinpilife.~ They have to find their EOUnté?poise in a high degree of

. a YR 7 <

individual freedom” (Tinnies, 1957:44). i

|

R S Coos R IRV o
In Tonnies' view, extra-kin redations arc weaX. iNeighbor ties

’ )

have weakened aﬁd ties»of work, religioh'(%gnn ‘§,119575226) and

o

X . o T ' . ~ L. - R . .
frigndship have eroded. As sudh’ties have become distinguished from the

family they have lost their previous strength,

C

'THE *IMPACT OF INDUSTRTALIZATION :
| Indhstfializatibn’s xclation§hip1€o‘the'mdﬁéméht'from'Gemeihscﬁéft

.

. .. t "‘ . . o ) » it "- . L . " . L
to Gesellschaft is:made quite apparan_ln:Tanxes'_qhe51$. The change -

from the primary society of Gemeinschaft to its polar opposite :parailels
the movement from agriculture to industry and'ijng’home{based'ecohom&

; . . i - . . e



- . :

‘ ) . : KT - . . .
to an ecopomy of trade and industry. Tonnies gave an economic inter-
- . .
4
&
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pretetggn‘of history. 1In the Gesellschaft bourgeois society, he,agreed-

L
Vo, : . :
_with Adam<Smith.that "everyone is a merchant." . As more people within

2

the soc1ety learn ;o be traders it is less likely that-they will be

- ,.ut,g_‘u
PR

exp101ted by those alreadv p053t551ng rational will (Tonnlts, 1957 80)

Lo .
A ~ .

The.self-seeklng attitude of those posseséed with the rational,will of -

Cesellschaft fits ‘them well for 1ndustr1a112ed soc1tty where "a sham of-

“ .

ollteness” covers the underl ing com etltlventss Hence, within this
P y 8 P nce,

form of society, it is merchants and capitalists who are the ”hatutel
rulers.” The‘metchant'claes develope Eirst'aiong-theée lines. Other
groups will eventoaliy\follow until ”et leest,in tendency, the whole

Peoplefacquire the charactertstic‘of the»Gesellschaft”.(Tgnnies‘ 1957:

-225). The 1ntroduct10n of large scale trade into agrarian or small town

soenes sounded the death knell of Gemelnbchaft

] .
.

D

THE TMPACT OF URBANIZATION o TN
As noted previously; Ténnies -viewed Gemein5chhft‘of‘plaéefes
‘ ‘ : S , : ) . -
characteristic of rural neighborhoods.  The possibility of -Gemeinschaft
in any form appearsvto‘decrease in city 1ife‘(T8nnies, 1957:227);
.IBhnies has been accused of romanticizing the.pre-urban past. In the

_flnal edltlon of his noted book (publlshed some fifty years after the.

merits of the rural throughout hiS'book Rural 1ife 3usta1ns ‘Gemein~
schaft while urban life partlcipates in 1ts destruction
Lall praise of rural life has p01nted out that the

" Gemeinschaft among. people is stronger there ‘and ‘more alive;
it lS the lasting,andggenULne form of liv1ng together. In

5

: /////orlglnal) he denied this. ,Howtver, there is cledrly an emphasis on the o



)

-life, he did not identify

" Gesellschaft down the -

tradition and decreased:

36

contrast tc Gemeinschaft, Gesellschaft is transitory: ‘and

' superficial.’/ Accordingly Gemeinschaft should be regarded.
as a living organlsm, Gesellschaft as a mechanical. aggregate
and artifact (Tonnies 1957 35)(emphasls supplied).

The rlty personlfled Ge sexllschaft®in Tonnl' k (1957:227) view and,

*v?although he gave p3551ng mention to the gultural advantages of urban

ﬁy;sogio—emocional advantages. ''City life énd»
n pecple to decay and.death" (fénnies, 1957+

30-31). Urban settings arc;chétacterjzed by loss of respect for

4 .
e

: amily“iifg; In Tonnies' (1957:202) words, the

city represents’'"the’ victory of égo@sm, impudence, falsehood and cunning,

the ascendancy of greed ;?r meney,. ambition and lust for pleasure."
With respect to thHe

charge that Tonnies presented a romanticized.

view of futaL life, Nisbet (1967:74) has nutéd-that "a degree of

‘nostalgia is built into the very structure of nineteenth century

. . ) T K . . ‘, .. . .
Sociology." However, even if Tonnies' observations were in keeping with

the tenor of his times, his pastoralist approach may still have its

. carry-over effect on twentieth century views of life in the city.

2]

SUMMARY: TbNNIEs VIEW OF “fRADITIOhAL” AND MODERN” SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS.
It bhOUld be noted at’ the outset thdt Tonnles d‘chotomous\l
socictal tfpes were the prOdUkt of nlne(eunth centurv European armchalr

speculatlon. Although.Tonnlgs was later known for his empirical studies

in[Cefmany, his arguments in his first book were supportéd neither by

' s : : . A ' ; ' .
pr;mary nor secondary data analysis, = His observations regarding the

o R -

characterxstxcs of Lnterpersonal life in pre- modcln SOLleCy cag/%robably,

at. best be saxd to haVL xested upon his knowledge of . Europgan\pcagantry
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“:

However, one may well question that extent to which his knowledge. of ’@f

this group was sufficient. In addition, while it.is true that TBnnies
took a ﬁistdricai perspec;fve,‘this-perspective‘was not bqttresséd by
reliable ﬁistorical data. The lack of suffiéienfihistorical documeﬁ-
tégidn in Tgnnies"studyfihdicates the need. for prudence in relying upon
the validityﬁ?f its ;§mpbral,as‘well as its,culfural‘generélizability.
Table 1 summarises Tonnies' analysié of - the major.characteriécics
. ] ‘ |
of social relationships in Gemeinschaft éﬁd Gesellschaft societieé. _The
relatiqnsﬁipssin Gemeinséhaffigociéty afe\éeen as éﬁduring;icollectivity-
-briented, pervasivé, spon£aneous and-e@otiqnal. In confrast, thé
reiationships in Gesellschaft soclety are short—iived, nénremotipnally
based, contractual‘and egoistic. ’Somé obServétioﬁs stand out:
(i);Of phbselﬁeatures'which Tgnnies séﬁ as characteristic of Gesell;
;chaft social life, ﬁot‘one is given posi;ive valenée.‘ In ?ont;aSt, all:
the traits specified-asvpért of traditional Geme}nschafﬁ social life ére.il\t>
;evaiuated.positiyeiy, The ;endr 6£ Tonnics' writing gives‘@eighfbto
,éhe charge‘of romanticization'of tﬁe bast. |
(%) Although, as_p%e?iqusly méntioneq;ngnnies‘élIQwed for pockct; of
traditio;alism:in modetn sét;ings;’thege were seen asréarryoversv— not
"~ as features éharaéteristic of urbén iﬁdustrialilifg itself. fhﬁs,he
appeaéed.to:asggme the evéncual "swallowing up' of any remaining ,
Cemeinschaft‘eiements by'ché irrevérsiSEevﬁidg of'Gesellschiﬁﬁ)SOCiety
.unless there wgne,significant éh&nges in the sogial and.politicai orde%, ]
(3) Tgnnigé d;d nbt éllOy fo%»the poséiﬁiiity’ofvmodérnizéd versiohé.

Lo

of thé_traditionathraits wh”‘ %ﬁe evaluated so highly.“ For example,

he viewed Gemeinschaft societies with their lack of emphasis on con-
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tractual agreemeﬁts as providing greater frcedgp and spontaneity.
However, urban Gésellschaft scttiﬁgs can’ be seen as é}lowing for another
form of freedom and/épontaneicy by virtue}ofﬂthc grcatér freedom to
select tﬁe people.with,whom one Qould want to»associate and by virtge
of-a wider pool of poteﬁtiai friends from which,%n,éhooée.
(A)iAdditionally, Tonni€'s was fairly,consiétéﬁtlin viewing each
societ;l trait in either/or evaluatiqnﬁcategories. In so dé;ng, he
overlooked the possible'advantaées of‘the very feétures of modern s;ciai‘
lifg yhicﬂ he'vie&ed‘as @isadvan;éggousf Likewis; he’did not consider
the possibly negatiye aspecfs of ﬁhettfaits he éécribcd to traditional

society. Traits may carry both. desirable and.uﬁdeéirable ramifications.

For example, wlthln‘wﬁs'paradlgm the short-lived relationships attri-

e buted to Gesellschaft soCiéty were'cvaluated_négatively;} Tonnies did

* not consider that intense, -short-lived relationships may serve an

‘inkcnse; ﬁhort-liVedlpUrpose and thac.chc.avaiiability of éﬁch.inter-_
bgeggona1 eﬁcouﬂters may wéil'Satigfy people'slneeds as ;héy‘perceivg them.
e rable Z.é#aminc> the sources of emotiopal suppoft'which Tgnniés
saw as évailable to ”traditiural? and . "modern" peoples. .Of;tHe sources
bf sﬁpporf.which TgnnieS‘cpnsid¢réd, éll que~seen_aé éither d%@inished
"bf absént in Gesgilschaft society.. ﬂeligious; maritalf npcleé:,fémiiy,

occupational, ﬁeighborhéod and friendship ties all éuffér depletion.

3klthougH'T8nni§s emphasized the imﬁortance of family ties, he.did not

' examine what would be'accepted'aé extended kin ties. The vast pdrt of

B

.

" his discussion_felated.to what woyld be termed in current parlence the

" nuclear family. Within his Hiscussion, however, there was no indication

,6f7Special emphasis or forecast of change in modern marital rélation-

A
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ships. People in the Gesellschaft‘socicty arc thus left with few
strong supports. .

' Rl . ) ‘ : s ,
- Table 3 summarizes Tonnies' view of the role of the family in y
L ' : . " ‘
Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft societies. It can be seen that Tonnies
t . . 9 . .
did not'examine the extended family unit. Altholgh at one point he made

By

an amorphous reference to the family as ‘previously a source of status,

possible econdmic support and occasional basis for a CommOn residence,

”falled to spe01fy its 1ntegra1 components His mosc important,and

‘praised "familiness” we are given little 1n the: way of guidellncs’for

as. opposed to those with rationalﬁwill. This provides some rather

in his dlscus51on of Gemelnschafcosoc1et), he did not give welght to

this in his dlscu551on and it becomes only an i%d m in'passing.

N

The tamily dis the personlflcatlon of CemQ@nschaft and Cemelnschaft

is dlmlnlshlng, hence we may conclude that the family is dlmlnlshing,

However, Tonnles did’ not in any dlrect way, prov1de in his lnfluentlal
A

work an analysis of the state,of’the family, the crucial role components

“of ' the famlly entlty, or varlatlons in ﬁgfﬁnbth of fam1ly exten51on
. e |

¥ !
v

anamlllHESS” was an lmportant attribute in his total argument but Tonnles

unfortunately overlooked,contribution to undergtanding the family
probably lies in his’ analysis of forms of will and the .differential
attraction to the family on the part of . thosc possessfng natdfal will

o

provocative insights, .as mentloned carlier. Howeyer,_although’Tonnles T

the examlnatlon of kin ties.

'

Table 4 Summarlst the maJor influences wthh ronnles saw.as - o

]
£
-hav1ng 1mpact on the nature of 1nterpersonal relatlonshlps Frcm this - ?

o

table emerges a pép;ure of_Tonnies view of the elements ‘which contri-
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.and cmotionality, submersion of the individual, shared ‘experiences,
+ - - . N

bute to a 'good" social relationship. These are the variables which,

in Tgnnies',vicw, we should examine in cvaluating the benefits of inter-
. . . ! . - . " .

personal encounters. According to Tonnies, the telatlonsh}ps which

péople find most rewarding are'non-contractuél,‘based on homogeneity

shared possessions and kinship ties. The one contractual tie which is

y » - . . ‘ .- ) | .
evaluated somewhat positively is the marital bond.. Tonnies was rather

' A .
rigidly consiste in viewing the above qualities as making positive

contributions to inter-personalgrelationships. bniortunatclx, his value

pcrépective detracts from the larger analysis. It LOUld be argued that:

\.’ °

each of ‘the positlvelv (valuatud traits also Larrlub negative ovartongs.

i

Likewise Similar arguments could be made revérsing the benefits of

My o A - ate
TBnnygs' negatively evaluated influences. For example, to 111ustrate

5o . .

N 4 e : 1" .
the above Crlth}Sm, cach of Tonnies' p051t1ve1v gvaluated qualltles ‘

f

will be examlnLd with a v1ew to pointing out: what could bL regarded by

a” D . v
Pt }L

“‘ w . \

-»"P

‘somc'observei;%as a negativb aspect: , T RS

g
o

Y

i ' ' )
[egie g@s thch are LleUdtLd positively by Tonnies coul

AR
vxewnd aswgﬁﬁ

d be

ing ties which dnmand allegiance by akCldLnt of birth.
g | .. , I E .
dther Lhan chrough choice. q . N e ‘

(2 Marltal-tles which Tbnnxes saw as- positive contributions: could be

viewed as legal bonds whigh handicap the practical'implemcntétion of

changé'in object of affect. T . T

- v. p— . > - "". ' - : A‘\. .
(3) The collectivity orie. ton which Tonnies saw as a positive

contribution could be viewed a: a form of conformity which restricts the

. . 2

growth of society and the indiVidual.:
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(A) Tonnlts saw emotlonallsm as.an assct in inter-personal relation=-"
K . e " '

ships; however, it ~uld be viewed as a hindrance, trlppllng to one's

~

ablllty to ratlonally evaluate lnterpersonal relatlonshlps and to-

ratlonally diSpose of those which‘are less rewarding.
(5) P051t1ve1y ewaluated prop1nqu1ty could be viewced as a claustre-
phobic handlcap 11m1t1ng people to repeated encounters }rom wa:ch it is
! ;
'dlfflcult to escape.' “‘ S ' v.“ S

2

(6) Shared pOSSGSSlOnS could be viewed as a dlsadvantage because
. . N u) hl

this leads to compet1t1on or becau5e the materlal expre551on of

'1nd1v1dua11ty is 1nh1b1ted

(7) Shared values eould‘be vieweﬁéas a negatiye contribution to a
relationSHip‘because this may faciiitate'inteilee}gal'stagnation;

(8).T8npies saw habit.as‘making'a positive contribution to relation-
bships; however,gkt could Be vieweq_as,the indoient aceeptance of a
relationship in‘contrast’tovthe_regularized reaéseésment of tﬁe'
“tewardingness"”of a relatioaship; ‘

. ot : . ’ .o
(9) Common goalé were seen as positive contributions. These,‘like

~ shared possessions may. .be seen as provﬁklng competltlon.’ One could argue

for the advantages of compllmentary goalb, or - of tonfl1tt1n5 goals

>
o

g v
(10) Slmllar backg1 unds were sec . as maklng positive contributioﬁsvto

a\relatignship.r As wit fhared‘values above, this ebuld be:viewed as

leadiag te;a stagnaﬁt © .ationship. B |
(1) Ténnies eva1uated shated experieneés.positiveiy._ One could

argdeithatvshared ekperieneea deaden a felationship;

(12) Maternal instinct was seen as a positive'attribute Others may

argue that this (if it ex1sts) is an acc1dent of blrth which 1nflicts

-



the child upon the mother and the mother upon the child.
(13) Rural life was seen as a ‘positive contribution It could be

. > - N U B
v1cwed as a numerlcal restrlctlon on thL LhOlCC of rclatlonshxps

(14) Tonnles viewed endurlng relatlonshlps positively. These could

be viewed as creéting bofing interpefsonal relatidhships which limit

_moving on to new encounters and different life stages,

(15) Role pervasive relationships were secn as more ‘rewarding. These
A b5 v

could be viewed as lacking the ibtensity and in-depth, focused, under-
spandingbof a role specific relationsﬁip.

The abovc p0351b1y negative aspectsvof relatioﬁéhips which

Tonnles evaluated p051t1ve1y, overlap w1th each other to'some extent
. N N Q \
) v,

but open up alternatlve ways of viewing these characterlstlcs The

Sl

b

p01nt in this exercise 1s to. 1llustrate tha't Table 4 summarlzes what
. g , . v
THnnLLs ‘assumes to be suff1c1ent1v establlshgd gencral truths. about

human behav10r He presumes to know what pgopld find to be the most -~

rewarding elements in an interpersonal relationship. As will be later
o 5 | . : : .
discussed, ‘some of these untested "social psychological tru:hs”_with

: A " : Ce . ' L ' o
which Tonnies operat%q in the nineteenth’ century may have their

S

-

twentieth century counterparts.

S L B
CONCLUSTONS - w. SR

. " B - N . .
- Tonnies' Gcme1nschaft Gcsellsuhaft QOnLLpt% haVL attractgd

several generatlons ot soclal observers. Unfortunatclv‘ff
o . xS

?%f the more ’

1nnovative aqpects of his typology have not been widely explored His

‘

 emphasis on a revcr31b1e process of soc1eta1 change and his differen-

tiatlon be tween economlc, cducatlonal -and gender categor1es rcgardlng

3!
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attachment to famllv llfe.were mos't. 1nsxghtful ior hlS time, .but weru
uv1rtuallv 1gnored by scholars who fbllowcd ? VAlthodgh,Tonniesf_vork

is wrltten from the perspectiVe of a maie dominant society and hence a
male orlented 5061010gy, ‘and although his work reflects a western
vEurdpean bras hls attempt to expllcate the 1dea of natural w111 suggests

a p0351b1y potent soc1a112at10n varlable Thls,_lf developed, mlght

.

'.'snceessfully account for sex, class and educatlonal dlfrerences in‘some

ot
¥

"]formS‘pf'behavigr. However problematlc Operatlonallzatlon of the idea.
;of'rational'willhmay be, the 1dea prOV1des a potentlal base for

intellectdal expansion. As- w111 bewlndlcated in the follow1ng chapters,

Fl

some. recent cr1t1c15ms have -begun to. tentatlvely explore paths similar

’

to those suggested by Tonnles in the nineteenth century. However, the

‘fact that these have rested for many years in Tonnles first book is

"nou~apprec1ated. The- aspects of his work whlch attracted other writersv s
g 7 S

‘were hls societal typologles - dlChOtOmOUS pOlarltleS with problems of

.v

: _-thelr own, The extent to which the pastorallst assumptlons whlch

i )
" 2 R 7.

.paccompanled theSe‘ olaratles and the 1mp11c1t soc1al psychology

operatlng 1n Tonnies v1ew of a ''good relatlonshlp” have carrled on as

/well will be explored in the chapters follow1ng

h‘,m" ) ) . c A a »




§ . CHAPTER TWO ,
;. FOOTNOTES
. . i v . .
1. The crltcria for selectlon con51sted of rcferences made by Tonnles

in his"book and the observations of several other writers concerning
possible-influences on Tonnles (c g., Nisbet, 1967V Martlndale 1961;
Loomis, 1957; Loomis and MoKlnney, 1957 ) Though there is a lack of
agreement on specific influences, it ‘is geneérally agreed that Tonnles
was’ influenced by other writers Durkhelm in his review. of" Tonnles .
"~ book. noted, - ' v L . R _ i

.one w1ll flnd (here) a’ complete sociology,. one\w111 also
find a cOmplete phllosophy and a complete\nychology
Schopenhauer Karl Marx, Kant, Sumner Maine, the evolutlonlsts
in turn, or s1multaneous1y, inspire the author Such eclectlc"

’“synthesis naturally makes -the reading of the book, very Cuds
1abG§I~HS““ﬂﬁé- g aspity, for one finds 1nterest1ng 1deas'
there. . . (Durkﬁe1m 1972) - o

VAN EVOIuthnlSm was. a popular theme in the nlneteenth ‘century and.-
~Darwin's work did not spring from unfertllized scil, - His intellectual
debts, were many (see koestler 1964‘130 p3531m) ' LT

3... Comte Cl rlght to patern1ty is.not without questlon Comte has also.
- been accused of plalglarlzing the most. noteworth) part of his work from
St. Simon. - v L $ : ;

4. In 1931 Tonnies wrote a "clarification' of his types’(almost'flfty
years after the orlglnal publlcatlon) This article appears as Chapter

5 in Loomis' (1957) wldbly used translation.: However, for’ ‘reasons o
discussed in the text, thHe focus of this examlnatlon of Tonnles relates
‘to .the flrst ~major. expos1t10n of his p051tion
5. . The ana1y31s of Tonnles Gemelnschaft und Ge5cllschaft is based on
Charles P. Loomis' 1957 translation ‘(Community and Society, Harper
Torchbook, Edition, 1957, 1963) . . All .page citations in thls chapter
refer to this edition unless 1ndrcated otherwlse ’ o

6. Loomls observes that Tonnles later trled to defend himself agalnst
the chafge of bias made by his critics. However in Gemeinschaft und
Gesellschaft his partiality. towatd the first of 'the two polar types
seems apparent. For example he 1mputed wisdom to those -who  were able )
to see the evils of Cesellschaft Regardlng the pOSSlble ”resu5c1tatlon”
of Gemeinschaft he wrote,v’ :

N -~

The moral necessity for such resuscxtaslon has since this - JVf T
book was written, been recognxzed more ‘and more by all those -
who proved themselves capahle of Judging the. tendenc1es of v

ég



49

modern Gesellschaft.clearly'and yith0ut bias (Tonnies, 1957:196,
addition to the 1912 edition). : ,

v

7. Tonnies did not dedl with same-sex siblings and the perhaps

differing nature of their relationship in contrast to that of cross-sex
Esiblings. : v (

8. The only item which may be superficially scen as dealing with the

extended family is a rather obllque reference to categories within the

famlly master and mistress (with perhaps additional wives), offsprlng v

from that union (with perhaps thelr married spouses living under ome
roof) and family servants = who are part of but not as cruc1a1 as the
other categories to the famlly (Tonnles 1957:53).

9. A widely recognized expansion on Tonnies' dichotomy is, of course,
. Parson's pattern variables. Using the dichotomy as a base, Parsons
" concluded that it held several distinctions that were 1ndependently
variable. ~Hence a structure might display a combination of attrlbutes

which exhibit both Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft characterlstics.(Parsons,

1953; Parsons and Shil, 1954; Parsons and Smelser, 1956) ..
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g% 7 CHAPTER THREE
THE CONTEBBUTIONS OF DURKHEIM AND SIMMEL

. Con : ) o
The previous chapter discussed Ferdinand Tonnies' influential

¢« Gemeinschaft und Geéellschaft."Tgnnies’ typologies were well khown'at

.vthé time Emilé Durkhéim and Georg Simmel made their contributions to

the evolving body. of sociolégical writings dealing with societal com-

plexity and sbcial bonding. Initialiy T”onnie_sr Gemeinschaft und'Gesell‘
schaft did not attract wide attention when first published in 1887,
However, Durkheim pgbiishéd a critical review of Tonnies' book in 1889,

some four years before his own work, The Division of Labor was first

published. Durkheim thus had the opportunity toﬁcontrast the evolving
argument in his .first major work (some six years in the writing) against

Tonnies' already published volume. " An examination of Dhrkheim‘s (1972)

i o ' ) o S " .
that . he was, as would be expected, comparing Tonnies'

review sﬁgges¢§,

Uk

‘position with hi

oo - i . . :
_Tonnies (both were teaching in German universities) would assuredly

s 1 : > ' .
have been familiar with Tonnies' work. Any attempt to establish links

ra : - ) ' : . S " )
xfﬁﬁﬁbeCWecn the  two would only be speculative however. Whether Tonnies''.

early work influenced Simmel's”work_is not the essential concérn. The .

primary cqncefn is thc'degreé'tobwhich all three of these "founding
.)fa;hefs" may have shared common assumptions and thus potentially could

haye served as a collective influence on researchers who followed. .
). . . . . . . v K » »y . ’ . * . “‘

50
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EMILE DURKHEIM: INTRODUC:IION

@

«4

_ The soc1019g1cal cBnt ibutions and 1nfluence of the French
soc1ologlst Emlle Durkhelm (1858- 1917) have Been maJor Durkheim
. e;Joyed early and widespread recognltlon in his natlve France and became
its first academic_sociologist. He.had a wide‘folloying and played an
influential role both in academra and in the oroaderffrench_intellectual
setting (Coser, 1971:1&8) : Dnrkheim'e respectabiiity cane slowly to‘the
United;StateS.nowever. Hlnkle s (1960) examination of all publlshed
references to Durkhelm by American sociologlsts between 1870 and 1939
’1nd1cates that up nntll the late 1920 s Durkheim's work wes generally.
ddisregarded. Startlng in 1931 with his. app01§&ment at ‘the Unlver51ty of
‘Chieago rthe anthropologlsth.R. Radcllffe-Brown played an 1mportant_
role in 1ntroduc1ng Durkheim in North Amerlca (lebet 1965 3- 6) The
nritinga,of Talcott~§arsons (e.g., 1937) and Robert Merton (e 2. 1938)w
.and.thg“;ncreaeing popularity and oltlmate'near-dominance of the
functionalist'aoproachein American'sdciology eventnelly aesured Durkheim
a major role inftne hrStory of Nor th American'socioloéi. |
Two of Dorkhein'e worksistanddout‘es having hed;particular

relevance to the research dealing with social.bonds in.modern sociey :

These are Durkheim's doctoral diSsertation, The Division of Labor in

%ﬁ'e Y, first publlshed in 1893 (the first Englxsh translation of whlch
appeared in 1933) and Suicide, flrst pub11shed in 1897 (first translated
1nto Engllsh in 1951) The contents of these two books wrll be examlned :
- focu51ng particularlonn those sectlons in which Durkheim deels with |
the:supportive social ties of modern society end'presents his'suggestions

for remedying its apparent ills.
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}

PRE-MODERN AND MODERN SOCIETY
‘Durkhéim,'liké Tgnnies and many other nineteenth century writers;
examined societal developmentvin‘terms of polar dichotoma. The terms

' ' o ' .' ’ B » . y " Id » » B ”
used by Durkheim stand almoss/fé opposition to Tonnies' familiar con-

cepts (Sorokin “T928: 491; ALdous,'1972:ll9151192%f Modern. $ wiéty is

Iqhafacterized'ﬁy'organic_Qolidérity (yhich serves to enphasize Durkheim's
 Vie§ Qf the Jﬁgéurainess" of this,type of'society;.andvtraditionéi
societies are gharactefized by mechanical solidarity.

Mpdérn sociéties diffef»from traditional societies-in'that the
. ties of fémily;-religioh,and poiity are g%ggpished. However;.ﬁhe fact
- of tﬁe*divisioﬁlbf labor acts to'érégte‘a‘form of soiidarity éifferent‘
frqm £hat bf pre-ﬁodefn societies. This Durkhéim‘réferé fo.as organic
éoiidafit&, In such soéiéties there is gradhél>§ep1abemént of repressive
l&wé.witﬁ réstitutiQe. Cohtractuél law fdil%w5<as an'ekpressioﬁ of
'orgaﬁic ;olidérity;

éimgle 5oéieties with minimal Aivisibn'ofvlabor_are, in Durkheim';
;fiew, charécﬁerizea byAmeEBanical éoiidarify,which;is.rdotéd'in the -
similé?ity of group heéﬁérs and common practiceé énd-béliefs. Such
véocieties.are_éhafacterizgdbby segméntallstrthQre'of family or clan
Qnits " Social 6on£;ol is puﬁitative and based on.fepressive'techniQQes.
’;The coilectivevconscience almost coﬁpletely submergés théﬁlndLVLdual

It is intgrestiﬁg‘thap in his 1ater;writing_Durkheim never again
made reference ta the @é¢ﬁanicél-oféaq}c,SOIidar;ty-distinctibq.'-ln'
fact, Durkhe¥m seemed ;n;ﬁis.later wfiting,tO'rejéEtjﬁhe sufficieﬁcy_of

organic solidarity Both Nisbet (1966) and Coser (1971) agree in

feeling thac Durkheim made a major Shlft in his in1t1al pos1t10n about
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o . o

midwav in his dg£?53510n in The Div151on.pf aber. Moving from the
p @ - T w

.

/

o : ) .
-ha}f’of the book to note the benefits of group supports. The insuffi-

IS

ciency of modern social ties.and the négative impact of this" condition

) ” 3

is clearly presented in Suicide (published four years aftat'fhe”Division

_of Labor) and- this p051t10n is reiterated and expanded upon in his-

5

famous preface to the second editlon of The Division of Labor, ''Some

Notes on;QECupationaldGroupéT which is nowvtegarded as a classic

(Simpson, 1964:vii). - . | - .
§ 4 ' e . 1

In Suicide, Durkheim stated that the adverse effects of modern

' ' : . oy

I3 . v . . 'y -\ v "
social life contribute to increasing the number of voluntary deaths.

This he saw not as- an .indicator of advanced civilization but as a crisis

Al

condition. - Both egoistic and anomic suicide rates are influenced by the.
breakdcwn in group solidarity.. Durkheimjwrote on egoistic suicide:

Eg01st1c suicide re5ults from"~ the fact that society is not ‘
sufficiently integrated at all points to keep its members.

“under its control. . : thus the only remedy . is to restore

- enough consistency to social groups.for them to obtain.a - - i
firmer 'grip on the individual, and for him to feel bound to
them (Durkheim, 1951:375).

Likewise anomic suicide is influenced by weakened social supborts:‘

Anomy. . . springs from the lack of collective ‘forces at
_certain,polnts in society; that is, of groups established
for the regulation of social life (Durkheim, 1951:382)..

. Durkheim did not call for a resurgence of previous group Suiports_

of kin, religion, or territory.‘“He'instead was 1ooking for a "new"

form of support. . In essence, he appeared to. be trying td'provide‘a

o/

L]



: DURKHEIM ON THE FAMILY

‘revised tybe of mechanical solidarity to provide a mpdernized collective

conscience. His proposed soluytion lay in the formation of sméll

~occupational assoclaticps which would provide individuals with care,
support and social control.’ Witﬁbut these supports, without some close-.

knit soc#aty in miniature, without the embrace .of a collectivé .conscience,

V

modern man would be lost.. Durkheim saw regulation on the social life of
man as necessary for his comfort and security. The individual needs to
submit himself to the larger will. Common interests reflect this need.

Like attracts like not just -to reinforce but 'to éssocia;e, that is, not

to feel lost among'adversar%%s, to have the pleasure of community, to
N . L .\u ",t | - . L]

Sy

: _ e . o . .
‘make one out of many, which is to say, finally, to lead the %g@e‘moral‘

_lifg toge ther" (Durkheim, 1933:15). Both Kin and non-kin "morality"

‘are so formed.

Durkheim has been réferréd to by Coser (1971) as an optimist in

. . : . tt . . :
_contrast to the Germanic pessimism of Tonnics. However, a careful

reading of Division of Labor and Suicide does not indicate a positive

analysis of the presemt (quite the contrary). The present is, in fact,

~a stage of none too pleasant transition. In the final dnalysis, Durkheim

was very similar to Comte in seeing the destruction of traditional

groups as detrimental to man. Their solutions differ of course. For
Comte it was Positivism. For Durkheim humankind's only salvation lies

in the formation of\ali-encompassing'guild-like'occupational'groupings.

"The modern family differs from its traditional counterpart. .

fPrevioUsly the family was;much'moré-than}a unit ofvgﬁfetp;_ Family,

'&
‘ 3

<



according to Durkeim, meant tradition, reputation, ancestral home and
property. This is disappearing. "If men. . . do not replace this age-

old objective ofy their activity, as it little by little disappears from

among them, a great void must inevitably éppear in existence'! (Durkheim,

¥ .
1951:377). -The opportunitieé’and ambitiong'of'modern life are pulling
people away from the family orbit. ”No'scheme can. . . restore the
. . e . -

indivisibility which was the family's strength® (I.)'urkheim',ﬂ 195',1?378)"
Iﬁ contfas‘ Lo Tgnnies, durkheinkdid»not‘vgew conéaﬁéuinit& asA
possessiné an - irresistable lure. It facilitates bwt.does hot’ﬁecessitété
interpergonal clgséness. The gtroﬁéer»influénces (which are often
fassociatedg;ith the impact»of cénsanguinity) are'coﬁmunity of ideas and
interest,‘common n%ighborhood and common'danger (Durkheim, 1933:123):
- Durkheim saw the corporatiqn'fepLacihg theffémily aé'it-was
previOUSly known.l In pre-modern‘sdciéty agricultural and ecénomic'
'idterests were encompaésed within the family.ﬁﬁig.‘>Now ", ; .the cor-
pqratibh has been,:in_a sense, the heir of the family.. As long as
industfy.is exciusivély agriculcurai,;it haé, in thc'family and'iﬁhﬁhc
Féjﬁgvillage,’wﬁich ié itsgif only a sort of'great family, iﬁs,iﬁéédiatc
/ ﬁorgén,vénd i£ needs ﬁo bfher”.(Ddrkheim,Al§33317).
| The modepn family has~1os§ it$Iprevious dnity énq'thusr inularge
measufé; its efficécy is also gone. Thé fami}y unit ié now short-lived
for children ieave home‘at?aﬁ,éarly'ége; ""For most of the ﬁime; af
'présent, ﬁﬁe famili méy be said to be rgduéeJ to tﬂé Tarried couple alone,
ffonsequently, gincehit plé§§ﬁ;;smailér.role in 1ife,‘it no ‘longer Spf-
- fices as an ob jeéc qul life ('_I')ur'khei.v‘m‘,' ’1'95?%37"7). Du}kheiri? saw the

) . ’ -

history of thé family’asfg pr@gressive différentiation in the form of
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-w1thout the overwhclmlng strcnhﬁhy
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division of tasks according to agélbsex and soc1a1 position (1933 123)

Pre- -modern marriages were less sHp%pﬂy dlffcrcntlatcd and hence 1ess

.stable._ In concrast to. this, modern marriage makes distinctions between

the sexes along affective. and intellectual llnes (1933 60) 2 The clear

’div1sion of labor in modern marriages adds to conjugal solidarity

(1933:56). -Thus, although the wider feaning of family has changed and

it is no longer an ffectlve‘unib of control and SUPPOT &4 the.nuclear
: Ve Sl ! ] .

unit has, in fact, strengthened. One:can readily see in Durkheim's

discussion the stage being set for Parsons' isolated nuclear family

o 3
hypothesis.

~

In Durkhelm S.view, the previous .strengths of religlon (Durkheim
1933: 169), famlly, and territory (1933:187) have Lf@dtd Modern man is

éaced with thlS fact TlCS of material n;ighborhOpd may exist 1n an

‘ attenuaCed fornu?eé&ﬁse they stxll answer some needs but thev will‘lose

L
‘;

cheir force (1933 28 29n) Family forms in the nuclear sense ex1st but

»

L'the larbur family. unit of a prev10us
i A

Qng. All of these group§’ate now - inadgquatg (Durkhulm 1955 379) and

cannot meet the synport,needs of-man.
Durkheim saw the need to replace these old tics. The suggested

replacements were occupational groups or corporations. These guild-like

groups’would,provide control, rules, social'serVice and warmth to men

_(1933{26).‘ Durkheim emphasized the major 1mport of the ocuupatlonal role

in modern society. To him it: coufa\bc a unlfylng elcment



Since it consists of individuals devoted to the same tasks.
with solitary or even combined interests, .no soil is better
‘calculated to bear social ideas and sentiments.  Identity
of origin, culture and occupation makes occupational

©activity the rxéﬂest sort-of material for common life. .
’ (1955 378) v ’ ' :
Occupatlonal groups have an advantage over the modenh family

. . o ’ . ’ B T o
because of what Durkheim saw as their perpetuity and their important

57

connection with economic life (with which the family, was oﬁce, but is no

]

" longer, involved, 1933:31). Durkheimvdid not saggest that occupational

groups currently meet'thianeed (hence man is now ratheq@adriff).' What

: . : : : : ) .
he suggested was that occupational groups can (and should) becoge the

major support mechanisms of modern man. He saw the need for these -

?i groups to enjoy public reéognition_of cheirftole and to have clearly’

A+

-

“beneVOlen‘ aid arid pensions, . . .over the disputes constantly arising

.. o , . \ o o _ ‘
ified fpgptlons,‘e.g.,w". . «presiding over companies of ‘insurance,

,between the branches of the same oecupation to fix conditions,:. . with’

. which contracts ‘mus t agree in order to be valid. . . to prevent the
gﬁ r% ' . " ’
.&%5 qg?ong from exp101t1ng the weak etc. '(Du;kheim, 1951:380). Each~

PR i

Qf;v ! fabric, the meshés”gf_which are so dangerously relaxed,weuld.tighcen

s Y -and he'strehgfhened Lhroughoat iteyentire'extent" (Durkhéim 1951 381)

i o o In Darkhelm ] vaew people are attraeted both .to those with
eimilar 1ntereses éDuhkheim,‘1933:14) and to chose with'COmplimentary

differences (1933'54—§§)

.on‘both counts. - Society needs cohesion and regularity (1933: 5), it is

now pa551ng through a crlsls (1933 29), it ig’ the corporation which -
p

has,everything needed to.give ;he individualua’setting to draw

qkf' occupatlon should have such .an organlzatlon and then ". . . the social

Kﬁe occupatlonal corporation is attnectxve ~
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¢
him out of his ététe4§£ moral isolation; and faced by ‘the actual
inadquaty of tﬁe’Other;groﬁps, it alone can“fu&fill this indispensable
office" (Durkheim, 1955:379)" o - ER e
VDUI‘i}‘(H'EI‘M ON THE DiVIéiON vOF‘ LABOR

- Durkheim's posttion in The Division of Labor was that this pheno-

-
.y .

menon was'CEycial for understanding the nature of modern society.

Traditional %ociecieé were unified by mechanical sblidarity based om
their similarities, while modern society with’division of labor had a
different form of solidarity based on differentiated tasks. and . the

resulting interdependence of societal parts. This hé.termed‘ofganic,

SOIidarLty.~ As discuss%g:earlicr, Durkheimisgposition regarding the ’
sufficiency of the division of labor chahged td the point where he

regarded it as essential that there be some_formYof‘group_Supgort to

supplant those ties which were lost as society developed.
Population increase was seen as facilitating the division of

labor and the decline -of mechani%dljsolidaqity: Q\th'population increase

3 T "

. o . i ’ S . a :
"moral ‘density" (or social interaction) :is usually increased. 'This re-

sults in increased competitiveness which is a threat to societal cohesion.

2

The division of laber serves to decrease competition by increasing
‘interdependence. , - .
Though generally Durkheim saw the division-of labor as proceeding
o : ' & .. ; g . ’ R T
“in situations where there was increased population volume, and thus

increased permeability qdross pdpulatioh sub-groups, he observed that
~there are differences between sociefics regarding the necessary concomit-

tants of the divisioh of labof._ It is possible;fdr cellular units to

~ , . oo



remain relatively intact alongside the division of labor. The division
_of labor is generally responsive to ‘internal changes, but because it is
a '"derived -and secondary phénomenon' "it may respond to external factors;

It Is sufficient, then, that some sort of clrcumstdnces' I
‘excite an urgent need of material well-being with a people '
Zor the division of economic labor to be developed without
the social structyré sensibly ¢hanging. - The spirit of
imitation, the contact of a more .refined civilization can
produce this result (Durkheim, 1933:282m).

,Durﬁﬁeim'thus allowed for'cultural variability in response to;the .

¢
»

division»bf.faﬁor. .Unfortunately, he did not expahd upon thfsyobser* _

vation made only ;o>fooRnote form.
| Durkheim dehied tgat'toe oiVieioo ofilabor dehumenizes man. it :
is’ oot a neceesary concomi ttant of the d1v151on(oi labor that»man be
. turned into a machlne.(Durkhelm 1933:371, 72, 73). ThlS may happen
‘but if so, general eesthetlc educatlon for workerb is not the solutlon
(this would only?make them 1ncapable of - functioning on'the1r specialized
jobs)t( Instead? aecording to Durkheim, woat is neeoed‘is‘for the

worker to see his specific task as part of the larger whole so that he
i ’ - . e o . o . )
reeli;es that he .is making a contribution.

The division of labgr presumes that the worker, far from being s
hemmed in.by his task, does not lose sight of his collaborators,
.that he acts upon them, and redcts to them. He is,.then, not
a machine who repeats his movements without knowing their ) ,
‘meaning, but he knows that they tend, in ‘some way, towards an
" end that he' conceives more or - less distinctly ‘He feels that
he is serving something. For that he need not-: embrace ‘vast
portions of the social horizon, it is sufficient that he
' \Qs;szive enough of it to understand that his actions have an :
' eyond themselvea (Uurkhéim, 1933 372-373). . - e

Id

e

: Aoo _ly lumping together all forms of work specialization from .

-

‘ged to assembly line, Durkheim argued that there is no inherent

superibrity in generalized work activity3as opposed to specific intense

N . . i - !

f‘:' '



activity.  "Why would theré'bd more:dignity in being céhﬁigtgwand.

mediocre,

life. . ." (Dul;lthe_'im, 1933: 403) 0

DURKHEIM ON  URBANIZATION-
Although ther¢ are some .strong similariti¢s between Durkheim and
Tonnies in'théirrview of the\oity, Darkheim"s analysis differed_both in

terms of the implleatlons draQn énd the generallv greater sophlstlcatlon
of ois examlnatxon ‘ Durkhelm viewed the proc;ss of‘urbanlzatlon rela-
tively cal@lyvand foreéay,an‘increasing ofosion-%I-rural life. He
,oFserVed: o o R . o w

(Urbanlzatlon) far from constltutlng a sort. of pathologlcal
fphenomenon . . comes from the very nature of higher social
spécies. The supp051t10n that .this movement has ‘attained
alarming proportions in our societies today, which perhaps no'
longer have sufficient suppleness' to adapt themselves, w111 not
prevent this movement from tontinuing either w1th1n our societies
or after them (Durkheim, 1933 259).

Durkheim argued that the population’of large cities is heavily.

3

. « .. . : .
composed of young migrants who, in moving away from the family, have

'.freed theméelves?fgm

Y . .
- K o

ies with older relatives. Hence there is less

Ny

respect for age anJ tradltlon in urban arcas. The individual is freer '~

- . . . . .
from,the bonds of’groUps, thcre ts less social contrel and'é,scnse'0f

mutual'fndifference prevails.'vlntelligence is keener in urbéh»areas but

consequently mental dlsorders are more common (1933 3) >Witﬁ the

weakéhing'of traditional groups, the rate or ffequency of interaction

increasés and ""personal bonds are fare and weak”;(19331299);
fUp,to'this_point, the assumptions which Durkheim made about the

city‘arg,fairly similar to thoso of Tonnigs.' Durkheim s city dwellers’

’

. oe .



have weakered family ties grea@é ntellect with negative side-effects,

e

less respect forltradltlon, less social control, mutugl indifference

ahd generally‘weak interoersonal bonds. ,He_obsefved that though there . .
'are'thesemehanges in traditional bases of support and cohesion, the city
is innovative, future-oriented and the home of.progress (1933:296);
-Durkheim, as dld‘TBnnies,'acknowledged that civillzation itself is a
consequence of such urbanization. .Science‘ art, economic act1v1ty and
cultural life- develop in the- c1ty (1933 336- 337) °

J . 'The unique observatlon whlch Durkheim made = one which has not

been sufflcfently expénded‘upon.oy later writers — is that population.
inerease égEASE need;not result in the‘urb n characteristics described
above. This .is based uponihis>@onceﬁffg:/j£ oellular»unlts within the
lafget mass of the city — units which mey insulate the indinidual. "The
greater the development of the cellular .system, the more are our relat;ons

enclosed w1th1n the llmlts of the cell to whlch we belong. .‘,‘. Social

llfev(is) concentrated ‘'in a multitude of litfi}e centres, distinctive and

alike. . ."(Durkheim, 1933:257). As thesebsoci‘l segments'heoome - N\
permeable, the d1v151on of labor ls brought apout Durkheim dlStlngUlShLd
between ph§51cal den51ty and moral(or dynamld) denslty By the term~y£
moral" denSLty,,he meant the amount or rate ofﬁ}nterpersonal interaction.
Advances in’ communication and transportetLon act- to increase the moral
den51ty of.an area. However, Durkhelm suggested that there may well be
areas mhere physical den51tylls hlgh whi&e'moral den51ty is limlted
Although moral den51ty cennot grow without gromth of material density

(volume of populatlon), it is poss1ble for areas with large populatxon

numbers t%bexist witheut a’ 1a§ge number of Eermeable cells (i.e., peoPl%,*””’”



interacting). Dunkgklm presented thlS as a hypothesls notlng, ”Thls is a

questlon to be studied We belleve we have notlced that in populous
bities which are ﬁot dense collective opinion keeps its strength“ (1933
7299n)u In such cases, one may say that the large C1ty is composed of
" a number of llttle c1tles (1933:299) homogeneous unlts united by a
collective conscience. ‘This distfnction betwcen sheer numbers and
breadth of interaction in‘the titvaas a prov0catiQe one which has
received‘little note.

Though Durkheim referrcd to moral den51ty as amount cf 1nter—
personal 1nteratt10n - this 1n taet needs to be | elarlfled One may well

‘-Y, .

predlct that the amount of lnteractlon may be greater Ln tlght cellular

;s

“

units.  However it is’ the amount of 1nter cellulan 1nteract10n whlch

R 4 Y, - ,;, .. s

-would promote cell permeablllty Dmrkhelm d1d not make thls dlStlnCthn
: i l“ e B S . & . .

and-also did not_provid guldellnes for measurrng moral den51ty

vw§ , o . , 5 »
‘Obviously thlS po@es a knottv mtasuremtnt problem HOWLVET the pene-

’

v, -

trating obsefvatlon that there may be urban areas composed of cltles
J .9 v -

3

w1th1n a c1tv is one Whth would have beheflted manv ‘of the earlv urban
researth 1nvest1gat10ns as weashall stall late S “ :
l.,‘:(‘: d: A . 4.- "v J .

1
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»smfimm: DURKHETM'S VIEW 'OF"PRE-M@DERN'_AND MODERN SOCTAL RELATIONSHIPS

In summar121ng Durkhelm s view of_pre modern and modern social

3 \
s o

' /\ .
,tles it is essential to agaln*ment1on the shlft whxch he made m1d -way in

his arguments in The Divisien: of Labor &t wlll be Jecalled that

1n1t1a11y his position was that the 1nterdependente ot soc1eta1 parts in’

~

— . a -

. \ 4 T /\\\“’/— .
modern society was sufficient, to pxov:de organlc bOlldarltV — a unity.
L)
based on interdtpendent dlverslty Hence the previous interdependence
- . o AL . .

e A - . B

-



. ' - g . Lo
of pre-modern pewples which resulted from thelq\sim1larities and
traditional ties such as religion, family andlterritbry‘iS»irrelevant
< _ '
to modern soc1ety.
. It would be interesting to know what changes, if'any, were intro-
10 :lnE% ahe evolv1ng argument when Durkhe*m read Tonnles Gemeinschaft

tund Gé%elfschaft.v Durkheim's review of Tonnies' . book was published tour

4

years before the publicetion onThebDivision of Labor. »Dufkheimr
characterlzed Tonnles :work as difficult to reaa " but provocative
Tonnles 'work was dlstlngulshed by, his rather bl%g%t rldden picture of
" the soc1a1 ties of modern man. Certainly . in Durkheim's work™ there was

almost an'about—face taken in the second halfiqf his book. At this

point he began to treat the solldarlty purporttdly prov1ded by the‘ :f&i
ot

d1v1510n of labor as 1nSUff1c1ent for the suppof/JAnd control needs of

modern7Speiety;3 Durkheim differed from Tonnies Ln that he did not see

RIS S , . : S - |
. the fgasib; ity ofs resurrecting oid support .ties. However, without

P RN . : - . . .
Torinies™, impassioned rhetoric, Durkheim teo saw a socio-emotional void
EEIRUETI . . . X
‘in - modern life. His view regarding the current inadequacy of support

ties was repeated in his,foilowing work, Suicide, and elaborated still

.

“further in the preface to the second edition of The Division of Labor.

In the process of moving on from his first work, Durkheim rather duietly

PN . . >

abandoned his earlier mechanical-organic solidarity distinétioh.,.EVGn
though Durkheim ignored this dichotomy in his'latervwork)>it is interesting,
and perhaps suggestive again of the lure of such polarities, that his

admf@%rs continue to place the dichotomy ‘among Durkheim's most unique‘
' ' ' ' z

and important contributions. R

. Durkheim's méthodologQ in The Division of Labor and. Suicide stands



.~_',
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: . o - ' .
in sharp contrast to Tonnies'. Durkheim made a more careful effort to

document his aasertions. He made broader use of cross-cultural materials
from anthropological research. He usi;government statistics. He made

greater use of historical materials. All in all, although his data;
. . ) ‘ R . . a
like T8nni€s', was heavily drawn from documentary materials, Durkheim's

work encompassed a much broader perspective than that of Tgnnies
nddltlonally, he attempted to make “his analySLS more dlspassronate than
_had TYnnies. Thls is particularly evident, fdr example- in his dis-
Cu351on of urbanlzatlon and the resultlng'changes in 1nterpersonal
relations He subgeated 1nterest1ng hYéOLhLSLb regardlng cultural

‘vadifferences in urbaanatlon and, through hlS cencepts of moral den51ty

2

and cell permeablllty, prov1dtd a far more sophlstlcated analy51s thanvw
xTUnnles rather blanket characterlzatlon of urban ills.

Durkhelm (probably more than Tonnres who attempted to analyse
_”female llke”»natural will) rather sutcessrullv overlooked women . in his

Vgeneralizations about humankind (wﬁefe' for exanplt,‘wlll dependent

wives, daughQErs and mothers find! supportive Lles in-a sdciety whese

cohe51veness is based on guild-like btructures7) Barclay Johnson has %"
. 7 -

“well summarlzed the degree of Durkhe1m s t\nlanatuxv ‘success regardlng
the female portlon of huma%krnd

1f .Oone pieces together Durkheim's' w1dely scatttred remarks ' .
on the subject of various female suicide rates, the following
inconsistent (and rather curlous) doctrines of womanhood are
to be found: (1) Women " part1c1pate in social life, but find
it a: hardship and need liberty. ' (The case of thlldless
married women.) (2) Women participate gn social life, but.
in a different.way from med. (Ibid., 'p. 431) (3) Women have
weak moral and intellectual needs, are‘unaffected by societ),
and in fact do not participate in society (Ibid., . 466, ‘
272, 299, 385) So muddled and fluctuating'a dOLtIlnL must .
have been made up as c1rcumstancts ILQU1red quite after the

fact (Johnson, 1965: 881n) B Cw




DuerEim's dual premise that society:neégs4to;contrelitne'

individual ‘and thatftheiindividua1‘Benefitswﬁfomjsocietal~éontrof'
accompan%ed his argument for substltute eupport tles‘ln modern llfe.lgff

L

L - o,
“ e .r.

Table 5 contrasts the characterlstlcs of tmad;tld%al and”madern %001a1

i o P A',

xS ¢ woo A

PTOER:

.relationships as_discussed by:Durkheim. TtadrtlonaP«Soclety is- seen“as

providing fewer total contacts,

for age and tradition and.léss;intellectual-Qtiéntationgﬂ\These’éon¥

_ , | | .y . S T :
ditions Durkheim evaluated neutrally. - It is in the “area’ of social con-"

trol that hié,valueicqncerns become apparent; F%he‘mdtuai indifference

§m4$nd lessened soc131 control of modern soc1ety whlch Durkbelm saw are ‘a’
¥ o . . . '."‘5' ,"J

&L‘ﬂ
“cause for negatlve evaluatlon and some alarm Although Durkhexm dld

v

not empha31ze emotlonallsm (as d1d Tonnles in his’ glorlflcatlon of the;
¢non-inte11eétua1),'heiehatactefized urben relatiqnenips e$ more -
intellectual Vainc'ij”consequently_'.l utban ereas haye mete mentelfdisofdetsi
‘NevertheﬁeSs, nething like the strident pestotefisntbtvfgnniee is fennd_
in Durkneim's‘notkf As mentiened previonsl§, Dnrkheim's.dietinction
between.types of eltles and the p0551b111ty of 1arge numbers of people‘
‘11v1ng in 1nsu1ated (nen-bermeable, cellular un;ts_waekaikeen;obser-
vation.' Dufkneim, farvmore_thén Tonnies, aiLewed for ctgss'eultural
vériebility in his chataéterization ef_urbenelife.g
Table 6‘summarizes Durkh@&m's vieQ of the_edufces of-soeiai

T

support available ‘in the pre-modern andfnodern'ebéieties.- The,ties of,
kin, religienl nelghborhood occupatlon, geo&raphy and polity are seen

-as weak in mddern soc1ety. Only the conjugal un1t~has strengthened due'

to spec1allzat10n and the div131on of 1abor withln the marital unit,

Wlth thls in mind and given his concern for-Supportive social contrbl
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on the resurgenceué ‘ggild-like o;pupational'groups reflected his view
that éﬁaredminvolvement in the economic spheré together with the
gmdurance of such organizations over time‘qmalmfied these étrpctures to
SUCéessfullx substitute for the many support ties‘qund in pre-modern
éoéiety. It ié apparent from this table that Durkheim took a less value;
laden ;tand regarding the demise of phé previodus somrces of suppmpt'ih '
traditional scciety (in éharp contrast to Tgmnies), However his
‘evaLuativé efforﬁs were d;récted toward the belief ﬁhat ogcupational
ties must be revitalized.

Table 7.summarizes Durigeim's view of th¢ characféfistits of
traditional and modern fami¥ie§{ The family uni; of an earliér efa was
strong. It shéréd pjopepgf; ééonomic concefns,qmd p:ovided status;‘
~Importantly,, in Durkheim's view, fbe'family sﬁood;indiyisible and wasb
amieffective agent'of social control. -This hés_éhamged. . The familflunit
is:now‘basiééllyvlimited ?Q theﬂconjugal unit. Durkheim.did not recog-
.nize nor attempt to expl%&h"va;iations in amtitudés toward the family in
'mddefnvsocigty (asldia Tgnnies)Lf Howe&ér, Dmrkheim's emphasis on. the
vdééreasing~rble of the ygfger family ugit“andmthe inéreasing role:ofithé
qonjmgai.ﬁnit (which THﬁnies;did.not fpresée) are now familiar themes
.in more recent wrifing; on the sociology of the family.

Table 8 summarizes the major factoriﬁyhlch Durkhelm saw. as having '
: 1mpact on the nature Qf interpersonal redatlonbhlps Thg table illus-
trates Durkheim s emphasis on the lmportance of the group :Grdup_éonh

trol and restraint are_positiVe influences. -Group indiViSability.is'g



w o
anT3Ie3sayN - AEIM dATITISOJ Buoais A3T119ESTATPUT
aaT3edON" oN - ®AT3ITSO4 ga} . - .Aouucov
© 7 1eroos’ aaT309333
9ATITISO4 3uoi13g 9ATITSOd - jeay 1oqe] 3O
s . . . UOTSIATP 188nluo)
‘)\\Hmuu:mz 3uoa3g Te13INnaN Aeam M,xuﬁumvﬂHOm -
1e8nfuoj
aaTIER3RN i1uasqy IATITSO] ucwwwwm co«umumaooo \&&%m
. uHEocoum,m&w%&W.,
: : . ! oy
TeainsN pausxeopm 1ea3INaN 3uo13s ‘UOF3ITpEI]
- ) ‘ -~ - 3O UoTI3eBI[NOUT-
o O o oo
pautwexy 10N 1e1inoy ~juasaid [BI3JUOD sSnielg
9ATITSOq. -jussaxg d1ay 1edoxdroay
2ouUdpIsax UOEEOU

pautwexy 3I0oN
_9at131B30N
pautwexy JON

paulwexy 30N

pouayesm
pautwexy 3joN

pauTwexy JoN

£39100g

- pautwexy IJION

TeIIN3N

uoTingrajuo) jo -
uotrjEnyEAy -

pouTwexy JON
A329doad uoumo)

jJuasaig

£391008 ,
SOLLSTYALOVYVHD .
3

1euo1ITpPRIL

uoIINQIIIUCY JO
uorienieay -

UI3pol

4411 TVNOSHEd-¥IINI OL NOLINGTMINOD MIFHL ANV

SOLLSTYAIOVAVHD ATIHVA NNIQOW NV TYNOILIQVAL' :WIZH¥MNQ

{ 318VL



70

wzt

90UDI3JJTpUT 1BNINK

uorleI]
-Ud19J3Tp jsel JO Moe]

101312 9dwon

S211 [BiTiel
$913 uyy poold

2311 ueqaq

h
%

~21111qesTATpUT "dnoad -

. wucmv:mauvumucﬂ.cﬂ
3ur3yinsax 10q¥] 30 UOTISIALQ

JUBWIATOAUT OTWOUODS UOWWO?
. ” ‘pooyioqySTau uowwon

o .umwcmv.coﬁEoo

JuTe13S91 puE 1013U0d dnoin
saoua19331p Aieiuawyidwo)
$162123UT IBTTWIG

! 'uoraeanp papusIXy

- s@dusnijul
palenieay A1aanrie8aN

' saousnyjul

polenieag A((BIInay

s@ouaniyul
paientea3 £13A111s0d

. dTHSNOILVTEY V 40 ALITVAD FHL OL SNOILNGIMINOD WIZHL 40 NOILVAIVAIZ ANV

SATHSNOILVIZY TVNOSHIJYAINI NO STONANTANI HOLVH 4O ANVHHNS  :WIZINMNG

I

—

8 JT4VL

3



mpositive'lnfluence. His COncern; in contrast to Tgnnies was lessﬁwitn:
‘vthe pllght of modern man than with the pllght of the modern’ society { ,l
: whlch cannot properly control the 1nd1v1dual In contrast to Tonnies
who emphasized the beneflts ofshomogeneity (expressed in shared
experiences;.oosSessions, yalues, badkground, goals and blood tles),
Durkhelm stressed contrplled differences. Similar‘interests and
oonplinentary differences were seen as positlve contributions_to a
,_relationship, Relationsnips ln whlch'there is aAclear-cut’division of

. 'labor are benef1c1a1 s1nce he assumed that 1nterdependence accompanles

£y
-

) division of labor The Consensus unlversalls which Conte had sought
seems -achievable -in Durkherm through the almost total 1mmersion‘of the
1nd1v1dua1 in . the group a‘ ThlS is reflected 1nianother,way in—purﬁﬁéim'sV'f:
call,rnot for tne_resurgence'of groups which existed p§ewiously and

. _ o . \
might confliot'with one another, but for the‘resurgence'of one group,
the‘OCCUpational. | | |
 GEORG SIMMEL: INTRODUCTION B : :

Georg Slmmel (1858 1918) is regarded in North America as one of
the foundlng fathers of modern soc1010gy Slmmel was born in Berlln,
the son of a businessman who died when Simmel.was stlll a child .A
wealthy famlly frlend was appolnted as Simmel's guardian and it was an
r,lnheritance from thgs man Whlch enabled Simmel to be 1ndependent1z
wealthy_and support his scholarlyvinterests despite an aoademic career
‘marked by eontroversy and disappointment.5 | 7
| ,_vSimmel was an extremely popular lecturer with a lively delivery

"

and facillty with words whlch attracted students and non-university
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admir 5. Within the universi v, Howevér, his "style! of lecturing,

: WEicﬁ'wés also reflected in hi writiﬁgs, attracted critics. That

Simme1l fs readable féﬁ,would question "however thé lack of sc1ent1f1c
rlgor in hlS work has contlnucd to provoke CrltLlemS (Coser 1965:37-39;

Sorokin, l928).

. >
<]

Simmel wrote widely and publishéd<major works not only in socio-

"r
‘logy (for: whlch he is best known 1n North America) but in general

philosophy, phllosophy of hlstory, LCthS philosophy of art,_philosophy

of contemporary civili

»'metaphysics. In fact, -he is probably
more Lommonly 1dcnt1f1e§;g_ .as a phllosopher thAn -a soc1ologxst

,(EtZkorn 1968:7)_«.

Between 1893 and 1 lO sgvcral of binmml s urltlngs (most of whlch

o

were translated by Alblon Small)’ appcargd in Amerlcan perlodlcals -
3

v

e

partlcularly in the Americag Journal of Sociology.' Additionally, Simmel )

served a§ ono of ten “advislng editorsf fur the Joufnal duni?g its
1forma£ive oeriod{’ 4
Al the turﬁ'of{thc century, Américan sociologv was aicemptihg‘to
' de?lne 1t9elf and .was btlll under the stfon& Loflueocc of Europgan
thcoretlcal and phllﬂSOphlL&l lltelatulc. ;Many of the earlyonerica;"
sociologists studled‘lor‘a period lanorope and Germany ;os_aﬁ intellec-
tual Mecca'lor youhg.scholars,abroad. This wos a pefiod‘whgn'the highlA'
educatcd in North Amerlcglﬁcre not.cnmmonly limltedito fluency ln but )
on€ language. Hénce, the slow paced appegraocc ot translatcd¢works’by 
men* such aleurkheim or Simmel docs not,neceng;il§ mirror the e#tent

of their intellectual impact.

. . o ) : s
(O ) . [ }

-

\n
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h=4 o

Simmel's work is of partr?uiar relevanceato ourr interest 'in

~

i

urban 1ndustrlal soc1al bonds because of his impact on the Chicago

T v

sschool of -urban research. Coser (1965 24) notes that S1mme1 s work was

v -

- . . L :
of major influence on, the fathers of American urban sociologyﬁf

AR AN . ¥

" l‘)

. <
{ L . ;

the delineation of urban personalltlts and of the

peculiar: i1ife~styles of urban man_ which are to be, found in
- the works ‘of Robert Park og, Louis “Wirth gan, in large ,
‘mgasure _be traced to Slmmel _espec1ally to his essay on. 7
"The -Metropolis and Mental Life. Simmel's pecullar\\\ /

Lo ntimacy with the problems of social distance enabled’ him Joe
: \\\(o capture key ‘characteristics ‘of the life-styles of me tro-
polltanaman that were directly echoed in the work of the
urban sociologlsts of the Chlcago school

Y

<

-

The classic Introductlon to the Sc1ence of Soc1ology, publlshed

by Robert E. Park and ErneSt Burgess in. 1921 contained severah;excerp&s

from Slnmeﬂis work Park and Busgess text, which is far removed-from

o

~

the often 81mp115t1c coverage of many, of today's lntroductory sociology

\ A

-

texts, was used by both undqura%gate and- graduate students Interes-"

tlngly, to-a genefatlon of graduate students‘both at Chlcago and else-

where, thls text was known as.- ghe ”green Blble",and con51dered an

g

K

essential aid in'studyingéfor graduate examlnatlons; In'their book,F

,'__

Park and Burgess referred to Slmmtl-more frequehtly ‘than to any - other

}

';, »

author (WOlff 1950'x1v), They\specyflcmkly pralsed S;mmel“s work by .

saylng thad’Smmel has made the ome o.utstami.ulg COntribution toa | .

¢

*1ist 252 works by Simmelfalone

» ? Kl ,‘.t | F

. sociology or perhaps better, a socral hllOSO h of the cit in his
g . Q op Y y

paper, ”?he Great Clty and Q;ltural Life" (Park and Burgess 192%’331)

1

s 3

Simmel was a prodlgious writer Rosenthal=and Lberlaunder 11945)

Wolff, (1950) adds more- than 25 additional
=

e ST -1 -
references to thé Rosenthal and Lberlaunder.compilation. Though prollfic,

L AR A

X

Simmel did.not develop an ihtegratedﬁtheoreticaL,systemr“ Much ‘of his
- PR ' - B -, O o . o - - .

N



. ' ’ +

1

work consists. of separate essays meant to represent what he ‘termed forms |

0f social interaction. The mategials used in.this analysis ‘are.drawn

from'primary.sources available in English translation.

Simmgl rejected both the organicist approach and ‘the influential

i

'1deallst ldgographlc approach to studying sog L lifef “The legiﬁimate

-
“, A

. subJect for soc1010gy is not an encyclopedlc examlnatlon of everythlng

. interaction which constitute the essehce of society. Hence the

:1egitima£e role for sdcidlogy is the study of the patterns of\inter—

hUman, nor 1s it found in historicism.'-Fof_Simmel‘it is the forms ofp

»

~. S oot

. @ction which occur across aims or purposes. In other words, it is. the

¥

\n¢éans that are studied — the end, the specific subject mafter or

2

”cpntentﬁ is: not for the §bci9¢ogiét §o catalogue though he maypuse it
as an example (as Si%méi did so Well)%g'lcpnflict and éompetitiop, the

division of labor and,othct}”forms” may. pccur in religious organizations,
o ' o , _ . )

familiesRsbusiness organizations,.the military and so on. To-focus on’
i N ° , o g s e . .

~any of th;$ihtter is to. fo€us, on content when the sociological rewards

: e . ' . R . R ‘
‘founder of the ''for al-school” (Spykman, 1928), however this.designation

T

R—
N

o

R Y
‘a

are to be found.in st
. o \ R ) v . PRt v

‘>

N
i s

has been dlsputgd and the foyual qpproagh \UVLrGly grltlclzeﬂ (L g
Sorok1n"l978) f?'=’\ ‘; .{ R f\f T ...:'“ R
In dtfpnse of 9imme1 s . USL of thc"form and "content' concepts;

‘« . x-_,\ Y ?f.‘ ‘ ~ .. f

N

Coser . (1965 8) writes . .T;‘- . R B ”/f°>. I :

In formal analysxs? certain features of concrete ‘phencmena,
which are not readily observable unless a perspective is = ¢
applied to them, are extracted from reality. Once this has
been 5uccessfplly accomplished, it becomes possible to compare
phenomena which may be radically different in concrete content
‘yet essentially similar in structural arrangement, 4+~ (Simmel)
‘was not dsserting that formb havg\i\separate and dlstlnct

LN
> - N . ~—~
. B . ) <

yfng_form.-~Siﬁmcl~pasvbcenﬂreferred‘to as the N

-

’Q.



e

) existence; but ‘that they inhere in content and can have no
separate reality 4

. o " For Simmel a multiplicity of~forh5*exiét and'they are never.
. . * : : , _
7 "pure." A dialectical approach. is found tHroughout his work. -There is ‘\sﬂg

never 'pure' conflict nor "pure'" consensus. There . is never "pure"

individuality. Societal forms.may zllow expression of individuality

“but may also inhibit it. 3&29/;; stressed a dialecticdal tension be-

h

tween individual and society. ' : - - S
Al , / F
, Y
// . . S, R
PRE-MODERN “AND MODERN SOCIETY ’ A , ' RN L E
N 4 . S ‘

Simmel differs from Durkheim.and Tonnies in that he did’not'

apply distinct terms to pre-modern énd'modern societies?! _However, his - -~ .

-interpretgtion of social change. in modern:eociety appears-as a famijpiar
) . amalgamation of the writings of ‘the period. @ne can readily find . e
R - . W 'y i - . e . . .

. - . K} AR ’ i A o ] 3 ': O .
*  similarities to’Marx,” Durkheim and Tennies and others. ‘As with Tonnies
» : R : o ' ‘ G- :
~ R : - » L - e T
' and Durkheim, Simmel was interested in issues of social. solidarity, the
* . ‘movement from homogeneity to-heterogereity and the division oﬁrlabor.
. ot .‘ . i ~ o - . .

I

- Y L : oL - S N : ' N
. Simmel .saw t?e eighteenth century as having severed tht ”historica . W
_roots in the..state~fnd in religien, morals and\economics wh11e the s
A R s ; .. &
& c AL b L )

"'l~ niq?feenfﬁ-eehtufy'brougn{'inciggi}hg'speciafiiationi The prolrfegation 3 :
g [precnih eantury browghe increfRing special it
; : ’ e et B :

@f.group meﬁberships is an‘indicator\of modernity. In pre modern

1

- -
’

sdcieties men were 1nvolved in soc1a1 circles which occupied their whole --

personality, i. e., kin, guild and village. * The group claimed tne total
individual but at the same time it'also provided solidarity.
o s T @ .

4 . 'Ih contrdst to this, Simmel saw modern soc1ety as. hav1ng many .

well- defined social cirgles‘;%one of’which involves the total self



13
! : . " > . . . .
Family is separate from religion and occupation, religion is differen-
. » ,

tiated from kin and neighborhood. 4 Personality is segmented. The

individual has freedom from domindtion and a sensc of uniqueness and
N : ' . } »

individﬁalism, but he must reiy upon him%élf and;ﬁg\}s denied the social

“suppoft_of a cfbsefknit group.: The individual faces mohents of isolation

5

yet there are many'diffaJLht types of interest groups with which he may ..

' - v

align himself.

. . : ) . .
. As society develops, individuals move faﬁiher dqcside‘the original

family affiliatidn. There is a general hovem@nt away from groups whose

' -
v .

By on- geographlcal and»ph551ologlcal (blood) Slmllarltles

based on specific interests. Simmel used trade unions as,
an example. With modernity, theirsassociational base has moved from
primarily neighborhood to~basically occupational similarity. In this

’ oo o co : A S . s

,case the_sphersvof freedom has been broademed because affiliation is by
P | B o e ' o e -

. choice. - - ) K : RN . :

) ‘ e A ) "‘J ¢ . ~’ A . ‘\A e ; « ) . .

et .Acéordihg{tdeimmel, in;}he medieval périod thé.people were‘paft
.~ » % N M

of the group ra;hgr than ‘treated g% 1nd1v1dua1> Iq*suéh group assé-

c1at10ns pgople wen@ supposadly eqqals pnd th;rp was llttle d1v131on of

> 1abor Simmel descrlbed Lt,a& akln to a systcm of cﬂncentrlg c1rglcs .
RN v SR P PR VO R Ve : S
1n which 1nd1v1dual§ wefé part of groups wh1ch were. part of-%arger A
. ’ . . . N
groﬁps (é.g.,'a'mémber of a city which is part of'a_league af cities or
'a convent member ‘part of a large group of cdnvents). - People do not .
E M ) L. - 5 K . > ‘ - . N /
contribute to the larger group as individuals but only a%'smaller_grodﬁ
mémbers. Hence the unique characteristics of the individual. are not
.salient. These concentric circles fepreseht,ﬁytransitioh from the
% ’ . R > 1A
e . L . T id

previous complete absorption (in the clan or. family) to a neminal form.



v
‘

~of membershlp in a larger group which then changed ‘to the modern form

of multi- group mbershlp which stresses indlvlduallty This adds to

: 1nd1v1cua11ty be ause the multi- group memberships of any. one individual

‘.rather than to examane famlly“llfe ‘per se What follows then 1s an

‘SIMMEL ON THE FAMILY

'have the-advantage of "filling in the spaeehbetween those, so tqispeak,

\ ’ - Yo

are rarely dupllcated .Hence SimmeLadescribed the modern individpal as,;;
"standlng at the (usually unique) intersection of (hlS personal) socxal

circles.™ ' - oo ~ o .

N - . ;
Ty : -l

{ Simmel saw permanent assoc1at10ns _such as the famlly, gullds
, : . S r
and-classes; as less 1mportant for s tudy than types -of soc1al inter-

o

‘actions. Such Vofficial formations,' as Simmel termed them, may be of v

r
>

SCholarly interest but there@are moré important briorities;i.Many inter— .

actlons Wthh at, flrst glance mlght appear to be of lesser 1mportance

official formations;ﬂ and thusn"bring,really'into existence the-sociegy
- Co T C LT . BN Co N
that we know' (Heberle 1965:252, empha51s added) - R N

S
< v - . 3 .

¢

Because of' Slmmel s 1Qterest 1n these 1nteract10ns the'portions\\
- § i R . . ) .

Loy

lof hfs work which.focused Sn ;he'familysare llmlted 4n numberJ ftag- N

-

N ' b 3

fmengary, and often presented o 111ustrate snme broader'poant of concern :\\<
. R _\ .

»
. L]

~ - I . ‘.\_

‘attempt;to.present afcomposgte ploture ofﬂSimmeT's view of the deerhe

_famlhy R o ‘ P o "\~,;.

o

Simllar to ‘other wrlters, Sirmmel. saw the original group affiliation
asgﬁlthin the family. Héweyer, as,SOCiety deyvelops its Lndiv1duals.
. : Vi

‘move outside this affiliation. There is-a genemal movement away from N

groops;whose,coheslveness rests on,geographic and physiologfcal (blood)



aud

o

.

similarities toward groups based on specific.interests.
Within the modern family various factors‘which?would provide

,solldarlty for x group and whlch prev1ously pro»ldcd for ‘the spec1flc

7solldar1ty of @he ‘traditional famlly ‘have’ now eroded In earlier times

Ba, s . A B

_the common’ terrltory ‘of the ancestral home acted to unite th family

'

L@ : - P
: : -
,(Spykman, 1928 452) now the fam11}?1s dlffused and hence wedkened.

T L

Permanence of local1ty,§§nc contr'm
A

:hOther elementsaﬁﬁich previously

v'9t“;o gtoup,solldaplty, ls~gone.;
)% Rave ;;éa chanéed. "Of all the
'elements that fotmetly conttihuteuﬁfovthe peteﬁstence‘of the famiiy,:

such aSIOCCupation,_;eligion? ttadition,zetc., onl§ the physiologicaiv '

- factors remain" (Spykma -1928:166).' By thc term physiploglcal factor
? .

Ie3

Simmel meant the gradua&%;eplacement of the ‘group whlch 1s characterlstic'

@

of generational change 1n tha&famlly The;gradual_replacement of -

‘ I N
members contrlbutes/to group tablilty, whether thL group in questlon

P
~ o

Iﬁﬁ? family, the Cathollc cl or a bureaucracy.‘ _ )

%

@

N Simme (1950:114) suggested that‘thzﬁéXCehded patriarchal family.

. N ! at . . . - . X e
‘(which he saw no longer eXisting) operates within a spetiffc,ﬂhmeritaﬂ‘w
. : . - v
range of mcmberé. It can\tarry otit-its tradltlwnal funct‘ons onli within
) : ‘ : : . ) ) ‘g -
SE N range of £rom twentv vo-thtrty mvmbcrs .The‘bwtenQQd'patfia{thal*‘

- - -

. family is” characterized by“intimacy, §biidarity'to the pater familias,

, o : . S e L ‘:“T‘ e - o

e responsiveness td‘theﬁnoeds-of the collec ctive and- the male,head The s
- e " " ’ D

. uhper functional size l1m1t *of the Lamllv group is dctcrmined by the:
needs‘ﬁcr dependence and’conttoi, while the lower functionai Limit is
“deterhtned by the_minimumvnumberjof members required Ep_urovide bffence,
‘ ﬂefenee mett supportaVL necds and allow LOllLLClVG lcllglOuSlty

\

Slmmefhs suggestlon thﬂt therc 1§3a numcrival range within—which the

78
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» .
L B N
. ‘ r
3 . : .

'-tfaditioﬁal extended family can opefate.ref1ccts hiéﬁin&gfest in the

- He did ngﬁ consider

warning that many people may reveal "too

- v . . v
effects of numbers on interaction. It is an ‘interesting suggestion

which can give rise to further speculation on the topic. However, it

-

is ar example of pne’ of several interesting hypotheses which Simmel
developed and then presented as assertions without any empirical support.

. The nature of modern social involvements has changed. However,
Simmel saw people needing to in.some way reveal their '"deeper selyes."

In modern'sdciéty there is a tehdénéy toofulfil thiS'need‘througH'thé'

‘marital relationship. Modern marriage, according to Simmel, now carries.

greater expectations, not only social and economic, but also erotic,
o N - : . ) . v .o . . . -
. N s, . . . . . - .

in order to meet needs for love, intimacy and reciprocal self-revelation.

. Although Simmel attached bositﬁve valencq fb‘such.self—exposure, his. =

. o :
much," as it were, and' use up

. . <

-their-supply of ipte:esting.revelaéioﬁé.sug ests the goésible stfafn_ofj

.one dyadicvrelétfdnéhip.hé@ldg to: carry the responsibility for such

>

", P .
with what Nisbet ‘(1966) has

- - PR . . N
major needs. . Given Simmel's concern

referred to as the“”molecularfcommpnicy“ it is surprising that Simm '

did not give much consideration- to 'the socio-cmottenal rewards o family

iifél(paggléffpreseﬁt)fothefttﬁéh in hig éxaminatgph~qf_;he’maritaL,dyad.

N

‘ oo ) . . : 4
the réiatiohships’§§;par¢ntféhild, parent-adul

\ . r.

w

.child or,siblings, much less a‘lérgqr‘tofaiity-qf familiness.

. . . ¢
X . LR . . . e .
e ; . .
¢ f

v ; 2 . : '

~ EXTRA-KIN REIATI_er_sHiPs : o - Lo

. With'ithe changes in the nature of association in.modern society

two principle kindshbf*rélatioﬁship may be based upon the to;al'pérsbhv- 

"thelmarital,relatiohship=and ffiendshib. Wha't friendship may lack ini 



AT . . / et . B N
‘~' N R .

'jlnten51ty, it may make up for in evenness and stablllty Modefn

S 4

'j_frlendshlp is - dlfferentlated and becomes spcc1all7ed There may bed

'fr1endsh1ps based;on common rellglon, on common eyperlence on shared

oy

intellectuality or other commonalltles. Only separate, dlstincthaspeCts
of the'mbdern individoal are'open to each specific friend. ,Simmel,f'

c e

~

frather cryptically observed "modern man possibly has too much to’hide

'.fgto susta1n ‘a frlendship in the anc1ent sense (Simmel, 1960: 326)

.!:Simmel‘waéainﬁerested‘in the_degree_of openness in'various felafionships;
:g:the amount\of.rec1procal revelation. An interes{fmg observation.made“

by Slmmel (1950 326) was that part1CUlar1zed frlendshlp does not ;
necessarlly mean less affective depth or less self-sacr 1f1ce 1n/mgdern

_-friendships. Speciallzed frf&nds?&bs are characterlstlc oﬁ//odern

. society”but'not inherently less reward;ng.

SIMEL ON THE DIVIS.ON OF LABOR- T S

According tO/SlmmOl »~the cmcrgencc of 1ncrca51ng d1v1510n of labor

-

is associated w1th the appearancc of the middle class. The;cohe31on.c£;
: <

simple soc1et1es 1s fraglle tecguse’ cach componcnt is able to survive

.

;ndependently and'ls ablé\fo‘do what eerv ochcr can- do, In contrast
.. i & - T <t . «

PR “ S

complex societles are unltcd by the d1v151on of labor —-thelr cohesxon:
.rests on the d1v1510Qlof l4dbor. The dlsruptxon of thc .
roup would leave each. individual quite helplcss Thus,
division of. ldbor with izs lxnking of- individuals to each
other works' against variability in- case this would harmfully
affect the maintenance of the group (Simmel, 1898~ 99 &3) T

Thc 1ncrcased dlvimiln of labor is thus Te lated to two-. phenomena

xn soc1otv = one the dlStlnCt lndiV1doatcd multl group membershlps" .

dischésed'earlier and the other the ensﬁavemen:,of‘men to technology.
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“a

In Simmel's dialectic, man is under constant threat from his own creations.

(\ .. Whether society is capitalfstic or socialistic, man is endangeréd.‘

- Etzkorn (1968?2)'refers to 'this as Simmel's '"dialectic between life'and

Y

© more=~than-life."

a sum total of beQvaut as a whole which

Simmel saw man not &%
‘ ' ; &
is divided into roles by mogern society. The "fetishism' of economic
. i . R .J'\ ' -, . .
commodities which»Marx'described is only:a small part of 9'1arger1and
| .

more‘cotal estrangemeﬁt”of'mah froh all.his products. Although the

division of labor facilitates art, scig

7e; law and religion'and enables _

pse, technoiogy~goes beyond
"“gfficival-de:gands'. This is

individuals to have autonomy and self
necessity_and‘producés'Q'aide-range»d
. y - . S he Rl _ )
.man's cultural predicament. 1In science there is the. proliferation of

. . . . i o
unnécessary knowledge, in the fine arts technique is emphasized over art.
. . . ER . . . .

Henre;* fhlYe is extreme specialization of division of labor (Simmel,

l9585&2-43). ThHis résultéiin'a fundamental duality between thevcultﬁraiv

r L N . . )
. /. ) ' . - . N .
meaning and the substantive meaning of objects.
,ﬁﬁ “Simmel's modern alienation is the separation of the creation

from man the creator. ™Man's products are reifed.’ As Coser?succinctly_

’

p&ts.it,'ﬂtﬁé S}dﬂucer'éaﬁ ﬁp longer ﬁind himself wiphiﬁ hisbproduc;; ,
S e g T e B T
-rather, he'losesxhipself_iﬁ it (poser,}1965:22).‘ Man is'oppresseq,,g- -

in S&mmql{s vié@, by hi$.ownicurtufal'products and the' division of labor

- -y ke N

: ' S .
acts to, accentuate this tendency.

] o M

'SIMMEL ON URBANIZATION = S &

-~

_______ _Simpel's influential paper "Metropolis and Mental Life (1950).

: ) L Co o
“provides a clear exposition of his image of urban man and It was this



<

image which bdcame-a model for the garly work of the‘ ‘1cago schooﬁgaf -

L

. "o s ‘
Simmel, as Tonnies had earlier, saw urban Qer in qharp codtrast to -

R

. . . L ) . A '.:)4 4 ,,
what he perceived to be the nature of rufal life. 1In th,ucity there is
an emphasis -on exchange’, itfis the hub of the money %eoﬁomy. The

. . 3 ‘ . :

- . R ) » « - .
intellect dominates and often there is "inconsiderate hardness' in the
- L - . -

A
.

v

qpproéch.' In contrast, in ru;al life
. . .the rhythm of llfe and sensory mental,;magery flows
moré slowly, more ‘habitually, and more evenlv' Precisely . ~
in this connection the sophisticated- chanacter of . S
" metropolitan psychic life becomes understandable - as
over against small town- life which rests more upon deeply
felt and emotional relationshlps (Slmmel }950 410
empha81s added) . - . . . :

N S S . , o :
Simmel's analysis.of urban man bea@s,startling similarities to

.
’

Tonnies' GeselIschafp_personality{LQ}"Simmcl, like TBnnies; saw

08 L eyl C - ‘ :
There: is near anti-intellectualism:in his assertion that in the urban

setting man's reactions have "shifted to that organ which’is least

.sensitlve and qulte remote from thc dtpth of - ChL persoﬁallt} . " the

head" (Simmel, 1950 oll) In cqntrasﬁ t0'his négative assessment of
) ’ '

q

.

fatiogality, emotionalifm is ‘equated with ingérpersqnal responsiveness’:

E R LN . - : R . . : : W

emotional anger, hatred, -or malicious intent. _ -
- . ) T . q - . .

3

In some sense, Simmel ‘may be 'secen as predating the often .
. -5 . = ’ e .

e¢xpressed concerns of today's computerized socjety. Simmel saw man: in
RS o S ) . . ., ;

AY
3 . ..

with his customers, his merchants, his servants and often his close '
' — . R ' / s

‘rational,, calculating behavior as‘ihcdnsiStent with.interpérsonal warmth.

Ll o . roo - S . ' ) ' oy,
[ o R 3 vt ‘r‘ ael . -~ . a 3 B :. e O 9,}
and positive warmth. Simmél did not consider Lhu(p0551BTffz:;slof warm, .

the early twentieth century treated like.a number. _Urban Aan calculates

_associates, _Money is at_the%oot of social ovils. Simmel (1950:412)

.

cited with approbation thg observation of.an unnamed historian that




" "London has never acted ag,EngIéﬂd'S‘heart but often as Englahd“s '

intellect and always as her mbnéybag.”

’

The city is characterized by extfeme impersénality and a blas&
attitude. The sensés qre.o;er-aSSaulted and this'results in an in-
ability ﬁo react to new sensations with the appropriate energy. The
reéulting blasé\attitude, charagteristic even of thé~metropolitan child,
‘is an aspéct of selffpresefvation in a hyperstimulating enQironmenti ;
However, in:#he process of devaluatfng thé‘objective-ﬁorld, éne's
pgrsonal‘sense:Of worth aiso Becbmes dévaluated. The outward reserve
of urban man is_nof'just a.protective shield. (Accordiﬁg to Simmel

(1950:415) : . . \

if I do not deceive myself, the inner aspect of this -
‘outér reserve is not only indifference but more often than
‘we are aware, it is a slight aversion, a mutual strange-
ness and repulsion, which will break into hatred and fight
at the moment of a closer contact, however caused.

‘l' \

.~.The result of this is -that urban man experiences "brevity and

"scarcity of interhuman contacts, . . as compared with social intercourse
' ' [y

P ] o ) -
in the small "town" (Simmel, 1950:421). 1 ~ ' : . : '

Simmel seeS»thé s@all town in?zdyllic.contﬁést tofﬁhg city. Here
“is a'plagéyﬁhere ""one kﬁow§ almost every50d§ one\déé;s apd.yhere oﬁé
" has a pésitiye,pefacibﬁ to almost evefy%%g” (Sim@§¥,-%950:415)f 4Simmel{;'
‘portrait of the"fﬁrai man i; fha; of‘ﬁhe'ﬁéépy, éfmble and Ioving.
peaséntﬁbzsimmel's pastoralist inclinations are very*pfonounégd‘in.this
.articlét:.The gocial 1?fe of rural séftin%simay be simple but it is

‘characterized by ''good" interpersonal. relationships.




view sof

“artycile on the4city‘which is particulerly an argument ad hominem in

”WHe;cFeﬁ(ed,cimyilife as.uniform, did._not allow_for.or ckamine—variatieh

84

SUMMARY: SIMMEL'S VIEW OF TRADTTIONAL AND MODERN SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS

Simmel, as did Tonnies in Gemeinschaft und Gesellséhaft, %ﬁgaged
in bls share of armchair philosbphiiing. As a conchuéncé (and in con-

tragt to purkheim) the sdpporcive documentation throughoutvSimmelﬂs
worl is. glaringly insufficient. This is particularly frustrating in

5 - e :
“he fact that many insightful and thought-provoking observations

g
‘v

”

T : - ~ . J
are fouﬁdjln his writings. Most of these observations are phrased in
the ﬁorm %%,assertions when they would far better satisfy the Tules of

1 . B . N
evidénce ijbpt~in hypothetical form. This characteristic of Simmel's

wri&ing,togetheF with his reputation as a%gopuiar public speéker
. - . - X :. b,' ! N . )
probably well illustrates the difﬂgﬁq%tles‘of attempting to please two

]
, .

~audi€ntes ~ the layman and the specialist.
o o G .

Ortega y Gasset (Coser, 197I:199)'oncé characterized Simmel as

«
i B

somg thing of an‘ﬂﬁ?tellec;ual squirrel’ engaging in thrilling acrcbatic

o

leaps from branch to branch and nuf to nut, but never-exploring for long-
t . , ! o nu : , .

the’full.ﬁotential of any one of them. It is interesting ‘that Simmel's .

congTaSt to some of hisvother work (c.g.,'on the dwindling intfluence of
. ' 3 A ;' ' - - . : -: ’ C .
the family) is the one which attracted the urban researchers of the

University of Chicago. Pastoralist imageryffuqs rampédc throughout'chis T

. parcicuiar paper.

Simmel's wark, based as it was on limited documentation, reflects
N q V N . ‘ . ) - ’ " .' . !

some of the same problems as the varlier writers discussed, Tonnies in
Al . " . .

particular,  Simmel's writing on life in the city was impressionistic¢’

in yTban influence and assumed (without supportive data) ‘a socially



,
N
FU

R

rewarding pre-urban existence. His work relicd heavily on his own -

cultural persbective.i'Althoﬁgh he madé sporadic use of historical

examples, he did not make use of historical documents and materials,
. ™ o '

a—

. : _ , S
His position gave little considération to the nudnces of differential
: ¢ Lot A

gender'sbciglization and the relevance this might have to interpersonal
a T : )

1

ties in urban industrial areas.

~. ne

.

N \ . .
.Table 9 summarizes Simmel's view of’ traditional and modern

social relationéhips.1 Simmel saw the individuéli;y and frgedom of

modern life as both advantageous and disadvantageous. The movemer .

_O"‘

from kin to non-kin groups, greater group ‘memberships, the greatc- 7
N - . e R - . . “a ) ‘“« 3

i fﬁvolvemeﬁp withvspééialized groups, the lesser 1ike1ihoodfofnovetlap

-

in ‘group memberships and the role specific interactions which he saw -as .
dharaCteristic of modern social encounters are described and evaluated

rather neytrally. 1In contrast to Tonmies, Simmel claimed that role, - ﬁ(/i‘

specific .interactions were not of necessity any 'less rewarding than
. generalizéd, role-encompassing, encounters. The .characteristics des-

cribed in'his»article "The City and Mental Life" form ﬁhe}basic com-i

g

ponents of his more dour view of moderh urban social life. . He: clearly .-’

.viewed these components with concern. In the city, inter-human contacts

. L ; -

e o L
are scarce there is impersonality, the money economy dominates,

relationships are calculated and profit oriented and a blasé attitude

prevails towards ones fellow human beings. In Simmel's eyes, madern
. : '} “\ ! Qe
urban residents suffef afdepletion in socio-emotional rewards.
Table 10 specifies the sources of socio-emotional support in

«

moderﬁrand~traditionaf§SOCietieS~as viewed by -Simmel. Family; religion,

neighborhqbd, occupati?pal\gnd gebgraphical ties are weakénedu

a.

-

of
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This weakening results in large part from the previous strength of the .
A . . ° N

family whfch traditionally\pervaded'all of these groups. Thenonly

U

-support ties whlch.;ave become stronger are g&ose of the marital dyad R

Sy

and spec1a1 1nterest groups .Friendship has changed, become. more

.specialized, and may or may not be qualltdtlvely botttr for 1t Simmel

A 0 *

did not conSLStently lamcnt the weakenlng of these prev1ous ties of

support - However, his characterlzation'of lack of pommunity in his
hd ' v ' - . ..
discussion of urban life reflected a concern for. those Iacklng suff1cr&pt

~

soc1al,support Simmel's p051t10n was not altogether consistentuin his

A

. . ! o . N . . R )
,‘various.writing5>and, as mentioned-previously, it is his article on the

—

city which is most notable for its clear enumeration of the negative

. correlates of~urbanism.
©

Table 11 111ustrates Slmmel s view of the characteristics - of the’

tradltlonal and modern ramlly The  family has lost many of 1ts earlltr

characteristics. Shared property,'reSLdence‘_religion, tradltlon and

' economld,cooperatlon have all decreased within the famlly The"basic

AN

strength remalnlng is the ”phy51olog1cal i.e., the gradual turnovey <’

of membershlp 1n the famlly unit (a feature whlch is to (the advantage of

any endurlng group) There has been a shift from the broader family to

W/

Yan empha51s on the conJugél unit. This unit becomés the focus of -

greater-socio-émotiohal expeotations as individuals seek’out someone
_ ‘ R v _ :

with whom to share seLfrdisclosure.

Table 12 summarizes the major characteristlcs which Smee saw

. as 1nf1uenélng the quallty of - an 1nterpersonal relationship In his
_analysis of modern and traditional relationships Simmel (at times incon-

Slstently) a58umed that.(a) relationshipS'bqsed upon-emotionalism/
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spontaneity_arc superior to . those based on jntellect/rationality; (b)

‘relationships which endure are superior to relationships of short

i O U -

durat10n° (c) the numgngcal componLnL is 1mportant to a relatlonshlp,

¥

[
" small numbcrs of- people promotc bLLter rela;xonshlps (d) reciprocaJ 

SO ‘ . - . Cee a—
-rural life is supcrior to urban life. The specificity or pervastyeness
of a relationship and the ‘number and amount of overlap of group membeff
ships are of ‘less concern to Simmel's view of the "good relationship."
: ’ S
This concLﬁEes-thc examination of the .work of Simmel. Chapter

Four will compare his work with that of Durkheim and Tdnnies. We will
! . < ’ : -
examine- the extent to which and the manner -in which these three méjor
_ ' e 8 ' .
European theorists shared important assumptions.in their examinations
of urban industrial social ‘vnds, assumptions whose ramifications may

3 " .have reached well into the twentieth century.

o~

self-revelation is preferablc to an attitude of impersonality; and (e)v‘
‘ -« _ .

91



CHAPTER' THREE

e e FQOENQTES - e e
4 ‘ '

L. Hinkle (1960) suggests.that the depression years in the Uni ted
States facilitated an appreciation for Durkheim's work. There was:a

state of apprehension about the vitality of the social order.

With the complacency of prospérity shattered, sociologists
were compelled to recognize that the conditions of social
order could no longer be assumed. THe crisis raised the
question of social’integration, solidarity, unity, or order
as crucial, centfaﬁ‘problems.(Hinklg; 1960:281). '

This provides interespiﬁg barallels to Marx's‘newfdund.respectability

Damong American sociologists as one of the aftermaths of the turbulence

of the decade of.che‘siﬁties. )

V}\\ 2. Durkﬁeimdsuggests that the extréme'division'of labor between: the

sexes has worked to the disadvantage ‘of both, ‘ S

. .has not the division of labor, in its historical
development, been carried to the last stage in the relations
-of men and women? . Have not there been faculties completely
lost by both? Why cannot the same phenomenon occur between
individuals of the same_ng’“VQf‘coufse, it takes time f-
~ the organism to -adapt itsel ﬁﬂthese changes, but we do
see why a day should come,whdn this adaptation would become.
impossible, . . (Durkheim,:31933:401).. I

R}

© 3. Wolff. (1960:70-71n) not-s that Durkheim™inp his' family course

(conducted around 1892) toox the position that the‘monogamouS‘conjugalf -
family unit was becoming stronger in the face of the decreasing functions
of broader kin groupings.. é o ‘

4. There is little spacé in Durkheim's paradigm fér'tompetitionimuch
less. for conflict. All the many criticisms of a concensus approach

' become' salient in viewin ‘Durkhéim's assumptions rapardin a rewarding
= _ g . ‘ g

relationship (e.g., Adams, 1966; Horton, 1966; Cohen, 1968; Williams,

5. Simmel lectured as a privatdozent for fifteen years. In this low

Status position, his income was dependent on payménts from students. In .-
1900 he . was appointed Ausserordentlicher Professor — an honorary but
academically~power1ess position. It was not until the age of 56,.féyr
years before his death, that he was given'a full prafessorship. Simmel,
in correspondence with-Weber, suggested that the reason for his. failure
to gqinyén appointment ét»Heidelberg in 1908 was due to the fact that

92
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: ta;q 1rclcs the idea exists that T #m arr cxclusively crltlcal ‘
a*destruatlve\spirlt and that my- lectures 1.ad one only to’ negablon
/xhans Iﬁdﬁnnl’havc {0'5e4¥~you<t%at This™ig H’ﬂaJ(*’untruth”
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XLX quotlng

‘*Qaleqt save

Sohokln mbsorvcd that what Simmel lauk(d in Sklpntlflc method hc;~
up forvin maglnatlon : ' Yo

lélnithod.cntnrulv lacks thhcr eXperimental approauh T
qgnt1tdx1vc 1HVLSt1gdL10n oroany systapdtlg factual - study . V}’f
ﬁ}be dlscussud phenOmc na:. . . what there is represents onlw o Co
épSpeculative ggncrall7dt1fn of a tafented man, backed by, . )%fkmk
method of lllustratlon in the form of two or three faces - R
f\l . 3 . L N B

1nchentallv taken and'often* unb-sldeoly,lntcrpreted. Without

- Simmel's talent ‘the samb stuff would appéar poor. Simmcl' "
the 51tuatnﬁn but only as far -as talent compen- - - :

'geat the time of 1its 1ngpp\1ﬂn must:be accepted and'tncse are. o b
qr¥ﬂ§s very ldlosvncrdx;c = leaving more than armild feecling of uncasé.
mple, Simmel's term Vergesdllschafrung was translated as
%fzatlon by Small and Spykman}) translatLd as: socletallzatlon by
a d SOLD&SIOH by Wolff (sce wé&f: 1960: I1xiii). Still another:
plL of “the, dlfflgulty of ]xdglng the intended meaning of words is
lllustrated in the tollowlng two traﬁslatlﬂns of .the same sentence in

cdrrgspondgncc)

y

i .. ) e “ﬁ'»’_’
, , g . . Lo

for'ldcn of.” sclentgflc me thodology (Sorokln 1928) . B MQ/l%'
LRl ' P
. B . - v
o VCn thl,.mhls analx sis \s based on translated sources, it is 3
neéessar) to acknowledge the pﬁﬁbleb of such materials Tne Judgmentév“
. ’ .
of* ranslator in interpreting the writer and the meaning of his "

Slmmel Sozxologle | Voo :
‘ \\,, . . : —\
.(l)‘ ”The‘number of dirfurgvt clxclcs in which 1nd1v1duals

move iy one of Lhu indices of LUILUld] deve lopment !

» T7énslator: g

(2)  "The number o
individual pdrtlclpﬁtv* Is. cne wof the carmarks of culture," T

Transldtor

In addition to the problem concerning thL atcuracy of translated .
materials, reliance upon-sources which have reached the stage of trans

lation raises ques

ser (Cns(i 905.19).

iifcrcnt svclal groups in which (he

Bendlk (Sinmel, 1955:138) .

N

tions rggdrdnnb the repreSentativencss of ‘the

selections. ‘Given rhdt our interest in this study is in specific !

his contrlbutlons
thoorlst s work.

~aspects of each Lhcorlxt s appr¥ach and not with a broad expesition of

‘'we have not aimed to pr sent -a total picture of the
hhllc the wrltlngs of Tonnies" and Durkheim which -

focused on urban 1ndu;tr1a] soc ial bonding were casicer to delineate
Simmel's work, apart from hig 5pCC11rC article "Metropolis. and Mental
Life," presernts more of“a problem. s However, sutficient materials seem .
to’ be availabl to makL a composite ass; ssment of his pos1t10n on this .
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e

-

: In addition it mlght be added that Everstt C. Hughts has argutd
(whether validly or not) that. the danger of .mistaking a potftion of a

- man's. work,,whlch is avallable in translation, for the whole is less

~likely when 'using the translated writings of Simmel than would be the
case with™pany other.scholars. In Hughes (1955; 8) "words, this is because

'maga21n

'Slmmel s/ style .of thought~sh1nes clearly through in nearly every piece

of - hlSS rltlng, even in .many of. the smaller e¢ssays whlch ‘he wrote for
and for the feature scctions of newspapers..

)

. .8. Th1s analysis of Simmel '"s position relicd on scveral primary

“sources in English translation. A major artikcle (one which served as

‘ﬂthe stimulus for much urban research) ‘'was the widely translated

””Metropolls and Mental Life'" (1964)-. Other early works consulted were

Simmels articles in the American Journal of Soe1010gv -which were trans-
lated by Albion Small (Simmel, 1898a; 1898b; 1§98-99; 1902-03; 1905;
1906; 1909; 1910), .the eight selections from his writings which appeared
in Park and Burgess' 1921 textbook (Simmel, 1969 a through j) and more

. recent translation, The Sociology of Georg Simmel translattd by Kurt
“Wolff .(1950), Conflict and the Web of Group Affiliations translated by

Kurt Wolff and Reinhard Bendix (1955) and Georg Simmel: The Conflict in

¢ Modern Culture and Other Essays translated by K. Peter Etkkorn (1968).

Another. 1mportant source used was Spykman 3 (1925) e¥p051t10n of

Simmel's work, The Social Theory of Georg Simmel.. Spykman ggthered

selections of Simmel's work from several sources “and arranged, portions

~of them under common headings. - These sections are written as\trans—

lations not as interpretations, . Spykman carefully acknowledge thelr
origins and reserved interpretative comments for footnotes. . He

" while Spykman s 'work is not a translation in the -usual ‘sense, nexther is

it a secondary- source ' in the ordlnary sense. Although sthe gtneral
problem with translated sources was pointed out in the preceding. fOOt—
note, a personal comparison between selections in Spykman's work. and the

icounterpart discussion in another work specifically labeled as a trans-

lation (Simmel, 1955) suggests Spykman S fldelrty to the ?rlglnal Swmntl
text .

& J\ (4' . \\
. B . s ; . \\
"9.  Simmel's use of the term '"form" is possibly more accurattlv \
conveyed by the term social structure (Wolff, 196Q Coscr 1965) N

(&}}‘

- 10. Simmel's anti-urbanism comes through extremely clearly in dhls

paper and there is less play of the dialectic in his: ana1y51s of
metropolitan life, This article has a one<~sided’ fervor not" found in
our opinion, in many of his other works. It is interesting that the
Chicago school "regarded this as a .major contribution to the analysis of
urban social life. Simmel's article apparently found fertile soil Lh
the acknowledged reformist tendencies of many of the early Chicago staff

11. . In another place Simmel made the. lnterestlng observatlon that
modern culture is not w1thout its element of falth In contrast to
prlmltxve life



.
< .
in a richer and larger cultural life. . - existence depends
on a'thousand prem.s... which the single individual -cannot

trace and'verify t> their. roots at all, but must take on
faith. * Our modern :if . .4s based to a much larger extent

than is usually realized ﬁpon the faith in the honesty . of
each other. Examples are oUr'eéonomy, which becomes more

and more a credit economy, or pur scicace, in which most
scholars must use innumerable results of other- scientists
which they cannot ¢xplain.  We base  our gravest decisions on-
a complex system of conceptions, most of which presuppose the
confidence that we will not be betrayed (Simmel, 1950:313).

'This insightful statement is not expanded upon. It rests i among

countless others. Ncedless to say, it is not part of the dlassic.”
"Metropolis and Mental Life' and is an observation nbt elaborat%d by
following urban researchers’ ' A

' . .
t ! !

12. ’The‘adequacyﬁpf Simmel’s observations Qithin his own' culture may be

questioned. . Heberle notes that Simmel scarcely used "the rich sources
of - socio-economic s rveys, ‘dissertations, and semi-official inquiries
which. . _resulted firom the influence of - the historical school in-
economics in Cermanyi (Heberle, 1965:120). Even Everett. C. Hughe's
(1955;8), in an apologia for Simfhel, agreas with critics that Simmel
never proved anythingiby empirical test. '



CHAPTER FOUR SN
A 0t o o . ) B : E
RLC TONNIES, DURKHEIM AND SIMMEL: SOME SHARED
PAETEE ’ : s v :
R ] . s . ‘
A o . AND DIVEFGENT ASSUMPTIONS . - /
. . R . " [), . 5 ) . o
INTRODUCTION - v

Chapters Two and Three concentrated on the work af three European
v.‘theorlsts whlch ev1dence suggests was 1n£lueq£1al in the development of
orlentatlons toward the soc1olog1c 1 study of soclal bondlng in modern

societies. We have attempted to\sketch some of the 1mportant lntellec-

Ltual antecedents of. ideas whlch may\strll haVe currency in this area of

study. Tonnles Durkhelm and Slmmel each made srgnlflcant contrlbution;\\\\,

o~

to the legacy of soc1olog1cal thought. Many years ago, Sdhopenhauer‘

-

remarked’that "It is much easier to p01nt out. the faults and . errors 1n‘
the work of a great mlnd than to glve a dlstlnct and full exp051t10n

of 'its value (Blerstedt 1973). Whlle acknowlcdglng this, it must

\‘/

still be recogniZed that each of the three'writers surveyed was most

assuredly a product'of a: cllectual era. In‘many ways they shared '7

a

common lntellectual backgrounds a common intelléttual.climatc and a
commondnetvork of»ideas; the developmcnt of thclr uork-was constrarned\\
-by,this, some to a greater extent than others. -Criticism £ om the’
vantage p01nt of some seventy or more years of dlsc1p11nary development

‘is st111 essent1a1 to our current research toncerns _to the extent that

a

these writers contlnue to exert pract1cal 1nfluence on the fleld We
have yet to. develop an adequate theory of modern prlmary relationships

or an organized format for research whlch might lead to such theoreticalv
advance: A exam1nat1on of the 1ntellectua1 legacy of men soch asg

- : ' TN
' " . .\w
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: Durkhelm Tonnies and Slmmel anOIVLb at least two mujur aspects: one

-

which focuses on the 1nfluencc of their LYp]lC1L «mngwnts and fram'uorks

\ . .
2 . R P K

and a second whose focus is on the 1mpacL of the more idplicit assump- _

tions which‘guided'the work of these European thecrists, COurmajer e

¥ . " cL ' ’ y . i
interest is in the latter. ° - o - R .

. .

N P - K
A su\ptions are the taken for granggd, ;% rested,  However

they are not necessaril the untestable. We haGE'bin{i}d out for .
y ar y te g { ‘

»

examination assumptions which we see as pop«nti@lly problemacic ) ic“
' ’ - o« . -

are'problematic not because they are erroneous but because {he fallurg\r

A Y ) - B
'.to tgbat them as emplrlcal questlons bUbJLL[ ‘o thL has, we: suspect, {

. . ’q- L

‘had 1mportant ramlflcatlons for the progqcss of-the'study of moder
» : o b .
social ‘bonds. 'Tbe validity of-this suggéStion, of' cturse, can only be

evaluated. after’ thc exposgtlon of our total argument. Using as a base

. L%
- C S ' s
the preceding examinati: n of spcciilc agpelty or the work of T%nnles,
Durkheim and Simmel, we have isdlated nyne-assumptions which we see of
critiqal importance. Thésé;assump and thairv rulevanec te the
work of theqf Europcan theorlsts w111 be :ummar17ud hulow.
. N . . - "/’.")
EXAMINATIONTOF THE ASSUMPTIONS ;
sonal re'1LLun\hlps are superior
. 2 .
Slmmel and Tonnlcs were 51m11ar and extreme in their hlgh reg ard I

for the presumed virtues of'ruralllifé. Simmel's (1950) lnfluentlal

article, ”Mccropolia and Mental Llfe was: suffused with pastoralist
imagery. Slmllarly, Tbnnl ' pro‘ruraI views were apparent throughout

ok

Gemeinschaft uhd Gesellschaft. Simmel and TSnnies were comsistent in



r L
N

-ratlonal and Mwarm", spontaneity of Gemelnschaft natural will, and both

98

L

por:raying rural social life’as a form’ofdenCOﬁpassing'szIT{vé warmth,
They did nottdiffeféntiate betwean'types of rural life. .Ruralism was

highly valued and the irMterpersonal qualities which they held in 'esteem

L

. were blanketly ascribed to'rural settings. . By contrast; Durkheim was

.o . i "' (’. N '-
much ‘more cautious in characteri21ng-dlfferences between rural and

. . R
urban‘social relationships. Durkhelm S 1nterpretat10n of urban soc1al

life and the 1mp11cat10ns of this for a characterlzatlon of rural life ~ - .,
. i

were tempered by hlS more : sen51t1ve'cross cultural perspecgive. pf-che .::vff

'three European forefathers Durkheim stood apart in his cAreful avoi ancefo
of a value-stance openly supportive of<rura1esocial life.
_ _ o : o »

A . . .
» 40
B

2..™The assumed superiority of emotional in contrast to rational

c

interpersonal relationships °. o - ' " ' o

—— = ~= o -
r . R . -

Simmel %gdfTbnnies each took an/almost anti-intellectual view

) . T o S ' c :

regarding the merits of emotional/spontaneous as opposed to ratiOnaI/

.intellectual interaction.' Tonnles (1957) hlghly evaluated the non-

-

he and Slmmel (1950@§11) appeared to assume that 4 spontaneous emotlonal

relatlonshlp was in some way . more "sincere than one which was carefully

.

, conSidered./ Durkheim dﬁ%,more cautious about.makizjythis conolusion.

However,;in The .Division of Labor he made‘a/passin remark equatlng the

supposedly greater intellectuallty of the city w1th an 1ncrease in mental

'disorders (Durkhelm, 1933: 273) In contrast to Durkheim' Simmel and

_Tonnles were con81stent in’ Judging intellectuallty and ratlonality as

less desirable influences on a social relatlonsh p than emotionallsm

and spontaneity
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3. The assumed Superiority. of role genefaﬂizéd*as opposed. .to roie,'

»

specific relationshigs.

/N

v . : : N :
The attribgte of role gcneraliaationais part¥of the standarH
‘definitiOn of a primary relationship n modern socrelogyt However ‘\QK\_

R .
Tonnies (1957 226) waifﬁheignly oge of the three Furopean theorists to . ?

: 3 o

d !
cite role generallzed relationshlps as emé&ronally superior to the role

2l

.§§pegif1c relationships of the varied interest grOups which chanécterized

Gesellgchaft society. Durkheim did not discuss this issue. \\H0weveﬂ'

in contrast to TOnnies' p051tion, Simmel: p01nted odt that the dlfferen‘ e
| PR > a _ =
tiation and specialization of modern interpersonal relatidnships need R &

not necessarily mean that these relationships are more emotivnally

shallow or less rewarding than those which are more diffuse. - o \ oot
‘ . : . ) . } . _ £

4.  The assumption_of .the superiority of enduring relationships in

]

contrast -to transitory relationships : S T

A

: \ e
Another characteristic frequently assoc1ated with current
& q g “
definitionsof the primary group is that of durability El three of .-
the European,writers examined,Durkheim,.Tonnies,and Simmél, were’ in
. R ?" . . . . . ) ; . . v
. - . . A o ‘ . . ° . .\ n o’ -
general agreement in assuming that relationships extending over time

e

were superior to those of °short ‘duration.
.

LN

5. “The assumed validity of generalizations derived from unrepreéentative

: s
v categories

Durkheim and Simmel made generalizations about the’Behavior of |,

“

<

humankind which did notidistinghish between status-role positions. Thhs

Q . . S

class, age and sex differences were not sufficiently considered. In = O.'

. . . sy co . v X
¥ 1 : : T ; ) . . A

contrast, Tonnies attémpted with his two types of will to explain R R

’ : . e ) . o . St

3 . ta -
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”diiferentials hetween age gr0upe, social class and gender groups
‘ , i -
regarding attachments to‘friendé and family

! ¥
Simmel and Durkheim were partiéularly prone to. assume the
suff1c1ency of data regarding 31ngle gender (i.e., male) behavior for

the explanation of human behav1or and to assume that the behaviors more

c0mmonly associated w1th.the male rQle were the'defining features of a’ L

given society. The failureito adequately differentiate be tween gender J{

groups, social class and age/life-cycle differences did not inhibit
- .these writers from presuming'to make generalizations about humankind.
i‘ ’ '. . » } o L /.

6. The assumption that urbanism and industrialism are static phenomena

Neither Tdnnies, Durkheim nor Simmel differentiated between forms

of industrialism or the_process of industrialization. Although Durkheim
N

v‘suggested in a brief footnote. that there might be cultural variationg in
--the manifestation of 1ndustrialization he dld not . expand upon this or .~

provide guidelines for- analySis (see Fletcher 1971) Durkheim, in

-

equating the divisiOn of labor w1th industrials zation did_not consider

a society such as India which:had, in the-C35§§E§¥S:em’ egér%ne'divisio‘

ofllabor yithont industrialiiation. ; | nS\W
h Similarly_neitherrDurkheiméhTBnnieefnor Simmel differentiated

hetween urbanization_as'a process .nd urbanicm as a tondition;f‘Variant .

types of urbaﬁism were not consid.sed by Tonnies or Simmel. ‘Althongh

'TBnnies admitted to the possibility of Cemeinschaft qualftigz in_ some

'f"urban sectops/hhé did not se: these as charactetlstic of urban life

>,

Durkheim in contrast had a broader view of urbanism which ~encompasse

ph

the possibility of cross- chltural variation in urban settings this -did

\
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not eﬁ}end, however, to his analysis of industrialism. . Although the .

-

three European theorists attributed major social behaviors to the

~
~

.industrializationean4£or urbanization ofAsoEieleﬁiheir analyses of

. S .
these phgnomena tended to be static.

.* -

7. The asgumption of a unidfrectional path to mederni ty

=3 - g - - 9 1

-~

Agcommon aasumption'charaCtergzing the4ork of all three European
4o . . : . - .
theorists was Ehat_diverse‘forms of humankind would react similarly to

, . ’ ¢ , v :
“-the processes creating modernity. Once people had been swept up by

S
.

. these processes they would tend to emefge;in‘un;form_fashion;\'Large’
bscale onange of tradi;ional society thfough maesive’industrialization
and/or complex division of labor was assumed to haVe uniform pfedictable
consequenEes. Although Durkheim allowed for cross- -cultural varlatlon

in the impact of urbanism, thc division of labor which was hlS focal

&=

independent variable was scen as produc1ng characterlstlc social conse-.

quences., . The general assumption of Tdnnies, Simmel andvDurkneim of a
-unidirect1ona1 path to modernity ﬁmplled the relatlve 1rrelevancy of
the prior history.of 2 people and assumed the‘inab111tv of such people
to control and dir:et their own developmentl"The don;nant thrust- of
. Tonnies, Durkheim &ud Simmel was that traditional aociEties would be
inevitably transformed w1th a resultingbglobal unity of the human oon-

e . . P

1tion o . . I K

8. &he assumed sufficiency of an ahistorical analyais
Although_the three European theorists examined;igiven;their

1ntereat“in issues involving.broad long range sooiefal change, of

necessity took a historieal perspective, their analySes were‘decidédly
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ahistorical.” Durkheim made the most‘frequent acknoﬁledgment of sé%ondary'\

-

historical sources of the three. However, even im the'situations where

¢ : o

limited historical documentation was provided these theorists dld not

engage. in histogical analysis Although both Tonnies aﬁa_Durkheim had
‘fbeen 1nf1uenced.by‘the legal historians (e.gi,‘Maine and von Cierke)
Tgnnies dre;xsporadicallylupon historieal data. 1In large part, Tgnniés
ded”ced ‘his' theory from his broad principles of will. His asowed
interest was in inssrpretations based 'oq the presenc (Tonnies, 1957:
. 235).1 |

Simmezi aithongh'he had studied under spme famods historians of

his“time‘(see'Coser} 1965),'made casdal,vundooumented referenées‘toh‘

. -

historical "facts." He dealt with social change without a rigorods
reliance and evaluation of historical materials. None of these three

o

theorists engaged in-historiography or historical scholarship.. Histor-

ical materials were not subjected to critical examination but were instead
~brought in to illustrate a point upon occasion. These writers relied

upon the convenience of nonérandom‘historical'support'for their‘theories.

Ihis can be seen in some‘respeots as an aspec:;of the then on-going
attempt to distinguish‘sociology from history. \Howeve%, these chree

F

theorists (and in particular, Tonnies and Simmel) assumed tHe sufficienpy

\

of their broad based generalizations unsupported by ‘h storical analyses

.

9. ' The assumed adéquaZX,of cgi;ureabound'data

While allowing that the nineteenth centdry did:not possess the

«

»wide base of ethnographic and szss cultural materials’ which comparatively

spe aking 19 available today, the work; of Tonnies and Simmel made minimal

kK

“ : *



103 -

use of cross—cultﬁrél materials. TOdnnies' use was very limited é;d

Simmel gave the least attention to cross-cultural materials; reflecting

the gehéral‘laék.pf rigo; in-his approacﬁl 'Dﬁrkheim attempted to make
use‘of'ethnographic data'and hence his observ?tions were lgss gxclusively
based'upoq western Europe or western'European peasantry. However{. ‘ T
despité thé insufficiency of thelir déta, this did not‘inhibit these

i ﬁriters'from‘makiﬁg sweeping gené;alizations about 50§ieta1 cﬁange,gnd‘

its interpersonal impact{

gon@LQDINGfREMARKS l A
; The ﬁreéeding nine aésﬁmp;ions are'differengially presént in the

work of the three»EQropgan tﬁeoristsIéxémiAed.bifabie 13 provides a

SummAary éxamination of the pdsitioﬁ of each'thEOrist.v It can bé»seen
. _ s .

\that these aséump;ions wefe‘moét prevalent in the work of Tgnﬁies‘and
Simqel.; Durkheim was mo;é pauﬁious‘in mékiﬁé\Such aésu@étions. Only
three of the.hine aséumptionsvwéfe-fﬁqnd to operétevin the‘eXamined,

'.Qritingg of Durﬁheim. At thev§aﬁé éiﬁpg ho@évér, Durkheim,did‘nét

éléarly disengageiﬁ§mse1f‘from ﬁost'of-tﬂe remaining Qgtésted assumptions

found in the work of ‘the other two . theorists. In féét,'of the nine

-assumptions, 5n1y:tﬁb were éléarly rejeqted aErsome point By an:
. . . , ‘i ) "'\ . . . R . . . ‘
individual theorist. Durkheim re jected the assumed superiority of rural
. ' . . N \\\ ‘ - -. ’ ’ b N BN
" social relationships over urban social relationships and Simmel rejected

the assumed superiority of role generalized relationships over role *

_séecific relationships. The nine assumptions discussed were present in

much of the imbortant'workbonvurban industriél social bonding préviously

: exahiped. These are assump;ions thqh we feel have important imbli-
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0 = not discussed.

TABLE .13 -
1" : ’ -
TONNIES, DURKHEIM AND, SITMMFEL: COMPARISON
OF SHARED AND DIVERJEQT ASSUMPTIQNS
A?Sumptiqn. - B o ~ ¢ Theorist ,
S '~ Toonies - Simmel Durkheim
1. Superiority of rural social
relationships . : X X, —
2. Superibrity of emotionalism - ‘ X ‘ X ?
3. Superjority of role generallzed :
relationships , X - 0
4.vSuperiofity'of enduring 5 S .
: " relationships ' _ X . X X
. Validity of unrepresentatlve ‘
.sample e ‘ ? ‘ X X
6. Static nature of urbanism , ’
and industrialism . ' X X ?
, R : A : N .
7. Unidirectional path to . . -
: “modernity o N X X X .
.- Suffiency of ahistorical o
analyses Qgiax . X . X ?
9.vAdequacy of culture bound v
data . . o X X ?
X = acceptance of the,aésumptibn
- = réjéction of the assﬁmption -
7 .= ‘partial acceptance and partial reJectlon of the
o assumption
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cations for the research process. 'They.will serve as analytic categories
for examining the possible and continuing repercussions of the work of

Tgnnies, Durkheim énd'SimméL in twentieth century sdciology. The extent

to which these aSSumptions or their variants have continued to recur

]
w

is central to our total study.
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CHAPTER FOUR

FOOTNOTES

4 !
1

l. TOnnies (1957:235) had noted:

In contradistinction to all historical theory deducing its
findings from the past; we take as’ our actual, even
necessary, starting-point that moment in history when the
vpresght‘spectacor'enjoys the inescimable advantage of
observing the occurring ‘events in the light of his own
experience, and perceives, although chained to the rocks
of time, the apprdach'of‘Occeahpsf daughters.

2. Simmel's interpreter and apologist, Spykman (1925:267), criticized
the tendency during the late nineteenth and early twentieth century to
focus on evofhtionism and the accumulations of the past-rather than

- generating predictions from the present. ‘According to Spykman, ''During
this period the socigl sciences, and especially sociology, have

suffered from an overemphasis on the historical dimension." Spykmaﬁ'

- saw what critics termed Simmel's '"neglect of the historical dimension"
as being, in fact, "A valuable contribution, if only as a reaction
against the one-sided emphasis on historical development in the social-

~sciences in the nineteenth century." o : o ' ‘

i
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CHAPTER FIVE =
. : \

THE CLASSICIST APPROACH TO SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS

IN URBAN INDU&TRIAL SETTINGS

: %
#

~ INTRODUCTION
o o,

The preceding chapters dlgcussed the European herltage concernlng
khe social impllcations of soc1etal development and change with parti-a
;ular'reference to T%nnies Durkheim and Simmel. 1In twentleth century
. North America the sociologlcal study of the interpersonal 1mp11cat10ns
vof urbanizatlon and 1ndustr1a112at10n gradually blfurcated lnto two
distinct sub-fields: family'sociology and urban’ soc1ology Spe01f1ca11y
family research examined.and dlscussed changes in the nature of famlllal
social. 3upport Urban research examlned the soc1al relatlonshrps of
‘thetcity.r Although specialized debates developed‘w1thin these two sub—
fields,vthey’shared a common interest in the impact of urbanism and |
industrialismbon interpersonai’ties

Until approx1mate1y thL decade of the '50 s, \a common stance
which will be de51gnated as the c1a851clst approach ”‘was taken in muchA
of the research literature on both kln and extra- kin support t1es.' This

- .
approach argued that the social 5upport ties of modern humankind were
greatly attenuated _ Family members were cut- off from the wide range- of
kln support which was be?leved to have been available at an earlierb
period in time ‘Urban ‘residents were characterized by feelings of
anonymity and . sqgial xsolation not experienced by their rural counter-

/ .

parts Many of the isaues discussed by the European writers were also

reflected in the literature in thls area vThe_extent‘to which_some»of

107
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'\"\

- the assumptions detailed in chapter four also made their way into .the
\ : .

North American literature has yet to be critically examined -
This chapter w1ll deal with maJor arguments and evidence of thd:)
cla851cal approach" ‘as it developed in American sociology The’ flrst
gection of the chapter will focus primarily on research in the area of
»urban SOCLdTogy, while the latter sectloh will focus on the classical
approachlas manlfested in specialized Studies on the gamily‘ Some - of
" the research to be discussed overlaps with' che 1nterests of goth sub-"
_f1e1ds.‘ Such overlap is consistent w1th thelr shared question} vtol
what extent can it be said that urban industrial lnterperson lﬁgglatlon-
ships are 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent and signifftantly less rewarding thanv;

those of an’ earlier and/or le'ss complex period?
. N , !
THE CLASSICIST APPROACH AND EXTRA-KIN RELATIQNSHIPS
It is.commonly recognized that the ground’swell of interest in

vthe soc1ology of the c1ty originated at the Univer51ty.of Chicago during

the 1920 s ‘and 1930 s. The Department of Soc1ology was established |
4there in 1892 and was the first such department in the United States.

‘By the 1920 5 it held a position of near dominance in American sociology
The pre emlnence of the Univer81ty of Chicago‘during this period me ans

that 1ts soc1ologlsts must play a‘maJor role in the discus51on of the
cla351cal approach However ‘an understanding of'the 1mportant 1nfluence

. . .

of thls school and its graduates necessitates an appreciation for the

rather unique combinat10n of. men and circumstance which contributed tov

' * v - - """»——n',, - T

Cits. 1nte11ectual character . . L

Theﬂcity‘of Chicago provided a'stimulating milieu which would




109

::probably have been difficult‘for students of the social to'ignorep
Chicago»was undergoing rapid expansion with wavekafter wave of‘immigran:e
and rural migrants.floodingvinto its boundariesd Its hurgeoning popu-~
lation 1ncreased by about half a mllllon new 1nhab1tants each decade

vIn 1860 the c1ty numbered 112, 172 inhabitants; by l9OO this had grown
to 1,698 575 in 1910 the number had reached 2,185, 283 ten years later

it reached 2, 701 705 and by 1930 it was l1sted at 3 376 438 (Stein,

%

l960 16). Chicago developed many distinct ethnic neighborhoodg; The
new arrivals not only experienced the problems of adjusting'to a

different culture but they also had to cope with prejudiCe, discrimi4

@
1

natlon ‘and 5ubstandard condltlons of. housrng, education and employment.
: , S

A gamut of soc1al problems seemed to characterlze Chicago urbaﬁ life.

~ The mellorative 1ncl1nat10ns of some of the Chlcago soc1olog;sts 'several
S v : : Wy,
of whom were former clergymen or sons of clergymcn (Faris,™ 1967) formed

a sometlmes shaky reapproachmcnt w1th their de51re for %?ﬁentific

]

obJect1v1t . Ernest Bur ess, in deScribin nthis perigl’ stated that
1ty g ) g -th Rer )

although the obJectlve was scienti} P@"ﬁ%&Xnd it lav a
- faith or hope that this scientific analysﬁ@ffu help dispel
‘prejudice and injustice and ultimately woul 40

Thc rcsearch PFOJOLtb of - the Ch1cago.5thool grav1tated toward.’ the
‘soc1al problems of the‘clty and.lts apparent dlsorganlzatlon T@F conse—»"
qucnces ef thls emphasis- were far reachlng as will be later dlscussed

The addition of Robert E. "Park (1864 1944) to ghe Chlcago faculty
in 1914 is usually seen as the beginnlng of the. monumental program of
urban studies for which. thxs department became so well rec0gnlzed
(Burgess and. Bogue, 1964, l964;'Faris,‘l966:26). L Parkvwas a former
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_newspaperman who had worked for several yoars with Booker T.'Wasbington

in the Negro moyeméot and had been, forva time at least, a self-acknow-
'.1edged'reformer (?ark, 1973:254). He did his gradoate work at Harvard,
Eerlio; Strassberg and Heidelberg. fark had»studied with Simmel and &
eredlted Simmel with having given h1m a ”fundamental p01nt of view for

the study of the newspaper and society” (Park, 1973: 256) He noted that
'fwith the exoeption:of Simmel's lectoreé I never had any systematic
instruction in sociology“ (Perk 1973 257) As preolously mentloned

Slmmel s work was highly pralsed in Park and Burgess book An Introélﬁx}-~a‘b

duction to the Sc1ence of Sociology. Several»observersvare in agree-
ment that Simmel's influence is appareht throughgut this book (e.g.,

Faris,_l967)._ The compatibility between Parks' andlsimmel'sbviéws k,j
regarding the nature of urban social relationships is also reflected in

i

£,
™ i
!

an article Park published in the March 1915 issue of The American L

Journal of Sociology. This article was to hgve major impact on subse-

‘“quent otbaniresearch.

Park's artiele, entitled.”The>City: Some Suggestiono for the

,‘Stody of HomahtBehevior ln'the Urban Enyironment,”»containcd'an exteoslve

listing of research proposals Whith became, according to one of Petkls

former stuaents Everett C Hughts ”the'research program of'Park h1msalf,
W .

of his stodents and of many colleagues in othér: flelds as well as in

soc1ology,€§;nogram reallzed in part in The ‘Hobo,; The Gold Coast and

the Slum, The Chetto The Gang, and other studies of ciry types’ and city
areés” (Huéhee 1952 5- 6) Park's article has been referred to by
Sennett as a ”landmark in the development of urban studies (which) has
;nflueneed'the course’ of urban research‘in America end Eutooe.ever

- .- a s » N
_
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since' (Sennett, 1969:13). »
, : : S - (- o
Park's article was rich with .research suggestions and poiﬁted_to
problem areas in need of étudyt' He suggested that the 'study of cities

’

P

would profit from the anthropological techniques in use at that time by
men such as Franz Boas and R.J. %gqi%. His suggéétion for ethnographic =~~~ %

research in the éity~was adopted by many of the urban sociologists of

the period and charatterlzed much of the Chlcago research (a technlque

whlch hHas since been largely abaaﬂoned to anthropologlsts) . Park wap
B} . — :
Vlnterested in the proportlonah?characterlsths of urban populatlons

factors contrlbutlng to city growth the patterns,of urbah growth and"
the impact of the‘division of labor. ..He suggested for ekampie the

study of - the stock exchange and the mob, - geographic moblllty, types of - e

e

resxdence the characterlstlcs of various eEhnlC social class,and
OCCUpatiOn groups such as the Qlairvovant the bartender ahd:the plumber.

He proposed the study of nelghborhoods and, in this sense, was

e
o
o

'suggestlng a: comparatlve study within the cltxlitself (in_cohtrast to .

' the work of Durkheim,’Tonniﬁs and Simmel which directly couparced the

city with the countryside) . Park was interested in the factors
increasing and decreasing the Cohesion of neighborhoods. Park's article

reflected his interest in the city as a 'moral order." According to-

Park "', . .the city possesses a moral as well as a physical organization

and.these two mutualty.intaract in charaoteriétié ways to mold and
~modify one'another" (Park, 1969:93);,

5 Park's intrigue with the différonoes bgtwoqu urbandoccupations,
'néighborhoods and.ethnic‘groups and his intérést inhiﬁtra-city comparisona

were colored-by'his a§sumptioﬁs about the social ties of the,city in'conf



o | . ' 112

trast to non-urban areas. -His frequent co?auth%i, Burgess, commented’
that '"we assumedvthat the city had a cbaracteristiCJorganization and

‘E;%y of llfe that dlfferentlated it from rural commun1t1es” (Burgess and
: e

e

Bogue, 1964:70) . Many of;thesemassumpt1ons are 51m11ar to the:
empirically unsubstantiated themes suggested by Park's mentor, Georg
Simmel. The'city waé'seen.by Park as providing less "authentic" socio-

"emotional support than the countryside. 1In Park's view:

. Touch and sight; ‘physical contact, are the basis for the
first and most eIementary human relationships. Mother and
child, husband and wife, father and.son, master and servant,
kinsman and neighbor, minister, physician and teacher -
these are the most intimate and real relationships of life,
and in the small community they areApractlcally inclusive
(Park, 1969: 111)(emph351s added) :

Secondary soc1a1 ties were seen as reElac1ng primary ties. Park

2

saw ¢ity growth ”accompanled by the bubstltutlon of 1nd1rect secondary'
_for direct, face-to-face 'primary‘ rela;ions in'the associacion‘of

‘individuals in the .communjty" (Park, I§67:110). While transportacion .

and: communication multiply the contacts between people, these contacts.
- “ R , : . ‘ . -. ( : .." .. ) . : '.» » .
are more "transitory and less stable.'" People meet but .do not "know"

;;Q;fﬁone anotherf(Park; 1967 125) With. the ‘weakening of intimate primary.

reiatlonshlps the moral order restlng upén them is gradually dlssolved”

-

(Park 1967: 111)
ﬁ Park s h1gh evaluatlon of emotlonallsm,and non lntellectuallsm

~vlS reflected in his observation that the small community'where social

‘ties are more "intimate," ”real” and ”stable“ is- characterlzed by inter-
action which is 1mmedlate and unreflectlng intcraction is largely |
based upon.insrinct and feeling_rather.than rationaliry (Park 1967: 111)

In Park s view the city's ”d;srntegratlng influence" had changed

N7 -
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m “ in great:cities (Park 1967 112):

- Park thus presented a.picturc of modern urban 1ife

'Burgéss_and-their‘cofleague, R.D. MacKenzie. -Burgess, building upon-

| L \ . 113

thé nature of church, school and family. The urban family lost some of

L]

its functions td the school. The church lost its influence. In Park's
. l . ' ‘ 0D h
view
: (
. lt is probably the breakdown of local attachments and
the weakenlng of restraints and inhibitions of the primary
. group, under the influence of the urban environment, which -~

are largely responsible for the increase of vice: and crime .

-

erett of inter- ,

personal supports and notably deficient in contrast socio-
e%ational rewards of its rural counterpart.

. Although Park's articie on the city as a social laboratory

specified a program of research,, initially there was little funding

'availablé‘for very elaborate projects. Hence from 1916 to 1923 Park

and Burgess both regularly sent classes out to obstrve the ‘city. . Map

making aqtlvltles‘flourished,fwithrstudgnt; making spot maps and:raté

.

maps‘aﬁd‘plotcing the distribution of characteristics of the city.  These
observations on Chicago ncighborhoods, institutions and natural areds
often érystalliZed into term papers, which became theses and, in- some

. - . . . . Lo .

cases, eventually books. The first such book was Nels Andersom's "

S

Thé'Hobo published in 1923 Fbr'thé ncxtltwo décades, almost two dozen

| \ 4‘. C . ;
books appeareq covering various aspects“of city lifc; fter 1923

9

researchqwas aided by an ‘elaborate fundlng operatlon 1ntendtd to promcte

urban research on Chicago 4

5 T

The garly work in. urban bOClOlOgV bOllOWLd from plant and anlmal

-ecology. SymblOSlS anasxon, succession, natural_forccs and‘natural

areas were partfof the theoretical and conceptual framework'of-Park,

A E L - . : T



' apparent intent of relatlng ecology and ethnography However ‘the ~ -
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. Park's interest ir. -atural areas, postulated the concentric zone

hypothesis as an analytic device to characterize regularities in the

spatial distributions of people, services and facilities in an nrban

area.5 He saw this as‘representing "an ideal oonstruction of the
tendencies. of any town orhcity.to eknand radrally from its central
husinesskdistrict” (Burgess, 1925:50). Burgess' view was that land use
organizes;around»the pointhof’highest concentration oflponulation'and

commercial activity, the downtown business d@ttrict.' The central

(R

. bu51ness dlstrlct thus domlnates much of the economla, polltlcal and

soc1al llfe of the area. Subsidiary area8 may be staked in concentric

. : "

c1rc1es around the central business dlstrlct. Each of*these five zonal

areaS'of the city has characteristiq features and is distinguished from

adjacent zone- . These Zones are (1) the central buslness dlStrlCt of

downtown hotels department stores bapnks, and c1tv>o}f1ces w1th a dense

-

‘daytlme.populatlon; (2) the'zone of transition,~an interstitial area
- YR T el
characterized by low_rents,‘cheag room', houses, light industry'and

henee social disorganization, crime and del1nquency, (3) the zone of

‘worklngmen s homes w1th Iow to medlum rentals some partialﬂy'aSSimilated

'1mmigrant s flats 1nexpensrve apartments and old SLngle dWLlllngs

~ ]

(4) the re31dent1a1 zone of bEtter apartments and cxclusrve areas w1th
. N ,

high rents, and (5) the commuters zone an area of varying:width which
surrounds the city proper.

Many -of the ethnographles of urban life in Chlago carrled a copy

ot\\ﬁrgess (1925) dlggizm of thc concentrlc zornes of the city, with the

N ) K

/.

77authors of these monographs did not make extensive use’ of ecolog1cal

3

M
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concepts. They “often by-passed explanations derived from ecOlogically .
based formulations to focus on sométimes implicit and often unsystematic

. . & ' R ‘— .

social psychological explanations., These books stamped their unique

imprint on urbsn reséarbh[ Somt of these works wmll ‘be ‘¢xamined in the

pages follow1ng __IL_shouié—bt empha31zed that the lntentlon is not to

e "v‘..

prov1de an eXpOSlthn and evaluation of thc total argument in each one
1 ‘:~ : “J .

of these monoédsphs. The focus will be specificalLy upon their treat-
A o s e ‘ iy
v '*\,L . : . . . . - - . S— >
ment of urban interpersonal rélationships. This information will .
provide.part of the base for examining the' thrust of thg“ciassical
. o U J . ‘
approach.

v

Nels Anderson s The Hobo (1923) was tht flrst book publlshed in
" the Chlcago monograph series sponsored by Robert Park. 7his. book
~ written by a-man wbo had had some personal experltnte as a tranSLent

was_b351cally,a destription of the effects of extreme mobility'and
. E X S . . »

separation from involvement .in conventional Society. Anderson's

characterization of the interpersonal Iife of the "homeless men" of

Chicago .is distinguished by.an assumption that transient nglationShips

are'neoessariiy less satisfying than their opposite.  This is not treated
‘as a question subject]to empiricél examination but as an SCabllShLd

v -

truth. One effect is that thls assumptlon tolors the 1nterprttatlon

£

given to. the intefpersonal relationships of the.hoboos. "Henco their
“cdmmon law“”marriages (Anderson, 1523:1425 and their>homosexus1 »;‘n' hl %)
'relationships.which might?lastvfor seVerallwpeks while on the road
(Anderson, I923a147) are nnt ekamined;in terms' of'possihle sotio-emotional

rewards and interpersonal support they might® rovidy for the part.cipants.
interp pport they might *p ; P

<

Andérson's'study emphasizes urban disorganization and its assumed manT\\;;;;

.
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festations in the lives of these men even'in the face of evidence which
. \ . . : . ..“‘.' .v -
might be rallied to-support an opposing position., For example, Anderson

. L . : o : : ,
writes « ) : - vt
Every city has its district into which thése homeless typeé‘
gravitate. . . to the homeless men it ‘is home for there, no
" matter how corry his lot, he can find those who will under- "
isténd, The vetetran of the road finds other vetefans; the
old man finds the aged; . .. . the radical, .the optimist,
the inebriate, all find others here to tunme in with them.
The wanderer finds friends here or enemies, but, and that is
at once a characteristic and pathetic feature -of Hobohemia,
they are friends and enemies only for the day. They meet
- and pass on (Anderson, 1923:4)(emphatis added).

4 Whéther they are based on. personal disorganization or mere uncon-

ventionality, the above short-lived intense relationships are tategori-

!

bmy

cally dismis§ed, in the absence of confirming evidence, as possible

—~ <y sources of socio-emotional rewards and support.. A'careful examination
. . y ,' - - .

of the implications of these short-lived, uncbnventiona} and '"deviant"

forms of wurban social relationships appears to have been deflected by._
: : : o ' v .
‘Anderson's dominant asSumption_that‘tfansitory relationships do not

provide adequate interpersonal rewards.

Harvéy,Zorbaqéh's The Gold Coast and the Slum, fifst'pubiisheda

> ¢ ‘
in 1929, is a study of wvarious typés of slum dwellers and the inhabitants
of the‘expenéive hoteitand apgrtment hctel ar%?S of Chicégd. This waé‘a

widely circulated book which became a best séller (Faris, 1967:83). In
this work Zorbaﬁgh-vaciilates between speéific and generalizing referénces’

5

to-"the city," althéugh:his data were derived from Chicago. This makes
} it difficult to ‘determine his,ihténded level of genéfalizacion. However

clear his pefsonal conception may have been, this clarity is not reflected
in his work. To illustrate, in the following quotation Zorbaqghjaéﬁertﬁ

"that. for a 1arge-proportibn of ;hé'residents of "the city" théfé is
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. . . a dissolution of social solidarity and public opinion.
Face-to-face and intimate relationships in local areas are:
replaced by casual, transitory, disinterested contacts:
There arises an extreme individuation of personal behavior

. (Zorbaugh 1929:251).

‘Whether or not the above generalization was- intended for Chicégo or

cities in general is not clear. ‘However, the impression given is that

it is intended to encompass city life in general as Zorbaugh supports P
‘ . . . . - . ) i

his contention by an anecdotal example of Iife in New York City.

In Zorbaugh'e view, the anonymit of city 11fe is reflected in
ymity

the fact«that people do not know thelr nelghbors (1929: 65) and that
“ contacts become 1ncre351ng1y secondary : The movement from the boardlng

////gouse to the roomlng house reflects the spreading lonellness and anonymlty
)

of c1ty life (1929:75). Chicag% s bohemian area, Towertown,_exhibits '

the disorganization which attends disintegration of group<sanetiqns and
tolerance for uniconventional behavior. . Zorbaugh denies the_existence_of‘
cémmunity tiés within the bohemian area by virtue of its short-lived

m1 , - . ‘ A

and promiscuous contacts. This is a feature which he sees as increasingly

characteristic of the city as a whole.
. ; a

& S . S _
7« . The slums, in Zorbaugh's wyi%w, are characterized by "well defined

bR
‘-types of submerged humanity" Q§929§Té§)] Many recent Immigrants inhabit

o

the slum. Family life-suffers in such settings: B —
In . practically- every immigrant group. . .. the’ tamllx is going
to pieces in the conflict with an alien culture. The fact.

“that there is no occupational continuity and tradition within
the family, that the-child tends to follow a dlffchnt trade
from that of his father, and is taken into a world of =
GLLferent values , mattrially contributes to this tonf11ct

and dlsinteevatlon (Zorbaugh 1929: 188 189) . '{ﬂj :

Zorbaugh iﬂufaﬁi, cites Uhe upptr class tamllv in. the CBLd Coast area
as the only one fun&tionlng as an 1nst1&utlun, Lhat is, in thefmanner '
. B B :{" B ‘

o : S
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of the’family-in’a “village community" (1929:18i). Generally speakimg,
‘however "communltles of the type of the peasant v1llage of Europe, @r
the early. Ameracan town, are not found in the modern city" (1929 227) .
In re-emphasizing the §1rtues of the cemmunlty of the upper class, at
the comc1u51on of-hls book Zorbaugh claims that the hope for organlzee
action to improve the.c1ty rests with this group.
Zorbaegh's book makeé'iﬁteresting.reading; héwevet, it is limited
% . : * .

by subfcultutal and class-based definitions of ”gooa“ familyllife, ”good"r'
friendéhip andi"good" community. What others may well characterize as
‘cultural dlfferences, for example the close frlendshlps of males of ;
Persian and Greek descent; Zorbaugh percelves as examples of. soc1al dis-
IOrganizatioﬁ-and family disintegratiqn (1929:189). 'while characterizing
the slum family. as disorganized;-his work gjvee'evidence of_strdng
_family-contrel over SiCilian‘girls and great watmth tewatd parents in
‘theYSicilian family. While.citing.evidente‘ef7apparent dieetéanization
in Chicago's bohemian atea,aZorbaugh‘migﬁteme}l have used eome of the 9)
same data to'argue exampleséof'cemmumity. 7ybilc‘desctibihg tﬁe-siums as
places of ffeedom,fihdiyidnalism,'disinteération and dieorganization, he
does not'reconcile‘this with his own exampies‘of slum dwellets who
' frustrate "do-gooders" by reJectlng tﬂelr attempts to remove them from ‘
their slum surrogndings - (Zorbaugh s (1929: 135) attempted explanatlon '
~ for this is -that "the. person's behavior becomes conditional upon stimuli
of slum 1ife. Without these familiar_stimuli, tae petsen‘becomes rest- \
less '1§né1§, unconttollable.")' In eﬁm; Zorbaughvfails te adequately?

examine the disconflrmlng potential in some of his own evidence regarding

hlS general characterlzatlon of 1nterpersonal relat1onsH1ps in the city.



Ruth Shonle Cavan's book Suicide was published in 1928. Sur -
prisingly, giveh Durkheim's esteem among sociélogisté'tdday, it contai;s

only one reference to Durkheim's work of the same title. While aclgnow-

. L@ v '
ledging Tultural differences in definitions of suicide (with no doncep-
tual reliance on Durkheim), Cavan sees suicide as generally disdpproved
in Europggénd America. Rates are low in small towns and rural areés\

because .of traditional attitudes ‘toward suicide and ”because.there%ks

4

little occasion for confusion of interests and pufposes”'(Cavan,_1928:330).

'in concra%t we again find urban areas portrayed as centres of
o s o : .

,interpersonal maTaise. CInm Cavan's words they

_J&Fw’- .tend to be in a perpetual state of dlsorganlzatlon and -
the multiplicity of contacts and diverse codes of conduct

~permit liberation of the individual from trad1t10na1 ways of
thinking dnd-at the same time, often make it almost impossible
for him to achieve satisfactory relationships, for fulflllment

ﬁaof his interest (Cavan, 1928:330).

.Cavan views the'modern urban éociety as movingxaway ffom the pfotection
provided by'smail isolatgd'grdups; bTo fill ché’soéial vaéuum.c?eatea
"Tby city life and.reduceithe’risk éf éelfAdgst?uction,.Cafan sﬁggests the
cxéation of SOCiai welfare agencies as a subgtiﬁutc for’the'prétection
provided iﬁ’non-ﬁrbaquettingsé »Fﬁrther, Cavan assumes throughout that 

theﬁﬁrban dwelicfliackg satisfactbry rélationshipsvbecauée of_mulgiple

and heterogeneous contacts in fhercity. While Cavan's suggestion

' regarding the protective role of social welfare agencies may be valid,

‘her general assumption that multiple and heterogeneous contacts in the
city preclude the development_of satisfactory relationships lacks"

' * o : ‘ .
.adcduatevempirical'support. N

Still dnother book deallng wlth probfums in the city is Walter

- Recklcss (5933) Vice in Chlgqgo Reckless' book deals with prOstitution.

. A - . . .
- . . L : . : T
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He dcscribes a‘changc in the nuturo of prdstltutiQnAfromAthe organized
brothel types tc an_lncrease in seml-prctessional’and amateur prosti-
tution. These Changes in the,forn.and nature of;proatitutlon are seen
as 1lnked to aspects bf urban society; Recklese lists a uariety of

factors contributing to the incidence_of prostitution;vhowever; it is

\

his characterization of urban 1nterpersonal llfe which is of issue here.

Ri

Reckless cites the following factors as 1nf1ucnc1ng the occurrence of

prostltutlon

. the rapld growth of Chlcago the decline of the old
form of local community life; 5 the decay of neighborhoods;
the problems of adjustment of incoming peoples without
families;-Negroes and immigrants from abroad; the develop-
ment of transportatlon fac111t1es including the automobile;
the changes in the status of women the ~devclopment of
mechanized living conditions in apartments the growth of
leisure and the declining influences of the home and
nelghborhood (Reckless 1933:271) .

w

Vlce in Chlc;go c0nta1ns d0cumentary data and case hlstorles regard1ng
the distribution of prostltutlon ih Chicago and the llfe of the prostitute.
A maJor assertron in the book is that prOStltUtlon is 1nf1uenced by such
characteristics of the urban settlng'as the decreased 1nfluence of the
fam11y and neighborhood While Reckless may be correct concernlng the
1nfluent1a1 role whlch the famlly and.nelghborhood play, he does not
prov1de adequateiemplrlcal evidence concernlng the decline of family and .
ynelghborhood and thEII dynamlc.relationshlp to prostltution Reckless'
book prouldes another illustration of the soc1a1'sc1cntlst 8 readlness

to casually attribute negative quallties to city life.

Faris and Dunham's book Mental storders in Urban Areas first

published in 1939 is an ecological and statistical examination of rates

of hospitalization. for mental disorders. Farls and Dunham found high
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rates of.somelmental disorders in the presumably disorganized areasvof
the‘clty.of Chicago. ?he:ten highest ratesvwere in‘the central'hobo
roominghouse and slum areas. Lowestvratcs were in resldentlal dlStrlCtS
on or near the ~edge of the c1ty Their success in plottlng such rates
var1ed by-type of illness. However, it s Farrs and Dunham's view of
urban interpersonal relationships which is of interest touour thesis,
l.Diver51ty is singled. out and assumed to‘be a threat to mental .health.
| The slum area populated by(;eterogeneous foreign-born elements
forms a chaotic background\mf conflicting . and sh1ft1ng standards
against which it is qulte dlfflCult for a person to develop a
stable mental organization. Dlsharmony in family life is likely
to be frequent in interracial and intercultural marriages,
Confllct be tween famlly life and neighborhood influences is
common. Continuity of tradltlon and of life- -éxperiences is-
_more rare (Faris and Dunham, 1960: 158-159)..
It seems clear to Faris and Dunham that urban ethnic heterogenelty exerts
a negatlve 1nfluence on mental stablllty However :the study does: not |
take into account the role of select1ve factors in res1dent1a1 patternlng
which might have had a more determlnlng 1ntluence on mental stablllty
than ethnic heterogeneity; The. 1mportant cr1t1cal remark here is that
.Farls and Dunham's study has asserted rather than demonstrated that
negatlve” qualities'of urban life, 'e'g thnlc.heterogenelt\ are
responsible for certaln types ofvmental illness. )
| Frederlck Mllton Thrasher s book The Gang, flrst publlshed in
'1927, attempted to examine 1 ,313 gangs in the c1ty of Chlcago U51ng
-‘Burgess concentric zone hypothesrs Thrasher fOund gangs to be generally
located in the ”zone of transrtron u(the povcrty,belt surrounding‘the
central business dlstrict of the city)r' Thrasher_(l§27:33) attributes'
gang life to disorganization -:the'”dlsintegratlon of famlly llfe.

i

inefficiency of schools, formalrsm and cxternallty of xellglon corrup-
& » o . B ¢
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tionand 1nd1fference in. local p@lltlcs whlch mean the fallure
6 .

4

. \f"".(;
:E Qperatzng throughout the

N

book is Thrasher's aSSumptiSn of the.majggglmpact of urban- dlsorganlzathén.
It is not because the bo&s of the mlddle and wealthler classes
are native white that they do not .form gangs but because their e
lives are organized and stabilized for them by American. - oo ~a%
traditions, customs and institutions to which the children of
immigrants do not have adequate access (Thrasher, - 1927:152) .
Thrasher»s affinity with an assimllatlonrst nerspective is
reflected in ;he'ahove quotation. Whlle avoiding the atrributlon of
‘biologicallinadequacy, Thrasher manages to Seevlmmlgrant group cultures
as faultv w1th1n the new env1ronment To him, gangs are a manifestation
of}culﬁﬁralrconfllct. ) S I s
Whlle Thrasher attrrbutes gang behav1or to urban dlsorganlzation
.and cultural confllcr chere are p0851ble dlscrepanc1es in his ‘data
which are not examlned ‘ He has evidence suggesting, for example, the -
family sOlidarity of;Italian‘immigrancs (Thrasher; 1927:142). "He
: ebserVes that glrlsvrarely engage;in gang'behavibr due to the factgthaf
they are usually well 1nc0rporated into thg/f/m1ly groups (1927 152). r'l
He neglects to analyze the. type of/ﬁaﬁfl;/;hlch is disorganlzed for boys
-and at the same tlme organlzed/lor‘g1rls.
Simllarly,,while-seeing.disorganizatien as'characteristic of
immigrant 'groups ‘he acknowledges that common natlonallty prouldes an

add1t10nal sol1darity for some gangs in areas where-one naticnallty

“group predomlnates ' Thrasher describes thaigang as a primary group

(1927 202), possessing tradltlon, esprit de corps, 'solidarity_and morale -

o
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(192?:&6). Yet, at the same time, Thrasher pictures these gangs as
hav1ng ”1ittle permanence” (1927: 31) and in "a condition of anstable‘
equillbrlum (1927:32) .- Short'(19:XXi)_has pointed out that Thrasher's
data of ten 'seem "confusing" and ﬁcOntradictory.”‘ Thrasher neglects to’
anaiytlcally reconc11e his v1ew of the- gang as a prrmary group w1th hlS
‘characterrzation of urban-dlsorganlzation.‘,In addition, he disregards
an examination of.how;his data suggestive of ethnic solidarity and :
nsuccessfully”«socialized'females.articulate Qith a diaorganiaed‘urban'

environment,,

o )

A book nhlch dlscusses strong ties in one area of. the clty of
‘Chicago is Louis Wirth' s ‘book The Ghetto published[in 1928. Based‘upon
his doctoral dissertatlon this book discusses the role of Jewish
1mmigrants‘1n Chicago and their past experlence ln European ghettos

W1rth sees the ghetto of : soc1olog1caL interest as a phenomenon assoc1ated
“ﬂwith various 1mm1grant groups : The,ghetto'communlty is closely Rnit with
stronghoontrols, atrong supporthties, aseistance giﬁen*to‘neﬁrimmigrants

and'strong familytunits'(Wirth, 1928:222)

. - . -
IS . |

Wirth’sees'the.Jewish immﬁgrant mOving out ‘through the concentric zones
'formlng the c1ty from the slum core to the Zone of worklngmen s homes
(Wirth, . 1928: 2&7) "In movrng from the bhetto the secondvgenerationbf

-

becomes pre-eminentlv an area of conflict - conf

'cttigthfn‘the;family

- and the community. Famllles tend to d151nte5 rage undtr,the stress of

-

contradictions be tween behavior patterns which rtsultjfrom thL lmpor-»~
Lation of extraneous cultural 1nfluences into. the home by the chxldren

@ﬂ}r

;in thelr attempt to flej from the'ghetto,-the:f

of theblmmigrants” (W1rth 1928:253-254). At the same time wqug

acknowledges that.”. L

>,




>

- dominated many of th
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paftially assimilated gfoups have found that‘the ghgtto has folléﬁed.
themito thgirlﬁew qpérters" (Wirth, 1928:254'2555i These ghétto areas
are.é prelﬁde to”aSSimilatipﬁ. It becomes most difficult to reconcile
:ﬁirth's,deécription‘of the close knit ties of the ghettd (which he sees
:as also éhéféctériziné other $e;tlemigps of immigrants suéh as £he
italiaﬁs'and Chinesé) wigh his Later?aZﬁfiﬁéﬁtféf;-l938 article on.

‘ s o . ‘
"Urbanism as a Way of Life' which detailed the dnonymity of the city.

- The key perhaps lies in the assumption of eventhal assimilation which

e

£ty . . . .
* descriptions of immigrant life in the works of
this period. TIf close:ties existed, they were assumed to be a passing

characteristic of certain ethnic groups in the city, hence not an urban

phgnbnmenon. Furcher, it;gﬁs assumed Fhat.immigrants&yould‘ggsimila;el 
and assimilétion would be éécompaﬁiéd by the ”hatufal”,cﬂaracteristics
qf'u;ban éééial 1£fefﬂ'$ome implicatiohé of this aséimilationis&
'assumptioh wiil be detailed in chapter.six.

Robert Park retifed in 1933.. At that time, according to‘ﬁverett
C. Hughes,b(Short, 1971:xxxix n) "the mantle of.tﬁe student of cities"
fell uponighe’éhoulderé‘éﬁ Louis‘wirth._ Wirth (1897-1952) was to be a

major figure in urban socioLogy.; Born’ in Germany, Wirth did both his
' . - : ’

-4

graduate and undergraduate work at the University of Chicago.6 He-

taught at this same uniﬁersipy continﬁously:from'1931 until his early

e

‘death in 1952. Wirth's principal works include the previously mentiomed
Abdok The Ghettd»(1928) and articles on urbanism, minority - "ations and

“the his'tory of social thought.: Wirth seemed to have had a unique
ability tégdéyelop concept defiﬁitions which became widely acceptedﬁby“
‘his fellow 'sociologists. His definition of minoripy,group (Wirth, 1945)
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aﬁ%/hisﬂdefiniticn of the city (Wirth, 1969) haVe‘eacE had hajcr

influence in‘their reapective areas?(DeQe?,‘l96Q; Newman; 1973).
Wirtﬁ's‘creviously discgased chk, Tﬁe Ghetto,-cepictedlthe close_

knitAcomqpcity and family‘iife qf the'urban Jewish éhetto. This‘staﬁds

in sﬁarp contrast toIWifth'sAmore‘frequently‘cited.article "Urbanism as

a Way of Life” which Qas cublished teﬁ'years‘later iqvl938; This

article integrated‘and in a way person;?iedvtﬁevwotk of the Ghicago‘ -

schogl regarding urban social bends. Iniit Wirth arew‘a'characteriza%ion

of urbap anonymity and diminished socialatles wﬁ&ch was clearly reminis-

v

cent of Simmel.
) ¥ -
Wirth attempted in- hls artxcle to develop a 'sociologically
signifxcant deflnltion of the city by 51ng11ng out the dlstrnctlve com-.
ponents of crbanlsm. The deflnitlon whlch W1rth proposed empha51zed the
ecotogicél determinants of A city and his hypothesis was that these had
sociological consequences. Wirth defined the city as "a relatively-~
.1arge, dense, and permanent settlement of socially heterogenédus
individuals" (Wirth, 1957:50)._vHis criteria fbr'an‘adequate definitién-
were that it "not ocly denote the essential characteriétics,which all
cities - at least those in our culture - have in common but should lend
itself to the discovery of thefr variations'(Wirth;-1957:49). initially
Wirth had noted

In . formulating definition of the city it'is'neceesary to

exercise cautidn in order to avoid identifying urbanism as .

a way of 1life with any specific locally or historically

conditioned cultural influences which, while they may '

significantly affect the specific character of the community,

are not the essential determinants of its character as a

city (Wirth, '1957:50).

- Wirth recognized the problems of de£1n1c1ons ‘which relled upon

N
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numbers or~density and (having been one of}ﬁbe few of dLese early

writers to apparently benefit from exposure‘to‘Weber) he acknowledged '
‘the importarice of differing commercial and social characteristics of

'cities.j Thus he cautioned against equating urbanism with 1ndustr1alism

1]

E and modern capltalism and assured hlS reader that he v1ewed urban-
N

hindustrial and rural folk societies as ideal type- communities.

<.

Additionally‘he noted that urban ‘social life is influenced by rural.
‘ traditionSgand«inhabitants origingting_from rural backgrounds "Hence - .
we should not expect to find abrupt and discontinuous variations between

urban and rural types of personality” (erth 1957:47). N

Desplte these inttial qualifications Wirth's eventual
& IR

: . R
géneralizations-regarding urban social characteristics'Show the.major

influence @f Georg Simmel (Faris 1967' Abu-Lughod» 1968) According to
Wir th, theéﬂ?cial relatlonshlps of urban life are segmented ‘While
there may be a greater amount of contact between more people in relatlon

. to the number of people met the number of people known 1s small

The contacts of the city may ‘indeed be ‘face to face, @nc they
are nevertheless impersonal superficial,; transitory, and )
.segmental. The reserve, the indifference, and the blase - out-
‘look  which urbanites manifest in their relationships may' thus
-~ be regarded as devices for immunizing themselves against the

personal clalms and expectations of others (Wirth, '1957: 54)

In Wirth s view, the rational-and calculating urban dweller.seesv
other people as a means to an end ‘ Social relationships are superficial,_
“anonymous and of sho?% duration The indivfdual may’gain freedom‘from
group control but he 1oses ”the spontaneousnself expression the*moraleb
.and the sense of part1c1pation that comes from living in an integrated

. \

soc1ety”'(W1rth 1957 54) : W1rth saw thls as personifylng Durkheim's .

1

. 1dea of anomie, hence the soc1al disorganization of technological society.

.
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. A v
W1rth saw compctltlon, self ag%’hndlzement and rec1procal explol-

tation as the end Tesults of depersonaf&xed high den51ty :”Freduent

close phys1tal contact, coupled with great social distance accentuates

N

‘the reserve of unattached 1ndiv1duals toward one another ~and unIess

c0mpensated by other opportunities for response,vglves rise to lonellness"

«(Wirth, 1957:56). 4 ’ S )
Additionally, W1rth also saw urbanlzatlcws working agalnst - %
.
traditlonal famlly life. Although he. d1d not examlne the marital. bond %m

, .
W1rth saw. the klnshlp bonds as weakened Mlth many famlly functions hav1ng

been lost to spec1allzed 1nst1tutlons. . ’ o ’ \\. i
In bplte of his quale1cat1ons in the earl) part of his artlcle

an

’ WLrth seemed to forego cautlon .in hlS attempt to dlscover th

“action and social organlzatlon that emerge out of the condltlons formlng

his deflnltlon of the c1t) and whlch could be lnterpreted as transcendlng
X :

cultural andftemporal»dlfferences.' Wirth neglected to spec1fy wggt ‘ -

N

unalifiers, if any, he plac;d on thL social characterlstlcs he saw as )
'assoc1ated wlth urbanlsm It is difficult to determine fﬂ/m hié‘article

exactly what 10calt he had in mind in hlS characttrlzatlon of urbanLSm
P a .,/

bt

a5 a way of- llfe bven if we aSSUde that hls gtntrallzatlons were //

-1ntended solelv for Noxth Amtrlcan cities, many.questions could be /!

. raised regard1ng their applicability to even thlS llmlted locale.
,Cef{ainly with, respect to the use of Wirth's famous artlcle b3 subsequent

writers, his general1zatlons have usuallv been ascrlbed to urbanLSm p

se. _erth svcharacterlzatxon of urban lonellneqs and anonymlty hav

—

played an important role ' the fleld of urban sociology: ThiS'

frequently cited article has served as‘a.focal.point for the classicy
ent. ; ! . _ : .

/
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apnroach,to extta-%tnjrelations;

The pioneerdng work of the Chicago school fooused on life in the
city yet implicit throughout their pnblications was an underlying con-
sensus regarding the preaumed”nature of pre-urban life. This view took
practical and 1nf1uent1al form in the ethnographlc work of Robert

‘,,.

Redfield. Though labelled an anthropologist, Redfield was a writer‘

whose influence croased disoiplinary lines and whose work and typologies

contributed to the intellectual climate surfounding the urban research

of the thirties and forties. Redfield étudied at‘the University of

' Chioago at the time when sociology and anthropology were_still encom-

SURT

pasSéd within'one'department. "His tralnlng, ‘almost: equally lelded

A

:ﬁ?betweén tne two fields, (Faris, 1967 100) culmlnated w1th ‘a- Ph, D

1928 and a dissertation entitled, "A Plan for the Study of Tepoztlan S

'Mexﬁco.” Redfield a son-in- 1aw of Robert Park, had entered anthropology

- upOn Park's enc0uragement "Park was apparently a mfvlng forcerint“

i \1nterest1ng Redfleld in the 1dea of 1dea1 types (Redfleld 1955'143"

Faris, 1967:101) and Redf1eldfs book Folk Culture of Yucatan (1941) 1s'

dedlcated to Park Altbough Redfleld‘fzs an anthropolog1st he publlshed

\ a e -

in both anthropologlcal and. soc1010g}tal Journals and hlS work. on

A7
¢ -,‘ LT

—

;ogkgtal typologies was yidely te;

S-S

nﬁ%bd by,sociologists. HiSﬂstudies
"Vaé‘%f tnebfolk-urban'ﬁithotomy for

}the organlzation and lnterpretatlon of data , can, in some ways, be

"

B

v1ewed as an appllcatlon of tﬁkntechniques Qnd many of the assumptlons

ic studles of the city of Chicago In
ot :

.this manner, Redfield conh

i

which operated in the - ethnif.
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approachi

Redfleld s first book T;poztlan A HMexican Village (l930k/was

based on hls doctoral. dlssertatlon and presents a plcturefof pre- urban

.\, -

llfe which is well ln llne w1th cla551c1st assumptlons In readlng the

book one is. struck by the apparent tranqulllt) of llfe and even death

*

in this small v1llage. Oscar Lewis, with JUStlflcathn has charac-
terized Redfield's. early book’ in the followlng manner:

The impression given by Redfield's study of Tepoztlan is that
of a relatively homogeneous, isolated, smoothly functldnlng
and well-integrated society ‘made up of a contented and well-.
adjusted people. His picture, of the v1llage has a Rousseauan
quality which glosses lightly over evidence of violence,
disruption, cruelty, disease, . suffering and maladJustment

We are told little of poverty, economic problems or pOlltlcal
$chisms. hroughout his study we find an emphasis upon the
cooperative and unifying factors in Tepoztecan society

(Lewis, 1951 428-429) . : . L
Redfleld's;oook became a classic in commurity stud1es.,}H1$
empirical portrayal of village life was similar‘to the:views regarding
pre-urbanldﬁfe whieh-were emphaslzed‘by.his Chicago mentors. There was
littIe'to.suggest that- the yillagers'oflrepoztlan might harbor so@é of -
- ‘the more”negatlve"‘human emotionS' Although Redfield . d1d not dlrectly
formulate hlS folk urba? typology in this book .and in fact denied later
that thls was even "in mlnd“ when  he dld the lnltlal study (Redfleld
2

1955 135), when his’ typology d1d crystalllzc it was' not‘much ‘different
from those prtviously ex1sting ‘ One-tould»well{‘ gue the oresence of
folk-urban assumptiong,’in at leaet‘fledglingAgorm, lnzthe rather

innocuous pictdre drawn of village life in Tepoztlan.g Redtield's Folk e

‘Cul ture of ‘Yucatan (1941) - was a well- known earlv explicatlon of the idea

of "the folk culture and - the evolv1ng folk-urban tygology which was

characterized by Lewis.1n 1951 as enjoying _gébat:prest1ge among. socio-

H
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logists and anthropologists,” It_was also the work in the Folk Culture
of Yucatan which f1rst attracted questlons concernlng the validity of

Redfield's 1nterpretat10ns,

The Folk Culture of Yucatan examined life in four communities on

the Yucatan peninsula‘of Mexico. The smallest of these, Tusik, with a
*populatlon of 106 in 1930 was homogeneous, non- spec1a112ed and 1solated
Chan Kon w1th a populatlon of 250 was an*agricultural communlty whose
populace shared SLmllar backgrounds but less 1solat10n Dzitas, with a
population_of 1,200,’was’a»communicationhcentre “on the_frOntier between'.

the urban and rural ways of 1lf’” (Redfield, 19415430)'and‘1ast1y, the

urban céntre of‘Merlda had-a heterogeneous population of 96,660 in 1930
Redfleld s typology relled on the key 1ndependent variables of
“isolation, mOblllty and homogenelty. His 1ntent was to analyze the
Achanges_occurring in communities evolving from tolh to urban, His was
a synchronic study of culture‘change which made’seyeral imp11c1t i
assumptlons about the four-communities studled in order to JUStlfy
treating them as representing‘a valid historical sequence}ﬂ .These four
communitiesluere‘seen as representing city, towh,.peasant village and
" tribal village. 'Hisvmajor conclusion"infthis»study was that "the changes
in culture that: in Yucatan; appear,to igo along‘with'\lessening
1solat10n and homogene1ty are-.seen to be chiefly three, disorganization:
of culture secular1zation and individualization (Redfield, 1941 339).
It was Redfleld 's cohtentlon that an understanding of society -
4part1cu1ar1y modernized , urbanized society, could be gained from undere‘i
standing its antlthesis - whlch he. saw as the folk SOClety He set his

folk society up as an 1dea1 type - but as with other 1dea1 types pro-

'»blem3<arose which we. will specify 1ater Redfield defined a folk'societyv



as o : _ o o

small, isolated, nonliterate, and homogeneous, with

- astrong sense of group solldarity The ways of living are

: conventlonalized into. that ccherent: system which we call a
"culture," Behavior is traditional, spontaneous, uncritical,
and .personal; there is no leglslat1on or habit of experiment
and reflectlon for 1ntellectua1 ends. Kinship, its relat1on-
sh1ps and institutiens, are the type categories of experience
and the familial group is the unit of . action. Tne sacred
prevails bver the secular; the e¢conomy is one of status rather
than the market (Redfleld 1947 294) ’ ,
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Thus we have a classicist vlew of. the polar oppos1te of urban‘r\~-

life. The folk soc1ety is personal, has group solldarlty, strong kin-
'shlp ties and a mentallty‘among the populace whith—1s~emotiona1 rather:

than‘analytlcf

,

_Although the maJor work of the 1920 S- and 1930's, in the
'field of urban'soc1ol,gy, came from the UanLrSlt\ of Chlcago ad..-
cu5510n of this- perlod should not by pass the cont lDUthnS from two

fSorokln ‘and

Harvard soclologlsts P1t1nnnSorok1n and Carle Zlmmerman

Zlmmerman publlshed a text Prlntlples of Rural Urban 80tlology in 1929

\ . ¥
\ . ,«,' - '

and gogether wlth Lharles J. Galpln, three volumes of a m3551ve work,

SoA Systematlc Sourctbook in. Rural SOClOthy bttWtéﬁ‘+930 and 1937 The

.

work of Sorokln and 71mmtrman served as a referen0e for many respected

rural sociologlsts (notably T Lynn Smi th and Charles P Loomls) - The

thrust of the Sorokln Zlmmerman pOsltlon regardlng rural urban 1nter~

personal relatlonshlps and the ‘manner ln which thls mEShLS w1th the

o
i ‘,

Chicago approach .call for tonsxderation o Lo . o R

o

Sorokln and Z1mmerman, in tontrast to many of the wrlters pre-

viously surveyed made use of cross- cultural and cross temporal data

-

.

Their sourcebook ce iteins. an assortment’ ol 8uch data resultrng from
fict = wxltlng, gencral 1mpresslons and quantltatlve technlques. fln

. . ) W . :
. . I g
- H
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spite of the wvariant quality of their sources,-they‘aSsume that their
generalizations atefjalid across time and place. Thus, they claim:

:Since soclology 15 1nterested primarily in the differehces that
dre general‘’ in space and relatively constant in time. . . in
" the past and "in’ the present and in all the rural and urban
‘social worlds. .. we shall take only the dlfferentlal varlables
that correspond to these requirements. In other words, those
variables that we study are typical not only for this or that
particular city -and its nearby rural aggregate, but for the city
and the country generally whenever and however they occur
(Sorokin, Zimmerman and Galprin, 1930:186- 187)

Sorokln and Zlmmerman develop a ba51ca11y descrlptlve formulatlon
and do not explore varlasles which might act to explain the presumed
differences betweenvrural and urban life. . They~distinguish be tween rural
and urban life on: the basis of dlfferences whlch are ”relatively constant
.and repeated in t1me and space (Sorokln and Zlmmerman, 1929:15); These
differences are‘in (D occupation"(Z) environment (3) community slze,‘
(4) populatlon denSLty, (5) the soc1o phy51ca1 homogeneity of rural

\\\\\
communities in contrast to urban areas, (6) social mobllity, (7) the

~one- s1dedness of populatlon migration; (8) the greater dlfferentlatlon

and social stratlflcatlon in urban areas; and (9) characterlstlcs of v

-~

[

soc1aLv1nteractlon.- ~
It is the presumed differences in theinaturerbf sociai intetaction

invrdral and urhan settings'whichzﬂe of interest’to_ourranalysis. ‘Soro- .
.kan and Zimmerman view urban areas_as distingnished'from rural areas by-
the greatet number of sotial‘contacts. People are unavoidable in the

cfty and it is difficult to find'a place forbsolitude.“‘£n~addition.tos
‘the quantltatlve difference there are gualltatlve difﬁerences The
interactlon in urban areas ‘is characterized by impermanency in.contrast

.

'to the\stability and durability.of rural life. Utban‘contacts are
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éupefficial

; . . in the totality of relations whitch compose the network

] ‘of the interaction Ssystem of an urban. individual, the part
i... composed’of casual, superficial, and short-1lived relations,

"+ in contrast to permanent, strong, and durable relations,

. occupies a’much more conspicucus place than in the inter-
action'system .of a rural\dweller (Sorckin and Zimmerman,
1929:53), ' e . .

4

The urbanite is-‘engaged in fewer face to face interactions.
"Only an infinitesimﬁl~p£%ﬁ.of-Ehébpersohs,With'whom an urban individual

~interacts are personally known: to him; the greater part of them. . . are

K

. >

only 'hgman abstraétionsﬁ”szorokih'ét 1., 1965:236).

S

By contrast, in the ural‘Su;ting there is a prevalence of face

to face contacts, pérsonalized~re1ationships, and a generalized kﬁow-
Iédge of the individual. Sorokin and Zimmerman emphasize the permanency
and pervasiveness of rural relationships. Their positive evaluation of

rural interpersonal life is made quite clear. The quantification assumed
to be characteristic ‘of ‘urban life méans that

In this sense the interaction system of an urbanite is.super-
ficial and quite mechanical. ‘It misses the mest important
thing, human personality and individuality, or man's heart
and soul. The rural ipteraction system is. . . more filled
by an undetached emotional~attitude. . . It.goes more
beyond the. 'social dreéss' of a man_and comes closer to his
heart, soul, or personality (Sorokin and Zimmerman, 1929:56)
(emphasis added). - ' ' '

- Giygn'the.eyaluativé tone of the above'étatemcnﬁ, it.is interestihg
co,poféifhac whilcvackné;ledging thcit own rural ﬁrigins, Scrokin and
Zimme;Maﬁ (1929;QL) claim. in their préfaCe that thgf'@i}l_uot "bother"

to évaluate the good or bad in rural life and;.in fact,‘feel.thatito do
56 yéuld be inapptqpriateﬁ_ ' . L - ' }\
a 'The ihfluenéé'of‘Gcérg‘Simmcl is reflected’in Sbrokih.énd>

. Zimmerman's position. 'An adapted version of Simmel's "Metropolis and - -
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Mental Life! was_inqluded‘in the sourcgbdok‘and‘they acclaim,Simmelfs
cantribution tdAkhowléage concéfﬁing the ”city-séul” (Sorokin et al.,
19651239).< Similarities between their position and Simmel's can be
rea&il& found. Although thé'Sorokin;Zimmerman argumeht has received:
less critical»a;tention than the Chicago.Park—Wirth approach (Sjoberg,'
1964), the'hositions regardingvinterpersonal relatiénships in rural and
urban settings are véty similaf;

In addition to'a'brqad characterization.of urban social relation-
ships, tﬁe_work_of‘the writers 5urveyed‘at Ie;st tdﬁchéd on:aspects'of
urban'famiiy'life.  In addition,‘dufing‘this sa@e periéd‘from the 1920's
én; majo; research in the sociologyfof’the family focuéing on-the imbact
of urbanization:and/érbindustrializatioﬁ added to the classiciét. t
argument. ~As mahifested‘in:family studies,fthis argument took or some
diétiﬁctivé aspects but the ﬁﬁifying issue was still the apparegt décline

infinterpersonal ties in modern society.

THE.éLAS§IQIST APPROACH AND KINSHIP TIES
| It wiil be.recallea thae many‘nipeteenth.centufy socia} obsérveré
presumed a:cHanéé in ﬁhe nature of the modern family. The details of
that‘change énd'its impiiéatiqné varied from author to autﬁqr. " The
‘three‘éuropean“founding fathers viewed thevfamilyiih différin%)QQYS.
Eerdihand Tgﬁniés saw declinelin faﬁlly tie§ aé‘a.chérécteristic of

urban industrialized Gesellschaft society. Those qualities which dis-

tinguished the earlier societdl:#form, Gemeinschaft, were the qualities
of’the.family itself., Marital ties weré classed along Qith‘familyities':

in general as undergoing a process of weakening. 1In contrast, Durkheim
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noted the decreasing functioms of the\bfoader‘kin group. (Wolff, 1960;
I : :
70-71n), but an»increasing strength of thevcdnjugal unit. The task

dlfferentiatlon of modern marriage was seen as addlng to 1ts solldarity ;
1 .

(Durkhelm, 1933 56). » Slmilarly, Geotg Simmel saw an erosion of factors
leading to kin eolldarity digtFO'the fact that such tiee as rellglon |
end occnpation no longer overlap with klnehlp, _However, Simmel felt
»thet.modernvmarriage now carried_gfeater éxpectations, expectatlons of
intimacy, love and Feciprocal‘self-revelation.

| ﬁorth American writers'on the family ffeﬁ the early twenties to
the middle part of thlS century tended to follow closer to the Durkhelm-
Simmel 1nterpretation of changes in the famlly, i.e., whlle famlly llfe
in’ the broad sense; hed changed from that of an earller perlod 1ts’
decreased importance had been offset to eome extent by a greaterbempha51s
on the conJugal unit.  However; the’ferm of this change in fanily life,
lts strength, rewards, galns and losses. has‘been part of-an on- -going
dlscussion ovet a perlod of Several decades, The content of the debate
regarding ‘the nature of urban’ lndustrlal klnShlp CIL; and the role ot\ _ .
conJugal veTSus consanéu1neal relatlenshlps involves, as Zeldlteh (l965)
has observed, many diverse queetlons. Some deel with the;kinds of inter-
personel contact between kin, some deal withvthenquantity'ef interpersonal
vcontaet andisome are concetned with_the quality of interpersenal hin
contact. .However, the controversies haye eentered.areund the,reputedj _
.decline; in one form or another%-of,the meaning okainship in indue-
_ltriallzed'urban 50cieties.
.:In.the Uni ted States;vby the 1920'5, the study of the famlly hadv.‘

moved from an earlier interest in the origin and evolutlon of the
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fafiily to an interest in the contemporary family. A social problems

orientation continued to .color much of the work in this area but there

~

~ was increasingly an interest in empirical verification as opposed to

'solely logical verificationﬁ(Komarovsky and Waller, 1945). The develop-"

ment and popularity of specialized college courses in marriage and the

‘Lfamily encodraged the production of many family textbooks. Not infre-

quently these had an applied, social prbblems, orientétion with major

focus on the marital relationship and correlates of marital success and
failure. Apart from the commercialized ventures; there were major

writers during thisszgi?%d whose work made a rECOgnizably'distinct (as

Y= opposed to‘racher singularly paraphrased) contribution to family studies,

somg of which dealt with the role of kinship‘ties in modern. society.

o 'Thg‘preyiously discussed work-of the Chicago.school was an

'iﬁpbftant contribution reflecting the brominent role of Ernest W.

Burgess during this peri.d. 2Zurgess wasyresponsible for‘developing the

.aséa\ofvthe sociclogy cf the fanily at Chicago and he had considerable

influence on the monograpl previously discussed. Still another'bobk
o . : o _
in. this series, one which focused entirely on the urban family, was by

Ehrgess'-first doctoral student, Ernest W. Mowrer. Mowrer's 1924

dissertation (the second doctoral research project .on the family in

‘ipbicggdfs history) evolved into a book, Family Disorganization,_which

s .

- was ‘published in 1927. . Mowrer's book, meshes rather well with Burgéss'_

own views on the urban family which eventually began to appear in book

o

form in .the 1ate'thirt1es.

Mowrer (1927:146) credited Park's article "The Ccity" and'Simmel’Sv

'Metropolis and Mental Life" with_providing the basic background for his
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examination of urban faﬁily disorg;nization..>He used court statistics,
.plot maps,‘anécdotal newspa%er accounts, diaries and a fe@ scattered .
historical and anﬁthpological references to suﬁpoft his thesis of urban
family disorééhization. Mowre;'s index of disorgaﬁizétionnwas based on4‘h\
fﬁe rates of di&brée and desérﬁioh'(which he refc%;ed to-as the '"poor
méﬁ's'divorce”) in the éity 6f‘Chicago. Rates of deserﬁion were calcu-
lated from équrt recordg regérdingréupport litigation. "Using Burgess'
cdnéeﬁtric zone schéme, Mbwref divided.Chigégoiinto fiﬁé~aréas and
provided empirical data:tovillustrate differéﬁtials in family dis--
organization betweenuthese éreas.

,Mowre; saﬁ ci}y life and industrialization as of major impact on -
'thevfamily. Although his specific focus was on ghe pattgrn of dis-
_orgaﬁizétion in'Chiqago, his larger feferenchwasjﬁo the‘urbén industrial
family in general. 1In Mowrer's Qiewj’a combination.ofkfactots were
assumed to qoﬂtributé to the likelihood of disorganizationvin thé urban -
marriage:

@9) Increased”sociaivcoﬂtacﬁs“;p theé: city mean a deéline:of primary
group control and a bréakdown in morélity.‘ Reiéfionshipsmin be§n°society

are casual and anonymous .in.contrast to_rural society. In Mowrer's view

'Y
“

(1927:167)'”much'of the present-day'disé;ganization of the family is the

result of this change from primary to sécondary relatiéns.”
(2) ‘The mobility of city life and the "atomization" of the individual
in‘the-city mean still further breakéowns‘in control and an emphasis on

_inQKViduagismbover the collectivity, In contrast, the rural individual

3.
By

was oriented toward the éollectivity3 the soil and kinship, Urban life

has different conditions and "demands'" that the individual prove ﬁimself
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and his own talents.

N

(3) Industriélizétion and the.removal of the economic function from
fhe home have méant that‘wqmen‘ére.less dependent on their husbands for
.Sécurity-lz Marriage‘hés Ehanged fro& pfoQiaipg security to béing a s
thicle of ”response”'(paftiéularly for womén)T The socio-emotioéal

aspects of the marital relationship<%ecome paramount. -
L S - . )
Considerations. which held the family together in the primary
group - status in community, security, the care of children, _
seem thus of little importance where the romantic ideal . ,
becomes the measuring success in marriage (Mowrer, 1927:163-164).

(4) The increased leisure time'provigid/by advanced industfiaiization

brings with it the danger of boredom and monotony. Mowrer emphésiies

the dangers of the potential ”restlessneS?ﬁ;of women imn urban industrial

. At A S : : e
sgféings ". . .a social situation which,%aiisfto'géYﬁuwholesome’ditéctiaﬁ;vv
‘tolfﬁe éctiviticé of '»kz‘omer_i"I may résultvih”iﬁagSCretiOn and divéfcg,
(Mowrer, 1927:156)» ,Méwref emphasizes the poﬁentiai.danger of é
_”romadtic comélgx”‘régarding'maritai 1ife.- Womeﬁl;re seen‘asvSuéceptiblé
to this.and with inéréééed free time may use this time to anguygh ovérv

marriages that.don'"t seem to meet the romantic ideal.’

o : , ' . , S
As. with other writers, Mowrer's interpretations rested on

‘assumptions about the nature of urban interpersonal relationships,

although possibly accurate, wére-neithef'ppt to empirical test nor;

: : o . ) . . . : e K .
documented by empirical data. These assumptions, together with Mégrer's~

N

emphasis on changing functions of the family and the increased socio-
emotional importance of modéern marriage, were to befrepeatedvfreqﬁently

by writers who followed. o
The work of William F. Ogburn (1886-1959) included a major and

influentiallénalysis of the declining‘fhnctioné of the family-and the B
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implications of this decline. ’Oghﬂrn's'work, together with that of
: ) ‘ . ‘ ‘
Talcott Parsons, is regarded by Zeldltch (1964 492) as- the most funda- .
g ]
mental contributlon to the cla351c1st approach Ogburn had movedggrom

-Columbia Unlver31ty to the Unlversity of Chlcago in 1927. He remained
_ there unt1l'his retirement. Appreciation of Ogburn s work by Burgess
and other famlly soc1ologists 1s apparent in:the great frequency with
which his work is cited as:an authorltative source.

Ogburn attempted to.examlne the effect of te‘hnologlcal develop-

\ x ~

ment and industriallzatlon“on the family ‘He dlstlngulshed between

« t(
‘

materlal culture such . as clothlng,‘machlnery, and’ transportatlon and
non- materlal (or adaptlve) culture such as. bellefs, attltudes‘and values.
Change in material culture is easier'to collectively evaluate while‘
change Ln the non materlal sphere 'is more‘difflcult and 1s‘character12ed
by lack of agreement and slowness to adapt (Ogburn 1922). For this
'reason there . tends tovbe a culture- lag between thtse two forms of
'change. Ogburn's culture lag hypothesrs suggested that the perlod
be tween -the’ change in one part of culture and a correspondlngly full
adJustment to this change by the other part or culture is a perlod of
dxsorganizatlon and readJustment‘v In such a perlod of cultural lag,
traditional attitudes and values seem to be 1ess tffectlve and
characterlstlcally,>there is a disturhed\conditronj Fogﬁexample, the»
factory syatem removed’mentand women from'thejproductlvegiole of the
‘,nfarmland:exposed womeng?oiénguncertain situation“yhere;neither their
roles noritheir status were clear. |

It was w1thin this framework of cultural lag that Ogburn

‘v

fandlyzed the impact of technologlcal development on the modern Amerlcan
e B ) . m S

A0
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family. Ogburn's book, American Marriageband”Family Relationshipsg’,
(1928) written'with another'well known figure in family sociology,

Ernest Groves, attributed the current problems w1th1n the family and
'”the w1despread disorganizatlon in American family life" to the chine

culture (which) has made the way of the family hard by creating*r?valing'
interests and by diminishing the attraction of the home. Only soofar as
the'family wins back 1ts former place in soc1al routine can we xpezt 5
any noticeable decrease in- family disorganization” (Groves and Ogburn

1928: 121)

Ogburn‘s subsequent‘works also reiterated the view of the family as
‘-passiVely reacting to theiinfluence of technological advances Lo Ogburn
‘ attempted in his work with Groves and in later publications to empiri-
cally substantiate the_loss~of family functions.. His'basic‘focus was
- on .the family in the United States and, he -provided large amounts of
statistical data illustrating’the 1ncrease in such:extra -familial
vactivrties‘as commercial bread bahing and restaurant meals Ogburn.
specified seven maJor.functions-'Of: the family unit (Ogburn 1929
'}Ogburn and Tibblttsf 1934) . Each of these functions were seen as having
.undergone maJor transformation in the 1ndustr1a1 United §tates family

* (D) The economic function In Ogburn's VLeQ the %olonial home was
ia sort of factory, the family frequently producing almost all that it
consumed. Hence the choice of a marital partner was akin to the choice
: pof a business partner. With mechanization and 1ndustrialization the
_economic unit was removed from the home with wide- -ranging . resultsl

These 1ncluded the change in the status of children from economic assets’

to economic liabilities and the camouflaglng of the contributions of
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the homemaker role., ' ‘

y i . ~ - . . . .
(2) “The educational function. In Ogburn's view, in colonial times

.

home and farm duties were an important aspect of education. Farm and

household dutles took a much 1atger portion of the learning period than

formal eduqatlon the schools. The~modern familyrhas had this
o | : . o
;function displaced by the formal educational system.

o S , o - :
(3) The protective function. According to Ogburn earlier times were

~characterized by the domlnance of the father and hls role in” settllng -
. ) ’ -~
dlsputes. Now the protective functions of the family are assumed by

government the police and the courts. In'addition,?thelfamilial,care;
‘of the aged is lese common than ;n earlier timts‘v | | <
(4) The religiOus funet1on Much of the religious tralnlng of the

A famify an the ligious ritual prev1od51) performed within the rome

, s . . ,

v

N0 8 .té ¢eo formal1zed religiOUS settlngs
A w:; &3\1“ :;??}r A-;
(5) The.& r éﬁional;function. Whereas once the Jamlly upit met the

recreational needs of its 1nd1vkdual members these needs aré”now often -
07 ‘ © , v n

me t through commercialized means. ’Thus,'theaters,‘danee halle'and' ';~
commerciel sports heve repiated’much of the‘eerlicr recreetional'rolel
of the'family. |

(6) The status conferral fui, m. Previouely_the‘familv‘neme and
the status which one derived fron that name -had great SLgnificance
';(Oghurn and Tibbitts, 1933 662) ’ Now the modern family member carries
hbmself more as an: individual and 1ese as- a representatlve of the famlly

~name. Family background does 1ess to define one“s status in the_

community. b

“

(7) The affectional.functiohj “While . the precedingfsix functions
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have tended to shift away from the family, the affectional function
not only remains but, cue to its new“primacy,'has come‘into ma jor focus.

The‘relationships'between marital partners and'parent and child have

an increased importance and emphasis“ Although the family had lost many
of its prev1ous functions ‘and had shrunk in 51ze Ogburn (1929:123) ‘.“é
asserted that it may,he "just as vigorous, just’as sound in its reddCed'
size and in the more 11mited‘spheres in which itinow functions.”. He

did not view- 1ncreased divorced rates as particularly indlcative of  a

R 1“'

lesser degree—oﬁbreward in modern marriage. Instead these higher rates
”may“mean only thatrcertain fnnctions and traditions which once:operated‘ .
o hold even an inharmonions familyftogether have;now"weakened'pr dis-‘
appeared”,(Ogburn and Tibbittsb l933l663); Ogburn'assnmed that.the o
;affectlonal role has expanded in the vacuum created.hxmthe decline of
other fdnctlons.1
'Ogburn S maJor independent varlable was 1ndustr1a11aation/techno;‘
.logical development. He noted that lt was generally a55umed that c1ty

life weakened kin taes but claimed that hlS ev1dence dld not 1nd1catev

a decline in marital relationships - just a.changed emphasis. As can

.

be seen; QOgburn was more cautious. than some of his contemporaries in

equating urban industriallsm with intexpersonal malaise. Deslie (1967{
,?36)‘has observed:that.alt” -h Oghurn»Vas;cautioos;,hisdwork was used

hy;the.popular presa of t* twenties and_thirtiea tok"predict cqmplete
y familycdisorganization andueven:the disappearance of théffamilyfaslaf'

social institution "16 T L

L

Th'accuracy of Ogburn 8 analysis may be queetioned ~ He used the

. American colanial famfly as d baeeline for his 1 measure of change., o

' ’ ~ - o - HIN X : a :
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Ogburn compared the colonial rural United States with the modern United

' -States with no historical analysis of. the ‘social organization of the

cultire over this tIme pgrlod. Instead, through_;ensus and other data,

he attrrguted ahangas to‘lndﬁstrialismf ascribing aay.apparenc differ-

" ences to induatrializatioh. He intentionally foaused on the famfiy in

the United States, hence his‘analysis of his hajor explaaarory variable,,“
industrialidatiod/technologicgi developmeﬁr;tﬁas culéurerbouqd. Never-
theless he presumed.to be ablé to adéqdately,éxamine its fagilial
ﬁ&implidations wirhout'crcSSfdulrural Verificatioa.

| Two maJor works on the Afro Amerlcan famlly appeared in’ thelb‘i

thirties The Negro Famlly in Ch1cggo(l93l) and The Megro ﬁamlly in. the

Unlted States (1939) both by E. Frbnklin Fra21er a Chlcago graddate.
These books rapeated the theme of urbanization and iadpstrraliZation.as”
aroblematic iaf1uences‘Qn the family, this. time wrﬁh tﬁe focus on the .
.black'family; Frazier analyzed the black family dnder.slaQery;-emanci—l
pationrand\thég rhroggh the experience of urbanization. Variatroﬁs in.
;Afrd-Americaa,family lifa were attributed td-thc impact of siavéry,
racism, econbmic dapriva%don'and finalLy urbanization»and its tﬁneat o
peaaant Staﬁilityl ramlly dlsorgadlzatlﬁn followed‘the rural to urban -

"mlgratlon of black people mMJ
. o,a}w-.
Family‘desertion has been one of the inevitable Eonsequences
of the urbanization of the Negro populatlon .. «(husbands
- left. home and). . .despite their often sincere lntgntionfbl
"rejoin their families and the initial ‘loneliness which thi
" experfenced in the new world, the city with its varied g
interests proved fatal to- family ties. Even wheén whole
- families migrated, the cotmunity of interests and bondg of
'sympathy that created strong family ties: in rural. communities
have often been unable to. withstand the d151ntegrating
forces of the city (Frazier; 1938: 245) ' : /

1):" . ~
i . Coe b Y
8
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Fraziex, as'the'ﬁirst major analyst of the black family, saw accultu- -
ration,. the adoptionfof the dominant white culture, as the_panaQea for
L ) 17 : o |
its apparent dlsorganizatlon; Frazier's assimilationist perspective
was paralleled by Ernest Burgess introduction to Frazier's bbok in

o whxch he assumed the merging of black and whlte famlly forms. 'Aceording

CH
-

L?~t0'Burgess FraZLer s book,clearly demonstrated ”thesinstability and
dlsorganlzation of the famlly under the stress and strain of urban

condltlons and .. the forces at Work.ln its reorganization in an-

;
n

equalitarian‘form in orientation. to the urban way of life" (Burgess,

1938:viii).

. The name of Ernest Watson,Burgess»(188641966) has reoccurred
'throughout our dlscu831on of the c1a551c1st approach His work in urban
: socio}ogy w1th'R/bert E. Park the concentrlc zone hypothesis, and. his

lnfluenceﬁzn many of the’ Chioago monographs were previously'discussed

P

v 'i" .;

Burgess was not only respsn51ble for the development of the soc1olog1ca1
: study of ‘the famlly atrthe Unlver31ty of Chicago (Farls 1967:26), b

was a major 1mpetus for the general upsurge of 1nterest in the internal
R ’w ’ A
dynamlcs of famlly life (Chrlstensen, 1964 9). As :ar’ v _as 1929
I3 i

i

Burgess had commented on the decreased funetions w1th1n the family and -

the genera& %hange in empha51s in fam11y life.
‘<~' Co -
Hlstorlcally .+ the famlly has 1lost one by one its original
qQJlective activities, until the.question may be raised
;whe ther the;modern famlly'is any longer an institution. Is‘
it now anything more than a mere unity of interacting persona-’
lities (Burgess, 1929:121)7 o ) w

Burgess and Cottrell's (1939) s tudy Predict1ng Success or Failure

S in Marrlage was one of the first major quantitative studies in soc1ology

/

;ﬁr w/Burgess and Cottrell Clted Ogburn ] data to support their argument that

to—



the modern family was characterized by decreased functions_but‘increased

emphasis on affectlon/companionshlp and chlld rcarlng Major'modern'

<

tcchnologlcal condltlons wére equated w1th urbanism (Burgess and Locke

1939 6~ 7) and famlly problems werc seen as, in large*part,'responses-to
.the transitron from rural tol urban ° '

The family at present is in a proccss of"adjustment to changes
whlch may. perhaps best be summed up by the use of the
term-'urbanization, Nowhere .has the influence of urbanization
been more profound than in the. fields of child care, marltal

- adjustment, and attitudes coward sex (Burgess and Cottrell

f4939 7) S e
Although Burgess and Cpttrell attrlbuted such changes to urbanl-

o

zatlon they d1d llttle to: emplrlcally support thls clalm Pred1ct1ng

'Success or Fallure in’ Marrlagc was ‘a landmark quantltatlve study (uhlch
] -

because of 1ts novelty had to proceed w1thout much beneflt from prevrously o

established methodologlcal guidellnes) However ‘thelr data relatlng to

urbanism (cf. PP 85- -86) were nelther suff1c1ent nor - consxstent enough

to support their claim that urbanlzatlon had pla\ed such a profound role

Another ma jor contrlbutlon b) Burgess to the. study of the famlly

'was his widely recognized textbook,wlth Haerv LOckg, Thc Famlly From‘

Instltution to Companlonshlp (1945) As suggested in. the tltle thls

book stressed Burgess view that thc rolc of the familv was’ changlng

from one 1nst1tutionallzed in law tradltlonvand;rltual ‘to one based

upon compan1onsh1p, personallty relatlonshlps affectlon and understandlng.

' Although ‘the examples are drawn b351cally from the c1ty of Chlcago the’

work specifically focuses on . the Amerlcan famlly

The degree to wh1ch a famlly is ’urbanized” may var; with spatlal
zone of the city, SOC1al class rcllgion race and natlonal orlgln

. . # .
,(1945 144) Burgess and Locke dlstingulsh between family types -and.,
& L

) s -
. i . . v I
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spatial distribution.fg&igzigg,&he concgntric zone hypothesis. "This
distinction is basically the same as,thgﬁ made by Mowrer (1932) in his
book on family di;organizatioh which Las discussed‘previousiy, These
areaé and their family charactefistics'ane:, (1) the "non-family" ,
central:business district - the area of homeless men ; (2) thevrooming-
house district with its emancipated family; (3) thé;semi-patriarchal
family in'new,immigfan£ settlement;; (4) the patricentric‘family in the
area of working men's homes; (5) the equalitérién.families.in‘the
apartﬁent houseé; and finally (6) the matriéentric cémmuter subqrbS‘
 (Burgess and Locke (l945f245. fAdditionally; througﬁout'the.city.thére
 may be scaﬁtéréd ”nphffamily“ or quasi-family groﬁps, e.g., Qnmarried;
divorced or widowed peopié livfﬁg singly, ér in pairs, th;ee;omes or
larger groups-(Burgésé aﬁd Locke, 1945:145).,:‘

Three factors infiuence ;he nature of urbéﬁ family lifé:  (1)
indﬁstfi;lizatioﬁ;'(Z) the mogement from rurél aréaéi.and (3)‘the:
greater number of impersonal, formél an&ldisin;erestéd relagiqnshibs’in
urban areas i; qonﬁrast to the intimate;'spontanéoug, éelatiénshibs off
rural argag. Thus tHe fﬁral mores‘which regulaﬁe fémiLy life break'doyn
iq urban setfings and there are great changés-involving both disorgani-
zation énd eventqél reorgaﬁi;ation (1945:142-143) . Baﬁically; wh;re
vthere'aré exceﬁtions ;; this, these are ﬁéc ;onsideréd to be'chafacter-
istic of urbanism. -Thus.while recogniz£ng that there may be‘initialiy

less family estrangement in immigrant areas‘(BurgeSé énd Locke, 1945:
.115-116) tbiS is th seen as a éharacteriStic of urbanism Bﬁt és a
-characteristic 0f;iingering‘rufalism (1945;127).

The farm family is-assumed to come much cloéer than. the .yrban

pE—



&

T ’ ' /.

e i

family to approx1mating the 1deal type of familialism. 19 'HehCe'the

2
farm family is’ assumedaﬁo have greater/(l) feelings of belongingness
(2). Integration of individual and collectlve goals; (3) common property
and support (4) willingness to‘defend members against out51ders, and
(5) concern with famlly stability as ev1denced by a551st1ng ah adult
child in his.own economic and household beginnings (Burgess and .Locke,
1945 59)

‘ It was.TalcottrParsons (l§02- ) who tooklogburn's thesis:

‘regarding the decreased functions of . the urban 1ndustr1al family one

‘step further and proposed and popularlzed _the idea of the 'isolated

‘nuclear family." Although, as has, been,seenL‘the phrase itself did not

represent any startling intellectual departure from the climate of

thought regarding the modern family from the nineteenth century onward,

'Parsons work is. prmbablv the most commonl\ cited to represent ‘the

R functlonal approach represented a departpre from a theme of soc1al

Q" s .

general c1a381c1s£ﬁpositlon regardlng the famll}

Parsons work covers anvexpanse of several decades. Some authors .

‘(e.gn,'Martindale‘ 1960) have argued that Parsons' eventual structural-

behavlorism in- his first book The Structure of Soc1a1 ACthn (1937)

Others have argued (e.g. Loomls and Loomis, 1961) that there is no’

~diffefence in Parsons' approach over time but rather a shift in levels. of

»analysis.‘ Parsons claims that his theoretical outlook has not changed

; ﬁ:

much;but rather has gone .through a process of contlnulng elaboration

(Black 1961) His argument‘on'the family, however, has resulted in

~similar interpretive problems.

Parsons’ position on the family developed, inilarge part, over a

147
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fifteen year_period. His initial paper on this topic was. published

-1n The American Anthropolqgist in 1943 It-had the very specific title,
"The Kinship System of the Contemporary United States." This was partly

a technical examination of bllateral klndred in general, noting that-

under such kinship systems, the nuclear unit becomes structurally

isolated from the extended family. The aspect of his argument which
. attracted-apddheld the attention of sdciclogists, however, was his view
: . ~ R

- that. the structnral isolation of the conjngal unit was intimately
~ associated with induatr@alization.‘ The ramrgreaéions of this’thesie
“and iti subsequent elaboration were crucial .to the classicist argument.
In tnis artiele Parsons (1943:185) specified that his thesis of
the ieelated:nnclear family was'baaed on ‘the middle class in the United
States. In‘contrastlto this group, the upper class family may»empnasize
Vstatus,'continUity and ancestral home. The lower class in Parsons vién'
does net allaw‘for much exténdea.kin soliaarity.

There'i§'evidence that in lower class situations, in different
ways both rural and urban, there is another' type of deviance .
from this main kinshlp pattern. T i. type is connected with
a strong tendency to instability of marriage - and a '"mother=
centered" type of family structure - found both in Negro and
white population elements. It would not disturb the multi-
lineal symmetry of the system but would favor a very different
espe of conjugal family, even if it tended to be nearly as’
olated as the main type from other kinship groups (Parsonms,
1943 185 186)

| yThere hae;been:a reund of’centroVersy égncerningvhow broadl§>
Earsons.rntended'hiéAgeneralizatrons, i,e., Wae he, referrrng to tne
industrial family in general, to the United States famiiy in”particular;
or to the‘midale ciaes'family in the United States specifica11y?_A(See
Winch, i9§8 and Gibson, 1972.) The position taken ie'dependent on’ the

'"barticular Parsonian article used to support one's interpretations; In
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a later article, Parsons (1949:186) was referring to the '"focal American

type .of kinship structure (as) most conspicuously developed in the urban

middle class a:éas'of/the society." By 1955, when Parsons' hag on the
family, co—authoreﬂ/iith Robert Bales, was pu&lisﬁid, his;theofeﬁical

. sweep had agaiﬁ apparently shifted. 1In Famify, Socialization and Inter-
\ . 4 g

action Process, Parsons was discuSsing family'funétions in highly
differentiated societies (1955:10) aﬁd his argument covered the industrial

family in general.

. : . i " hll?‘ .
It is above all the' presence of the mwﬁJrn occupational system

v and its mode of articulation with the family which accounts
for the difference between the modern especially American,
kinship system and any found in non- 11Cerate or .even peasant
soc1eties (Parsons and Bales, 1955:11).

Parsons' v;éw of the famiiy coincided withAOgbufn's view of the
famiiy as a passive agent reacting- to outéidcvforCeé of.change.. The
industrialized economy has major ramifiéations for thé family ‘unit.
"There 1is necess;rily an emphasis, accqrding to ParSOns; én aéhievement
over ascripgionf Jobs are held‘b? individuals not by'féﬁily members.
The‘uhiyefsalis@ of tﬁe modern indu;trial sbciety is in sEark cdntrast
to the graditional-aécriptive‘émphasiS'bf.kinship systems. The nature
,ofhmodern indhstrial sociéty @eané.thaé:the Qécupational s%fteﬁ réquf&és

1'geog£éphic.and social mobiliﬁy. If indi;iduals were éttached,to
extendéa kin ties tﬂey would be handicapped.in their mobility andAthis,
in’turn,-héndicapé the induétrial.society. Marriage thus becomes the

a
.keystone of the modern kinship system. Neolocal residence and loyalties

‘to. spouse and children outweigh 1oya1t1es to parents and 51blings

. Romantic‘Love replaces the hetwork of role prescriptions from the

-

rz/f extgndedifamily,_ _ o S
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occupat10na1 system an&'@he job of the'father/hu§,_ b
k_,, N

important“determinant of family status. ThlS JOb pu@s him in a com-

petitive”role outside,thevhome There tends to be role specialized

.nﬂ‘

‘behavior within the family aloné“{nstrumental-expressivé linesnand this

contributes to stability. TIf the wife had an equally competitive role
' @

in the occupational world, in Parsons' view, this might well be.destruc-

tive to the marriage. Consequently, even if the wife works, her job,
. 8 3

“at least in the middle classes, is usually lower in status and monetary

reward. Hence, the husband is able to retain his role as instrumental

" leader.

. The potential geographic and. social mobility:of the nuclear unit
L B & .
together with its separation from extended kin demands, means that the

'ffamily has become specialized. 'Althongh'aa it has compressed and lost

many previous functions ait now'focuses on\tﬁo functions,
O .
the basic and 1rreduc1b1e functions of ‘the family are two;
first, the primary socialization of children s6 that they can
truly become members of the society into which they have ‘been
born; second, the stabilization of the adult personalities of
the population of the society (Parsons and Bales, 1955:16- 17).

The increased emphasis on ''personality functions”5may be reflected

At

‘1n family disorganizatlon, but it is part of a ”transition period

(Parsons and Bales 1955-4) Parsons is in agreement with Ogburn that
increased rates of divorce do not necessarily reflect a decrease in the
importance of the family.

As indicated earlier, it is difficult to judge the extent of

" Parsons' claim regatding the existence of the isolated nuclear family..

It is small cause for wonder the interpretations of his work have‘varied.
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Parsons, by impligation, apsﬁmes that”ﬁre-indUStrial family 1ifé in Ehé
Ugited States was quite different fdm the iséléted nuclear family of
the cwentie&é céntury. He dées hét‘proQide historical data to'sﬁpport
this péint.' Nor does he specify'the identifying components of the social
and/or phyéicalfisolatiOn‘of'the nuéleér unitjwhich wou1d facilitate
’embiriéal test of his clain.

The focﬁs until now has been on the work ofv30ciolbgist;; ho&ever
the positidn of Ralph Linton, a% an;hrbpologi;t,'n;éd{_to beiconsidered.
- Linton's (1949)}articie oﬁ the %%dern family is.a recﬁgnized contri-
bution to the.classicist ﬁosition and has béen.freqﬁently cipedAand
repfiﬁtédﬁ Linton saw the'modgrn_family as sigﬁificggfly.différent
from‘ifs'préiindusﬁrial, pre-urban counterpart. . In madé%n-society "all
familial fﬁnctions arélconcéntratéd inm the cpnjugal group, which is
sgrrounded by a fringe of looéely attached and intermittently opgréti?e
relatives”'(L?nton, 1949:38) . Both urbaﬁization and,industrializa;ion
are’seen/as relatéd to the new emphasis én the ‘conjugal Qnif. ‘Urbaﬁ
socieEiés of‘anciéﬁt civilizat;ons also éxperienéed,)éccérdingICO»
Linton, "5reakd¢§p of kin ties and of the close social integratioh of
individuéls” (Linton, 1949:47)...fhe neQ éddicﬁve in tﬁe siﬁpatipn of

modern societies is industrialization. People can survive independently

' . of the family. The family has been "stripped" of many of the functions

which once reinforced bqndéibetween ma;esQ'iThe loss defhe‘ecOnomic
;fuégtion.was crucially importaht. No't only argjurban social relatiqns
casual and diffuse,.wi;h a_resul;ing deficiency of spcgé} éoﬁtrql, but
now bé%ple see less need for the'f;mily.‘ |

In Linton's view, howevér,’_he family unit is needed for child
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soci?lizatfon and the bésié'functionvbf the.éonjugal unit in urbaﬁ;
industrial sociéty'is "that of sétisfying the ps}chological needs.of the
individuals who enter the méritai relationships. These,negds mayvbe'
éummarizgd as thdse for .affection, for secur}tyband for perfected'
emdtional response! (Linfon, 1949:4?). Thgs,iincreasing divorce rate;.;
are nqt symptématic »f the decréasiﬁg importaﬁce_ofvmarfiagg,'but can
be seen instead as indicétors that more pébp}e are ih}; éoéition»to do
some thing about an unhappy marriage. This may eventuaily mean a greatef
number of hapgﬁer mar;iageé! |

Although Lintoﬁ}s article attempted to generalize about "the"
fa@ily? he'did not distinguish between class, ethnic;§;>geﬁder differ-
ences and his h%s;grical perspective guffered fromtéhﬁﬂlow support.

Carle C. Zimmerman's Family and Civilization (1947)’isva work

which is outside the'doﬁingnt trend of'sociéiogical writinés on the
faﬁily'during this period. Zimmerman'svwork'virtually stands glohé
f‘%cause of his historical.analys‘i'js. He c.“r-i.tica;lvly 'é:(‘amined and
: eyalugﬁed yaét_amq@pts nggecondary hiStorical éata qdvering‘some 4,000":‘F
-years and.frqm this>dgveloped é'cyciical ;héory of.faﬁily change in .
'l“éivilizgd éociéties.”
Zimmerman's analysis focused én what hé:terméd,"high civilizations"
and,hevﬁqugd with thevassumption that familiés'of tribal communities
wére basicallylirrelév;nt f;égthe.studyrof;mgdéfn civilitati@%; In
: . S . i . 1

Zimmerman's view "it 'is dodﬁtful if these pébﬁles are our family pre-
"‘ .:’1 e . t

o

'deceSSOrs”.(1947:92); AdditiOnally, Zimmerman assumed that a‘family o
sociology which was appropriate for the study of civilized societies

need not differentiate betwéen subculturesf
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/ The subclassification of civilizations is none of our business,
because the family of civilization is completely integrated
-from time to time’and }e)largely identical (Zimmerman, 1947:118).
Zimmerman saw an interaetive relationship betweendﬁamilyeanda»r~~'*”
societal development. JChange follows aﬁeyclical pattern.' Three typee‘
of family system occdr in c1v1112ed soc1et1es. Each diffegs accordiné.
to the amount of power held by the family unit. The first/of these is
the- trustee famlly_whlch emerges from the primitive state. 1In this‘
) familylform the famlly unit iteelf‘is immortal and its members are
.representatives'éf‘the_immortal‘family hamel Great power- is exérted
over members by the husband-father.” Power resides wlthln the‘family
and little‘is:delegated to outéide agencies Such'as‘thelstate or the
ohurcn. The absolute nature of ‘this power and its abuse.can result .in
lt& limitdtion by.state or rellglous agencies. With:the limitatio? on
absolute family po&er”émerges the dOmeSth famlly form The domestic
‘family has less.control over its members vet suff1c1ent control ln'd

oy ')O’"‘: -?

Zmeerman”s view it is this’ famlly “Eorm: whlch is related to the hlghest

21

‘form of civ1lization Howeﬁér greater and greater control of famlly

ﬁwmatters by the state heads to its” replacement by the atomistic form.
This form 1is manife;t in rampant nedonlsm hxgh divorce rates, illegiti- ,”5
macy, feminist mcvements chxldlessneSS and sexual aberatlons
Familialism is replaced by indiv1duallsm.‘ Zinmerman predicted that the
family in the Unlted States was heading - toward the last stages of this
.'cyele. As can be seen, Zlmmerman also stood,almost alone in his ”dooms-
day" predlctions regardingvthe:modern family :'lf itlfails to be‘re;'
directed. o | | | '

‘Zimmerman used data from ancient Greek to modern United States
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&

‘covering someIQ,OOO years of history. He excluded:data from pre-literate

groups.. Although Zimmerman's work was unique for this period of
_ o " . :
‘sociologyys standing virtually aldne as a sociological»historical
'analysis,.and although it attracted attention,its-total impact is

questionable. Zimmerman's work did not attract a cohort of disciples

o ) . o o ) . oo 22
nor did it stimulate an interest in historical investigations.

#

AES

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The theme of the isolation of_the'nuclear unit of husband, wife

“W{he 1n51gnif1cance ef ties to extended kin and the
artiCUla, n. of thlS family form w1th 1ndustr1alizing society was

broadly accepted by family soc1ologists up until the late 1940 s

q.,{@%}:ussrnan and Burchinal, 1968:73). - The belief in the decreased numbers

”f& %?familial functions and the separation of the modern conJugal unit

#ﬁf from Lhe. varlety of kin ‘supports, presumed to be characteristic of pre-

T e D
S iidustrial and/or premurban ties, fit well with the interpretations of
". ,' ’1 B K . B . " . ‘
s

‘ . . o - . _ _ : _
" the nineteenth century European writers discussed in the chapters pre-
i ceding. In addition) the Durkhelm/Simmel view of increased emphasis on
the mar1ta1 relationships was- broadly accepted 1n family textbooks.

This in turn paralleled the"l'

supports in the city The totality of the c1a551c1st approach was a

predominantly lonely«picture of modern humankind lefe: with few socio- -

'emotional supports ThlS was a picture postulated against a background

of presumed change frOm some earlier, more supportive period in human

history We now. turn to an examination of the!nine as3umptions discussed

_ earlier and the relation of these assumptions to the classic1st approach

to urbanoindustrial gocial bonds.
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CHAPTER FIVE
~ FOOTNOTES

1. Turner'sees'Park's influence on a generation of students as very
intense.  He_asserts that '"probably no other man has so deeply influenced
the direction taken by American empirical soc1ology as Robert Ezra Park"
(Turner 1967 ix).

2. Prior to the pgblication of Ah Introduction to the Science of Socio-.

logy, there was little standardization of socicdlogical subject matter.
Faris has noted (1967:37) ". . . socidlogy today has a recognizable
connection with this book in a way that it does not have with.works .of
the prominent earlier. American writers - Small, Ross, Giddings, and Ward.
The direction and content of American sociology after 1921 was mainly
set by the Park and Burgeﬁs texte,"

A 36_ Edward Shils (1948), in an 1nterest1ng monograph aimed toward

>

"explaining" American sociology to British and continental soc1ologlsts
who had been cut-off from contact with the United States’ during the.
years of the second world war, characterized the work of the° Chicago
school as colorful but woefully ‘atheoretical. Shils (1948:10) deseribes
-the monograph series as inadequate in that they '"did not set out to
demonstrate any explicitly formulated sociological hypothesxs they
attempted to illustrate with direct _first hand reports some process or
1nterrelationsh1ps A S

Shils attributes this atheoretical . orientation to Park s influence.
Similarly, Turner cites Park's disenchantment with theorizing Park,

/ijigpding to Turner (1967: XViii)
;v ‘

repudiates the practice by which an investigator takes
a full-blown theory into*the field with him. . . . In one of
his most bitter attacks upon quantification, Park stresses
the deficiency of a 'purely scholastic exercise in which the
“answers to all the questions are already imp11c1t in the
conception and assumptions with which the inquiry started.'

4. These- funding operations, as detailed by Burgess, involved what
were,  for the era, huge research sums,  In 1923, there was. an initial

sum of $253000, in the. following years.$50,000, plus an additional $25,000
if. matched by community donations, This was carried on for the next
decade (Burgess and Bogue, 1964:6-7) ..

5. . Faris (1967 55) attempts to vindicate the position of Park and
Burgess by asserting that ''"The Chicago pattern. . . was offered as an
example of the general way, apart from local topographical ‘conditions

-~ and other special features, by which a modern urban, industrial,

‘expanding city takes its form «~ Such apologia is not a&h essential
.element in prompting one to appreciate the contributions of” thls period

" 155
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However, with .the benefit of hindsight and many critical examinatiofs
by fellow soecial scientists, Faris, himself a Chicago product, and v
Burgess and Bogue (1964) imput a cross=cultural, cross-tempqral under -
standing to the work,of this period which, as shall bé discussed, was
ﬁot specified’ in many of these early writings.’ '

6. . As early as 1926, Wirth published an article on TBnlies; which
reflected not only his, familiarity with Tounies, but alsd with Weber.
However, the thrust of his interpretation emphasizes the central
influence of Simmel so that:he characterizes German sociology of the
time as the '"post- or neo-Simmel movement" (Wirth, 1926:413).

)
~

7. Janowitz notes '"the relative absence of references to the work of
Max Weber" in Park and Burgess' Intreduction to the Science of Sociology
(Janowitz, 1969:ix). Weber appears to have had little impact on the
classicist approach. Although Weber (1864-1920) wrote his major work
‘during theé first part of the century, ‘according to Boskoff ". ., . (Weber's)
influence did not begin .to diffuse through European sociology till the
thirties and was- only integrated into American sociology in the late
forties and ‘fifties" (Boskoff, 1972:19). It would be interesting to

- speculate onlthe difectioﬁ of American research might have taken if
Weber's work had been mpre(inflpential. For example, part of Weber's

. Economy and Society, which has been translated ag~a separate book under
- the title, The City (Martindale and Neuwirth, 1958) carefully distin-
guished between occidental and oriental forms of urbanism. The recog-
nition. of such distinctions would have well served the many researchers
who later generalized on the basis of culturally I;mited data. -

8. Wirth's early American Journat of Sociology article on Tgnnies
(Wirth, 1926) cautioned against the domination of a conceptual approach
which would limit and pervert viewpoint and method. : ’
Community and soéiety are'suggestive and helpful conceptual

:  tools for the analysis of factual data, but can lead only to
,—/’“"‘“N\fterile philosophizing if they are to be used as the’perenn{&}

"o . frames into which the many-sided, complex, an eIQ§iVe facts N
of ‘reality are to be squeezed" ‘(Wirth, 1926:422).7 - - _ s

s

9. Oscar Lewis, in attempting to explain the discrepancies between
his résear&ﬁ’fihdings in a re-study of Tepoztlan and those of Refield,
‘asserts it seems to me that -the concept of folk~culture and folk-urban
.continuum was Redfield's organizing principle in research" (Lewis,

72 1951:431-432), Redfield denied this, however, asserting that this was °

- '"developed afterward" (Redfield, 1955:135). T
: . 5 " ‘ ,

10. . For example, Redfield had to;assume that the communities were
similar”at some previous point in time, and that there was a unilinear
"evolutionary" process without "de-evolution" or ""side-tracks."

lig These areas are: (1)‘nonffhmii¥$areaa,-éuch as the hobo disfriqt
consisting of mainly unmarried”or_separated males; (2) emancipated
oy A , A S

Coay

! 1
Nl T
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family areas, consisting of rooming houses hotéls and apartm t;ﬁpte
with individua11stic marriages where : ithe ”family feels itself fréed ”? -
from the conventions which. Thave been the anathema of feminism" (MDWTﬁr
1928:111). This' is an interstitial area not cdrelated with any distlnei *
disorganization pattern; (3) paternal family areas where the husband: is
superordinate, families are large, the re51dents are proletariate.and
immigrant peoples and family disorganization is characterlzed by

desertion rather than divorce; (&) equalitarian areas with small families,
mlnlﬁ@a power dlfferentlals children usually cared for by a nursemaid

and famlly dlsorganlzatlon manlfeSted in both dlvorCe and desertions:

and (5) maternal family areas in the cOmmutér suburbs where the wife
tends to become family head at the_mlnlmum vis a vis nelghbors and which -
have llttle family dlslntegratlon

12.  Mowrer repeatedl emphasizes the importance of the female role in
malntalnxng the marital relationship. 1In his view, "It is the woman.
who has been swept farthest from her moorings, In({be large realm of
life which has suddenly opened to her, there are feW; if any, norms of
.behavior which apply to her (Mowrer 1977 156). ,

13. In Groves and Groves 1947 edition of ‘their. book The Family, -the-
important impact of the machine age is again cited. Change has forced ...
itself 'upon the family (1947:288) and among other thlngs dlslodged the
patrlarchal family system (1947: 290) o .

14,  The emphasis on the family ‘as a dependent variable is common in
_this literature. ‘Zimmerman (1947, 1971, 1972) is one of the few to
treat ‘the familv as an independent varlable ‘ :

15. . Zlmmerman (1971 121) has criticized Ogburn s work: for arguing

"by indirection" that family love and affection have expanded to replace’
- the”’ many dctivities takihg place outside the home. Zimmerman refers to
Ogburn's Ilne of reaéonlng,as an example of "plausible.sociology."
According to- Zlmmermanf”such plausible sociology "sounds good, seems
‘true, offends.no onew and.leaves the reader with a very comfortable
feellng " However, .Z{mmerman objects . that these ‘quadities are pot-a
‘substltute for emplrlcal substantlatlon L :

L4
N ‘.

16. An article by Ogburﬂ (1929) in the New York T1me§ Magaz1ne was
entitled '"The ‘Decline of the American Family." Whether the choice of
. title was Ogburn's is not known, however such a title might under-
'standably provoke alarmist response in the media. ‘g

17 Frazier s ome’ ‘twenty years- 1ater repud1ated the a551mrlat10nlst
#perspective .as one' whxch had "seduced" the Amerlcan Negro 1nte11ecL al
(see Staples 1971) ¢

"18. Burgess and Cottrell attempt to relate marltal happlness to rural
‘versus urban background Their data on urban dwellers indicated that
-the - highest proportion of responde ts with "good adjustment"” were
reared in’ the country However, their findings comparing small town

.
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background versus urban background were ineonsistent. Addltlonally,
they suggest that the higher rate.of marital happincss that was found
-for those with rural chlldhoods.may only be characterlstlc of those-
who migrate to the city (Burgess and Cottrell, 1939.85 -86) .

19. Burgess and Locke state that they are using rural gnd urban as
ideal types, likewise ‘the term institutional and companionship. They
specify that the ideal type is characterized by four features: (1) it
is .not meant to be evaluative; (2) it represents the extremes, not the
average; (3) it is a logical construct and cannot be found in reallty,
and (4) the method is not just a procedure for concept formulation,
but is. a tool for measuring how far the ideal type diverges from
reality. -Out of the fifteen ideals types which they specify Qdsing in
their text ten are polar. constructs (Burgess and Locke 19&5 756)

-20. Parsons studied at the London School of Economlcs with Mallnowsk1
and recelved his doctoral degree ftom Heldelberg University. He rates
Durkheid's work as of fundamental influence on hls 1nte11ectual develop-
ment (Par“ons et al, 1961)

.21, 'Zimmerman notes that the mestic family may_mOvé'back to the
“‘trustee form (1947:755): q- . ' : B

The breaklng up of the. agenc1es whlch support the domestlc
family externally is generally a cause of this change ~The
domestic' family cannot survive unalded by any external force,
When these aides dlSlntegrate,vthe trustee family re- emerges
to £fill the break left by decay of the external forces.

22, Leslie (1967 229) notes that Zimmerman's work while provocatlve’
is difficult for fellow soc1ologlsts to evaluate.
- Oné of the problems with such a erudlte analysis. . . is~
‘that lesser mortals cannot be fertain that Zimmerman's data
--are adequate and reliable, ah@ that they have the meanlng
whlch Zimmerman attrlbutes td them. ! While no one guestions : T
the integrity of the ana1y31s\ there are those who ‘are - }
reluctant to: accept it as adequatcly proven v ot L
: . ¢
The lack of emphacls and tralnlng glven to historical analySLs
in the field of sociology suggests that the easiest route to take when .
faced with such problematic tasks of evaluation is to ignore the 1ssuc.
This seems to. have been largely the fate for Zlmmerman 8 work.



CHAPTER SIX

" THE CLASSICIST APPROACH AND ASSUMPTIONS

1
THE EUROPEAN THEORISTS

_ INTRODUCTION "‘ o

| The preceding d15cussxon surve}ed the general clae51c1stvapproach
to urban Lndustrlal social bonds as evidenced by relevant maJor.works in
American soc1ology. Our foeus has bcen on a perlod (roughly from the
-early 1920's to the late 1940's)- duang Wthh the. Unlper51ty of Chlcago

was ‘a maJor_force 1n-soc1ologv. Of factual nECe531¢v the Chlcago

% . .
"l .. t'.

approach has therefore domlnated much of this’ dlSCUSSlOn, JUSC as
L. S REREN

o i rl

Chlcago soe1010gy domlnated the Unlted SCates durlng these cruc1a1 years

.'l‘ .
» R N :;‘ o

of development WhateVer assumptlpns ere common tp th; Chlcago approach

. l“ o e
: v

" to urban Lndustr1al lnterpersonaL ties Yex llkcL\ the assumptlons

transmltted to d%her generatlons of srudents 'Aicritical?examination of
. . . R L 3 S T
some of these asshmptlons is not 1gtended tQ mlnlleL orfderogate the

. ¢ e e .
) L

‘ con51derab1e Lontributlons of L(her the Chlcago school or' other PR

[+8 '\
. -

scholarlv contrxbutions whlch re rlected‘tho C189€lclbt approach This
> T

approach embodieq many major, innoyaaive and stimulating>contribucions

R < 1

.

t$ the-field. To examlne L1m1tat10ns or potentlal problegs associated o

1 o

with some of its common assumptlons is, in one sense, a commen:ary on
' & e .
. the limitations experienced by all scholars by virtue .of the'ir humanity

andfhin“angther'sense, points to the restrictions of time and circum-

f . :
'.stance whlch color any Lntclle&tual endeavour.

By definition an*aésumptfon is the taken for graqped; it may or
‘¢ . e . 4 , '
R 159
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may ng%.be valid. - Obviogsly ng{work is free f;oﬁ assumptioqs.:‘Te
charactefize_any portion of ou% inteilectual'heritege as operating
.under partlcular assumptlens not only says nothing novel, but is a
ratheﬁgﬁsé%eéi truism, uelees it can be shown that these assumpteons.

“hade. opé%atga to censtrlct alternatlve and p0531bly profltable approaches.
lto the subJeet at 1s$ue.v We prev1ously dellneated nine assumptlone
p%eseﬁt in varying degrees in the works of Topnies, Derkheim and’Simmel.
‘Tﬁe purpqsekef_this chapter.is to examine the extéﬁﬁgte whieh aéd the
ﬁaﬁﬂer in which these assumpeions’may aléo_haVe been reflee;ed in the -

-~ ~classicist approach.

PR

1. The assumptions that rural interpersonal relationships

';areﬂsuperior to urban interpersohal relationshig§

I We earller noted the pastorallst blases in the work of Tonnles
ﬁ’ »_iﬁ"’«‘ -

and Simmel thte and White (1962) argue that, among American.ingellec-:f'

tuals, thefe;h&sﬁbeen a tradition of anti-urbanism;‘ Citing work'from
Robert Park, John Dewey; Thomas Jefferson and'othere,'they_uncdver'a
3 consistent anti-urban theme. White and White (1962:222)‘suﬁmari2e this’

_anti-urban theme as one which characterizes the city as,
. too blg, too noisy, too dusky, too dirty, too- smelly,
too commerc1al 00 crowded, too full of immigrants, too full
of Jews, too full of" Irlshmen, Italians, Poles, too‘artificial,
™~ . destructive of cbnversation, destructive of ‘communication; too .
greedy, too capitalistic, too full of automobiles, too full
of smog, too full of dust, too heartless, too intellectual,
too scientific, insuffiéiently«poetic, too lacking in manners,
tdy mechanical, destructive of family, tribal and'patriotic’
feelings. ' '

g

o
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In like mannet, it may be saild that the cléésicist approach has

| helped in perpetuating, without adequaté\ﬁgairicé1‘supbort, mény of the
quat;Vé views of ci;y Lnferpersonal.life’which wéré summérized by
White and iJhite.1 Althéugﬁmthe mental égifity éﬁd the cultural é;cr%e;v
men§$ of urban life may bg praised, its social felatiohships are often

| : ’ B .
assumed to be disadvantageous in contrast to some past point in time.

o8 : L e, . . .
‘.términology evoked by the classicist writers Park, ‘Burgess, Sorokin
i ' f : '

and“Ziﬁmérman, Redfield, Wirth and Qghersl is frequently-similar to

Tgénieé and éigmelnin its praise 6f rural social and familial life.
Thgir descrippions of urban.SOCiéi life wére:ffed;ently Qontr;sted tq.
wgat they assted'to bé ;hejbositive chérécceriétics o%’éocigl life in
fﬁ;ai:aféas. C. Wright Mills, ih.an afticle originall; published iﬁ

,1942, exqminéd the. literature §n social disofganization-(much of wﬁich'

i
f

‘emanated from the Chicago schéol) and noted‘thaﬁ

‘.. . . the basis of 'stability,' 'order,' or 'solidarity,' is

. not typically analyzed. . . but a conception of such a-basis
* is implicitly used and sanctioneg, for some normative cBn7'
cdeption of a socially 'healthy' and stable organizdtion is

“involved in the determination of 'patho}dgical' conéitionsr
"1t may be proposed that the norms in terms of which
'pathological' conditicns are detected, are ‘humanitarian
ideals.' But we must then ask for the¢ social -orientation of
o such ideals. In this literature the operating criteria of
the pathological are typiéﬁle'rural in orggnta;;on and

extraction (Mills, 1971:229-230). N =
Interestingly,'although Miils'mékgé thé'bbservatidn that these

studies are colored by a rural bias, he exhibits a form of rural bias of
.his‘owh in asserting that the prqgléms_of urban lLfé are, in.part, the

BN

result of a deterioration of vdlues which can only exist in rural homo-

ap

~geneous areas Mills, 1971:230).  Mi11s, too, assumed that the existence

of ‘these "rural virtues” was an establisﬂeg fact.'PThié\éxa@plg‘from

. : .
< . ‘
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Mills' work illustrates that the romantieizabxon oﬁ ruralillfe_encom-‘
T o re e

passes not only the more favorable evaluatlonlof ruxal soclal llfe o

» . :. :; %‘ B .«" N "; N ; .4,;‘ :‘ ‘
. .
contrast to urban but also the attribution to rural Plfe of hehav1or8

which the writer pOSLtlvely valuestl

(7

The classicist writers freqoently alluded to“the preéumed &ifﬁﬁésﬁ
. P \p’ o

~of the'rnral family. Many (ng Park Zorbaugh Reckless, Thrasher

Wirth; Redtleld Mowreér, Fra21er and Llnton) assumed that thls famlly

N kS
/\%x )

form was in some or many ways emotlonally superlor to the urban f

’ v?%&; : , .

D

\

) wider and more secure base of socio-emotional support.

~of the form which family life is assumed to take 'in ‘rural arcas, i.e

; qx}Qgtrial family. ‘This romanticiZed visionMof-the‘rural-ﬁamglyWhas

sbeen referred to. by Goode (1963) as. the ‘claséical-family‘of’Western

nostalgla. In Goode S view it conJures up a v151on of rural famlly

life involving a large number‘of noble,vupright moral and happy klnfolk

.
s

11v1ng together on a large economlcally self- 5uff1c1ent farm _ Even

o e o - ».{
_ -

among,thoselwriterS‘who emphasize,the new intensity-of»socrofemotionalr-

functlons in the modern famlly (e.g. Ogburn' Parsons and Borgess and

3

Locke) there is the assumptlon thiat earller family forms prov1de a
. .

ERY

3 ) N
The romanticization of the :h&al family includes an idealization
' ' ' ~ C Y - R

*
Ry

) the conventional family. This perspe;tive limits the likelihood of ‘

jstudying possible .rewards in "deviant” family'forms (e.g.: singletparent o

1 \ ‘
Jamilies, the unmarried, thef chlldless)l as’ well as’ lessen1ng “the chanCLs

' of exploring functional equiv lents to thegfamily.(e.g.’ Zorbaugh 1928,

z;]

viewed the alliances of bohem ans and the deep friendships of Per81an

anthurklsh males a;nsymptomat c of family\disorganizationvand 3 .

implication deviant. Similarl the non-fegalized,heterosekual pairings"v
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of Anderson's (1923> transient men wcre_dishissed as emoticnélly shallow).
fhc romahticization of past forms and seeminglf‘simpler times

finds.its way into hény writings. EricIWOlf (1964) cites examples’in

,anthropology of the“overcvaluatlon of the’prlmltlve. Ldvejo? and Boas

((1935 7) have characterlzed such thoughtways as " ultural primitivism"

{by»which they#EEEh<ﬁthgﬁdlscontent of the ¢ivilized w1th c1v1llzat10n,
. :
or with some conspicuous and characteristic feature of Lt. The

‘pastorallst assumptlon common in the classic1st approach flnds strong
-klnship %ﬂ the work of Slmmel and Tonnies: Given Simmel's widely

'recognlzed influence ‘on: urban rcsearch and the apparently not uncommon

receptLvlty to cultural‘pr1m1t1v1sm _ this should not be surprisingh

P

2. . The aésumed“5qperiority of emotional in contrast

to rational. interpersonal relationships
Simme 1 and,Tgnnies:bqth‘assumed the superiority of a spontaneous,
emétional,relationshipfover one'which is rational or calculated. This
same assumptlon ls found in sevaral of the ClaSSIClSt wrltlngs Park
assumed that rural 11fc was emotlonal ‘and cvaluatcd this quality
. - _L

'  pos1t1vc1y A2 In;rural areas‘ aecording to Park (1969 lll) interactions

are- mecdiate and unreflccting andagte charactexizcdhby ”inStinct” and
Tfeelingt \Soc1al contro} s 'spontanecus” rather than the result of a

rational and abstract” c0n51deration

ot

‘The posxtxon of Louxs WLrth was 51m11ar ~In an early paper-Wirth

‘(1925 219) wrote ”Thert is a. city mentalltv whlch is ¢ cdrly\differén—
tlated from the rural mlhd ‘Thc city’man thihksiin mechénist{c terms,

‘in rat1onal terms whllc the rustic thlnks in naturallstlc magical
: _ - )

};érms;“- In/hls\}htfr paper '”Urbanlsm as a Way of LLfL " erth (1969 153)_
SN TN
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‘intellectual ends."
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i; 5 :
described urban interactions és.being based upon expediency;; In such

’

situations, the indididuai'may'have some degréé of freedom from control;

. ‘ i . / e I . . . ) J .
however, "he losés. . . the spontaneous self-expression, the morale and
the sense of participation that comes’ from living in an integrated

K

society." Similarly, Redfield (1947:293),characterizedfénd gave

positive valencé to behavior:in thg;folk;sbciety“whﬁph he saw as

", uncritical and personal. . . (here). .

.traditional, spontaneous,
’ ,"/ (," » N . . ‘ ' . o ‘
there isnp0'1egislationlor habit of experiment and reflection for

]

i

AT . . L TN . = iy :
./, Likewise, Sorokin and Zimmerman characterized.urban social con-

tacts as.calculating and frequently formed as-a means' to an end. In

" contrast, Jjn rural areas there is moré‘emotionalism and, due to this,

sgcial interaction moves be§ond'the shell>ofmman\33§ comes éloser to his
"heart, soul, orvperSOnality” (So;okiﬁ and Zimmerman, 1929:56). 4

This assumed'sﬁperibrity.of an emotional relationship over a
rational/caléulaped relation’ is similar to.gae'assumptiOns of Simmel

" S K ’.‘ .,,”‘ - . ‘L N . i
and Tonnies. It is a leitmotif which has yet to receive empirical

. , avl
L of

verification. . | : . » : 2 S

3.  The assumed superiority of role generalized as:

=)

opposed to role specific relationsh;pé

Of the three European theoriéts discussed, only Tonnies assumed

" the superiority of role generalized over role:specific relationships..

“‘\\,\ . a4 - » ' B - o
Simmel rejected- the assumption that one such form of/relatmonsh&p'ls

. necessarily superior to the other. This assumption, however, is

reflected in sqmé,bf'thé‘wri;ing on the classicist approach.  Sorokin
and Zimmermah (1929).chaféctérized'urban contacg}.as superficial. Peopie

e Lok
/ ' L e
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Ry

play distinct roles 8 -as doctor, patient or customer, and thereby

remain only ”human'abstraétiops.”"Inacontrhst, highly evaluated rural

i

“relationships sre,seenﬂa;”bé}Jasive interactions which go beyond the
"social dres;;%bf'the individual (Sorokin and Zimmefmén, 1929:56) . Wirth
t1969) ecpoed Park's (1969) earlier observaéion ﬁhaﬁ city social contaéts
are segmented and superficial. 1In urban areas;'while the .number of people
me t mayvbe,lérgé; the number knanvin some to;al sense 1s small. Likewiée,
Redfield (1941:17) saw'thé folk;éociety ‘as chéracterized by role encom-
passing relationshiﬁs‘and, theréfore, there is "a high degfgevof mutual

a

understanding of much of the habitual mental life ,of one ‘another." The
~social relationships of the folk society have a ''predominantly personal
~character" (Redfield, 1941:343).

Whatever the terminology used, be it segment@@, non-pervasive or

~

non-personal, there is a tendency among these writers to assume that a role
. generalized relationéhip - 1s more rewarding than a role specific one.
This' is still another social-psychological assumption not subjected, in -

this literature, to empirical test.

4. . The assumption of the superiority of enduring relationships

in contrast to transitory relationships

VThrOughout

the classicist writings there is a running assumptign

that Eransitory relationships are less satisfying than enduring relation-

: - P
ships. While this may be an accurate assessment, it is assumeadwithout

-

empiricaL-test. In The Hobo, Anderson saw the -.city as providing kindred -~

souls for the hémeless'menbof his study; here,theré were peoplé who would
: - Y - -

"understand" regardléss of how miserable. a man's lot might be in 1ife,
However, Anderson (1923:4) defined it as 'pathetic" that these relatién-
ships were transitprg.' Likewgsé, Anderson did not explore the possible

-



166

Y
-

rewards of intense homosexual pairings which were ger -ally short-lived.

Zorbaugh (1929), in The Gold Coast and the Slum, dec. . the short-lived

promiscuous contacts of people in €hicago's bohemian area. Faris and

Dunham (i960:158-159),,in Mental QisoraerS'iﬁ Urban Areas, described the
»élumtgrea_as chaotic because>£hére "continuity of . . ; life-experiences
is most‘rare.” Simiiarly, iorbaugh (1929) saw the lack of continuity in
tradition and occupation‘contribuﬁing to the disintegration of the
immigrant fémily. Thrasher (1927).saw léck of permanénce in gaﬁgs as
disadvantageous to their members. Wirth's (1969:153) article on thevcity
apbeared to equaté traﬁsitory’relationships with impersonal and segmeﬁtal
rél;tionships. - The rapid‘turnovervof membership.in urggn areas was seen
as disadvantégeoﬁsf ”Overwhelmingly the city dweller is not a homeéwne;,
and since a transiﬁory habitat doés not generate binding traditions and
sentiments, only rarely is he a true ne;ghbor” (wirth,-l969;157). Parkfs
" (1915) apticle‘on the éity depicted mobility (such as that;bf the tran-
~ sient peddler) as precluding‘;ntimate attachment to beople. The transitory
and;less staﬁle'contacts which Park_sé@vas;;héracteriging urban areas
meant that}whiie”people meet ﬁhey do nét.”kéow"‘oné énother. Sorokin and

Zimmerman saw urban interaction as impermanent and short-lived "in con-

trast to permanent, stfong, and durable'reiaciohs” in rural life (Sorokin
and Zimmerman, 1929:53) (emphasis added). g ' ke

‘Althbugh the validity of the assumption that enduring social
reiationships.are, in some manner,.superior’td those which are trahsitory
has not been tested, this quality is frequently used to characterize

the negative aspects of urban interpefsonal life, T@@S same assumption
was reflected in the work of all three European theorggsts.
: _ e WERE 3

. ]
~ o~ . v
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5. The assumed validity of 'generalizations derived
P

from unrepresentative categdries
The classical approach frequently presumed to make valid

-

, genéralizatiéns about urban i%teraction and urbanvsociél characteristics
-with little';onsideration gi?eh tovvaria;ioﬁé béjween age, stage.in life
cycle, class, educatiénai or géﬂder éatégpries. vFollowing.Simmeljs
‘lead, neither Park nor Wirth nor Zimmermaéiénd Sorokin adequately
 d;stinguished:betwe¢n ﬁhe§e categofigs when'characterizing the ”naturé”
of urban sécial‘ties. The sophistiéation and_ratiohality»which they

imputed to the urban pérsonality should, at the least, havévraised
questions,regardiﬁg social class differences. N
r

. - ' N ’ M .- i
The practice of Simmel, Durkheim and, to some extent, Tonnies
of aSSuming that generalizations based upon single gender behaviar (i.e.,
"male) were sufficient and necessary to explain human behavior were

echoed in mych of the work of the classicigt .tradition. Little attention

was given to the position or role of women in the structure of.urban

"

o .. ‘ = : ‘
social interaction. The functions and. behavior associated with the male

role were usually by default, the ones represented. as significant drban
behaviors. 'Thfasher'S‘(l927) examination of urban gangs, for example,.

did not explore’ the .implicatiodns of the relative absence of female jangs

‘
<y

in the city. Zorbaugh's (1928) study cited the well-socialized girls in
B . P . P . .

the ”disprggni;ed" Itélién‘slum“ggmilies. One might infer from this
thac’chevdeteréining faccof‘regérding the dégree‘of”organizétionwof'a'
.family is‘how it.socializés it§ ﬁales, fgerorbaugh doesinpt botger to
examine these sex differentialél; Séﬁe writérs‘(é.g.; MQWrer and Ogburn
and Grov%s) singled out the emancipation of yomen»aé A féctor contfi-; ,
B . . NN : : Lo



butlng to family problems (partlcularly as it is embodied in a challenge
to patr1archa1 authorlty) However the decreased functions og the‘
faley unit and its’ responsiveness to kin ‘wére not examinéd by sex.
Ogburn, for examplev did not carefully differentiate between class
. ethnlc or sex differences in response to technological advances and

thelr possibly differentlal relatlon to ”family functions." As was
mentioned earlier Parson 8 handling of class differences wi egard

to the 1solation of the nuclear family was nelther“scn51t1ve no
sophistlcated; It appeared to be based on‘data from the whlte, mfdd{e:
Aclass' yet atutlmes the 1ntended generalizability of his work seemedcB '\3
:much broader Desplte ‘the large numbers of people in North America
'.who are not 1in trad1t10na1 intact nuclear units (i. e.,”the 51ngle
‘divorced and widowed), dlfferences in marital status and family attach-
ment were not ekpiored. ‘Hence large numbers of people were v1rtua1ly
labeled by some writers as 1rrelevant to the examinatlon of - the
extendedness”}of the urban industrial family ’ Additionally, the

2 - . I

»cla551c1st approach to the famlly assumed that the male OCCupatlonal

W
role determlnes family status; and the degree of 1nvolvement w1th
extended kin is c1rcumscribed by that role. 2 Sex differentials in thé
isolation of the members of the nuclear unit were not con31dered Thus

[

» the role of. women.in the 1arger kin ne twork was overlooked

Eéigess and- Locke (1945 144) suggested that there were differen-
tials in urbanlsm across family units when CO“*YOIIiHS for zonal areas,
social class, religion and ethnicity However, this was not expanded;

and they were uncertain about the propriety of discussing homeless}-

single men as family types Further, they saw any ”rural”‘family’traits-
. . O ' -
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in urban areas a onlyktransitbry. The general pattern in the classicist
approach was onl minim@ily sensitive.to‘the differential impact.of age,

" gender, class o life~Cyclelinf1uencesw These influences'were_not-con-

sidered in generalizations about urban fhdustrial socia1 b0nds.ﬁ e

"+ 6. The assumption that-urbanism and industrialism

Tare static phé

It wlll be recalledgtt; 1three Edropean theorists only

Durkheim showed sen51t1v1 . al varlatlons in forms of urbanlty.

.Although Tonnles had suggested that dlfferlng comblnatlons of Gemein-

" schaft- Gesellschaft qualltles could co-exist’ 1n urban areas, he saw the

Gemeinschaft as not characterlstlc of urbanlty per se, but rather as a

carry-over or remnant of pre-urban llfe. fSimilarly, nonc‘oﬁ‘thg three
theorists adeduetely differentiated between formsvdf industrialieétien.~
. " The cl§§§icist‘approadn, as manifested in'both‘family .and urban
studies tended to treat urbanlsm and lndustrlallsm as static phenomena.
W1rth (1938) has acknowledged the vatlablllty of cxtles and the impact’
of different technologlcal bases but the fact remains that he dld not
incorpotate this into his theoreticalvscheme. Once his detinition of
the*city was proposed, WLtth seemed to see the consequences presumed to
flow from it as trans- cultural and trans hlstorlcal The particular

. ]
problem for w1rth as for Redfield and Burgess and Locke, iylthat he

<

professed to be working with 1deal _types, however the hypotheticalunature
of these types was not infrequéntLi\ovérlookéd (see Appendix A).

- Urbanization was often used as a catch-all category and an all-

afound explénatory concept (e.g;3'Mowrer, 1927; Wirth, 1938; Burgess
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-3 ’ .
and Cottrell, 1939y, . Iﬁdustrialization was often treated as a major

1ndependent varlable, but its varlations and sub- types were not examined
(e.g., Mowrer, 1927; Groves and Ogburn, 1928; Linton, 1949; Parsons and

i‘Bales, ‘1955).4 Upon occasion urbanization and(industrializatioﬂk@ere
Ch 4 ‘ ; o . - : _ o . e
used”interchangeably (e.g., derer, 1927) with little Acknowledgment of

the fact that'ﬁhéyvnééd not‘necessarily co-exist. R

- . et
- ‘I_L -

- A wy o
i -2

7. . The assumption of a unidirectional path to modernitl
v \\fﬁnnies, Durkheim and Simmel werensimilar in their &mplicit”
» o _ LT

:assumptiom that divergent forms of-humankind.would,react‘Similarlysto_
o ' o v oo : ’ .
the forces of modernization. The classieist approach tended to reflect
. ! : 2 ° - 4 b R ¢ '
o oA . . ) R . . “ : . Ty
W gpe same assumption. This assumption, however, was presented in seme- =~

2o

»

©. what specialz ~terminology, the tenminologyvof assimilation.

~

‘@

The prevalling 1deology of Amerlcan SOC1ety and American soc1010gy'

.

« Y ' : o .
Amerlca_had been flooded w1th immlgrant9~fr0m many diverse lands. The

from the 1920 s through the 1950 s f%ggred,an'assimilationiSt view.

<
i

. JAdea of America as a " melting pot"vhad been 1ntroduced in a play by
ZangW1ll "in 1920 and found gréht popular appeal W1rth s (1969 150)

ma‘jot article,'”Urbanlsm as .a Way of_Life" broadly characterized "the” .

v e

f-C1ty as a 'meltlng pot of race peoples and“culture ”_ For many.: people L.
l‘;3551m11agton,caq‘f%o be ”v1ewed as the embodimSn“of the democratéf\ iN

ethos” (Metzger 1971) ' Amer%ga was: portrkyed as the Land- of equal

)

opportunlty -, under certain con ions. New immigrants could be assu‘%d
" a full’ place in the life of America - 1nc1udLng their right to socio—

economic advancement as they assimilated into the dominant stream of
v S
American values. Horton.(1966 707 708) has noted that under Such conditions

-

K:
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"equality is won by conformity. . . . Equality means equal opportunity to

achieve the" same American Qalueé; in, other word53‘eqhalit§ is gained by
los;ng one ijdentity ahd COnforhing at aome level to another demand by a
domihant group.ﬁ |

| Robert Park s well- known\race relations Cégge predlcted the end
‘result of lnter ethnlc contact as a531mllat10n.

The impression that emerges from-this}review-ofﬁinternational
and race relations is that the forces which have brought abolt
‘the existing interpenetration of peoples are so vast and
1rresist1ble that the resulting changes assume the. character
of a cosmic process. . . . ,The race relations cycle which®
‘takes the €prm, to state it ‘apstractly, of contacts; competition,
ﬂ'accommodation and eventual’ assimilation, is' apparently pro-
~'gressive and irreversible. ' Customs regulations “immigration
_.restrictions and racial barriers may slacken the tempo off the -
%’ movement; may perhaps halt it altogether for a time; but cannot
change its direction; cannot at any rate reverse it (Park,
1964: 149 passim)

E Franklln Frazier had simllar v1ews regardlng assrmllatlon.

- - 4

. His books on the black family viewed:its eventual success.in tefmé of .

.

::therassimilatfon'of-dominant-values an&‘cu}ture; Frazier ﬁeld’gna
_ » . ! . . St
puinshed_theseTQiews.from-thevearlygthtrtieé mptil @ﬁ%t prior to his
death ih.L962.5- It w&s,fin faot, a pOsitlon llttle challenﬁed durlng -

-

the-dominant perlod of the ClaSSIClSt approach U

- e Cov

3 - I3 . v N

An a551m114tionlst v1ew carries thh it potentlal perceptual S

oo Y

- s
bllnders.‘ Metzger (1971 635), for EXample has characterized thls
. 3

position\\e beading co~viewiﬂg "ethnic1ty as a <urv1val of primarv,

quasi tribal loyalties, whlch can have only a dysfunctional_place_in the
achievement*oriented, rationalized and‘impersohaL social relationships

of the modern industrial-bureaucratic order.

- ) PR o .
The dominant approach. in ‘American sociclogy during this period

.
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assumed both the inevitability and desirability of assimilation: . This

' may serve to partially explain Why many of the Chicago monographs did

L

’ ) ‘ . " “V ) . e ' . I3
not fully explore the supportive socio-emotional ties existing in urban

ethnic enclaves. Although they were sometimes recognized (e.g., Wirth,

1928), they wmere not generally incorporated into the view'qf urbanism,
. et 1s . 6 : - :
industrialism or modernity. * Certginly there was little consideration
' N B
given to the possibility that new Americans might reject the dominant

1deology or that multi-culturalism or functlonal plurallsm mlght be

another p0551b111ty to cdnsider in tbe modern urban lndustrlal sett1ng

P’

For example, W.I. s (1971 121), in a book edited by Parﬁ
51ngled out the Itallans as a group characterlzed by. "hav1ng the

strongest wish.to remain in solitary communitiesf' ‘However;‘Ihomas e

.:{l971;124) sees.the,fulfillment,oftthat wish;asihopeles;.d"Simllarly, .

- AN

while'institutfons might act to maintain cultural distinction, these

_»find great difficulty_survlving in the new'enVirdnment. While the

§§nag0gue may;be'Viewed'ﬁy imﬁigrant Jeﬁs as a dniinné force, in
f we 3 / L :

=

, 7 ¥ . ’ 5 sl e H

Thomas' (1971 127) v1ew, the "synaéogue Jew. .. . is passin§ awa&”’andn

. o s s

”the synagogue Qwes 1t§“klstence moré- ‘to" the momentum of the past than
o S : =

s D,

tdﬁeny new forceg'created in this country'that maké‘ﬁor 1ts conserv?tiﬁn}

o . - - ¥

~ == o L i

I e
¢ em —_—s gf

Tﬁe assimilationist view is reflected by Taltott Parsons in a*
defense of his ‘thesis regarding the isolated nuclear family. _Parsons

N 3y

wrltes ,

N N hd <@ )

l It 48 of course 3 common place that the American family is

‘ predominantly and, in a sense\,increasinglyj an_urban middle-
class family., There has indeé¢d been, if not a very ‘great:
equalizatidrd of income (though there has been some’in the

kpresent century), a very substantial homogeneization of .,




S,

1

' heévily white and middle ciaés; To "be sure, ﬁowrerﬂand Burgess ahd

.Léqke
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patterns of life in the population with reference to a number
of things. Basic to this are the efployment of one or more .
family members outside the home; the nuclear family household
without domestic service except for cleaning and babysitting;
and the basic constituents of the standard of living, in-
cluding in particular the familiar catalogue of consumer
durable goods, which constitute the basic capital equipment
of the household. . .it can be seen that, in a sense that has
probably never existed befgre, in a society that, in most '
respects, has undergone- abgrocess .of very exten51ve structural
.* "differentiation, there has emerged a remarkably unlform basic
~ type of family (Parsons, 1970:195-196) (emphasis. added).

: ) _—
The focus on family values in the classicist, s€udies tended to be

-

N
'

eity, bhtlﬂﬁeseﬁngﬁed to become lost once they moved into discussions

and broader'attempts to analyze '"the' urban indusgtrial fam}iy. The .

" dominance of the assimilaﬁioﬁigt'perspec;iVe wouldilikely predispoée the

&
observer to assume ghat any ethnic manlfestatlens of solldarlty in the

press of urban’ kndustrlal llfe, were but short llved _caﬁry-oyers from,

. . . - .
4

v11lage llfe whxch were nélther Lharacterlstic of urbanlt}ag se nbr

déstipcd to'persipt Lnathe’ﬁace of the assimilationist gdél: thtle r

e . . . . H .

attention wasfthus giv&n.to the‘?ossibirlty that the prf%r hlstory of a

. ‘ »
. . B

T &roub of pe@pIL mlght have 1mpact—on their prLsLntV and that the1r tuturg‘

SR

'
1

N

> -».,L. e T ALY Ly
n R ﬁ\\ It "1 AP 2.

mlbht be qulte dlfferentnfrom othgr, UfbaanLd populatlons. The p0531—

v r, s - by

'biliCy of a,cultural,br sub-cultﬁral'group‘attempting to influenoe the .

L

dircction of its change was not considered. Hence manifestations of. .

S

“industrial social bonds?

e
ethnic kin and extra-kin solidarity tended to beZQOwnplaycd ahd there -

was a faflufe,to incorporate these into the breader perspective of urban

.;f;;‘.‘"" . ' e

k3

~
3
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8.‘ The assumed sufficiency eof an ahistorical analysis
/ .

T was earli&{ noted that the three European theorists, Durkheim,

: 1 ‘ ) L ' I . E
Simmel and Tdnnies, avoided historical scholarship. Occasional sporadic

v

‘references to secondary sources were used to support a point wher con-’

venient but there were noc analyses usinge primary historical data; or
: . | L . \

even a rigorous use of secondary materials. The Jlassidist approach
S v . . 1

\
\.

followed a similar pattern. - S ' R '\

Edward Shlls (1948 53), in an early survey of American socrology,
crluﬁlzed its representatiues for being defacient in wide historical‘

. . . . . \
knowledge and having 1ittle txaining in logic, metaphyaics or‘intellec-
tual‘hiétory.; lhia.criticiam;holds for muchof‘theclaséical'approgfh:

}ew writere evidenced any'appreciation of the hiStorical ,k

<

» . i

- dimension in their attempts toféeneralize about the nature of modern

ipterpersonal tiesl W1rth s (1969) article on urban anonymity revealed

.- his acqualntance with the problems of historlcal documentation and the\ )

—- % that oncé MWirth professed awareness of this fallacy, he did little to |-
%

- ~

fallacy of,treating all cities ‘as unitary phenbmeha. The fact remains\
- " e

1
. . 1
.

“¥ ! . " \

i corporate this’ knowled e 1nto the bod of hlS iscusszpn and his_;,
Q E Y SR

N

.r? IR ’ . %\\/ T
attempt to develop a theory of urban life Desplte hls profesée
, .- . - x - O \ . [T .

"awareness of p0851ble h1stor1ca1 differences Wirth 'llke many other

Y

Y - . ~ &

X

A cla551c1st wrlters and mos t other American SOClOlOngtS~Of his period
- ) s g ' ) ‘&
dld not take historlcal data into account : Occasional-examples were

bd

“

sometlmeanuoted by these writers but it was generally a patchwork job .

scarcely resembling a methodical hlatorical examination. The temporal

[N
v

.dimension was often invoked (i.e., ”things“ have changed) but rarely

P . .
anaiyzed. At the most cross-sectional analyees were used to explicate

Dot
t
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'change (e g. Redfield 1941). To the extent that any of these wrltlngs

bl

attempted to 1mpute change from rural-urban observatlons they were

Y

‘“uSLng diachronlc cpnclu51ons upon synchronlc observatlons The issue
e

{hrstorlcal one which was belng answered in a non- h1stor1ca1fp£nner.

" Between the 1920 s and 1950 lemerman s (1948) hlstorlcgq s tudy

A

the famlly stood out as a notable except;pn. However Zlmmerman did

3 . /

"1

B

n@t?attract e1ther égnverts or: 1m1tf$& §“historicalfwork has

remained as a very unique (and not wivf ,appreciated) contribution of

the period., As with the European theorists 'the supporters pf'the

,classic15t approach were apparently satlsfled w1th the suff1c1cncy of

.:;f‘_ : ’ : N

at the mdst cross- sectionai %nalyses and, at the least, w{th intuitive
{s \ )
hundhes. This general disregard ﬁor hlstorlcal d%ta reflected ‘- among

-
ooy, -

other thlngs a. neglect qﬁ-99551b1y frnltfulgqnobtrusive'measuree;ﬂ

P -r'\- - ' . b ¢
4 - +

. ”“, . "for generaldzations aboutNhumankind'
“kFor varying reasohs probably both practlcal and 1deolog1cal
. g ' ,ﬂ \
: the work of Durkheim and partlcularly Simmel and nnles, suffered
: A o
.,frpm a lack of croes cultural comparlegg\\:zhe claﬁ$1crsd approach . ypg';‘
' lcould be - 31milar1v characttrlzed The 5upport1vL ‘data were often

. - M

.nﬁrrowly specific;abthough}the:generalizations‘deriveddfrom these data
were apparently intended £o be broad. We ‘say apparently because.a

Fl v

'consistent prgblem in evaluating many of these writings is the extent to

fwhich a):the’writers were.rather naipely unaware of Lhé Lﬁportance'ol
Jcruss-culturdr chparison; or'b)ythe writersvwero'aware of_thisqut!they
1iﬁrted their“tocds to the spedifrc'cultdfe.or eyenxci;ylunderhscodffd o

1n_eithet oase; their roncldsions.yerc read by othere as funiversalﬁ

e
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generalizations. V .

Even Robert Redfield, whose work took him out of the United

-

. States, showed a congistent cultural bias. Lewis noted (1965:494)

The thinking of Simmel, TOnnies, Durkheim and others, which
influenced Redfield, was. . . based.on experience with the
endogamous peasant communities of Europe " Had these men
. done field work with the Nuer. of Africa, with the Australian
’aborlglnes or with the North Indian peasant it is quite
possible that Redfield's ideal- type model of the folk sog;ety
might have been somewhat dlfferent o' .
,The‘c1a551c1st writers often”talkedfabout "the" famiI§ and '"'the"

city with lirtle qualification;f Zorbaugh's work stands as a case in

v : .

point. He sometlmes refers spec1f1cally %o Chlcago at other_tfmes to
the 1ndustr1al city . (Zorbaugh 1929:221), thep agaln to ”the modern dityt

1ndustr1a1 or commerc1a1” (1929:232n) and at another'QOiht to the

”modern city" whlch does ‘not. have communlties of the type of the peasant

'._v1llages of Eﬁrope or’ the earLy American Town'" (Zorbaugh 1929 227)

/

Many of the other wrlters also-seem to, shlfthreference p01nts (e.g.

,,/

Thrasherg 1927 Reckless, 1933 W1rth 1938) Slmllarly, wrltlngs on
the Amerlcan famlly shlft to dlscussions of ”the” 1ndustrlal or ”the

 Huxban family (e g Mowrer 1927!/Barsons 1943; 19&9; 1955; and Linton,

. o - - / T Q‘?::r’ ‘ ) Lo '

' /1949)
'in_referripgvto famlly textbooks prior -

e
-

Kpmarovsky;(1255:232§

nto.1950“'notethhéir ’

Authors often discharéé/their obligation to the concept of . ¢

v+ cultural relativity #yran 1ntroductory chapter on 'Other '
Family Patterns®-and a general statement that the rest of
" book deals with ouf own. family: system This general disclaimer
of universality ddes not prevent' students from accepting the
"generalizations ¢ited. throughout the text as universal and it _
certainly does fot help them to see socio-psychological prof R
cesses.in rela ion to the larger social structure in which
,they occur.: A . o , ‘ ¢




P . com g8

—Oﬁe'éannét-read intentions.. One can only cvaluate the written
‘<¢Vidénce.;'For”the most. part, the writers of the classicist persuasioh'

S -

Avwere ne1ther spec1fic enough in tbeir reference point nor con51stent
- ¥

n

.;cnough This readlly leads to confusion and p0951blu mlslnterpretatlon.
" . . ey - - . '
{fhis was a periog in‘American sociology when little Cross-cultural

v

feééatéhfaas,ééing funded and, in fabt 'thera was much that was un-
resaarchéd W1th1n.the United States itself. It was, however " the 1ack
of cross cultural ev1dence and even adequate intra- cultural comparlson
which led ta ‘the challenges of the classicist appraach The point

_remalns that regardless of the 1ntent of the authors their,work Was not .

. . w-? J A : .
rcomparaciveienough;’ yet. the restructlons on its generallzablllt} wvere ’
rarely emphasized. b ’
5. ‘ )

CONCLUBTING OBSERVATIONS

The preceding nine assumptions) present in varying degrees in
S ' ’ : : S ; Y . .
.the work of the Furopean theorists, made their way -into’ ch; llteraCu-e" £
; . ’ ) . .
representing the gLassicist‘approach.v:The socid-emotional lifc of rural

- arcas was ‘consistently more highly ¢valuated than that of urban areas. - ,

. X o ‘_7,. . " o “.
The superio ority of emotional, rol¢ generalized and. enduring ‘rélationships

in contrast to their opposites was often”assumed without test. -An AR

‘‘assimilationtst perspective facilitated the view of. a-unidirecticnal path

to mgdernity.  Indeed there was a broader tendency 'to overlook the
, S i : o » .
theoretical relevamce-of gender, .lass or &f age differences. Much was

" attributéd t¢ urbanization and industrialization byl these cancepts were

pener rallv not analytically exanin . d, ~The~e4assiyi$&~tr%rvrs—drd“n:tﬂ“”—“frf

generally make wse of cross-vultural ~data, vet at the samestime thev
. K . . Y . M S o . )
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- were often vagué and inconsistent about their intended range «f
- generalization.

~ We now turn to Chapteréi‘ﬂﬁe\}en which examines different empiriﬁ‘l\"
- challenges to the classicist 'a,.,\@%roach.

\ “wlrgr
. R
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CHAPTER SIX .

/ FOOTNOTES

N —

\4\\;*6gcarff/@is for example, characterizes erth s descrrptlon of the
Clty as reading in some respects ”like another versxon of the fall of
n" (Lew1s ~1970:126) .

2. For the first major challenges to this assumptlan see Watson and
Barth, 1964; Barth and Watson, 1965, 1967. Barth and Watson's work
questions among other things, whether the nuélear family can justifiably
be taken as a uhit of equivalent evaluation. In an examination of 1960
United States census data, they found that about one third of the labor
vforce was female, about one fifth of the households in the United States
were headed by the wife or consisted of an unﬂhrrled female and about
forty per cent of the female labor force was unmarrled :
3. Dewey's (1960) search through erth s article 1llustrates some of
the problems in carefully specifying relevant manageable, varjiables.’

“ Wirth's picture of the urban personal1ty resultlng from the . .amalgamation

of the three variables definlng urbanlsm results in some -twenty features

as compiled by Dewey o C T

reserve, blase Outlook indifference; sophistication

and cosmopolitanism; rationality,‘relat1v1stic perspectives;

tolerant, competi(}ve self-aggrandizing, and exp101tat1ve

attitudes; feelings of friction, irritation, and nervous :
tension bred by frustration; acceptance off instability and = | -
'lnsecurlty,_tolerance of eccentric;ty and. novelity ‘and appraval..

of efficiency -and friventions; and marked degrees of personal
dlsorganizat}on (Dewey, 1960 61) RN .o
Slmilarly, th¢ same threes variables of large size, density, and .-

" heterogeneity are seen by WLrth as related te a angQ\X/JTS{ of soc1al
’ cnndltions o 7

¢ . . 'greater importance of secondary, rather than primary;
conhtacts; greater interdependence of specialists; less depen-
dence upon particular Lndividuals,'meersonal tran51tor),
'superflcial segmental, and utilitarian social éontacts; less
integrated socfal organization; pecuniary'nexus;rexaggerated
importance of time; predatorincss; fornal controls; anonymity; .
flexible caste structure but sharpened and ramified-differen- N
“tiation by income and social status; heightened mobility,
“involuntary - seggsgatloa of ractal, linguistic, income, and
class groups; more tenancy, ‘rapid turnover of membership of.
. . groups and wide divergence of it; membership in groups tangen-
tial to each other; greater importance of symbols. and gtereo-

\

.

e
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types; standardization of products and processes; gearing of
facilities and institutions to the average user; subordination
of individuality, wefakened bonds of kinship, decline of the
social significance of the family, loss of traditional bases
of solidarity; disappearance of neighborhood; high rate of
gainful employment of adults; and replacement of territorially
based social units with interest groups (Dewey, 1960: 61 -62).

b, Redfield took the p051tion that '"there is not much division of
labor in the folk society; what one person does is what another does.
In the ideal folk society, all the tools and ways "0f production are
shared hv. everybody" (Redfield, 1947). Redfield makes an exception to
his reicrence to "everybody' by noting that sex differences are the
exception to the homogeneity of the folk society. Redfield, as had
Durkheim, equated the division of labor with industrialism, thereby
ignoring communities which might have division of 1abor Without
1ndustrialization (e.g., India under the cast system).

5. " Shortly before his death in 1952 Frazier questioned the aégimi- R

lationist perspective noting that:

The African intellectual recognizes what colonialism has
done to the African amd he sets as his first task the mental
moral and spiritual rehabilitation of the African.

But the American Negro intellectual, seduced by dreams of
assimilation, has never regarded this as his primary task.

It is the responsibility of the Negro intellectual to pro-

'he a positive identification through history, literature, art,
music and thé drama. »

The truth of the matter is that for most Negro 1ntellectuals
the integration of the Negro means just the opposite, the
emptying of his life of meaningful context .and ridding him of
all Negro identification For them, integration and eventual
assimilation mean the annihllation of .the Negro-physically,

" c¢ulturally and spiritually (E. FranklingFrazier, "The Failure of
"the Negro Intellectual " Negro Digest 36 (Summer),VZIA 222 '
quoted in Staples, 1971) } ‘ 9
, A - .

6. Wirth's pérSonal life also a arently belied his writings. Everett
"Hughes has observed ‘that with Wirth's'rise to prominence, "I always have -

‘thought that he did not .80 on in Park's imaginative way, but rather

became a bit_too much a disciple on the theory’'side. Louis used to say
all those things about how the city is. impersonal - while living with- a

.

whole clan of kin and friends on a very personal basis' (Hughes in
personal correspondence with Short 1971: xxxix n).

-~ o !

ctuy,
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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE RELATIVIST APPROACH: A COMPARATIVE

I3

AND EMPIRICAL CHALLEN%S

a

INTRODUCTION

&

The class1cal approach to urban 1ndustr1al soclal bonds had, in

varying degrees argued that there was a'majorsattenuation of both kin

.and extra kin support tles in modern socxety ~This argumens was rather

"Z « >Q ' ’
well Supported for many years by -a cllmate in Amerlcan soclology whlch

penhaps for somewhat é‘hnocentrlc as well ‘as practical reasons
emphasized monOCultural research, Soc1010gy was a new. fleld ‘estab-

llshed neither professionally nor flnancially ~Funding operations were

Vi

mlnlmal and as such coyld not prov1de the monetary base to éncourage

[ -

cross- cultural research It should not be surprising{ therefora, that
there was an intra- -United SCates focus in the field. 'In tamily acudies
'the ktn 1solat10n of the marltal unit was. generaizv‘accepted and -
relterated in family textbooks. In fact; textbooks on marriage atreased
that“detachmént!from parentsvwas:a sigh of marurity thle close ties
‘were ”hehrbtic” (Komarovsky, 1955).l The attcntion‘cf ﬁamily researchers

A

was directed toward different problem§,fvi35ues such as dating, courtship

and marriage (an cmphasis_attributgd by ome writer to both” the practical

interests of thb\iesearchers'and the applied dcmahds:of college students,
: : e , :
'see‘Irish, 1966:156) . It was hor.until‘the early f950‘s, that crossé
cultural reséarch wasrincreasingIQ'in evidcnce. Aththis point~bhrh
cross-cultural.and intra-culgurai.SEUdics began to appear whichlaeemcd

to challenge the classicist belief in modern kihship isolation and urban

181 i ‘ ; oL
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and frlendshlp tles 1n‘§1mpler soc1et1es Cross-culturalﬁresearch,

182
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i

anonymity and loneliness. For want of an agreed-upon label for this

genre of studies; we shall refer to it as the "'relativist approach."
L ' o

CROSS~CULTURAL CHALLENGES - A o g

. ' ( ’

BaSlC to the cla551c1st argument iﬁ the contrast between rural

and. urban’ social llfe and between pre- industrlal and lndustrxal social
\' ’ F . . 4

11fe. Anxldylllc picture was{often painted of warm, expansiue fam: v ol

3

'5'however began‘to suggest that this idyllic picture might be far from

. \
. -

‘universally valid., - ~ . ’

Redfield's work, which attempted to move out of tiegyestern"
. . ) " - V.1 ‘ .

sphere of research, was sub jected tpfmuch criticism. Earliest criticisms

focused on hlS descrlptlons of prewurban social 11fe Research on

peasant communltles began to raise serious questions about the validlty

.of these assumptlons regarding pre- urban life. As early as 19%9

Redfield's work had been subJected to crltlcal examination through the

work of Sol Tax (1939:1941) 1in Guatemala‘p Tax cited Guatemalan Indlans

as an example which quallfled Redfield s assumpt1ons that pre-modern

scc1al t1es were personallzed intimate and supportive. According to Tax,

Il

lmpersonaL social xelatlons characterize both intra~ and inter-community
assoc1at10ns of Guatemalan Indlans A commercial Sp1r1t is found not
only in the econOmlc sphere but also in the re12g1ous political, and

Iamillal._ Contrary'to classical assumptions regarding pre-urban life,

Tax found that his subjects exhlblted a 'primitivdf world view but so-

-

called cxvilized” social, relations.

e
\
\
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To know these ‘Indians outwardly = without knowing theircminds -
so to speak = is to know a people whc, albeit on a small
scale, partake of the. impersonal, secular; individually-free
/§0c1al and ¢conomic life that is the pattern of' our big -city
~(Tax, 1941:39).
N
Although Tax's observations @@ted to mlnlmally quallfy some. of

Redfield's assartxons 2 it is quite evident that Tax was also working
o , %

‘on the assumption that there was v;rlfled evidence rLgardlng the nature

of urban life.: He characterized the relationships of the Guatemalan

L]

3 d'af‘phé'éontinuum.,i

k4

-.Data from ethnographies'has continued to accumulate over the

' years which acts to qualify classical assumptions regarding pre-urban.

life. An early study which sharplv criticized Redfield's researiéh was
. K} ° . . i N

Oscar Lcwis"restudz'of Redfield's village of_Tupoec&an (Léwis 1951).

Inifinlly Lewis had xntcndcd to do a ersonallgy studv in Tepoztlan
- l

using. RLdflPld S work as a baSL; however, when he noted’ ‘differences

bctwecn Rediield's descrgpticns of Tepoz Llan and. his ¢wn, he decided
} - Y I3 - .
3

~instead upon a re-study, some seventeen vears after Redrield's 1926 field

1

research. g !
‘Lewis' observations regarding the interpersonal life of the”
Tepoztlan villagers make a startling contraéc to Redfield's findings. -

f

In ¢lear contrast to the view taken: by RLdfleld : and in_shérp contrast

to the (lassiL assumptions rcgardlng rural warmth emotionalism and

upenncbé uxpreSbcd by so many ot the ¥riters reviewed, Lewis found the
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divided community whose residents were seemingly unable to act in
- - . .
. - v . N
e . ) ,
concert for the common good. There was, according to Banfield; no
. B '3 ’ . M

’*”‘T“"“@l@hé“l-6f"5i5l1c spiritedness and people in the village and the church

J ) . L - . . . P . /'

resisted charitableor soc1al welfare activitigs.  This Banfield
attrlbuted to a condltLon whlch he termed ”amoral famlllallsm” or
amoral 1nd1V1dualiSm.“ Accordlng to Banfleld (1958 83), the amoral

famlllst w1Ll "maxlmlze the materlal “shor t-run advantage of the nuclear

A -
l

ramlly, assume that @ll others will do llkewlse.” Banflcld attributes,
"amoral famll;allsm 'to,three lactors acting"in'éombination- a high ,‘\‘

‘death rate, condltlons cf land tenure)whlch involve d1v1d1ng the ‘land
~ :

*into tiny parcelf- and the lack ‘of 1nst1tut1onallzat1on of ChL extendtd

rfamlly.
People are dlstrustful and suspicious of relatlves out51de the

nuclear unit: When a new family unrtsls established through marriage

In this.community, bonds with the old family are weakened,. ". ... when
a man grries, he often ceases'tb be'on gdod'terms with a parent,.brothers_
_or 51sters, or with his whole paternal famlly” (Banfleld 1958:112- 1l3)

Due to the hlgh death rate, many chlldren are left orphaned Howevcr

o

they cannot expect to be automatically taken in by otherffamrly members
/ . .

If taken in, the child may have-to act as a‘servant .o ét best he

cannot expect to be treated as an equal by them” (Banfield 1958 142)

< -

‘Banfield. c1tes cases which suggest the frequency in whlch children have

‘ nlghtmares about being abandoned by their families Rural family life
' A
in Montegrano as descrnbed by Banfield is far from the’ ”classic family ’
of western nostalgia.” T .
o o I £ 4
Other Studieasprcyided additional examples of rural settirigs

(&

¥
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-

characterized by‘intetpersonal'suspicion,-mistrust, fear, laclk
’
. , / A

'.cooperation, critical, gossip Orlented behav10r and a general view of

SOOI 0% SO T e e . -

PR .v,____,._\M —— ———

one's social wor]d as a threattnlng place Ham(d Ammar in Egypt (l95$)
. e

- e \

and ClOrgL Post(r's,work in f21ntzuntzan MCXLco (19%7) bLllC thc r

- blLIlLb of the rufal life, Foster (196/ 94 93) dtscrLbes Tzlntzuntzan
. d .

social‘hﬁfevin ‘the' follow1ng manner

there is much lonellncss in the character of people.
Simple frlendshlp and warm feelings without ulterior motives
of ten come with difficulty, and though many people have good
friends, most have very few jntimate ﬁrlends Even within
close famllles there is reserve.

' s
Foster attempts to cxplaln such flndlngs through the tonttpt or

»

"the- l1m1ted good Those holding ChlS v1ew sce almost all of the-
e .
deslrabl things in llft be they land, health love honor 1nrlbcnte
B . \/ .

‘ : k ) ’
or friendship, as cxisting 'in absolute quantltles lnsufﬁgcient to Illl

. ®

even m1n1mal needs of VLllagers (Foster, h§99\123).' In'additiont
o
people bellev1ng in thL llmxted good 'see no feasible way to incgease~
. e
. the llmltcd supply Hence, life becomes a zero-sum Jgame. One family

or 1nd1v1dual can advance onln at the expenSc of another. Love or

frandShlp shown toward one person means a decrtas1ng amount for someone ﬁ;

‘else, vOne_man's luck means»all‘other's mlsfortune.,, %gﬁ :

Tho urban gxoss tultural perspect1VL was- almost ontlrtl\ neglecred

~

' by. the cla551cal approach A-very early work by Miner (1953) attempted

'jto bridge {his gap. Miner's intentLon was to” flnd a city relatlvtl\ free
- N 5
(although. it was not completely so) §f western influence and of indus-

trialization. His SUbJect area was the city of Tlmbuctoo 1n French West' i

-

'Africa; Although the decision may well be argued, Miner characterlzed
l) L. » - . 1 .’\B
' " Timbuctoo, with a population of around 6 000 as a“ city. Folldwing

o
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this, Mirer's examination of the "city! revealed three distinct ethnic

v . i, Rt L

groups and, in contrast to Chicago, 1itt1e evidence of sdﬁ:“i—&lﬁ}ﬂ-is-
. ?

‘forganlzatiOn'"‘On the contrary,” there were strong ethnic and famlly ties:

- Miner's work mlght have prov1ded some quallfltatluns for the c1a551ca1

preSentédvsome:hbvious problems.

A\

'approach. However the comparison between'a "cipy!! of 6 OOO (Tlmbuctoo)

and one of something like 3% million (er example, Chlcago in 1935)

P

Oecar,LeWis (1952) in fﬁstﬂdy of immigrﬁnt:peasants inaMeXico
. <

C1ty, found that lower-class’ re51dents of the c1ty had 1ess anonymlty and -

lessqdlfflculty in adjusting to urban 11fe than would have been

American urban sociology as represented_by the Chicago school- was

. . T
anticipated from classic urban theory.{ Catholic religious life beéameA_
o - ; L ' . S S . .
more disciplined. The family life of these migrants was stable and
. . o R S R
extended kin ties increased rather than decreased
’ 1

. Another early artlcle by Kolb (1954) suggested that ic was

o

»
erroneous to assume: that the Amerlcan pattern (i.e. the pattern of
Chicagt would of nece531tv ‘be relevant cross- culturally for ClthS in.’

"backward areas‘iof the world, KolB SUggested that the tradition of

-

historically relative = pertaps- appropriate to the city of Chicago

during the 1920'8 but of'doubtful'value not only cross-culturally hnt
also fon curgent cities 1n the United States._

Slmllarly McKlmm Marrlott (1959); agreelng with some’ of the points

,raised by Kolb regarding the inappropriateness of'Ametigan urban‘research

for inderstanding urbanism in developing areas;'cited India as a case,

-

-

in point. Althdugh not providing eﬁpiricaL-data, Marriott-suggested

that Indian cities.haveeheterogeneous'ethnic groups without Chicagodstyle N

187
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urbanization. There is numerical density without "universalistic ;

achievemeng” values; and even though posse551ng derse, numerlcally

large heterogeneous populatgons, Indlan urbanltes als@ possess strong

‘

’
primary ties.

wEmpirical reSeafch by Sylvia Vatuk (1532) in Meerut, a medéragelv

i industrialized city of 284»000 people in northern indié; suppeigi

o | L . , -

’ .Marriott's earlier thesié Vatuk'found that migrants to the city\\
usually- had prev1ous ties of v1llage or klnshlp whlch fac111tated thelr
vadaptatlon to c1ty/zire ‘ Mlgrants move lnto mohallas” (eamed and
emotlonally bounded districts of thevcity) and ”.?,\ do not normally
flnd/themselvee 1solated7from soc1aT 1ntercourse w1th‘the1r nelgheors

.2 but, . 1f they are raﬁeptlve;to what’the-mohalla offers, soon becbme-

A caught up in aiweb ef soc1al.obiléations for VLSlting andwg;ge.eerange”
(Vatuk 1972..198).. - TS -

Rebearch bv‘Bruner (1966) in Medan Indone51a a city of 360 000,

found that the range of kinship contacts is wider: in the Clt\ than in

?.the village and embraces a’ ldrger number of more dlstantlv related

lndlviduals Addltionally urban clan'associatiohs‘héve'emerged,‘which\vf

assist in;migrant adjustment. Bruner s gests that this may be a stage

}n/mhg;EEE?ni;Qtion process. .

¢

~

Similarly, Epstein (1967) notes that migrants tovAfrican cities
> . .
have an increase in teelings of tribal identlty for the) become con-
. ,

sclous of their dlfferences In urbanlzed basically non- lndustrlallzed
“African Ndola a city whose SO OOO inhabitants are ethnlcally
5, - miﬂed and hlghlv mobile, Epstein (1969a) notes that there are strong

kinship and tribal ties. \ Sccial disorganigation'is not.in evidence.

- - : e e . e
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. Likevise BaSCOm s (1970) study of Yoruban c1t1es in ngeria 1llustraLes

. the importance of 11neage Strong kin controls exi?t. According to

~Bascon (1970% 1185 “in these é’f’é’a’é’,‘"""'&l{é‘"E‘i‘"é‘y"i"s' ‘a secondary group, while .
the lineage is primary.' = Petersen s (1971) research in Calro ‘tentatively
lends support to earlier hypotheSes by Abu Lughod (1961) that recént
mlgrants to the city f1nd the workings of vlllage SuUpport systems.

Joan Aldous (1968), in a summary of African studies, finds that
the citles of Brazzav1lle,‘Dakar, Lagos, Leopoldville and Stanleyville
retain extended family ties:

. Besides filling recreational, ‘religious, legal or economic
needs of urbanites, it substltutes for a nonexistent public
- . - social welfare program. Kinsmen provide for the elderly and.
O\.. support the sick, the jobless and the destitute., . . . A
\\\corollary of - thlS is that the individual urbanite, far from
facing - the. complex urban milieu as a .solitary 1nd1v1dua1 R
‘éxists in a web of friendship relations in the extended - .

family GAldbus 1968: 305)

Urbanized 1ndustr1alized Japan stands as still another challenge

to the’ cla851c position. Japanese urhan areas do not Esflect th

‘isolation and anonymity which wou. vbe expected by the. writings or che;

'Cl&SSlC trad1tion.(Dore~ 1958 ngel 1967' Abeggler 1968) Strong
5upport1ve ties are provided urban. workers through their long- term

vassoc1at10n with a buslneSS'firm Feeliggs of loyalty, solidarity,

'dependence and belongingness are encompassed in this assoc18tion

Urbanization haa been accompanied by a decrease in raoés of divorce and
) . .

did not’ involve a break with the kinship structure. A version of the\\ufff '

extended family, the stem family, has existed for 400 years and
'continues to exiat (Johnaon 3960) The evidence regarding the family

is not vithout ita purported changes. Dore (1958), studying 100 families

in a Tokyo uard found an increasing emphasis on the nuclear unit.



(i§67) points out that the‘partern has been)forﬂﬁg §Fé@§fh
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v

‘f“Th’s 13plation has encouraged greater dependence between ?

¥ 3

&J“\; : . ' . [ . PYT
B . R T

Family’Qife is much the same as it'was a decade ago, even - - ' k
thewcloee relationship with grandparents and .the frequency '
arrie‘ couples visiting their parents has not. - R
«gs '+ » It is not uncommon for a young. un- ;
live w1th or near their parents. ™ o N ,ﬁ%/c

«*Q%gt chaTlenge to the classical position._ In addition, there .?'l %
T, geruvarxet1es of emplrlcal research challenges. - :.v" ,//
"fw\v{ S 3 . . _ ; ‘ P )
> v v o o _ _ o S e
'_INTRA'-CULTURAL CHALLENGES ' ' - =,
. ’ ’ [} ' ' ) g
A systematic flow. of research began cbsappear in the early — “\

flfties w 1ch chqllenged the valldlty of the cla551c1st ‘argument as 1t
referred to urban. lnduscrwgl 11fe in the Unltéd States. Various forms

_\\\\Bf\ingerpersonal'contaCt wére,fepbrted and used as:examples to either:

refute or'qudlify{the'classicist'argument.

A series of artlcles by Marvin B. Sussman (1953 1954, 1959,

l

challenged belief in the "lsolation of the nuclear family. "His initial

article 1s often cited as a foresunner among the large number of
emplrical works which challenged ‘the classic approach to the famlly

Sussman (1953) found in.his s;ud ffwhite, middlefclass Americans;

. e
. 7_“»'!:
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that parents tactfully gave f1nanc1al a1d to their chlldren in 154 out
o e

. of 195 ‘cases in' hisg Bample Help was both financial and service f

e e e e o [ PO A,

. orlented (e g 5 baby31tt1ng) although f1nanc1a1 \Td“ﬁas rarely on a

{\.

regularlzed basls There_was a reclproc;ty involved with parents .

3

expecting-in return love and affection from their adult children. In
later years,~after the child's owr children were 1aunched, he, in turn,

might reciprocate by giving.assistance to his now elderly parents
S v — . ,

(Sussman.and Burchinal, 1962).

A host of studies began to appear whlch c1ted the existence of

RV

apparently lmportant family and/of/’rlendshlp tles which seemed to

ej?ye been overlooked by the classical apprOach., For example research

'Gbytsnith t 1. (1954), in a central c1ty with a. populatlon of approxi-

v mately 100, OOO and a metropdlitan area of 140,000, found that a large

.

maJorlty of the respondents could name at 1east three ”best frlends

15 2% were unable to 11st at least three best frlends and 4.5% of theLr'

—— — a

sample reported nd?best frlends Smith et al. found socioceconomic .
4 ; g

differences in location‘of friends in this urban area. Lower socioé

3

Meconomic groups were ‘more 11ke1y to have frlends in the nelghborhood

whlle hlgher séc1o economic groups were more 11ke1y~to have510cality

; ’ﬁ ,
centered friends.. These researchers d1d not differentiate bet%een male ’

-and female respondents and in faqt, they did_not.specify the sex qf
L ) R . B ] . ‘\l]
L :

their subjects in this study
An early study by Axelrod (1956), using data from the Detroit

area study,.indicated that forty per cent of the respondents had seen 4\
l
) '/\(
a relative at. 1east once per ‘week and the most important type of
g;
informal social contact 1n the city (except for respondents in the
L’



Clife style;

‘working wives, the fewer the one-family residenceS'andjthe'lowertthe

192

S

highest social economic status brackets) was with relatives. Similarly
Bell and Boat (1957), in . -tudy of males in four San Francisco

neighborhoods, found that informal relationships between friends and

kin were frequent. Of these kin contact was the more important.

i

Garigue (1956), in a_study of basdcally middle‘income French

. Canadians in_Montreal found extensive'kin awareness, kin contact and

kin reciprocity; Garlgue saw the typlcally large French Canadlan famlly

as offering the opportunity te choose 51b11ng frlendshlps based upon s

» similar_interest. Garlgue_interprets the extensive urban kin.network in

i
’ .

French Montreal as neither a-rural survival nsr a consequence of

. shortened'urban experiences, He suggests that it-is part of the estab-

-

‘:llshed values of the French Canadlan culture and is in 1tse1f an urban

P

B

Widely quoted research in Bethnal -Green, a working class district

-~

- in London's East End, indicated intense ties with kin Young and

W1llmot (1957) found that ‘the strongest ties were between mother and

o

daughter. Over half of their female'respondents‘had seen-their~mother

("mum')- within the last 24 hours and about ninety per eont had visited
their mother during the preceding week.
' ~Greer and kube (1959) studied four Los Angeles areas whlch were

sxmllar in socxo economic status and the fact that they had no v151ble

ethnic group concentrations. The areas studied varied in level of

‘urbaniZations..Urbanization'was-defined as ""the* proportion of wivevaho _

have oucside jobs the proportlon of population liV1ng in 51ngle famlly

~dwellings, and the fertility ratio. The greater the proportlon of.,

N
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fertility rate, the higher the urbanization score” (Greer and Kube,

1959 93) « Greer and Kube found through their 1nterv1ews with fcmale

,respondents that the quantity of social part1c1pation d1d not change

. in any dramatlc way between areas. Primar»/relationships existed

/

vthroughout the areas = in sometht Varylng form Famiay and friendship

were of great 1mportance in all areas (Greer and Kube, 1955 109)

Other .studies appeared.which indicated the.importance of the

context‘qfvavailability. Zena Smith Blau's study of marital status,

age and friendship patterns'suggesée that structural conditions strongly
1nfluence the frlendship ties of p”bple Blau found that women who were

_widowed at an early age had difﬁacu\tx_retaining friendship t1e§/ In

‘ 2

contrast, however,_women past the age of 65 who were not widowed had \\\g;\
difficuity maintaining friendship ties. By -this time so ~many. of the

-

- other women their age were w1dowed that the still marrled found them-

selves out51de these friendship circles. - R
" Similarly, intensive interviews by. Cumming and Schneider - (1961)

of adults between ‘the age of fifty and eighty 1nd1cated that the hiéhest
morale_was among w1dows Var e lowest among older married women. | _",
However; for married women the presence of sisters‘tended to offset 1ow q'
3‘morale; Cummings and Schneider also‘suggested that the ser differentials
in mo;tality may make ‘the older woman with a. surviv1ng spouse feel like
a fifth- wheel among other women The presence of ; sister however,.‘
provides such a woman with a reasonably assured female fricnd.

Aida Tomeh (1964), in a study of metropolitan DetrOit‘.compared'

the amount of informal soc1al participation between three scttlement

patterns: inner city, six miles or less from the center of the business
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districts outer city, more than six miles fren the center but within K :
. a LT PR ‘ P . .

the city limits; and the suburban area. Her data 1nd1cate Lhat thc

e e e e e i e et e e el B . .

dlffercnces be tween part1c1patlon in 1nner and outer 01ty areas are
. . - . - //
small'but participetion increased acrosé‘city.limits. She found no

ifferences for males and 'females. However, Tomeh found'that.blacks_

. . o .
, . SRR : . - o : L L

/// and single people had higher participation rates in:.the -inner city zone
o~ ! b : ) . L i ’

]
VI ¥

2se groups is,

"t

_ o e
than in tHe %;burbs. The concenttation of both +&

S C ] ! ) o )
“higher in & inner city, sdggesting the importanuﬂ fnstructural effects

- on interpersonal relationships. Tomeh suggests that suchjftructupal
7~

B . ) ‘J -

effects may be of greater lmportance to rates of part1c1pat10n than zone
. i
e‘of re%kdenceh The studles of Bﬂau (1961), Cummlng and Schnelder (1961)

> .

. and Tomeh (1964) serve to’ suggest the 1mportante of population com)\\~yr

'p051t10n ‘and its reLatlon to Lnterpersonal bonds N *

Eugene Li‘&}w(wwa; ’1960b; l965)"d'id research to detefminec

- o

» whether an extended family orientation was'detrimentqq to geographic or
3

occupational mobility (1ellowing the classicist assu tion-that soc¢ial

andrgeographic mébility are neededTin the mo 'ustrlal soc1et\)

U31ng as his suthcts 9&%tﬁn¢e mothers under 45 vears in Buffalo, thwak‘

- ,/

. 'challtnged the assumptlon that the lsolated nuclear family is the mos t
functional for contemporary ;ndustrial society. thwak 1nterpret€ hlS

[T to sugbest that an extended 1am11v orlentatlon is not incon-

lth either occupatlonal mObllltv (1960a) or geographlc mobilirty

'(I?bOb) ‘ Litwak assumes the Unrted States prev1ouslv had an extended
1 : . '
fmmily pattern, but it has now moved 1nto what he terms a ”modﬂfied

:

4”extended famlly. ‘This, Litwak describes as

-+ . consisting of a coalltlon of nuclear famllles in a
. state of partial dependence Such_partLaI dependente means
o8 o



LAY

. 195°

. . : 2 : . | o S
.\ . SR o o \
’ ' R ’ : ' ' . T -
A ' " . p b
-
that nuclear- famlly members exchange SLgnlfl?ant services
with each other, thus d1ffer1ng from the isoYated nuclear - . >

family, as:well as/reta1n considerable - autonom5 (that 1isy,
not bound economically of. .geographically), therefore . . e
‘differing from the c1a551cal extended tamlly (thu@b{ 1965 291)

4

In a 'study entltled The Urban Vlllagers, Herbert Gans (1962)

a

N »\‘studled the Italian worklng class c0mmun1t) in'the west end ‘of Boston.

" Gans found ‘a strong sense of communlty in this urban area. Re51dents
"3 ”

.of the area were person oriented and behav1or was ¢ontrolled. through

among other thlngs a phys1cal cnglronment whlch facilitated sur-

. . .

. ) E f
. velllance of one's nelghbors Gans refers’ to an incident regardlng boys

-

4
~w~from the communlty who were sent away from the Clty to have the

» advantage” of summer camp and~felt great lonellness away from thelr
- area. Cans’ description is'remlnlscent of Zorbaugh s (1929) earllcr A

. -~
observatlon regardlng the recalc1trant slum dwellers who refused to- be®

S

rehabllltated by belng moved out of the slum. Gans however; 1nterorets
this as a reflectlon on©the rewards and.supports of the communlty in
contrast to.Zorﬁaugh s 1nterpreta&ion thch d1d not’ allow for the 1nter-
ipersonal rewards of communltybllfe in a slum area.. I |
{‘ ‘ ' Another study by Llebow (1967) also suggests ‘the lmportanco‘of i g

etbn1c1ty L1ebow s study of lower class black mén followed a format

o quite- 51m11ar to Whv§% s earllerbmentloned study ol Itallan street.
cozner.gangs Whyte (1943) had cr1€1c1zed fhe'fallure of the‘Chlcago
school to see the organized aspects\of slum llfe .7g lLke manner, -:' e

‘Liebow's work emphaSLZes close ~knit pr1mary ties among his urban lower-~-

-

class subJects
The relat1v1st approach showed increa31ng sensit1v1ty to. sex

dlfferentlals Pavt1cu1arly in family stud;es tnere was a broqs awaref
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ness of the jmportance of the ﬁemdle Qin‘hdrytrad;typnar,role-at least)

] -re

1n«ma1nta1ning contacts w1th extcnded kln¢ Study dfter study has

Lndlcated maJor sex dlfferences For examﬁLe, authors have noted the
o . ' : . .t . .
eloseness of mothgr and daughter relationships in«wd&stern society *
o . ' e e 11
(e.g., Gans, 1962; Komarovsky, 1964) Sweettzer (1968:236) has noted .
N 1" ‘ . N : . . ) .' j : .P .1 "
sthat a-matrllateral.em haé&s in 1ntergenerat10nal relations is, ° ) .
CO R : 3 « ;- ! 7
characterlstlt of famllles in urban lndusétlal societits, despite the

i [

. . . e 153
§bilaterality of kinship norms.'" Garigue (1956) fOPnd,French Canadian

a

women;in Montreal had greateruawareness of ‘the kin group and\were the»

W

most active agents in malntalnlng kin-ties and contacts. Adams (1968)9*~ “

- . % L .&'
" found that Greensboro, North Carolina women had a greater sense of * - .. e, ¢
) obligation to 'parents and‘were closer to them affectionately Irv1ng s

¢(l972) Toronto study found that young husbands and wives were both* more X’///
llkelv to conflde in the w1fe s parents than 1n the husband's parents
The Lnterestlng research of LOWenthal and Haven (1968) suggests that

among the San Franc1sco rtsidents studied, *women\ere more likely'’ than

L

men’ to’ haVe some\form of intimate relatlonshlp w1th another person
<

.
.

. \‘.'
Mtn who had such a relatlonshrp were most likely to have 1t with a ulfe.‘

In contrast, women weré more likely 'to indicate that‘their iptimate
» ) ’ B ° : ‘ BN . ) S
relationship'was’with a child or friend.. L

: X ‘ .
More recently, hlstorxcal analvses have appeared wh1ch prov1de
. N . ,. v 4 .
addltxonal arguments regardlng the cla531t approach A maJor work,was

SJoberg s (b960) hlstorical study of medieval Europt,‘tradltlonal Chinat

nd1a which emphaSLZed the lmportance of dlstlngulshlng between

Lndustrlal and "’ industrlal citles \Xﬁberg faulted urban researchers
B .
for failing to.make such distinctions earlrer. Contrarycto the =~ %

B N . . ~

o - . L o '_ 3

» : . ’ . . : C LAY
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classicist assumption, his data indicate the importance of the family

K

in pfe-industriali;éd citiéﬁ and suggest that the large ekténdgd family
was not characteristic of rural areas but was more likely to be found
among those who could afford it = the urban upper-class. However,

. Sjoberg's research did not make comparisons with the available data,
which suggest the importance of_extendéd kin ties in industrialized
urban areas.

v ) ‘ oy ) .
The work of historian, Phillip Aries (1962) attracted the notice

of family>sociologists ahd continues td be,referre8 to by }hose L

N o , o o
challenging the classicist argument. Aries argues that thé western
. o _ .

o
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family has been moving toward a nuclear form since the thirteenth_ century.

: Sihiiarly,-Furstenberg's‘(1966)’hi$torica1 survéy of family life in the
"United States suggests that the nuclear family form was charactéristic

before-far-reaching urbanizaticn and industrialization.

. Still .another historical anélysi§'by Sennett (1970), a study of

LChicago’between l872 and 1890 ﬁsinchénsuS_and*city directoryldata,

found that both sons and fathers residing in “extended" ﬁamiliesﬁ(nnclear

families with' one or more extra adults in addilRmg. to parents) showed .

greater occupational mobility. than those in nuclear family.households.
., . , . S aa -~ v ' o .

Sennett suggests.that, contrary to the cldssicist position, the nuclear.

family unit may not be conducive v - .parat’ .n for life in industrial
_ A ; e _

society. .Sennett reasons that, in an extended setting with more than .

. - : . L . Lo VAR )
_ one ddult working, there is discussion.of work in the home, hence childr
.can prqfit‘f;om the work example. Sennett's intéxpretation»éf hig data
is not altogethér convincing. Additionally, he isVering,to'explain

ey R o . ‘ ) . : : v
mdlfivariate,relgtionship by a single variable, .that of.f%Pily com-

position. . . ' s - S - 3\
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 vJsomg1type of conjugal family pattern

. . \ S -
.generational families sharing resideﬁgg — at

n\xf’ N , '
T~ - . ¢§§. S . ) . .
other historical study suggesting that industrialization and-
extended familialism may meéh well "is that by Adaerson‘(l973). Studying
' - ) i i . v . ‘
an;English industrial ‘town [of 70,060, he found that in 1851 thefe were
: _ » A L s

more families living with kikh in residence than a previous study of
: % ’ . . .

%

pre-industrial families had indicated. Andérson argues that, contrary ﬂr

) "7 - . . .
- to classica. assumpt%bns,Aone could well .consider /the benefits of three-

|

eas't in. the.initial .stages

of industrialization. .In such situations, older people could take care
. . s - g )

of children while-both parents worked. iHence non-nuclear kih would

<
> < . ’ 4
actually be an economic asset.. :

A work which attempts to integrate and-interpret divergent

-

findings on urban induscrial kin was published by William J. Goode in

1963.. Goode studied family patterns covering a period .of approximatelf
fifty years'%n the West, the Isamic Arab World, Sub-Saharan Africa,
ya . . .

India, China and Japan. Goode's basicrproposition was that the social

forces of urbanization and industrialization were working to produce

e
g 1"
.

.that.is toWard fpwér kinship o
ties with -distant re! kiVés and a greater emphasis on the_nuclea£ famil§“
unit of,c0uplg dﬁd’c ildren" kGoodé,.1963:l). ‘Goode qualigiéS'this
statémeﬁt by‘éuggesting: (1)‘that famiiy_system§;beginfat different
bhistoricél'éoints so that, their convérgénce ;éwérd theAideai typical
coajuga}'ﬁamily méy be ét‘d{ffereﬁtAratéé‘of épged of_in d?ffefene\\‘;__,f

‘diréctions; (2) the means by which industrializationnpr‘urbéni;atibn

have.impact is not clear; and (3) there is a need to consider the. -~ .

effect of ideology and value changes.

~

Good's book is a widely recogﬁiied:andtwidely quoted contri- :

Tl
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bution to the litereture on’ the urban industriaI family. The dbta,
-

however, cover a short time perlod hence At is hard to Judge wheLher

his flndlngs represed% a long term trend or a short term fluctuation.
.He implies tngcflhere may'be yariOuS cypeitof conjugal family,,however
‘he does not specify these. Additionaily, the study.does.not differen-
tiace be tween subtypes”ofdindustfialism or ufbanism or die;inguish' L

between gie'impact of urbanism and the impact of industrialism. How-

effort to interpret and integrate

ever, Gdode's work represents a majo
a e v :
diverse findings.
Stﬁ%l other research appeared which attempted to challenge the
: S ’ . ,
classical position By'pointing out that there is no one-to-one relation- -
) . -« 3 ,
ship between_urbanization' 1ndustr1allzation and the nuclear family

J

Research by Nlmkoff and Mlddleton (1960) found that approx1mately half
.

of the soc1et1es 1n thelr study have. 1ndependent nuclear fam11y unlis
Thls type of famlly in fact, was‘subscantlally-correlated‘with hunting-

-+

gathering-cultures. In contrast; the extended family tended to be
.associated with settled agriculture and rights in land. Greenfield'

(1961) rcsearch also posed a challenge by~ p01nt1ng out that the nuclear
v;:" , N »
famlly is the idealized form of family 11fe in the non lndustrielxzcd

vBarbadoes. . ’ ‘ . o

Similarly, a study by Burch (1967) using South American censusu
T
data alsn challengedﬁthe idea that a common ancest al home (one of the

.

‘dafrequent imputed accompaniménts of extended family 1ife) is characterlstic

rural dvellers.. Burch_provided examples‘of situations where the

s



‘A recent Canadlan s tudy also challenges the classic approact.

Howard Irv1ng (1972) in a book entltled The Famlly Myth, studled middle

and lower middle class Protestants of British orlgln 11v1ng in Toronto.-
As ev1dence attacklng the "myth" of the 1solated nuclear family, Irvlng
cites such flndlngs as the follow1ng eléhty six ‘per cent of his r
respondents had parents and/or’parents in-law llVlng in the metropol1tan
Toronto area; seventy five per cent visited the eir parents weeklv Or more
often; and thlrtyvelght per cent wished they could see their parents
even more-often;v40ne-half of the sample had resided either with their
parents or parents in-.aw at some Lime since their marriage.

Other research 5uggests (predlctabl\) that'relationships may oe ‘
more. conplicated than . prev1ously thought, Rosen's" (1973) study of 167
lower class Brazilian famllles divided the rcspondcnts into- four groups
- plantation peasants, recent rural mlgrants to the clt\ establlshed
rural migrants and native urban dwcllcrs Rosen found a curvilinear

. . . 5 . . - < }
,relatlonship be tween equalltarranlsm, oprnness apd*wesponsrveness in the

famil - ¥ The hrgh'point was reached by-established'rural migrants.
u~\\\ﬂrffﬁough theirvsocial position was little different from the long-term

rural resident they'had experienced‘,aCLwrdlnb to Rosen a recent change
*/% e for the better in contrast to ChL “village lrfe Hence; ln hls stuoy of

achievement orientation he found these famllles to be the most open and

responsive - despite the1r urban environment. 'Osear'Lewisc(1952)_notes

-cultura

that .such cro %,.. .provide evidence that urbanization’

is not a single, unitary, univer llifsimilar process but'assuges

different,forms and meanings’ epending‘upon the‘prevatlihg:ﬁiﬁtdric

economic, social and cultural conditions."
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Some writers have attempted to explain the qualifications on the
isolated nuclear family hypothesis.- Winch and Blumberg (1968)., for
‘ example, suggest that in American society‘alone there may be at least
three ma jor familial types: (1) a nJclear’unit embedded in an extended
kin network; (2) an isolated nuclear,;hmily;_and (3) a mother-child:

- nuclrar family.

The number of studies citing examples of one form or another of
urban industrial kin contact has jncreased. These have been viewed by
many writers as major'challenges to the classical approach to the family.
Some have gone as far'as'to declare the issue, in factg resolved.
Susaman, for example,. is quoted_as having made.thé following statement
in 1965: : N ' S -

The isolated nuclear family is a myth. This has already been ‘
conclusively demonstrated.- It does not merit any further
attention of the field, and I, for one, refuse to waste any

more time ‘even discussing it (Sussman quoted in:Gibson, 1972:13).

Similarly, in a survey of studies relating to urban friendship, -

Greer (1962:91) concludes
Informal part1c1pat10n in frlendshlp relations, with- individual . .
friends or friendship circles is an extremely frequent )
occurrence. & Friendship, outside any organization context, is.
a near univers@}l in the city, the urbanite.is seldom completely
isolated from thls type of prlmary relatlonshlp .

Thus, in contrast to the major thrust of the_classlcvapproach to
urban ihduétrial social bonds, thé empirical evidence comprising the
'relatiVist'approach suggests major qualifications. Data from aflarge

number’ of studies appear to refute the notion of loneliness, isolation

‘and attenuated kinshlp ties and suggest the importance of both family

- and frlendship. Addltlonally, the ev1dence suggests that theSe ties are

' relatlve to such factors as ethniCLty;\Yife style .social class and gender
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THE RELATIVIST_APPROACH AND EARLIER ASSUMPTIONS

.o < - " C o -

We will now turq to an examination of the relativist approacﬁ
and its relation to the nine assumptions earlier delineated in the work

.. of the European theorists. The purpose of this section is to determine
. - : 2 : :
whether and to what extent these nine assumptions permeate this approach.

1. The assumptjon that rural-iﬁterpersbnal'relationships
, : ‘ ” e ‘

4

are superior to urban interpersonal relationships

e As indicated in the‘examiAatfon of the éertineat writings of thé’
R . . v . - b

. three early Eyropean theorists,_there was a strong tendency on the part
»qf both Tgnnies andfsramel to romanﬂieize raral life. As a coaséquence,
‘their judgmente of urban life\wgré deflected‘by bastoralist a55umptiohs,
The work of the classic'approaca; in tﬁie century{vfrequently‘refleetedl

variants of the paétoralism found in the writings of Simmel andtTBnnies.

-Rural kin and extra-kin ties’were assumed to be significantly more

—_l

rewardlng than those of the c1t), soc1al traits a55umed to be

gharacterlstxcally rural were. also usuallv broadly deflned as the.com-
ponents of a rewarding‘relationship; and the social traits attributed
to rural life are assumed to bé eitaer sharply attenaated in the city
ory if present to be atyplcal of urbanlsm |

y The 1argt amounc of pu&hlshed research on rural d ”simpler”t

‘secieties was a potential beaefititeAthe relativist approach.. However;
diSCiplinaryedistihttions bet;eeneaathropologieal and socioidgigai’work-
have often ;orked againet an appreciation for thexfiﬁdings ofeealtural-
.anthropology: Tﬁe‘majorvdeviationeqfrom,the’traaitional peLief in

rural Qarmth and tranquility reported by such writer??as Leﬁis‘(1951)

.



a : R ' t . ' i 203

and Banfield (1958), among otheré, have been difficult for both soeie-
'logiste and antnrppCIQgists to accept. Fester (1967) has recently
observeqltﬁat‘reeearchers frequently facelprqblems in trying to
internalize tﬁeSe accounts which defy the idyllic vlew ot the‘rural
”gobd’life.”Br These flndlngs go.agalnst strongly held cultural
'definitions. Several observers have commented on ‘the contlnued tendency
to romanticlze rural life_and“rural sotial.forns (e.g.,.poode; 1973;
Strauss, 1968; Wellman et al., 1971).% |
| . An interesting.way innwhich,pastoralism ie'curredtly reflected§
ié_in the‘uae of rural basea termindlegy to deseripe soc¢ial conditions
‘ , .

which appear go refute ‘the cla331c position. " For example Gans (1962)
refers to the Itallan-Amerlcans lanOSCOH -as "urban v11lgg s” thereby
perpetuatlng the bellef-that v1llage ties are necessarlly close knit and v
' supportive. (Banfield's (1958) study'of an Italian village found
evldence quite to the contraryj, Other”relatluist studies‘are.fend'of
referring to the'Village aspects of urban llfe (see fischer; 1973). The
frequent reference to "village-like" qualities to describe tlose-knit.
supportive ties in urbanﬁareasrrefleets a paetoralist bias. The lure of
such terminology‘eeems.harauto eeCape. It w111 be recalled that Durkhelm
etood eut for his cautious;evaluatiens:of rural llfe‘and for the fadt
that he did not eastlgate urpan lire.(in'contraet to Simmel and Tonnies).
ﬁurkheim Waaiunique in suggestlng tnat eities may have;insulated areas
which provide much spcio-emotional support. iHowever,iDurkheim did not
usé village or rural_terminology_to.descripe these areas but inatead

: referre& td-them as cities withinrthe city (DUrkheim 1933 299) In

doing this he av01ded pastoral1sm and allowed for the pjgsibility that

| S
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the closge- knlt ties were in themselves urban characterlsclcs. In fact,

however, we do not yet have adequate ev1denge}%b know whe ther the urban

\ .

villages are characterlstlc of urbanism or are } pa551ng phase in the

process of urbanization. . R . . o ’
: y
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Similafly, relat1v1st termlnology w;th regard to the famlly often'

il . .
reflects the 1deallzat10n of rural famlly life, For example L1tw1ck

(19613 1961b) suggested the appllcablllty of the term mOdlfled extended
amily as approprlately descrlptlve of family relatiOnships in the

-Unltéd States This term has been rather widely quoted. However it

" invokes the belief" ln the earlier domlnance of an extended famlly

orientatlon This is a bellef whlch ,as mentloned has been challenged by

_several observers (e g Furstenberg, 1966; Greven, 1973).

L}

2. The assumed superiority of emotional in contrast to,

‘xational interpersonal relationships [

4

3. The assumed. superiority of role generallzed as opposed

to role spec1f1c reratlonshlps

¢

é assumed superlorlty of endurlng relatlonshlps

v 3
‘ in contrast to tran31tory relatlonshrps ’

Three assumptlons regardlng th’,favorable qualltles of a social

relationshlp were examlned in the work of the European theorlsts. ALl

three of these wrlters Tgnnles ‘Durkheim and S1mmel shared the v1ew

that relationships which endured over time were superlor to those of

;short duration. Simmel and Tonnles emphas1zed the. superlorlt) of

-

'relatlonships based upon emotlonallsm in. con&rast to .those bdsed upon -

Qs
B

- . -

f‘..
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rationality. With reference'to role'specific relationships, Ténntes

was the only one of the three to assert.that a role specific relatlon-
‘h sh1p is 1ess rewardlng than a role generalized one.t Simmel was explicit
T in- statlng that the role specific relatlonshlp was not necessarily a§§

less rewardlng to the 1nd1v1duals 1nvolyed than one whlch was role

generalized
~ B

- o 'Thétclassicist approach_tended to accept all three of the above

i

sociaifpsychological,asSumptions. These ~early writQ;s‘frequently

described both 1mp11c1t1y and exp11c1tly the qualities of a good

%a from-

relationshlp Given the 11m1ted base of emplrlcal research d

which they could operate' the definlng quallties of a rewardi”.»relationf

‘Shlp were- frequently based on guesswork HoWever unsubstantlated
Judgments regardlng urban 1ndustr1al 1nterpersona1 ties have continued
‘to be made in the relatiV1st approacﬁ in spite of the hroader base of .
existlng emplrlcal studles from which it could draw; Insufficient
,attentlon has been given to developlng measurements sen51tive to the

nuances of reward in 1nterpersona1 encounters
o .
We have grouped the discussion of assumptions two three and
four because they tend- to‘appear as a group in the relatlvrst writings.i'
These social psychological attributes are in fact, the qualities often.
“assumed to be encompassediln the term ”primary relationship " ‘The N
'distinctlons be tween primary’and secondary relationships are-common in .
this literature " The conoept of prlmary relatlonship is usually in-
tended to be synonamous w1th a rewarding socio- emotional relationship.

,The family is considered as the prototype of a. primary ‘group. Snandard

(although admittediy varying) deflnitlons of primary group encompase

\ o
. J . Kl ’ : o
;




206

the characteristics of role pervasiveness and sometimes -long duration
1 . - .
and spontaneity. Cooley's original definipion included the following:

By primary groups I mean those characterized by intimate
face-to-face association-and cooperation. They are primary
in several senses, but chiefly in that they are fundamental
in forming the social nature and ideals of the indiwvidual.

- The result of intimate associjation, psychologically, is a
certain fusion of individualities in a common. whole. .
-The most important spheres of this intimate association and
cooperation though by no means the only ones-are the family,
the playgroup of children and -the neighborhood. '

(Cooley, 1915:23-24)., .

quley's-originéf definition is often altered{ Davis' (1949:3008)
definition, for example, includes inclhsivevknowledge of the othe}}and
feelings of spontaneity. " The defining qualitiés used by dlfferént

writers are not the same; they are.often not speéiffed,:yet we absume
the tqu'”primarY" relationship to have an agreed uponvand faﬁfly
S B ’ . NG

preclse meaning. There is a repeated tendency to assume th%& emotion=-
- . T v
. C - b . c .,-":’b’ :
ality, long duration and role generalized relationships agl§- superior to -
: . - < . . ) | “‘.Q\*‘[]’ : .

. their'opposites;, These are social psyéhological aséumppffns which’max

-

\;""l'.," .
well be valid. We are noé\g}tempting to make a case\@jéftheir
' E » . ke _AERA .
\@é%&%%gfempirical test,
These are important assumptions. They rélabgﬁggﬁﬁﬁggtype of judgment

R ' o ERe |
passed upon urban industrial life and its intexn

invalidity but we are emphasizing the need f£

gnal relatiphsﬁips.
If orne grénts_(ahd this is ﬁoé yet adequqtelyuégtabllshed) that.
-ratlonalitf, role'gpepifig encounters and éontacté‘of short‘dufétion"- .
‘are more'ffeqﬁently encountered in Qrban ihduétriélized sétting;“thaﬁ
in pfe-urban or pre-industrial settings, a generally "nggativé"

: : : vy B _
evaluation of the 'social rewards of these quafities will also color the
 percépt1on of urban iﬁdQstrial‘interpersonal life,. The work of the

relatiVist_approach,has»generally not drawn upon‘a valid, social
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psychological data base to support. genrvalizations concerning the ‘''good"
. - ) -~ : X
interpersonal relationship.

P

. 5. The assumed validity ofggeneralizations derived

from unrepresentative categories
. —

The work of Durkheim and Simmel on-urban industrial interpersonal

e

relqtionshibs gave minimél attention 'to the impaC;lof sex, age or'sociékn -
élas?Adifferences. Tgnnies; in cdnﬁrést, made anvinteresting attempt to
éccognt for difféfences inltypes'of interpersbngi relationships by
‘equating_Gemeinschaft'natural‘will to those wﬁo were in what might be
'tefmed the Traditipnally iégs powerful posiﬁions inbsociety, i.e:,'the
less educated,‘the economicélly'disadyantaéed, wohen and thé young.
ihe cléssicist approachﬁtsnded, oﬁ éﬁé~wéble; %9 éive minimal‘aCtgn;ion.
to sex, class or ethnic differenées‘in thg sense of incorporatihg thém
intq_théir‘expianétory ffapéwork.
o ' 4 .
"In contrast, the relativist approach has been_sensitive to cléss,
~ethnic aﬁd éthef background variations. Thﬁs, researcﬁérsvhave cited
the impoftan:_influence on social bonds of ethnicity (Gans, 1962; Winch
, éna Blumbe%g,fi968); life style (Leibow, 1967; Michélson,'l970), Social
: Ciass, (Gaﬁslv1§62; GreEr;-1962;V1rving’v19715’ age (Rosbw, 1967) and sé{
(Garigue, 19562; Bott, 195?; Gans, 1962; Komarovsky, 1964; Adaﬁs,bl9§8;vg
‘Sweetqgr; 1968; Irving{ l972)~andithe»coﬁtext of aVailability (Blau,
19si;_gumming agg,séhneidef, 1961;:Tomeh,.1964). |

A major deficiency of the revisionist approach has been with

‘regard to marital categories. Family is narrowly. and ;raditionaily

‘defined. Fe@ studies have considered fhe impact of marital status on
/ a ! . :
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- Gibson (1972) is an initial step toward remedying this deficiency.

A . 208
adult cohtact/;ith parents, siblings and other relatives. Thgorizing

has focused on a '"Noah's Ark" society'where most adults come in. pairs.
: . v e D :

B N
4

without giving sufficient attention to the kinship implications of

various forms of marital status. Research in the United States by

.

Cibson's_findings_suggest that sTegle adults-are most integrated into

the larger kin-netdork followed by the widowed and the divorcéd Nuclear

~ 4

unlts (as the c13551c approach in fact argues) wgre the ‘most 1solated 1n
terms of extended kln contact. Large ngmbé;s of divorced and singﬂe-
people .have been overlooked'ﬁn research on kinship extension. This =

omission is a form of continuation‘of the carlier aséumption of - the

adequacy of generallzatlonspbased upon’ unrepresentatlve categorles

.

Family ties have frequently been examlned with a 51nglu/£amlly form in

mind. The valld1ty of the resultlng generallzatlons for different

family types has yet to be ascertained.

£

6. Thc assumptlon that urbanlsm and industrialism = .1

are ‘static pheriomena

Urbanism andiindustrialization'continuéiinfthe relativist, approach

to be cited as variables related to changes in socio-emotional relation-

ships, Some of ‘the same problems which characterized the work ‘of the
European theorists and the classic approach are repeated in the
relativist approdch.

For examplg, urban areas are frequchtly defined*by size. Miner

. ¢1953). referred to. Tlmbuctoo as a cxty, although lt had a- populatlon'}

2

of 6,000. In contrast Abu-Lughod (1960) refers to Garawan, Egypt with
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-

{ . o L N
a uopulation of some.B,OOD as a‘village. The Unlted States Bureau of
4

the Census takes 2 500 as a cut-off point be tween rural and urban,

‘ while Keyes (1958) suggests that 25 OOO is a reasonable cut oﬁf p01nt‘

RN
for the Unlted States. Gibbs and Davis (1958) assert that for inter-

natlonal comparisons; a cut- off pornt of 10 OOO is appropriate, while E
Sjoberg (1965) claims that in cross- cultural research size alone isi
not an adequate determinant of urbanisn1£3830berg notes that a c1ty of
S, OOO in Mex1co ‘1is different from one of 5, OOO in the Unlted States
Certalnly the development of reliable 1nd1ces of urbanlsm is a the31s

\‘/‘ K
in 1tself in the field of urban soc1ology< Variations on Wirth's early

7

v distinction between thercomponent of size, density, and heterogeneity

have been’attembted.thowever; although size has long been recognized

.

. as problematic,'it is a frequently used indicator of urbanism in this

2

iiterature}
In the research'on'interpersonal relationshibs.there'has‘ ”
frequently beenhinadequate'distinction.made hetween‘estabiishedeurban
T . : _
areas and industrialized'areas and those'undergoing rapid growth: 'The'

generation part1c1pants may have qulte different adaptations to family
and friendship and in addltion may have low rates of inter urban

geographlc mobil1ty AdditionalLy studies of rural migrants suggest

1

’ stage of_development is an'important conSideration Second and third ‘

that there are many variations between types of migrants and their urban

]
1 .
|

adaptioh (Bee Brody, 1969)

-

Sjoberg 8 (1960) historical research sensitized others to dis-

]

tinguishing between pre-industrial and induatrial cities. - However,

modern industrialiaﬁ is still often not distinguished from urbanism
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cities.

eventual global unlty of humahkind was also reflectéd in the claSSLC

i¢‘\ . - . - ‘21Q

(see'Goode,v1963). The examfnation of the impgct of industriglization

-

‘on social bonds has suffered from lack of differentiation between'various

forms:of industrialization from single company towns. to multi-industrial

5

~

. . . ( i
Urbanization and industrialization continue to be cited in the!

literature” as varlables of major signlflcance to the quallty of mo@ern.

cial life. . However, as concepts they present problems Hartley (1968)

uses\the phrase tha. "jingle fallacy to refer to t

-’

or more things are called,by the same - name they are

thatkif-two-

Sumed to be the

. same. It may=he argued that both urbanization and lndustrlallzatlon
;suffer from the Jlngle fallacy” in that both are often used to imply a

'»wide range of processes. As explanatory concepts they may attempt too

q -

much, glven that sc1entif1c analysis needs to follow the pr1n01ple of

Occam's razor, 1.e., the law of parsimony.

7. The assumptlon of a unidirecticnal path to modernlty
Tonnles, Durkheim and -Simmel all tended to assume a unldlrectional
path to modernlty. Tradltlonal SOClctleS were seen as. almost 1nev1tably

succumblng to the forces of modernlzatlon The aSSumpthn of the el

/. v

-

approach often through the domlnant assrmllatlonrst_ rspective.’ In"

contrast, the relat1v1st approach has exhibited greater senslt1v1tv €0,

dlvergent forms of modernity The older a531mllat10nlst perspectlve

has been at least partlally tempered by several observers. Divergen%

ethnic adaptations may be’ of long duration. They way not necessarily

L]

e,

‘suc 39b (or indeed may not be allowed to succumb) to the dominant

I3
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ﬁculture (Lieber;un, 1961; Horton, 1966 ; Metzger, 1971):

While therc has been greater appreciation for the sociological

importance pof cultural and sob—cultural_differencee, interpretations of

. non-western social behavior are sometimes imposedvfrom'the outside rather

than judgéd in cultural context, This practice can be seen as another

imanifestation of the"assumed‘globalvunity of humankind.(Northrup and

Livingsto?).1964;"Etzioni and Dubow; 1970; Alatas, 1972). This practice

.
1

acts to make'suépect the appropriateneés‘ofa&any relativist studies.

.

8. The assumed sufficiency of an ahistorical analysis =

As discussed in7the earlier chapters, Tonnies and.Simmel.gave

o or

scant attentlon to historlcal data in their maJor works. A similar

tendency was reflected in the early~classical approach. This occurred

‘despite the act that Sociology in ‘its initial deVelopnent had strong . s

links Qithvhistory.' The:writings of the relativist SEriodvsuggeét a-

slowly developlng apprec1atlon for histfrlcal data Until very recently

- [

there were few h1stor1cal studles ofgfﬁg;family with much scholarly

=3
repute (Goode 1963; Berkner 1973) SJoberg s (1960) analyses

stimulated 1nterest in hlstorlcal differences 1n the cxty and other

' vorks have followed somewhat sporadically (e g. Furstenberg, 1966'

Sennett 1970) North Amerlcan socio%ggy is only very recently becoming
aware of the possible utility of historical data Such data-is not only
useful but essential in studies which attempt to explain long range

societal trends. There is much historical material available ‘on- the

o
(Powell 1968) Demographic historians have been conducting some

Ny . .3

intereating research on the hiltorical family Census manuscripts ‘and

':ide_infornation regarding births, déaths, patterns
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-

of re-marriage and so on. ‘Increasingly while some sociologists have
become apprecggtive.of the possibilities in historical materials, some

~

historians have become morq appreciative cof quént{fication,and the use
of sociological concepts (Gordon, 1973). The need for reliable- h

historical data is particularly préssing iﬁ<theywork on modern social’
bonding because of its explicit compafison point in the past. However,
. . | % % ‘ | .
there is ‘a general dearth of studies using primary historical data by
~ 7L ‘ S
socioldgists. Nor are sociologists being trained in historiography.

This lack is still reflé%ted in the literature on the family, extra-kin

~ties:and# the urban industrial setting.

9. -The assumed adequacy of -Culturc bound data - ,0

i

for generalizations abaut humankind

The work of Tgnnies;-Dutkheim and Simmel, and the work of the

classical approach to'urbanwindustrial social bonds,. were characteriied
by very limited use of cfgss-cultural comparisons. 'If was the dearth’ of
N . . - . H . ) o
supportive'cross-cultural,evidence.which_made the classic approach
vulnerable to attack from the relativist approach. As cross~cultural

stidies began to accumulate, many from anthrepological field work, .the
validity of earlier generalizations ‘was calléd into question. The

Culturally l%%ited-fécus of the classic studies.and their frequent
failure to'bqiht‘to the limitations in. the generaiizability'ofvthair '

2

" findings éah be"attributéd,tb severaipfactors, soﬁe'bperating indivi-
dually and others'in'concert:v che‘limited funds for cfoss—tul;ural

- : ' : e . T NI .
research; the then relatively narrow problem oriented focus of sociology

" in the United States; some erroneous extrapolations from United States'
) .. ) : . . = 1ed .
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3 \ - k . : .
based data;jg humanity in general;'and finally, the errors of readers who
'SpmetimeEKmefécéd findings specific to a gIVeﬁ setting: and generalized

them‘beyond-théir intended limits. In addition, and in contrast to

-~

anthropology, cross-cultural work using many of the traditional_tools
of sociology seemed particularly difficult to transfer into a quite

different cultural setting.
‘ ' a8

a The relativist approach, while appreciative of cross-cultural

data, has o ten overlooked an important dimension. This is a dimension
‘ : T . ,

which‘réflegté an aspect‘of the abovegaséﬁﬁptioﬂiof the European
thedrists and the“classicél appfoéch} The meaning of £ehavibrs isvoften
imposed. from outside rather than judged ‘in Cultural ﬁontexf. 'Fdr ’:
ekamp}g, evidence suggesting'ﬁhe exis;eﬁce of urban friend oi‘extendéd
kin supéort invnoh-weétern ;fban ihdus#fiaivéggtiﬁgs usually doeé not
indica;evwhethér-these sééial ties arévdiffef;nt from village settings
in the‘séme culture. Tﬁe ai3covefy,of suéﬁ’relationéhips by Western
researchers‘says.iittle‘about how the participéﬁts Fhémsglves judge  the

quality of their socio-emotional ties. The cultural cohtext‘qf such

‘)rekétionshiﬁﬁ has_nogbbeen édequatgly c§nsidered. To find a,higher
number of kin visitations in Qrbaniéairb ghanAin-the Uﬁited States may.
sﬁggest to~aiwestern oBSerﬁér_(e.g;, Petersénﬁ,l§69y that extended kin-

"~ ties are strong‘bug Egyétiaﬁs may use oaber indicétioné'tb'defiqe

' strength'of‘kinuiies. Do the residents of Cairo or.Tokyd believe that.

the quality of family or extra-kin ties were pettér in pre-urban or pre-

industrial periods and, if so, does this influence their judgments

regarding their own socio-emo;ional-tieg}?v'The'meaninglof_extgnded
, _ . y -

famiiy of'friendship in its cultural context has not_been»sufﬁicieﬁfl§f 1 e

G

ot d

N v N ’ C C kY . s R
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cexplored by rescarchers,

CONCLUDING REMARKS

.

Of the nine assumptions which have been examined through the

-

articulation of the European and classic approach to urban industrial

social bonds, some have made thelr way into- .the research in the

relat1v1st tradition This more recent genre of research is the
currently dominantvapproach. However, it is far f{rom being integrated
by an explanatory theoretical framework. It has acted to set up

qualifiers on the claSsic approach.‘ The relativiét'approach continues
-

/yo manifest examples of pastorallst evaluations regardlng rural inter-

e

personal llfe The p051t1ve evaluation of'emotional, enduring_and
role peryasive relationshipsvover their'opposites flnds its way, still

3untested, Lnto this approach through the very common distinction be-

A

tween primary and secondary groups Methodologlcally there are the

.

beglnnings of interest in hlstorlcal analv51s - at least in the use of

secondary data. Therc has also been a broad cross- tultural emphaSLS
fac1lltated 3v a supportlve f1nanc1al as well as. 1ntellcctual cllmate

>
0

However, the cross- cultural research‘ﬁrequently lnterprcts behavror
w1thout Sufflclent appreclatlon of the cultural context. Urbanlzation

. and 1ndustr1allzat10n as explanatory concepts in this fleld are commonly

Y- P

' used but Stlll ‘not well clarlfled ‘The assumption of a one—wayftheory
of modernity.has been generally qualified however it sometimes re-

appear: under the guise of sttern perceptual -blinders. We thus see

fs, N

R

dlSthCC progre;l in some spheres regardlng the Cxamlnatlon testlng or
el & U : : i
chaLlquing of L-xlier assumptions and other areas whlch still reflect

L . >
. B .

N - ) RN . , . .
~ A . .o . . s
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the earlier assumptions common to the European and classic traditions.
'The final chépter will suggest research foci which may aid in clarifying

L] .
some of these issues.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

oo FOOTNOTES

&
R

1. Komarovsky (1955:231-232) quotes from the follow1ng textbools-

1llustrat1ng the attitude ‘toward parental attachmtnts L\\h

1f thpre is a bona f1dc in-law problem the young couple need /

first'of all to be certain of their perspective.  The
.success of their marriage should be put above everythlng \1
.else, even above attdchment to .parents, ‘Husband and wife.

must come first. Otherwise the individual exhibits im-
‘maturity (M.A. Bowman, Marriage for Moderns, p. 328).

‘Close attachments to mémbers of the family, whether parents
or siblings, accentuate the normal difficulties involved in
achlev1ng the response role expected in marriage (H. Becker

- =~ and R. Hill, Marrlage and the Famlly, p. 349)

.there is a call for a new attltude, a subordlnatlng of‘
-and to - -some extent an aloofness from the home of one's ‘
childhood (E.R. Groves, Marrlage, 1933, P 274)3

#aDo not live with or in the nelghborhood of your relatives
and in-laws, and do mnot allow them to live with you.
-(H. Hart, Personallty ‘and the Family, p. 129)

2, At the time of writing The Folk Culture of Yucétan tRedfiéld was
.aware of Tax's work. - However, he handled it mnot by questlonlng the
validity of the attributes at either end of his dlchotomous classifi-

catory scheme, but rather suggesting that there may be, in addition,
ofther’ ”causes” for sccularlzatlon and individualization. '. . .The
Yucatan materials. . . induce the writer to propose that increase of

‘contacts, brlnglng about heterogenecity and disorganization of culture,

constitutes one sufficient cause . of secularization and 1nd1v1duallzat10n

" And the case of Guatemala. . . suggests that the development of 1mportant

commerce and a money economy may be-ancther such sufficient cause"
(Redfield, 1941: 369). Redfield also wrote on the Guatemalan merchants
(1939), however, with a thrust different from that of Tax. . . concludlng

~that "a prellttrate life with a local’culture and the personal and

magical attitude toward nature-which ‘is characterlstlc of the primitive
world is quite compatible with commtrciallsm and d pecuniary economy"
(Redfield 1939, 1962: ”09) :

Later thfleld attempted to- explaln the evidence of Sol Tax that

"Guatemalan Indlans in non-industrialized v111agés have weak family

' instltutions RLdflle stated -that: B W

A
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.in the case of the. . (p?eindustrialized). . . Guatemalan
societies the development, partly before the Conquest &nd
partly afterward of a pecuniary economy with a peddler s
commerce, based on great regional division of labor, together
with a system of regulations imposed by an elite, with the

- use of force, may be the circumstances that have brought about
reduction'in the importance of familial 1nst1tut10ns‘and
individual independence, especially in matters of livelihood

¥ (Redfield, 1947:252). ‘ ' .

3. Foster (1967) asserts that some English words which, in his view, = - _ﬁ

are necessary to use in évaluating peasant cultures, carry unavoidably
value-laden connotations, e.g. cooperatlve hard- working, competitive,

..critical, gossipy and frlendly However, one could well argue that the

English language ‘has a great deal more flex1b111tv than Foster gives
credit.

b4, With regard to the influence of pastorallst ideology on soc1al
scientists, Strauss (1968) makes ‘the- assertion that the writings of
soc1ologlsts essentially parallel and are not necessarily any more:
sophisticated than ‘those " in the popular media. = In Strauss' view:

Indeed, v1rtua11y all the important urban sociologists in any
decade. .. . can, without stretching credulity, be viewed as’
" articulate: spokesmen excellent rhetoricians, for less

sophlstlcated versions of the- same" v1ews ab0ut c1t1es (Strauss

1968 516).
5. Winch and Blumberg (1968 1972) have attempted to study extendedness
.of kin against the variable of societal complexity. By societal com-
plex1ty they refer to the institutional arrangement for providing for
societal subsistence, 1i. e,, either hunting and gathering, sedentary
. ragriculture or 1ndustr1a1 Thus they gtgpp together various forms of
‘- industrial societies. > AT o

v : , : .

6. Vidich and Bensman (1960) in their study of a¥small upstate New
York community of 2,500 suggest that the layman's definition of rural
life influences his behavior. They assert. that im "Springdale" there
- is a strong identification of the community as a good place to live in
contrast to nelghborlng areas.

"It is 1nterest1ng that the belief in the superlorlty of local
ways of living actually conditions' the way of life. Sprlngdalers
'make ‘an effort to be friendly' and 'go out of their way' to help

N newcomers~(Vidich and Bensman 1960:32).

Vidich and Bensman s methodology is generally vague and the
emplrlcal basis for the above conclusion hard to evaluate. However,

their observation suggests hypotheses which would be interestlng to put
.to empirical test. :



CHAPTER EIGHf
 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
/ | S

IN’I’RO‘DUCT‘I‘ON ‘ ' : - ' ‘

The ijeét of tﬁis sgudy has beeﬁ to examine ;he trend of socio=-
‘logical rééearcﬁ'with referencébﬁo'a specific area of géncefn,‘namély,
- the néture of urban industrial soclial bonds. Ourbexamiﬁétion started
with late ninegeenth éentury'Europe andvthe pertiﬁent w%itings of thr¢e '.
méjorvtheorists;oFerdinand'TBan§?, Emile Durkheim and Georg Simmel.
Ninevprevaient‘aSSUthions-Qg;e £§oiated ffom the works. of thesé
theorists. folldwing this, we examined the pioﬁeering'studies of_ufban
induétriél socig[ bonds carried oﬁt by éxponght$ of the American classié\
épp;oagh, with‘a view'covdegerminipg whetﬁer and the exE?QE.CO which the-
nine assumptiéns of European theorists permecated e;;ly'American reéeérch.’
We’then‘copcluded wi;h an examination of the empiricai challeﬁge to the
»ciassicq}!ggg;oacﬂ.thth has bgén poéeé by ﬁhe‘relaciyists in the past
tﬁo.decaAes. Thévrgiativisz abproach.was also examined against the
earlier nine éssumﬁtion§.< The&reéﬁlts”of this_analysis §ugge§t that
:séVéral of tﬁe'agsumptions ofvthevearliér‘Eufoﬁeah forefathers have
'folléwed through Eo succeéding géneragioﬁs ofvsociologisté and ha%e
’ someﬁimgs Seéh-téken as sélf;evident truths.

th;ie the focuélof this s§udy,has‘been ﬁhe commonrgésumﬁtions
_charactefizing the sociological’apprdach to the study pf.m66¢rnvsocial
boﬁdQ; the,resﬁlté have, imﬁlicitly,or-ekpliéi;i?; revealgd:a theme of
incfementalism of‘ideas{ each Suildingfupon its predecgssof, .Nevértbe-
Ies%, tbé main interest of thig stﬁdy is'not so chh Fhe erlution of

218
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ideas as the attempt to

i

during different eras.

4 30 )
observation that ". .

4 # “
it is much\ﬁasmgr-ﬁp p01nt out the fauLﬁgi

.‘1’

errors in ‘the work of a 'VQ a dlStlnCt and fﬁ% "  »
exposition of its value.
ma jor social ‘thinkers, we-intend 1ess a CflthlSm oﬁ them and their - C ey
- - oo Y . .
ideas than a warning to those who have used this work‘withoutgsifting

carefully for some shortcomings. - As poted_by Merton (Coser; 1971:viii) s

. . . if we confine ourselves to pious commentary on the .
founding fathers instead of trying to develop their ideas B
through further cumulative efforts, we decline into- scholas-

ticism rather than advance into scholarship

3

The critical examination of the assumptions underlying the work .
~on urban industrial social bonding as well as the evidence upon which

this is'ééfed, underlines the state of indetermirancy in this area.

B

There has’'yet to be a clear statement of the problem, much less'a'pléar

‘provisiqn of’empfrical ‘answers regarding whether and to what extent
modern humankind is $uffering an attenuation of social support tiles.

This dissertation has focused on the extent to.whrch the . assump- -
tions delineated in the wqu of'Tgnniés, burkheim and Simmel have carried

over into several generations of research. As a result of this analysis,

we suggest that there are-some particular issues to which at;entioh
should be drawn. - Among these are (1)-conceptual handicaps; (2) in-
attention. to .the possible relationsﬁip between patterns of social bonds

and the life_hi3tories of families or'individuala; (3) issues.regarding

2

cross- temporal and cross= cultural analyses; and (4) failure to develop

-emplrical measures of the gualltx of interaﬁ§§onal ties. Each of these
issues will be discussed in turn.
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A

NEW CONCEPTS
-.Various writers have_suggested that modern society is moving in

the direction of'gfe?ter éeégraphigél mobility (Jennings, 1970); more
shor£~1ived peiapidnships (Bennis,;}968) and greater éocio-emotioAal

COntaéf outside the family Qnit (Constantine and Constantine, 1973; - "

y , , .

Otto, 1973).‘ To eXahine ﬁﬁe}validity Qf th¢se charaﬁterizationé; soéio-
logists may well need concepts whiéh‘are;sensitive to ﬁew_fofms‘of
‘reiationship. .Tﬁe inadeqhacy of the'traditiénal concept of ”familyﬁ has

{

been suggested by some Qriters and attempts have been made, in the face

of alternatlve ”famlly forms and new life-styles, to develop new
oy, : ’ : '

o~ . .. . . ' . .
r _ deflnltlons of the family. Weigirt and Thomas (1?71) feel that such new

s

definitions yould aid invéStigafors ﬁo avoid thé fallacy aﬁd value
éOSition of "socio centfism" By whicﬁ thgy‘méan the'”abso;utiéing” of a.
past étructﬁre,

Donaia Bail (1970)Ais-one writer who chﬁées on re-dé%iniﬁg the
famfiy innan7;ttempC-to prévide_a”concépt.whi?h aLso.éﬁcémpasses hp@o-;'
sexual‘ﬁni;;s and éomﬁuqal groupé. Ball proposés chat_thg fa@ily be
;e?ﬂefined as é uqit‘consisting‘of ”domesfic:and»sexuaily‘consequential
éohabi{afipn;” By séxualljfconsequential Ball mean3~théc>the unit eithér

lis prévfding (ot has provided)'sexual gratificacion forzi;s memberS'and/v
or has ﬁroduééd bff-sPring. thie_Ball's r;fdefinipion of tﬁe family’
may repregent an advancement over earlier deflnltlons,‘it doe$ n§t'covér

_famlly units con51sting of 51ng1e parcnts with a optl d/ghlldren vmarltal

'relationships which have never been sexually consummgfgﬁ or other variant

’family forms. ﬂ{v

e AR One ‘can apprec1ate the intent in re- deflnlng the famlly un" for

[
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there are recognlzed "family~1like" focms which require conceptual
coverage. Anthropologlsts for example, have explored the implicatiors
of kin cerminology as applied tc those in_non-kid.relationships (Pitt
Rivers, 1968).1 However,_;here are in addition,'other types of poten-
tially intensc interpe;sonal relationships which élso y@rraﬁt recognltion
»in'fhe léexicon of sqciél science. Examples of these include communcl
- religious brothérhocds; ;ntense fr13§ﬁsh1ps* wartlmc ‘buddy relatlonshlps
.5nd.the llke; ‘Thes? relationships-may‘provide substaptlal_socio-’
emotlonal;rewacds such ‘as’ are provided by some consangulneal cﬁdvmérltal
relaclonships." ‘ e I ' : .
_Thc resclcs of this scudy suggéét that in additicq to f€£defining
age-old‘cchcep;s'auch as the family,bthere is COnsideraéle merit in
/developlng new-concepts which cut across kin and extrc kin barrlcrs ‘and
Ty ;
are also sensitive to variations in the dcgrec of interpersonal, rewards
in either kin or extrarkin relatioﬁships._ To thlS date, the sociologlsts'
lmaJor conceptual tools for dlstlngulshlng bctween morc’reéatding" giix\f\\\;g
”less rewarding" interpersénal relationships have been the coccepté of, |
: pfimar’y and seccndary relationships, the assumption being that. family is
'a.primary felatlonéhip.' There,are broblem§ witﬁ~these conceptsifdlating:
tc: lack of agreement'cn chéir.Aéfiqfﬁg'qualitics, cmpirical scbétan_
ciation of their cc-vgrlance,and iﬁsufficicncwtest of their socio-
ecotional rclcvance.' R . -_ o

o “

It is here argued that a broadcning of our concepts-to'cover both

kin and extra-kin ties in terms of relationships serves thk: purpose of

eliminating some'redundancy in empirical investigations regu:ding soc131 *
'bonds; may provide a broader cénceptual umbrella for theory'development

.
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and, finally, may motivate researgﬁers toiaésumc a less rdhanticized
view of the f%ﬂily and to;examiné‘thé charactéristicé héla in cdmmon by
:those intérpefsonal felationShips invcompléx soc;etiés which eithgr meet
or do not meet the relatedﬁess,needs of>indiyiduéls. Up to this éoint,
sociolog} Has‘quuééd more upon the'culturalLy defined label (i.e.;.
,friend, sp0use? 1 -workér) ;athér:pﬁa? gxamiﬁin&hthe compbnent pértsIWhich_
define a‘”réwardfng relationship.” | _
e

ASPECTS OF LIFE HISTORY.

| vTﬁe examinatioﬁ éf va?iopé aspects of thz life history of indi-
viduals or families may reveél‘ﬁatterns in interpersoﬁal‘ﬁonding tha;’
- even have crogs—cultgral'countgrpartst For.example,'as indicated eg;lier;

there 1is reseaféh evidence which suggeéts that people of different marital

statuses are differentially integrated into the larger family context.

’

.

Gibson's (1972) research_iédigated that ;hcbhigheét dégrée of integration
into the‘lafgef kin network chérécterized single adults, followed'by thé>
widowgd, tﬁe‘divorced, and the mafried,’in that ordqr, Variatibﬂ»in
>family)pattefhs throughqut the life histo;y of per1e neéds to be con-
sidered. What is the'impact of rémarriagé on exgended kin ties? What

is the impact of ;he'pre-pafental; garenta} and pgéf-parent§l nuciear
family phases_oh:extehaéd'kin contact?uf L
Whi}éxevidenéé suggéé;s the imﬁortantvfole which-womeﬁ play im thé 

maintenance of kin ties, the 1 plications of this ‘evidence remain to be’

adequately explored. This téo, may be done in a life history context.
What is the impact‘of.employment'oﬁ the married woman's contact with kin?

14 there a sharing between working husband and working wife in maintaining
. - | . . N . : . - ) ’ .
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and- initiating kin contacts? What changes occur in the retired male's

A

relations with kin? Changing definitions df sex role behavior may

»

provide. the oppertunity to obtain important insighgs'which would
facilitate a broader'understanding Jf factors associated with inter-
.,' . . ) , ) . , \ . N .
personal attachments. N

L.

Similarly, examination of a family unit over time may reveal .
b periods of intense kin contact beyond the nuclear unit. A historical

o

study of elghteenth century Austrlan famllles by Berkner (1973), for .
v example, suggestid that by followrng nuclear unlts over time rather. than

relylng on statistics from aggregate data, a»larger proportion of them

than earlier research-had suggested had had experience with extendedness

‘at® some point in tinea
S1m11arly, a recent Toronto study (Irv1ng, 1972) lndlcated that of .

)

“the sam§}ﬂ of Canadlan born, lower—middle class, Anglo’ Saxon Protestants

married fiﬁgeen'yearS'or less, one-hFlf had resided with either parentsv

/

; _ ‘ . )
.or parents-{ﬁ-law'at some time since their marriage. Although there are

variant operatipnllzatlons of ”extendedness" in the llterature, one of

the most stringent usually refers to famllles 11v1ng toge}her under ‘the

N

same roof. If we were. to. examine the extent to which North Amerlcan
famllles have shared thelr home wlth non- nuclear relatives . at some p01nt

~in their life hlstory, we might find a much higher 1nc1dence of extended- .

ness than would usually be expected;

Similarly, if studies_were'done on a cross-cultural basis in

S ,

cultures tradltionaII} assumed to have some form of extended family, we
may f1nd maJor variatlons ‘over the llfe cycle of the family in the

1nten51ty.of contact with non-nuclear kin. While'recognizing that crisis

e
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situations probably are”a common unifying factor, even within traditional
T . - \ ‘ .

societies, the housing, financial orZemoE;onal demands and rewards of

extended_kinship may vary greatly oveg&&ime and circumstance. An dnder-

standing. of these may glve greater*&n31ght into contextual 1nfluences

whlch may mesh or conflict w1th value ' preferenCcs

CROSS-CULTURAL AND CROSS-TEMPORAL RESEARCH o ' g
'There is a combined need for more cross;remporal research and forfw
‘greater ingenuity and innovativeness in crosstUltural research. We %ﬁg‘
) : [~ R . . - s . X R 4,

shall take each ‘in turn. M o : : ‘s

- There has.been a conslstent lack of interest in hlstorlography'\&
in the works considered in this stud; Onlx recently haue steps been -
taken to change thls 81tuatlon 1n soc1ology Ahlstorlclsm P esents

. » Né

particular problems in research on soc1a1 bonds, malnly becaus K%f the -
lmpllcatlon of change from an tarlier point in time, All too .often, this
'llmpllcatlon rs 1mpreclse and/or mlsleadlng Partlcularly 1n the\area of .
the family,bthere is an abundant supply of "oral history” available.
.The dangers of relying on.this for anythlng otherfthan whac'it-;;presents
kitel;,what resbondents‘say they believe happened) should. well be.

. B -
appreciated.2 ‘Goode, (1963 6) has called attention to the dangers of

'relylng on bellefs 1n\:the classxcal famlly of Western nostalgla " By

.thls term Goode is referrlnb to a popular belief in an earller perlod B
h}%e the famlly_represented a.self-sufflclent collectivity,of séveral

-generations;llviné a_happyi interdependent life on the‘family'farm. As
historical data accumulates soclologlsts are beblnhlng to be aware of”

the problems w1th suth rvmant-clzed ver51ons of the past

o~
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However, the gap between awareness of the utility of historical |

data and the ahility to use it is wide. If we are uncomfortable with //

the'problems of selective recall in gathering ''oral histories,'" it is o
‘not reassuring, yet also not unexpeetedl‘to.learn that‘historians ‘too,

3

may operate under some romanticized views. SJoberg has noted that some

v,,l

N

more -literary-oriented hlstorlans have a propen51ty

. . . to 'make history'live to the extent that they may be
guilty (from the biased view of the scientifically oriented
“social SClentlSt) of overpersonalization of their data -
even of romanticism (SJoberg, 1960 20).

Similarly, historical writings tend to,be somewhat biased in
favor of eVolution.as.opposed to devoFution. Charles‘Tilly“(1970) notes

rgthat history abounds with examples of devolution such™as the movement
VAR A : * ’

"

toward pastoralization' in France between 1750 and 1850, a periOd when

“previously scattered industrial producers concentrated in the cities
and, thus, freed many French communities to’beeomeimore'”rural”‘as they .

'focused more slngularly on agriculture. Unfortunately, Tilly feels that

these devolutlonary changes have- been frequently overlooked by hlstorians

%

for there is a broader 1nterest 1n a %sxkable theory of development than
a workable theory of “decline (Tllly, 1970 462) We may,also note,

although Tilly dges not mentlon thiSq 5hat there may ‘be: planned de-
o
o " /

: volutlon. For example, a soc1a1 vengnt may work to reverse family
o‘ . M kS

life‘to,the statushguo ante. Evkdence'regardlng devolution o;§}153§€§~“‘ .

postulates of .. 1rrever31b111ty aﬁd unldirectionallty, however to get to

e
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. 1)
There is a need .in sociology to overcome the unwritten assumption

Ehat an ahistor'ical approach is sufficient. This may be achieved not
only by déveloping the appreciatioﬁ for secondafy-historical data, but
also by the recognition that pfimary'historiCaI data is a valuable.

‘research resource, as well as a tool for unobtrusive measurement. The

use of historical data insures that sbcioibgists are senéitive fo the
féqt that all'thaf_went on befofe ind@striaiizagion»of Qrbapization,is
not a monolithiq entity. _Wé need ;éliable Histé%iéal data.g; be able to
intelligently intéfpret'the relationship betweeh‘urban'industrialisﬁ

and social bonds! As Thernstrom (1970:29) has observed, 'the réal choice

- is between explicit history, based on a careful examination of the

. L . . . { ) ‘
" sources, and implicit history rooted in ideological preconceptions and

uncritical acceptance of locél'mXS:ology;”
IWhile appreciation for the utility of crosé—tempofal evidence may

have lagged, the cross-cultural perspéctive has been emphasized in recent
years. However, much of the information which we now rely upon regarding *

'bre—industrial, pre-urban societies is, in fact, from the field ethno- .
graphies of anthropologists. Hencé,rin-attemptingvto use contéﬁporary;‘

data as a source of comparison between urban industrialized and rural

o _ _ - S . S
pre-industrialized settings we are often dependent upon the observations

of a single observer., Sohe'thirfydngrs agd, Ralph Liﬁton recognized
this "as a poténtial problem and noted

. The only check on such potential sources of error which is
possible at the present time is to have each society studied -
by several -investigators. These -investigators should work
independently and should be as diverse in their own ‘per-

~sonality configurations as possible (Linton, 1945:40).
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‘A recent proposal, reminiscient of Lintoh's'early suggestion,

.

" 1s that of D.T. Campbell (1970); Campbell suggests that the‘same unit

-
o

of observation be examined from independent points of observation - a
kind of triangulation of observers. Varying blends of ‘cultures and
researchers could be combined and their agreement and disagreements on

cultural traits examined. Although there would still be indeterminancies

N

regarding the validity'ofvobservations, multiple ethnographer studies
would provide & means of examining these to determlne whlch ‘are suggestlve

of 1nd1v1dual blas which a product of 1nteract10n be tween SUbJECt ‘and

observer and which characteristic of the culture in'quest;on. Campbell'

=i

suggestsvthat researchers from diverse cultures: be used. Campbell s
suggesrlon focuses on ethnographlcvresearch but can bevseen in varrant
form as most useful to ahy type of Cross=- cultural research- 1nc1ud1ng
survey research. We are now at a pornt in socrology where we ‘have ﬁany

tralned researchers from dlverse ethnlc backgrounds An adaptatlon of

Campbell s technlque seems valld -and’ accessible to” scudents attemptlng

2 w3y
to study the quallty of 1nterpersonal ties in cultures whlch are.

°

ba51cally alien to’them. o : ' : —
Arnold Rose (1967) has,cautioned that some of our reSearch

,techniques_may; in-practice' be self- fu1f1111ng prophec1es The merhods'

, employed may produce flndlngs c0nform1ng to our hypothesis. Thls waruigg

’

" may ‘be particularly appllcable to cross- cultural research Western
observers who do research in an alten env1ronment (or those operacing
within thelr -own national sctt1ng on an alien sub group) may well prOJect

their own 1nterprerat10ns onto the1r subJects behavior and use research
insrruments whlch facrlitate ‘those 1nterpretatlons : For example, the

C—
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judgments of an outside observer and the measurements which he uses may
- < . - o ’ .

appear to indicate extended family ties and lack of urban anonymity in - -

Tokyo, Cairo or Bombay. However, .in -order to examine .interpersonal

relationships in their cultural context,-a variant on Campbell's

éuggested me thod pf'griangulqtion_of 6bservers.may‘well prove useful.
QUALITY OF RELATIONSHIPS
The indicqs of interpersonal‘ties have beéhvproblematic{ The

focélxquestibn.with.regatd to urban industrial kin and extra-kin ties

coricerns the guality of intsrpersonal'imtcractibn'in'moderh society.

‘However, the measurement echniques have -usually focused on. frequepncy

. N S :
or kind of interaction rat ality of ‘interaction. . Hence,
studies have used as indicat¥rs of /kocial ties contact via letters, one
calls, social gatherings or the provision of space . - visiting relatives.”

ThE-diQersevindieatorS‘of friéndship or extended kin orienta ion‘have

" usually not dealt with quallty of contact

% One study, which_actcmpted to: meaSurc llt\ 01 lntcractlon be-

o

tween‘friénds wdsrthat of Guterman (1968) In th study of whlte collar
and managerlal hotel employ es, Guterman developed:what'he-referred to
as an‘index of intimacy' HlS 1ndex lncluded the dlmen51ons of intenSLCX

-

'_(strength'of afféct) cxtensxtx (measured by a questlon regardlng the'

range of toplcs discussed with each’ frlend), duratlon and interconnected-

e . b N

uness (as per Boct,,l957). Cuterman's;;eporcing of the‘procedure fpllcwed-
in coding his intimacy index is incompletgi‘howevéf;7it}sdggests an
..atteﬁpt tb'ngdify compdﬁent parts of incerpersogal7iﬁtimacy.

< - . N
o R

L3
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of three components which he del1neated-as: (l) number oftpeopleyin the

1229

. Slmllarly, Levy (1966) suggests that kin solidarity nay'be_broken

4

down into at least three component parts intensity (strength of affect),

strengdf\(prlor1ty 1n Wthh relatlonshlp stands) , and contact (type of

)‘

,relatlonshlp) As can be seen there is some overlap betweep . the cate—

o

~gor1es proposed by Levy and those' used by Guterman

v

Marsh (1967) has also 5uggested analy21ng kin solldarlty in terms

kin network; (7) the- extent of Lnterdependence ‘and (3) the extent to

~which Rln tles take precedence over non- -kin ties. He suggested that

/

these -may each vary indhpendently of one another.
Thc 1mportance of guallty relatlonshlps as opposed to quantlty is

empha512ed in the research by Lowenthal and Haven (1968) Thelr data‘on

" older Amerlcans 1nd1cates that the existence of an intimate relationship

IS

was more hlghly related to hlgh morale and good mental health than
elther role status or h1gh amounts of soc1a1 1nteract10n ' The presence

of an intimate confldant was measured by the queStion "Is there anyone

in partlcular you conflde 1n or talk to about yOurself or your problems?' .

(Lowenthal and Haven 1968:22) . "

If quality of socral 1nteraqtion proves to be a more 1mportant

A2

'varlable than quantity, the extent to which social relatlonshlps in
. urban 1ndustr1a1 areas can be characterlzed as a zero- sum game may well

i be explored. ‘Bott (1957), Tomeh (1964) and Shulman (1971) have referred

to the possible addltlve nature of social relatlonshlps By this they

mean that there may be a maximum number of close relatronshlps which a

' X
_ person can have. Foster s (1967) applicatlon of the 1dea of the limited

good to peasant societles may be _more broadly applicable If the possible
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> number of, close friends is c1rcumscr1bed and perhaps as well ‘the number

of effectively functioning family ‘members (which.Simmel had ‘in fact

.6

suggested) thlS adds another dimen81on to studying rural- urban differ-
A
3

L _ences. The distinction between'quantity and quality of interpeISOnal

relationships shoiild be.fursher eﬁplored.

A CONCLUDING:O&SERVATION A
Futurists have predicted.that the_western world (or at least,

I8

some parts thereof) may be mov1ng toward ”mobicentricity” (Jennlngs

41970) //In such a settingzkthe dema&ds of the work world w111 requirer

that people move into temporary work modules set up on ‘an ad hoc basis.
Bennis has suggested that modern society may be mov1ng, in fact from
the bureaucracy to the ”ad hocracy (Bennis{A1968). In such a setting;
people will have to?attune themselves morefthan‘ever beforeltodrelation-

ships which are focused, shortelived‘and based on‘rationality'rather than

P .

emotionality; in short, what have been traditlonaliy deflned as ''secon-

dary”‘relationships . In a similar vein kantor (1972) has suggested that

-

‘the short- 11ved anarchistic commune, as one of several p0551b1e forms of

'.communal living groups, "is a new alternativc on the North American scene

which may well satisfy the perceived needs of a segment of ‘the population

_The/soc1a1 psycholog1ca1 assumptlons and orlentation prov1ded by many of

the writings surveyed would 1abel the Mad-hocracy" and the temporary

© commune as examples of decreasing 1nterpersonal rewards for the people

1nvolved. However, we need more reliable evidence. vWe’cannot.predict

the impact of prOJected social settlngs of the future*yhen we still have

<

5@0 develop mechanisms’ appropriate for Judging the rewards of social
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settings of the present.
.L.L.thyte (Koestler, 1964:175) has observed; ”The.awkward fact.

.that reason, as we know it, is never avare of its hidden aSsumptions has
‘been too nuch for some thlosophers 'ahd even many scientistg to admit."

ThlS study has attempted to delineate some of the hldden assumptlons.

whlch have appeared in much of the soc1olog1ca1 research on urban

1ndusﬁr1al soc1al bondlng in the belref that an awareness of - these
assumptions may clarify some research issues in this area. ’Throughout

the discussions of the vorks»of TBnnies,vDurkheim,>Simmel, the classlcist
approach and‘the relativist approach, the focus has‘been-on-a specificr

' common theme, the.imputed dinunition of social support ties.in modernd

life. Sociological attempts to determine the nature of modern fanlly

and friendship ties have often oontinued'to exhiblt assumptions common ‘
‘to the work of nineteénth century social thlnkers These'are‘assumption;‘E%)
whlch have colored and sometlmes constrlcted research efforts. lt is a”
popularly held belief that modern soc1al bonds have not only changed but
are‘less rewardlng than those of a preced1ng era. This .is a theme of
anc1ent-duratlon' however its valldity is far from hav1ng been estab-- .
lished. The ‘current challenge for soclology is to set a51de some earlier
assumptlons and move beyond the level of folk w15dom not because folk

wisdom is necessarily invalid, but because it needs to be sugpected to

| adequate’empirical tést.{ » e o S e
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CHAPTER EIGHT
v ]
FOOTNOTES ¥

1. Pitt Rivers (1968) makes a distinction be tween consanguineal or
affinal kinship and ”pseudo—kinship.” Pseudo-kinship refers to non-kin
relationships which are labeled with kin terms. He lists’ three types:

(D) figuraﬁive'kin terminology which may ‘be only a convention of speech
(as, for ‘example, childrgﬁurefering to.a female family fridnd as "auntie';
(2) "fictive" or "artificial" kinship which is kinship by attribution,

as, for,example, in the Japanese practice of the mukoyoshi .or adopteq

'”groom-foster—Son” role; and (3) ritual kinship which refers to ties of

blood.brotherhood, ritual.COvparentthd or god-parent and god child
relations, { o E .

]

2. _Thernstrom’has cited as an example of the possible errors.résultihg

from ahistoricism, the Yankee City studies-of Lloyd Warner (Thernstrom,
1970). Warder had an aversion -to relying on what he 'saw as the '"bias"

" of historical interpretations. For this reason-Warner relied on "ora] -

history" in his study of Yankee'City. While people's beliefs regarding
theirnpas;.aie significant data .in some research éontexts, Warner used

‘these as a baseline for examining‘community change. These memories were

3. One could attempt perhaps to make a case for a current romanticization

©of rnon-western urbanity on the part_of western sociologists. Behavior is’

imputed without knowledge of how the participants themselves evaluate
their situation. It almost appears that ‘there is a'rush to judge the
non-western, urban industrial world as personifying some thing akin to the

earlier stereotypes about rural life. -For example, Abu-Lughod's (1961) -

study of migrant villagers" adjustment to the city of Cairo very carefully

- stated that the suggestions that Wirth's view of ‘the anonymous, impersoral

city might not be substantiated in Cairo were hypotheses. However, what

- Abu-Lughod qualified as hypotheses have been rephrased and treated as

facts by other sociologists.(e.g., Sjoberg,‘1965b;226;‘Marsh, 1967:197;
Shannon and Shannon, 1967:56) ; Tilly and Brown, 1967:145). It has _
remained for Petersen (1971) to report an initial step toward providing
the"beginnings.of empirical test of Abu-Lughod's'hypoLhéses regarding
Cairo. . : e ' . : '

fv

. - o . o L .
4. Litwak's widelykETted s tudy relating.extended family,orientation to

geographic and social mobility, upon which he based his concept "the
modified extended family" relied on a questionable measure of extendedness.

-Litwak measured extehded»family oriénﬁation by the  following

three questions:
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1. Generally I like the whole family to spénd'évenings toge ther;
2. 1 want a house where-family members can spend time together;

3. I want a loéation which would make it easy for relatives
‘to get together;

4. I want a house with enough room for our parents tovfeel
free to move in (Litwak, 196la; 1961b)..

Those respondents in agreement with items 3 and 4 were labeled. as
"extended family" oriented. Those in agreement with only 1 and 2 were -
nuclear family oriented, and those disagreeing altogether were non-
family oriented. ’

In this study, Litwak found that those who had an "extended
family orientation" were no less likely to be geographically mobile.

?k§§?
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APPENDIX A

Problems in The Use of Bolar Type Constructs -

A\ . . o

As discussed earlier, dualistic distlnctions are part of a long

history of philosophlcal religlous thought Antithetical distinctions

v

are also commbn in popular thought Additlona§§§ .many of the‘major
social thinkers from the mid- n;neteenth century up until the present
have made use-of dichotomous constructs Such constructs as Gémelnschaft-
Gesellschaft Mechanical- Organic Solidarity, Institutional Companlonship,‘

are well estahllshed in the gen@ral vocabulary of soc1ology These

\

%f;ﬂjyalistic distinctions have takeh many forms; however4 they have often
g ‘ -
}»;heen used to-broadly characterize whatyhas been for many writers basically

~

a'distinction between rural versus urban' -Ip ‘spite of'(or perhaps, in

part, because of) their popularltv, such polar dichotomies present certain
pitfalls Some ‘of these pitfalls were recognized by maJor théorists after

they found themselwves historicallv assoc1ated w1th partiéhlar polar types

£ Y
»

Polar constructs .are frcquentlv used in examygation% of modern soc1al

1

bonds thus an explitﬁtion ot some of their problemdtlc adgécts seemsv

- =

5 : ) . : . R R
necessdry e , Vi . ) .. oy : 7
. N 1

\ / L. \'<"’V’I, _‘I'
R Redfield s folk urban: dichotomyvls an cxample of one Qf the motre

) "
,"

commonly c1ted pular constructs Probably the most detailed criticism
:of thls dicbotomy wasvmade-by Oscar Lewis (1951) Et will be'recalled
”that Lewis initially lanned to do an elaboration on Redfield s 1930 study
of Tepotzlan Mexico. Howeyer,‘afterjfinding sharp discrepancies bexween’
;his observations and thoseipreviously,made by?ﬁedfield,hLewis;decideé'in

FRRE

favor of a re—study: Some of -the discrepancies-between the two sets of

268  °
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contacts;?ﬁi;een groUp;, the influence

. logical data.:

269

"
v

findings, Lewis attributes to Redfield's use of the folk-urban construct, .

"Lewis' criticis?s serve to outline in a pfactical way the problems which

one researcher found with a particular polar dichotomy. Lewls faulted

the folk-urban dichotom§ﬁfof fhe following problemq.'

(1) The dichotomy focuses baé' ad+ly on the city as a sou:ée‘of
change, Hencé ignoring.or néglggngzgother change égents. For”example,

'
1

of the Mexican revolution, or the

experience of being conquered.

v

(29 Additionally,

¥

ulture change from folk to urban may result from:
) ) 5 .,‘. . . N & 3 - . N
increasing heterogeneity cultyral items. For example, the incorporation

~
A

" of Spanish implements_of-agricqlturé acted 'to ehcourage a varied rural .

culture. | ~ ' - L . _ . .“1 d
N ] ' . “ . . ‘ . . " o “‘ o . . ' . . o . ) .
- (3) Some criterta of the folk society adre treated.as interdependent

whenbthéy may well be distincﬁive traits which operate indépendéntly of -
‘ . >‘ . . - ) i . . ~ " ; '3

one another. (For example, SolVTax'sswork previously cited éhq&ed.the
o s S A S o ' ' "
-lack of supportivé ties among Guatemalan Indians.)

i

/ >

(W) The‘typolbgy tends to dbscure thé‘réﬁge of‘lifefwaysbof‘so—called'
. . (3 ) g > \ 8 7

. . . L ~ . . . . Coe v, . ” N A" ‘ o [N " ) -
primitives. Ltkewise, it-doges not recognizé the diversity of urban . Y
ST TN T, e T T : L ?’P:’*jﬂ?\u‘f RN
_ Societies. - > R St S A
L D e .~ < c e s ; . s 5o\

" «(5) The typblogy has‘higbly'sgiecﬁive'cat'

(6) The  folk-urban dichotomy reflects "a system of value ‘udgements
Ix, . - ’ . y . .

: which;contains the old Rousseauan notion_of primitive people as noble

~ savages, and the corbllarx_that‘with‘civilization'ﬁas come thé?fall'of
. \ : i

\ »

. N Y B4
Yy - . ' . .
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(Lewis, 1951:435).
.In turn, Robert Redfield; in his justification of the use of the
folk ideal type; noted.

The construction of the type depends indeed upon
special knowledge 4f tribal and peasant groups.
- The ideal folk sotfety could be defined. throygh
agsembling .in the imagination, the characters
v which are to be found in the modern city ... = .
The complete. procedure requires us to gaiq
acquaintance with many folk societies in fhany
parts of .the world, and to set down in words
general enough to describe most of them those
fteristics which they have in common with -
: yer and which the modern city does. not
3dfie1d 1947:294). (Empha51s added)

It is obv1ous that Redfield assumes that he has adequate knowledge

vd

about peasant groups and in addltion to thlS, verified knowledge about.

) the nature of city life.' (Redfield refers in an arﬁicle in 1941 to .

v

,Wirth S 1938 artich on the city -as reflectlng the Qature of .the opp051ng

uqbaq‘type." This colleagial reinforcement is 1nteresting given that v,

Wirth, in his 1938 artlcle refers to his urban type as anﬂideal type 1p
JER : g e
'contrast to the folk - type ) One would be led-to queStion,fgiven‘the vari-

v

- ¢ S
ous criticisms and empirical questions which were dlSCussed in Chapter

o Feur ; whether knowledge of‘adther‘of theée bwo'tategories is sufficient L
: : ‘( a ./,‘_ % ) . . Yo

- and whether thc} contain eleménts which are/necessarily in opposition to

- one .another. Many assumptions are in operation here regarding the justi-
%] " . . . 3,

fication of thée procedure “and the impact of this procedure. o

w

P

.« . It was mentioned in Chapter Two that Tonhies had trouble in convinec~"

ing his*critics of the idealétype nature of his polar constructs
Gemeinschaft and Gésellschaft: 'Louis&Wirth, as Tonnles before him, later



v

L .
recognized difficulties in his use of polar constructs and attempted to’
v - extricate himself from some of the problems involved in his dichotomy.
. Wirth notes thaF his classic 1938 essay '"Urbanism as a Way of Life"
_assumes that,tnéxpolar opposite of the city is the country. In 1956
. . v S DA} a
he suggested that we need to know tie significant comparisons between . «
rural and urban life in order to be certain that we have isolated the KR
. . . . B . T . V.1‘
) unique‘features of,urban life. ~ I _
To set up ideal-typical polar concepts such ‘as I have
done, and many otliers before me have done, does: not
prove that city-and country are fundamentally and neces- .
-sarily different. 1t does notAlusthy mistaking the o k
hypothetical characteristics attributed to-the urban
A and rural modes of life for esStablished facts, as has
N so often been done. -Rather it suggests certain hypo- :
theses to be tested :in the light of empirical evidence '
, : which we must aSSLduously gather.  Unfortunately .this
’ i evidencé has not been accumulated in such a fashion K
- " as to test critically any major hypothesis that has = e
been proposed (erth v1956 166) (Emphasis added)
. | ¥ | «
"erth cautlons that rural areas dfffer and the rural urban dichotomy _
. 1s, in,fact, a trichocomyjbetween rural farm, rural—non—farm, and urban
(W1rth "1956:167). 'Thusg whi&e,Wirthvmoves in the diréttion‘ofxqecognizw
. Do Lng problems in tne typology, he proposes a orlchotomy which stlll doesn t
< 5o ' - ‘ [} ’ '
RN take‘into;consideratlon the differences between urban areas and further
\ > . O g . . o = : l, I [ ‘. v
B : ) RN e R i . . ) EE o . . - : .
‘ .; ..distinctions which might be made betweéen non-urban dreas.: However,“he goes
“ W o " w - 3 >:~a" s+ lg LT e - _“_}n A ot : fa . N .
. - B R R vl PR Nt .. . . . LN N -
, ~ ., . on_.tq.suggest that 'the even more baSLCKLSSues»may wéTT be guestlons of
Yo, » . T o W . L ‘

densfty; heterbgeneity, and

}fi*f‘Q'/f suggestsithe p0531b111ty of

-

v a

Lt A

1ook1ng at degrees of a continuum ‘as-

opposedgto urban and rural statistical cate@ories.r

4.

<

These ineightful obéervatione—py Wirth were first published

N

271

numbers and tnghr lmpact on people. He .
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which is popularly embraced;

:""-‘j . ) ' ) 2\72
1 4

posthumously in 1956, having been found among his papersfafter his death

in 1951. Hauser credits Wirth with hauing been-quite explicit in recog-

T‘eralizations (Hauser l956b:506). However, the 1nsights in Wirth's

« ~

’

s .

The dualistic typology of Tonnies' Gemeinschaft ‘and Gesellschaft

g - 'I("L
,,,,,

proved t'o. be cumbersome for%him. ,Durkheim s.earlyvdistinction bétween

Mechanical and Organic Solidaritv was one which evidence suggests (see

e

Chapter Threa) he may haye later found . intellectually discomforting but
N

- : i P

ey h@sgremained as a popularly acclaimed distinctive contribution of the

\-..‘v' 3

“~historical Durkheim. ~Wirth found himself in a quahdry regarding the ideal
4 . : 4 N D

<

L.

ToA

y [t

type distinction he attempted to make. 'Redfield; likewis&, had trouble «

with his folk—urban typologvland can be seen'as‘vacillatinjfhétween‘;iewing'
' SN
it as, an ideal type or a type of real society (see Lewis 1951) 1”Thef;~tﬂ

- I -+

T problems which these polar dichotomies ﬁresented remain with us. Thev

q¢phraseology of‘these.variOUS polar types remains in use. Attendant with

Al

this are some particular and recurring problems which we will detail below

()

A.. Dichotomous T 4ypes Encourage BinaryﬁThought
. S :
The type construct in dichotomous form predisposes to the fallacy

AN s

of - "binary thinking : By this term, ‘we refer to a tendency to view reality
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or a portion thereof in terms of opposing, diStinct categories which, not

\
1nfrequently, carry connotations of good versus evil. While the use of

absolutist. polarities is usually justifiéd- by reference to their heuristic

o

utility, in practice they may so entice the researcher bv their orderli-
ness and 31mplic1ty that the variations of social life'are overlooked
Certainly, when faced with the challenge -of predicting human.behavior,

' social sc1entists are well -aware that theg are not as ‘vet equipped with

understanding so advanced that they may tegard social life as orderly and§‘

i‘ 51mplistic

\Binary thinkingfthus encouragesatwo sociologically unproductive

Voap

.lsideeproducfs,.a narrow rigidified pigeon—holing of social phenomena and
4eva1uat1ve overtones which influence the ana1y31s of those phenomena..

' ‘However, one may espousebethical neutrality, the tendency toward the .
operation of a halo effect has been well- documented by social psycholo—

‘gists The 1nc11nation to assume that'”good things go together" 1s parti—

cularly noticeable in the operations with polar dichotomies

i

B.. Polar Typologies May Be Infiuential Yet Unexplicated

Weber 3 explication of the ideal txge Tonnies useé’ of it, anc - T
. ) %‘g . v ) ) . .
recurzing apprec1ation for its organizigg‘and potential sepsitizing fUh

'tions have made sociologists appreciative of its use. However, one problem.

”_1s that of the impliclt ideal type - not explicated It is convenient
S .
~ and - less complicated to operate id terms of dualisms and these are not

"lways explicated . Too often sociologists,’even if they denied setting

" up- an ideal type have been operating nevertheless withrpolar typologies

e

- {;:v_
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hunderywhich_are'sUBsumed a get of still to be proved characteristics}‘

"Unexplicated typolégies -fall prey to the}same errors as those thatvarel

"I explicated with the addition that they then tend to fall into the cate-

-gony ofVcommOh sense notionsm For'example, operating within much'of the -
» o J . ,

”_current writﬁng on\urban sociak’relationships is an implicit typology of -
hhthe good versus the bad'social relationship - such plebian social psycho—

‘logy has acted to impede understanding rather than to facilitate it.

C. Polar Types-Encourage Premature. Closure
. - B vt T - .

As Currently used, polar types act ‘as perceptual blinders by predis—

’posing one to ignore conflicti@? ev@%ence.' Patterns'have been. set up

which limit perception. If some researchers have viewed hypotheses as

cbntaminating‘oneb perception (e. . .Park .1952) ‘at least sociclo-
gists are technically familiar with" the null hypothesis (though its- ‘use.
is probably~not as frequent as rigorous methodologists would advise).
In the case of polar types, researchers operate with few back—up provi—

b-sions. Although Max Weber used ideal types with 1llustrious preCision

and a vast background of historicaL knowledge his predeoessors have "too

- . t
n‘s

v

,frequently fumbled

The method of ideal tvpc applacaﬁia“has generally precluded building' :

&

provisions into the research design which would test for alternative

‘ phenomena, ‘Frank Westie<(1957) in.an‘article dealing with the development
of theoretical explanations, has suggested a procedure for specifying
aiternative theoretical explanations and then, within a single’ research

' project, examdning evidence which might fit into alternative explanatory

n L
¥ P

Ju——— . ;



~ those phenomena or combinations of traitﬁ sthich would deny the?validity -

LC TN

forms. Westiems suggestions, which have the merits both of encouraging

efficient research as well as prov1ding a technique for innovative re-

K

, combina{ions of theoreticaljgropos1t1ons, has received little-practical

attention “The suggestions fjch he makes are ones which could well be

listed the relationshipsvexpected to arishffrom the typology as well as

s

or modify the type, he might well be ench fed to sensitize himself to
, ‘ e .

disconfirming evidence. In point of fae H“Jnyinvestigﬁtion which does

. aspects, as well as‘1ncrease,their heuristic utility. If the researcher

275

;adapted to polar. type constrd&fs and would both decrease their problematic

not find or recognize any disconfirming evidence (e.g., all relationships

“ in a small, predliterate community under study are reported to be close

ﬁlasAidealktypes and theirexlstence in reality»disclaimed there seems to

Nl

g v’ ) 3
J 1 I , e
supportive and 1nt1mate), uould Well suggest that both the methods and

methodology of the research need to be seriouséy re- examined The research

area under dlSCuSSlOn ‘might well benefit from‘an adaptation off Westie' 8

RN

suggested technique.: ' _ : T
. . . :

»

D. Hypothetical Polar Types'Are Not Uncommonly Reified

Although dichotomous types may be clearly specified by their user

v

be a tendency toward their,hypostatization; Ideal types “have frequently

Ibeen seized upon by appreciative readers_and reiterated as prodqets of -

'research instead of constructs intended to guide research For the

oL

i

‘r?§S§FEF¢£1_EP¢F¢ isilikeviﬁe19;E£9§seexiﬁ9ie§tAeeeyhhieiQEEASXEelegieg_i_,,

AN
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as though, by stating them, they assume some? verification and deserve

defense against disconfirming evidence (witness Redfield's attempts -to

e d B -
i g N

handle the data regarding Guatemalan Indians and Lewis! "re-study of

Tepoztlan in light of his own preferred. typologies). For both researcher
1 . , . Sy :

and reader, the act of creating sometimes seems akin to the act of docu-

T .

mentation. This is a particularly salient problgm where there is Iitcle -

chance of replication. Mucﬁ of the research g&idg%ce regardihg non-
urbénized, nqpeindustfialized societies is based,gn ethnographical evidence.

Forty yegrs:ago, Radin (1933) referred to the dangers of the field ethno-

logist assuming a ''semidivine" function 4n his work. His résearch may be

“.the last analysis, the last authorityy and the ipterpretations rest upon

.
e

- the work of Basically one resea;chér.
oo o L - (7

Mannheim observed many &ears>ago that "It could be éhown in all
‘cases that not only do fundamental orientations’, evaluations and the con-

. tent of ideas differ, but that’the’manner of $tating a problem; the sort

-

of approach made, and even the categories in which experiences are suE—-'

sumed, collected and orderedj vary dcceording.te the sotial position of Pay s

. the obseryer!’(Mannheim, f§36:133@  Tﬁis wellhil}ustrétés'the intellectual

risk in dgcritieaily~émbrééiné phe_pfegénceived'Lypologies-qfwigggherzk‘  '

JENUSER S

... soclal sciéhtist; deévgr,eminentf ’ ) . ] » ) . .
— « . ) , L _“_A. I // . . ) : . ,' ) k . s

~— . — o
e et

’

E. Polar Tipes Are Impliciﬁ'Theorétical Formulations. -

 Polar types'méy_be‘seeh-as implicit theoretical formulations.

Although they may éppeér to be simple classificdfory.schémes, they are,

in an,o_t,b9}:1@9.&9.,‘,As,kqlsgé_l,_,t.hgqr‘iﬁs which implicitly explain some aspects
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of social reality. The following diagram may serve to illustrate our
- "argument that withinApblar typeicohsﬁructs several implicit assumptions

are frequently serving to structure an embryonic theoretical framework.

POLAR TYPE _ POLAR TYPE
ALPHA | ¥ " OMEGA -
1 ) A
2 ” B | \
3 c \ )
- 4 D .
> . E
* a9

. - a
- . y .

(1) Traits may be assumed to be interrelated. For example, in type

construct Alpha, it may be assumed that characteriétics'l thrbhgh 5 bear
a relation to each other. When 2 is present, it is assumed that 3 is
also present. Apart from the proposition form which this could take-as

an assertion,vit also_gives rise to questions regarding the independence
of the traits. . . e -

, ) .
, B ﬁ.(Z)iThere are often evolutionary aSsumptions. Type Alpha is assumed

to evolve into type Omega : De—evolutionary possibilities may be ignored
for example Alpha could be followed by Omega and again revert .to Alpha

(3) There are often seqpential assumptions within each polar type.

. For example in palar type Omega, characteristic A may 1ead to characteristje

B which 1eads to characteristic C (e g., it may be assqmed that‘the’diViﬁiOn'

oy .

'Y
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vtacit) postulates and assumptions which sharply structure our perception

S

of'labor leads to heterogeneity which leads‘to fractured:social relation-

ships). . N ' ' » ’ , v

(4) There are sequential assumptions regarding the type. traits and

.

their pol@@ Opposites For example the manifestation of Alpha traits

7

1, 2, 3,A4} and 5 historically preceded Omega traits A, B. C, D, and E

(e.g., int%?acy preceded anonymity, emotionalism preceded intellectuallty)

The 1ikelihood of such- assumptlons operatlng in the use of polar

Ca

types calls for their clear explication on, the part of the. researcher

Merton called for research paradigms a% part of an effort to- achieve

o X
&

greater prec151on in scholarl research (Merton, 1957). Paradigms which
-~/

- 1

explicate the assumptions involved in polar t\pe constructs re needed
P N\ £ P ?

-
Polardtypes, whether conceived of as a handv snorthand summation of the

extremes of ‘reality or its idealized, ver31on contain a series of (often .

and research approach.

Polar distinctions cah be viewcd accordlng to Bendix and Berger as

‘a methodological device for sensitizing the observer to "the bias inhereqt

in every conceptualization (Bendlx‘and Berger, 1959:110). Thus opposites
mayvprov1de what Kenneth Burke has referred to as- perspective by

incongrdity“ for social facts may both hide and.reveali The philosopher,
gorris Cohenrhas descrihed this.as the principal of polarity, meaning that.
all opposites involve one another when applied to an entity Bendix and
Berger agree uith Cohen's pusition by asserting that paired concepts inv

sociology must be considered together in generating hypotheses (Bendix and

Berger 1959 lOl) However, physical science recognizes the principle of

278
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polarity through the substitution of degrees for a definitive determination
of such states as hot or cold. This is a difficult task but of great _pos-
sible reward. .In‘Cohen's vieu?

_the 1ndeterminat10n and consequent inconcluﬁiveness of
metaphysical ‘and a good deal of sociological discussion -
results from uncritically adhering to simple alternatives o }
.-instead of resorting to the laborious procEBs of integrating
"-""opposite assertions by finding the proper distinctions and
¢ qualifications (Cohen, 1953:166). ‘
. NS i ( v
However, apart from the challenge of coming closer to a stand:zrd o
used by the physical science, polar dichotomies in the social scienc 2s oo
e ) ’ - : ] .
present, as discussed, several potential problems: a) the tendency toward-

binary thought; b) their caeual, unexplicate&, use; e)'possible probiems
.Of premature closure; d) their possible reification and’ e) the implypii

)
theoretlcal framework which may.-reside in such paired distinctlons These
serve to call attention both to their cautious use and their careful
eXpliCation.' In practice, thus far, polar types'havebproved cumbersome o

‘for some of our most eminent social thinkers.
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‘for some of our most eminent social thinkers.
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-polarity’ through the substitution of degrees for a definitive determination
of such states as hot or cold. This is a difficult task but of great _pos-
sible reward. .In‘Cohen's vienf

_the indetermination and consequent inconclqﬁiveness of
metaphysical ‘and a good deal of sociological discussion -

results from uncritically adhering to simﬁle alternatives o '}

.-instead of resorting to the laborious procEBs of integrating
"-""opposite assertions by finding the proper distinctions and
qualifiqetions (Cohen, 1953:166). :

- N ' [ '

However, apart from the challenge of coming closer to a standzrd

vy

Y
e

used by the physical science, polar dichotomies in the social scienc2s %'

o

present, aS'discussed several potential problems: a) the tendency toward=

binary thought b) their casual, unexplicated, use; c) possible problems
of premature closure; d) their possible reification and’ e) the implypii

I
theoretical framework which may.-reside in such paired distinctions These

serve to call attention both to their cautious use and their careful

explication. ' In practice, thus far, polar types have proved cumbersome

o



