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FOREWORD

In 1879 members of the American Social Science Association who
were primarily concerned with the solution of practical problems of
social welfare organized themselves into a separate and independ-
ent body then called The National Conference of Charities and
Correction. Up to that time persons interested in social science, as
well as those interested in its practical applications, participated in
a common professional organization and in a common intellectual
tradition.

Seen from today’s perspective, this separation had both posi-
tive and negative values. On the one hand, it permitted scientist
and practical worker to cultivate their own professional interests
unhindered by fruitless controversies stemming from basic differ-
ences in orientation. Moreover, it made possible the benefits of
specialization and the consolidation of a professional identity for
social work. With these positive gains, however, came a progressive
attenuation of contact and communication that has been costly
both to social science and to social work. This is not the place to
attempt a detailed analysis of the costs. For our present purpose it
will suffice to note that with this failure to maintain a close liaison
between the two fields the social sciences have tended to become
insulated from important practical problems that deserve more
attention as scientific problems than they are wont to get. The field
of social work has suffered a severe impoverishment of the theoreti-
cal foundations for its practice and has failed to make adequate
utilization of social science research findings and procedures that
have very substantial potentialities for practical application.

It is encouraging that on both sides of this chasm there has de-
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veloped a deeper recognition of the problem and a growing effort
to effect a rapprochement. But recognition of the problem must
lead to positive action; and here no magical formulas or easy short-
cuts will be found. The road to effective communication and collab-
oration between social science and social work practice is steep,
rugged, and, at times, well-nigh impassable. Certainly no one will
affirm this more emphatically than the participants in the project
from which the present volume emerged.

Claims as to the benefits to be derived from a closer liaison be-
tween social work and social science, of course, will remain uncon-
vincing unless it can be shown that the use of social science theory
and empirical knowledge results in an increase in professional capa-
bilities for dealing with social work problems. But beyond this, it
seems reasonable to expect that an increased grasp of social science
can broaden the range of problems with which the profession will
be competent to deal. The extensive revisions of curricula with spe-
cial emphasis on enrichment of social science content now taking
place at many leading schools will test the validity of these claims.

Another significant test is the degree to which social science re-
search on problems in practice settings provides results that can
strengthen the theory and techniques of practice. The present
volume reports one such test. The project discussed was jointly
sponsored by Russell Sage Foundation and the Jewish Family Serv-
ice of New York at the request of the latter. It was hoped that re-
search on the social relationships of clients outside the nuclear fam-
ily would broaden the conceptual frameworks and the perceptions
of social processes held by social workers and thereby increase
their diagnostic and therapeutic capabilities. The Jewish Family
Service is well known for the superior standards of training it de-
mands of its staff, but it was becoming aware that the very excel-
lence of the training it demanded could serve to restrict perspec-
tives and skills to those processes emphasized in psychiatric theory
and its applications to social work. The task, therefore, was to
develop research that would show the influence of more extended
interpersonal environments. After a long period of exploration the
research staff responsible for this study elected to focus its atten-
tion on the kinship group as a significant feature of the social con-
text in which to understand and treat problems of clients. The
selection of this target is of special interest and significance, be-
cause it challenged theoretical positions that had become almost
axiomatic not only in social work but in sociology as well.
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Predominant doctrine in social casework for a generation has
been founded on the assumption that the dynamics of the nuclear
family and its impact on the intrapsychic structure of the person are
of such central and exclusive importance that diagnostic and thera-
peutic effort need give little or no attention to any other aspect of
social reality except as settings in which the intrapsychic system is
expressed. This report shows that, at least for the particular client
population studied, so narrow a position is hazardous indeed. Of
more than passing interest, moreover, is the finding that the classi-
cal doctrinal position in casework supports and/or is supported by
the personal value positions held by the caseworkers who partici-
pated in this investigation, contrasting sharply with the values of
the clients that are much more positively oriented to the larger kin
group.

From a somewhat different perspective many sociologists have
also argued that the extended kinship group is of negligible signifi-
cance in urban industrial societies. In these social systems, it is held,
the large family has lost its functions and even the nuclear family
has been markedly attenuated in significance as a social institution.
Again, the findings of this study provide empirical evidence that
the traditional theoretical position requires substantial modifica-
tion.

It is appropriate, of course, to question the claim here made for
the significance of the findings of this report on the grounds that the
research was confined to a single ethnic subculture (Eastern Eu-
ropean Jewish ). However, this objection is adequately answered by
the work of such able investigators as Marvin B. Sussman and Lee
Burchinal, and Eugene Litwak, who have provided more general
theoretical and empirical grounds for challenging accepted theory
concerning the functional significance of familial and quasi-familial

oups in modern industrial systems. Reports of their studies are in-
cluded in the Bibliography to this volume.

But this book is more than a report of interesting research that
challenges favored ideologies and theories. To refer to an earlier re-
mark, the test of the value of social science to social work is the de-
gree to which research findings make a difference in practice. The
present work does more than merely report findings; it points the
way to significant utilization of these findings in the diagnosis and
treatment of the human problems confronting social work. Nor is
the value of this work limited to its documentation of the signifi-
cance of the kinship group. Rather, it indicates the need for
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a new and broader conceptual base for casework and for a cor-
respondingly appropriate extension of casework technology and
skill that will render professional practice more adequate in its an-
alysis and management of relevant interactional contexts.

This careful and convincing documentation of its essential thesis
points the way to significant topics for research and deserves high
praise from both social workers and social scientists.

LEONARD S. COTTRELL, ]Jr.
Russell Sage Foundation
November, 1966



PREFACE

The Jewish Family Service has been engaged in some research
activity continuously for over eighteen years, varying in size of
effort, in the type of professional personnel, and in aim from “pure”
to operational research; but whatever the variants, the agency has
sustained an unflagging interest in utilizing scientific methods of
study.

Byy now, the agency has lived so long with researchers as part
of its staff that some of the feedbacks to the thinking and practice
of the agency as a whole may simply be taken for granted and be-
come an implicit part of agency life.

As Dr. Leichter reports elsewhere in this volume, the findings
and conclusions of a study are only a small part, and perhaps the
least part, of the enrichment to the agency that derives from its
research activity. This study of kinship is exemplary of how in the
process of developing an area of practice for study, of discovering
the right questions to ask and of collecting the data, there is a
built-in, continuous self-critical examination of the assumptions
and lacunae of agency practice.

We believe this is enhanced to the degree that the research
team is brought into contact with the professional practitioners
and administration, rather than being sequestered and out of
touch with the agency proper. Ideas are shared and mutually in-
fluenced; impediments to study methods which inhere in a natu-
rally parochial view (for example, the “privacy” of casework inter-
views barring observers or interviews by researchers, and so on)
are dissolved and the different approach of one discipline is in part
integrated by the other.

We would summarize that the influence of this study was felt

os
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in the agency practice not alone on the critical reexamination of
the boundaries of the family as empirical unit and not alone with
respect to the importance of kinship ties or their lack in family
functioning and reintegration. The ripple effects are to be seen in
the deepened understanding of family role organization and the
profoundly complicated question of the relations of the individual
tamily (not families, generically) to subcultures and to social sys-
tems and other social institutions. These are results discussed in
this volume by the authors and by Dr. Cottrell. More generally,
but of equal significance, was the deepening of understanding by
the casework staff and administration of the relevance of the social
science conceptual framework, and also of the difficult process of
its integration into clinical thinking. On another level and as a side
dividend, the opening of clinical practice to research investigation
has led to increased analysis of the interview and related casework
procedures.

We hope that readers of this volume, especially those engaged
in some form of clinical practice, will experience some of the nudg-
ing into different views of their practice toward a larger, gestaltian
comprehension that we and the agency staff experienced through-
out the study process.

We are especially grateful to Russell Sage Foundation for gen-
erous financial support and consultative assistance; to the Jewish
Family Service Board of Directors for their deep faith in the im-
portance of a research function in an operational agency; to the
staff of the Jewish Family Service for its openness to learn and its
easy surrender of any inhibiting defensiveness; and to the Rosen-
thal Foundation for its financial contribution.

FRANCES L. BEATMAN
SANFORD N. SHERMAN

Jewish Family Service
November, 1966
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INTRODUCTION

The Famuly’s

Kinship Environment

Two current concerns in the casework field are the attempts to de-
velop methods of family diagnosis and treatment and to find social
science knowledge relevant to social work practice. This volume re-
ports the highlights of a study that grew out of both these interests.

The study focused on the kin relationships of Jewish families,
mainly of Eastern European origin or descent, who live in a large
city in an industrial society. The research was conducted primarily
by social scientists—sociologists, an anthropologist, and a social
worker with research training. But it was formulated and carried
out in a family casework agency, Jewish Family Service of New
York City. The families studied were clients of the agency; agency
personnel cooperated in the research; and the research itself was
conducted in light of questions arising from actual casework prac-
tice.

This volume is designed primarily for practitioners: those di-
rectly involved in treating individuals and families. Although the
research was carried out with specific reference to family casework,
it has relevance for other therapeutic practitioners, including psy-
chiatrists, clinical psychologists, and marriage counselors. The
analysis should also be useful for administrators in social agencies,

1



2 Introduction

teachers, and researchers. The major findings of the research are
discussed as theoretical issues of relevance to casework. Indeed,
it is the ideas that emerged in the course of the research, rather
than specific findings or methods, that are the prime focus of the
present volume. A more complete presentation of certain research
findings and a discussion of the changes these imply in anthro-
pological and sociological theories of kinship are presented in sep-
arate papers.’

To provide the framework of concepts essential to an under-
standing of the significance of kinship for the family, Part One pre-
sents a discussion of the main characteristics of kinship systems in
general and a description of the agency and its client families in
terms of their socioeconomic status and Jewish cultural heritage.
Part Two examines the kin relationships of the client families: their
kinship values, kin networks, kin groups and assemblages, and kin
conflicts. Casework intervention in kin relationships and the con-
trasting values and experiences of caseworkers and clients are
treated in Part Three. The concluding chapter discusses the impli-
cations of this study for casework practice. An Epilogue describes
the unique features of carrying out research in an agency setting;
and discusses the task of applying research to practice; the Appen-
dix treats the research methods in somewhat more detail than the
text. One of the purposes of this volume is to stimulate interest in
kinship and its relevance to casework; for this reason, a selected
Bibliography has been included for those who wish to read further.

Family Diagnosis

In recent years family diagnosis and treatment has come to have
ever-increasing importance in casework practice. Although social
casework growing out of the general social welfare movement in
America originally emphasized a social approach to problems, this
approach was eclipsed in the 1930’s by a greater emphasis on psy-
chological, psychiatric, and psychoanalytic concepts. Ideas guiding
the casework field came increasingly from psychiatry and focused
more on the personal and emotional needs of clients than on their
material and social handicaps. The individual was the main “treat-
ment unit.”

Recently it has become clear that the client cannot be under-
stood in isolation; that it is essential to examine the nature of his
relationships with others as well as his own individual needs and
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emotions. For this reason the family rather than the individual is
often the unit of diagnosis and treatment and efforts are made to
utilize concepts of the family as a system of interpersonal relation-
ships.2

pThe present study extends the concern with the family to in-
clude the relationships of family members with those outside the
nuclear family, that is, the husband, wife, and children. In order
to understand and appraise the family it is necessary not only to
know about relationships within it, but also about the impact of
the relationships of family members with those outside the family.
The present volume examines the involvement of client families
with their kin, thereby demonstrating the importance of inter-
changes between the family and its environment.

A basic assumption of this analysis which can be derived by
extension of some of the early arguments for family diagnosis is that
for purposes of diagnosis the family can most usefully be considered
an “open” system. Although recognition has been given in family
diagnosis to the interplay between the family and its environ-
ment,? the family has been implicitly defined as a bounded unit,
a homeostatic system, which is at least in part “closed.” The main
emphasis has been on processes within the family; no comparable
emphasis has been given to systematic analysis of the interchanges
between the family and its environment. Even where the environ-
ment has been examined as it impinges on the family, the organi-
zation of the family’s environment as a system in its own right has
seldom been considered.

Environmental Diagnosis of the Family

The reasons for “environmental diagnosis” of the family are
logically similar to those for “family diagnosis” as distinct from in-
dividual diagnosis. Just as the individual cannot be understood or
effectively treated apart from knowledge of the family’s influence
on his behavior, so the family must be viewed in the context of its
environment. The environment in this sense is that outside the
family, and it is not just social and cultural but is interpersonal and
emotional also. The marital relations of a couple cannot be under-
stood without knowledge of the ways in which the husband’s job
impinges on their married life. The husband’s occupational role,
in turn, is part of a broader occupational system and is influenced
by that system.
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One reason that has been given for treating the family as a unit
is the frequent clinical observation that a change in the behavior
in any individual in a family is likely to have consequences for
others, and that as one individual “improves” another member of
the family may develop new “symptoms” or aggravate existing
ones. Such interrelations within the family have a counterpart in
the interchange between the family and its environment. A man
who changes his friendship patterns in order to spend more time
with his family will alter the friendship ties of others as well. The
friends and their families will have altered reactions toward the
man who initiated the change. Thus the environment must be
understood or the consequences of a change may be un-
anticipated.*

When, as is often the case, a central reason for diagnosing and
treating the family unit is that this appears to be the best approach
to understanding the problems of a particular individual, the need
to examine the contribution of factors in the family’s environment
is particularly evident. Clearly the family is not the only influence
on the behavior of its members. The study of delinquency, for
example, indicates the importance of considering the influence of
those outside the family, especially peer groups. Attempting to
understand individual behavior only in terms of family relation-
ships results in a single factor explanation that is clearly an over-
simplification.’

Although for some purposes the family may be the most useful
unit of diagnosis and treatment, it may not always be the most
important system for understanding the behavior of its members.
Thus the first question for the caseworker may be what is the most
significant unit for understanding the problem at hand, not how
can this family be diagnosed. The appropriateness of selecting the
family as the unit should be constantly subject to question and
revision in relation to a particular purpose.® For many purposes
the family and a portion of its environment (peer group, occupa-
tional world, friends, and so on) may be a more meaningful unit
than the family alone.

On a general level the analysis of human behavior has also
pointed to the importance of examining one system in the context
of those that surround it.” Even in the study of small communities
it has proved impossible to have adequate understanding without
reference to the influences of the world outside the community.?
This logic applies to the family as well.
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Interchanges Between the Family and Its Environment

The boundaries of a family are not the same at all times or for
all members. In our society a child at birth is clearly considered a
member of the family, but the definition of his membership is less
clear when he leaves home to attend college or to marry. From his
perspective his membership may have changed, but from the per-
spective of his parents, the definition of the family unit may remain
the same. Family composition also varies with the society and
with social and cultural definitions. In our society we tend to think
of the nuclear family as the family, but this definition reflects a
particular cultural view, one that is not even necessarily held by all
those within our society. Comparative studies clearly show that
the definition of who is included within a family or kinship group
varies considerably. Even within our society household composi-
tion is not the same in all cultural groups. Separation, divorce, re-
marriage, and adoption all mean that the social and biological
definitions of the family do not coincide.

Even when the family’s boundaries are clearly defined from a
given perspective, at a given moment, these boundaries are per-
meable. That is, exchanges, or inputs and outputs, occur between
the family and its environment in a number of spheres. In our
society family members are together physically only intermittently;
much of their time each day is spent outside the family. The inter-
changes between the family and the economy include the time
family members spend at their jobs and the motivation that the
family helps to maintain for occupational performance. The family
receives income from the economy, and it contributes its financial
assets to the economy for goods and services. The family is con-
stantly engaged in similar exchanges with the political system,
with the community, and with its friends.

The family’s boundaries are themselves a result of interchanges
with its environment. They are not physical but definitional, al-
though physical boundaries may play a part in such definitions.
To understand the family as a unit, one should know how the
family maintains its distinction from that which is outside it, and
know the history of changes in the family’s boundaries throughout
its developmental cycle, as well as the part others play in defining
it as a unit. Here the actions of family members as its representa-
tives to the outside world, and the extent to which they define
themselves in family terms when outside it, are important.
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In therapeutic practice, as well as in social research, the exter-
nal environment is frequently considered in relation to the family.
In fact, performance in outside situations rather than the family
relationship as such is often evaluated. The family caseworker is
frequently concerned, for example, with children’s school behavior
or the husband’s occupational performance. Often the treatment
rationale for altering family relationships is not so much that they
are of concern in themselves, but rather that family relationships
are presumed to affect the way in which family members play their
roles in external systems. Definitive norms for family relationships
are often lacking.

In one sense the quest for family diagnosis depends on making
norms for family relationships more explicit in order to evaluate
them more readily. Implicit norms for family relationships do exist,
of course, but they are often less clear than those for performance
in roles outside the family. In occupational pursuits there are many
clear standards not related to the personality of the individual;
for example, how much he produces on his job or how much income
he derives from it. In this sense casework is constantly attuned to
one type of interchange between the family and its environment,
although systematic concepts for analyzing such interchanges may
be lacking and the reliance placed upon the external environment
may not be explicitly recognized.

In our urban industrial society the nuclear family is generally
highly differentiated from other social systems in both structure
and function. It is not the primary center of formal education or
religious activity or the typical unit of production as in some
agrarian societies. This loss of function may be regarded as greater
specialization rather than breakdown.’ But in a society where the
family is highly specialized it becomes structurally dependent on
external systems, making it impossible for the family to exist as an
entirely self-sufficient unit. This structural dependence makes it
all the more important to understand the interchanges between
the family and its environment.

The Research Focus on Kinship

This research focuses specifically on one dimension of the
family’s environment: its relationships with kin. Kin is a dimension
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of the family’s environment that is of particular emotional and
social importance for the family. Relationships with kin outside
the present nuclear family are universal in all human societies,
despite enormous variation under different conditions. These rela-
tionships have a profound emotional significance because they
have a lifelong history for the individual and for others in the
family.

Kin relationships are also important for a diagnostic under-
standing of the family because a marked shift in these roles occurs
during the developmental process and as a result of cultural
change. Just as the individual may be evaluated in terms of relative
movement in the developmental process, many areas of a family’s
health may be evaluated in terms of its ability to make de-
velopmental transitions, for example, at marriage or with the birth
of a baby. The transition in kinship roles is therefore the very es-
sence of the family’s development as a system, of its boundary
processes, and of its identity. Both life-cycle transitions and cul-
tural differences between generations may give rise to problems
in relationships with kin, making this an area of casework concemn.

In addition to these theoretical reasons, kinship became the
focus in this research because early interviews with clients, as well
as with caseworkers, pointed to extensive and emotionally intense
involvement with kin in many client families. Radical cultural
differences exist between the client group and the older generation,
the parents of most clients. Cultural change and acculturation
contribute to conflict-making kin relationships of special concern
within the group.

Another reason for the central concern with kin was that pre-
liminary data on clients in this study presented a picture contrary
to certain hypotheses about kinship and society. Despite the uni-
versality of some form of kinship, in the past it had been assumed
that extensive and elaborate relationships with kin outside the
nuclear family, which typify many societies, were incompatible
with an industrial economy and an urban setting. Because recent
research findings indicate that relationships with kin are sometimes
more extensive than had been presumed even under these condi-
tions, and because it is probable that subgroups of varying cultural
and social heritage differ in their kinship organization, client kin-
ship presented a picture of critical theoretical interest.



8 Introduction
Choices of Research Strategy

In any investigation the researcher has a relatively wide range
of choices and available alternatives, even within the limits estab-
lished by the principal substantive concerns of the research. In this
study, within the general orbit of concern for kinship and casework,
three choices were made, either at the outset or during the course
of the research, that are relevant to an understanding of what
follows.

First, this research emphasized current relationships with kin,
rather than past histories. Developmental concepts and changes
in kinship roles over time are certainly important, but the major
focus in data collection was on present kinship roles. The kinship
dimension of the family’s present situation is often not given sys-
tematic attention, even where early relationships in the family of
childhood are examined.

Standard casework practice, using models of personality and
individual development, finds out about the experience of an in-
dividual in his family of childhood, that is, the family into which
the person was born and reared. For example, “family of orienta-
tion” has been cited as one category on which data should be col-
lected,'® even in an individual history. Although the significance
of current kin relationships rests in part precisely on their lifelong
history and on their emotional impact in early childhood, this early
history is only part of the picture. Relationships with kin continue
in adult life even in societies where the marriage transition entails
a shift of residence and a major reorientation of the individual’s
emotional ties. It is familiar in casework thinking that what may be
termed “internalized kin,” such as parent images, continue to have
a significant impact even when the kin are deceased. But actual
interaction with kin living at present is crucial for any family.

Second, the emphasis is on the interchange between the family
and its kin rather than on one-way cause-and-effect relations. An
initial focus examined kinship in terms of its impact upon the
nuclear family. This initial focus proved inadequate because it
gave too much empbhasis to the impact on one system and under-
emphasized the process of interchange as such, as well as the or-
ganization of relationships within the kinship environment.

The relationships that a particular family has with its kin stem
not only from its own organization, the personalities of its mem-
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bers, and those of its kin, but also from the relationships that these
kin have with others. Thus understanding how kin impinge upon
the nuclear family requires an examination of the processes of
interchange with kin and also the organization of relationships
among kin outside the family. For this reason, how kin define each
other, geographic proximity and communication among kin, gath-
erings of kin for special occasions, and formal kinship organizations
(family-kin businesses, and family circles and cousins clubs) were
all examined.

Third, our emphasis is on kinship as it influences the social
relationships of client families and not on the effects of kin relation-
ships upon the personalities of family members. Thus we consider
the implications of kinship for family functioning, particularly in
terms of the ways in which kinship structure tends to predispose
toward certain kinds of conflicts among and about kin, but we do
not proceed to examine the further effects of kin relationships upon
the personalities of family members. This emphasis was chosen
because part of the purpose of this book is to contribute to casework
those concepts from a social science perspective that represent the
newest addition to the usual framework. Even when a caseworker
is interested primarily in the consequences of family organization
for the personalities of its members, it is essential to examine what
might be considered intermediate steps in the process of inter-
change.

It is hoped that the discussion based on these choices will dem-
onstrate the significance of kinship for the family in the most
meaningful way. This level of analysis is by no means intended to
replace other levels that are being used in the casework field but
to broaden and supplement them, so that those dealing with family
diagnosis and treatment will carry out their work with the most
complete understanding possible.
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CHAPTER 1

Kunship Concepts

Those who are concerned with family problems ultimately deal
with specific individuals and families who are the product of com-
plex psychological, physiological, and environmental factors. Each
individual is unique in so many respects that the more general
features of human life everywhere can easily be taken for granted
or overlooked, precisely because they are so universal.

Each individual is born into a tamily; that family is bound to
other families in a complex structure of interlocking ties that shifts
in composition through birth, marriage, and death. Kinship is an
involuntary relationship; every individual has kin and is a kin.
Some of a child’s earliest experiences are with kin. The forms of
this interlocking structure of kinship may vary; but everywhere
some such structure exists. The forms may have become so familiar
that a specific effort is required to see them as forms of a universal,
not as the universal itself.

The family is founded on biological facts of sex and reproduc-
tion common to all men. The nuclear family of husband, wife, and
children may be distinguished from, or integrated with, other
groupings in a variety of ways. The purpose of this chapter, then,
is to point out some of the ways all kinship systems are structured
and some of the ways in which they may differ significantly.

13
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KINSHIP SYSTEMS

In all societies an individual typically marries someone other
than his father, mother, brother, or sister; that is, someone outside
his family of origin. Thus every individual who marries is a mem-
ber of two nuclear families. After he marries and establishes a new
family, the ties to his family of childhood do not disappear but are
altered. Each individual in the family has “boundary roles” with
his other family, of which he remains in some sense a member. As
a result each person links the members of his family of childhood
with those of his family of marriage; each individual in a nuclear
family has ties to those in another nuclear family; and these in-
dividuals, in turn, have similar ties to others. Thus the basic links
of kinship rest on common membership in a nuclear family.

Two basic types of kinship links are by blood and marriage.
These ties create two types of kin: cognatic relatives, or those
linked by blood or common ancestry; and affinal relatives, or those
linked by marriage.

The links of kinship extend outward in geometrically increasing
numbers. Therefore, a distinctive pattern of behavior cannot be
associated with each possible category of relationship. Instead, all
societies solve the problem of the infinite number of biological
links of kinship by grouping them. Many of the principal differ-
ences among kinship systems stem from the varying ways in which

kin are grouped.

Marriage

Marriage is fundamental to all systems of kinship. Every group
has definitions of who may marry. The definitions may be phrased
in terms of broad social groupings. For example, it may be con-
sidered preferable to marry someone who is “educated” or someone
of a given ethnic group. They may be phrased in terms of specific
genealogical relationships; for example, the belief that one should
marry a particular cousin. Certain categories of individuals are
always prohibited as marriage partners, since all societies have
some form of incest taboo. In the broad sense, incest means sexual
relations between participants who are related by a bond of kin-
ship, which is culturally regarded as a bar. Marriage within the
nuclear family, between parents and children or between siblings,
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is almost universally prohibited. Beyond this, the kin who are de-
fined as eligible to marry vary radically from one society to another.

Social definitions of marriage also cover the number of spouses
permissible at a given time, and the procedures for selecting a
marriage partner, ranging from “romantic love” and individual
choice to arranged marriages.

Cultural expectations defining who may have a legitimate con-
cern with the success of a marriage also vary. In our society mar-
riage is considered to concern primarily a man and woman and the
state, which legalizes the union, and in some cases, a religious
institution which sanctions it. But in many societies marriage is a
compact between the kin of the man and the kin of the woman who
share common interests, often economic, in the marriage and in its
continuance.

Forms of the Family

Two basic questions have been asked about forms of the family:
First, is the nuclear family universally recognized as a social unit?
Second, is marriage a socially recognized relationship in all socie-
ties? While conclusions have hinged to a large degree on issues of
definition, cross-cultural data, for example, on the Israeli kibbutz*
and the Nayar of India,* have revealed exceptions to the uni-
versality of both marriage and the nuclear family. Neither marriage
nor the nuclear family is universally the basis of a household unit.
If a socially recognized unit is defined broadly, both may be uni-
versal; but the variations are great. Marriage in some form may be
socially recognized in all societies, but the nuclear family is by no
means a universal unit of residence, or even of long-term cooper-
ation of spouses, or a universal unit of child rearing.

A related question concerns what groupings form a recognized
household unit. In many societies various composite forms of the
family, that is, extended families, made up of two, three, or more
nuclear families, living together as an economic unit, are standard.
This form is related both to the marriage system and to the physical
characteristics of the household and the environment. A number
of kinds of extended or composite families have been observed in
different societies. Several brothers and their wives may establish
a common household. Another type may include a man, his mar-
ried sons, his sons’ sons, and their wives. Similarly, a family may
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consist of a woman, her daughters, her daughters’ daughters, and
their husbands. Another variation includes a married couple, some
of their married sons and daughters, and some of their grandchil-
dren. Further variations are possible, giving rise to a great many
types of household composition, which vary greatly under differ-
ent circumstances.?

Not only are the biological nuclear family and the household
often different, but in many societies the nuclear family is not the
most common household unit. A sample of societies on which an-
thropologists have made ethnographic reports indicates that in
the majority some form of extended household exists.* Extended
families have been the most important household unit not only in
primitive societies but also in highly civilized societies.

Determining the boundaries of the household is complex. Eat-
ing a regular meal in another household may not make a person a
member of that household. But it is also misleading to assume that
the household is necessarily bounded by four walls. The physical
characteristics of households vary greatly in different societies,
depending on the climate, the ecological characteristics of the ter-
rain, building materials, and the type of house structure. It is there-
fore difficult to find comparable household boundaries—even
physical boundaries—under different conditions. Internal divisions
of the household may have highly distinct quarters for some pur-
poses such as sleeping, but common quarters for other purposes
such as cooking. Within a household, space may be divided in
terms of religious and ritual functions rather than in terms of phys-
ical partitions. Definitions of households in terms of functions—
whether a family has a common budget, common cooking facilities,
or common property—are therefore often more useful than those
related to the physical boundaries of the household.

In all societies household composition varies with the life cycle
of the individual and the domestic group. But the kinds of change
made by an individual from one point in his life cycle to another
are not always the same.

Residence

The idea that place of residence is systematically patterned and
related to social values and expectations is one of the most basic
concepts about kinship systems. In connection with kinship, resi-



Kinship Concepts 17

dence refers to the place where individuals live in relation to kin
at different stages of the life cycle. Anthropological classifications
of types of residence have frequently been based on postmarital
residence, or where the newly married couple goes to live. The
major types are: virilocal residence, when the new couple lives in
or near the husband’s parental home; uxorilocal residence, when
the couple lives in or near the parental home of the wife; and
neolocal residence, when choice of residence is not based on prox-
imity to kin.

Residence patterns vary greatly from one society to another.
But definitions of residence exist in all societies, even when it is ex-
pected that the newly married couple will not reside near any kin.

Residence is related to the incest taboo. Generally, although
not always, married couples live together. Since individuals can-
not marry within their family of orientation, in founding a new
family husband and wife both cannot remain with their own fami-
lies of origin. There must be a dislocation of residence for one or
both.

The problem of defining the boundaries of the place of resi-
dence is comparable to the problem of defining the boundaries of
a household. In attempting to define place of residence, anthro-
pologists have, for example, spoken of moving “¢o or near the pa-
rental home,”™ but the meaning of living near the parental home of
either spouse may vary greatly with the ecological conditions of the
society, just as the boundaries of the household vary. However
complex it may be to describe residence patterns, it is seldom a
neutral issue; great emotional investment attaches to where one
lives in relation to kin.

Extended Kin Groups

In some societies extended kin groups—that is, kin groups more
extensive than the nuclear family—are the basis of organization for
many of the society’s activities. Extended kin groups may own land
and other strategic resources. Although social groups may be based
on a number of criteria other than kinship, such as age, sex, social
status, and locality, in some cases almost all the groups of a society
are based on kinship. In some groups membership and rights are
transmitted through the female line (matrilineal), in others
through the male line (patrilineal). Extended kin groups vary
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with marriage systems and the ways in which rights are reckoned
for other purposes.

Kin Networks

The term “kin network” or kindred refers to the kin of a nuclear
family or individual.® Regardless of other features of kinship or-
ganization, the individual and nuclear family always has a kin net-
work although its structure and function may vary.*

One basic feature of a network as distinct from a group is that
the boundaries are different from the perspective of each indi-
vidual; the individuals that are considered kin by one person are
not necessarily the same as those considered kin by a close relative
of this person, even though they have certain kin in common. Kin
within a network do not necessarily have any significant relation-
ship to each other except that they are both related to the specific
individual who is the reference point. No two individuals in the
society, except unmarried siblings, have the same network of kin.
Husbands and wives may come to be incorporated in each other’s
kin network but they bring to the family different perspectives on
the issue of who is kin.

The boundaries of the network also shift with the criteria em-
ployed, and are different for different activities: the network may
include all those the individual is able to name as kin or all those
living within a given geographic area, but these may be different
from the kin with whom the family exchanges economic services.
For every kinship event the boundaries of kinship may be re-
defined; decisions must constantly be made about who is and who
is not to be included as a kin for particular occasions.

In almost all societies more individuals are related by blood and
marriage than are actually recognized as kin. The definition of an
individual as a kin is social, not purely biological. Paternity, for ex-
ample, is often a social rather than a biological fact, as in adoption
within our own society.

Because of the multitude of biological ties to kin, all societies
have developed procedures for defining who the individual’s kin
are for specific social purposes, such as mutual assistance, the regu-
lation of marriage, and membership in kin groups. The ways in
which an individual’s kin are defined vary greatly.?
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Kinship Bonds

In all societies kinship statuses are used as criteria for social
interaction. Three characteristics of social statuses that are basic
for kinship are generation, sex, and laterality, or the side of the
family to which a kin status belongs.

Kinship bonds are ties of obligation and sentiment between
those in specific reciprocal statuses. The concept of bond implies
that certain relationships within a network are accorded a priority,
and that this patterns the organization of the network; that is,
stronger bonds serve as links for other relationships. Even among
genealogically close kin, real choices exist in the allocation of time
and resources; for certain purposes some kinship ties are given
priority.

Examination of regularities in relationships among kin may be
observed and analyzed from a variety of types of data, among them
kinship values, legal norms, and legal sanctions. Regularities in
relationships with kin may also be analyzed through examining the
frequency with which interaction occurs with kin in particular
kinship statuses. From observations of the frequency of interaction,
it is possible to impute rights and obligations that probably under-
lie the interaction. This behavioral information can be compared
with perceptions of norms. An analysis of actual behavioral
choices made in relationships among kin in a given area of activity
thus reveals the relative priority accorded to various bonds among
kin.® In examining kinship bonds we are dealing with the relative
strength of a tie between one set of reciprocal statuses as compared
with another. In some societies, for example, the marital bond is
accorded greater importance for most social purposes than the tie
between an adult son and his mother, but in other societies the re-
verse is true.

The notion of bond specifically implies relative priority. On the
other hand, the concept of role covers the general content of the
rights, obligations, and expectations of the individual in a particu-
lar position and is broader than the concept of bond. Each role,
moreover, has a number of reciprocal statuses related to it; the role
of mother may include mother-son, mother-daughter relationships.
Thus a bond is the relationship between a person in a role and one
in a reciprocal status with respect to that role.
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Both the role expectations that are characteristic of particular
kinship statuses and the specific kinship bonds that are accorded
priority vary greatly in the kinship systems of different societies.

We have considered some of the most important dimensions of
a kinship system as it has been studied in anthropology and soci-
ology. Other areas, such as kinship terminology, or the terms indi-
viduals use to address and refer to each other, have also been
studied and are patterned differently from one society to another.

Relationships Among Features of the Kinship System

The wide variety found in kinship systems is not completely
random and unlimited. Pressures toward consistency exist within
kinship systems so that, for example, certain types of marriage sys-
tems tend to go with particular types of residence. But such regu-
larities are not uniform; the dimensions of the kinship system are
not so tightly associated that they can be combined in only one way.
Yet observations indicate that a closer relationship exists within
dimensions of the kinship system than between the kinship system
and other features of the society.*

Many observations and hypotheses have been made of how the
various dimensions of kinship systems tend to cluster. They are im-
portant here only to illustrate the general proposition that kinship
systems are sufficiently connected so that the existence of one fea-
ture places certain limitations on the range within which other di-
mensions may vary.

The procedure of mate selection depends on how kin groups
are incorporated into the nuclear family. If the new couple will
reside with or near kin, members of the kin group have a stake in
the marriage; since they will live in the same household with the
new spouse, they have a reason for a voice in the selection.

Strict hierarchical distinctions based on age and birth order
and a continuing authority of elder kin are frequently associated
with incorporation of the nuclear family in extended kin house-
holds and a high degree of social involvement with kin, and also
kinship as a major organizing principle for the society.™

The system of reckoning descent tends to be associated with the
kinship bonds that are strongest, as well as with residence patterns.
Among the North-Lapp nomads it was found that rigid genera-
tional differentiation went together with solidarity among siblings
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as the fundamental kinship bond.’* It has also been noted
that sibling solidarity is a characteristic of American kinship,
which, too, is “bilateral.”® It has been argued that matrilineal reck-
oning of descent tends to go with matrilocal residence, although
the correlation is not absolute.*

Differences in the quality of the marital bond, particularly the
stability of marriage, have been noted when matrilineal rather
than patrilineal descent groups are present. It has been found that
men hold the primary authority roles in both matrilineal and
patrilineal descent groups. In a matrilineal system the husband is
incorporated into his wite’s kin group for certain purposes but exer-
cises his primary authority within his own maternal kin group and
therefore must maintain ties with it. Thus the husband is caught
between competing ties, those to his wife’s kin and those to his
maternal kin.

In a patrilineal system the wife is incorporated into her hus-
band’s kin group, but because she does not have a significant au-
thority role within her own paternal kin group she does not have
comparable obligations to maintain strong ties with it, and is thus
not confronted with the same degree of conflicting loyalties. A re-
lated phenomenon is the difference in the position of the husband
and wife with respect to the authority of the household into which
they marry in matrilineal and patrilineal systems. The degree of
authority of a father-in-law over a son-in-law in a matrilineal system
is not as great as that of a mother-in-law over a daughter-in-law in
patrilineal descent groups.*®

The focal points of conflict and strain in various kinship systems
show certain associations with other features of the system. In
either a virilocal or a uxorilocal residence system, the spouse who
must move away from his or her home and enter the home of
strangers is often placed in a position of stress, stemming in part
from subjugation to the authority of elder kin in contrast to the
problems that typify systems where the nuclear family resides as
an independent unit. Here transitions to a new household exist for
both spouses, and typical problems include “parental possessive-
ness,” “childish overdependence,” and the loss of status of the aged,
since the authority of elder kin is diminished by separate residence.

Interrelationships among the dimensions of kinship systems are
complex and all the possible combinations are unknown. But it is
clear that elements of the kinship system do not combine at random.
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Rather, certain clusterings tend to occur; roles within the family
are associated with the organization of relationships among kin.
Because of these connections, a change in one area may have im-
plications that extend to other areas. A change in relations with kin
may, for example, have consequences for the quality of the marital
relationship.

KINSHIP AND SOCIETY

Kinship systems are interesting because of their enormous com-
plexity and variety. In our society concern with the intricacies of
reckoning descent is likely to appear either hollow and meaningless
or a form of social snobbery. However, anthropologists and soci-
ologists have studied kinship not because of an interest in com-
plexity for its own sake, but rather because in many societies kin-
ship ties are basic for the entire social organization.

Although we have only touched on the extensive variety of kin-
ship systems, we have reviewed many of the major dimensions
along which kinship may vary and the types of associations that
have been found among these dimensions. We will now consider
some of the functions that kinship may have for social organization,
and the kinds of societies in which varying kinship systems have
been found.

The Functions of Kinship for Social Organization

The organization of some entire societies is built on extended
kin groupings; in other societies kinship plays a limited role.
Where most of the social relations of the society are carried out
through kin ties, kinship regulates behavior and allows individuals
to know what to expect of each other in many activities.

Kinship and Economy. In our society kinship plays a relatively
small part in structuring most work groups. In other societies kin-
ship is a major, if not the exclusive, basis on which economic pro-
duction is organized. Authority and decision-making within work
groups, for example, may be assigned on the basis of kinship status,
those in senior kinship statuses having authority over the work
group. Distribution and exchange may also be organized on the
basis of kinship. Exchange of basic economic resources may often
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be part of the ritual during ceremonies such as marriage. In all
societies some kinds of property are held and transmitted on the
basis of kinship; for example, fields, houses, and personal posses-
sions. In some cases strategic resources, that is, the means of pro-
duction, are held primarily by kin groups and are transmitted on
the basis of kinship.

Kinship and Assistance. Societies organize in varying ways to
assist their members in times of crisis or special need. In some so-
cieties many highly specialized institutions exist for assisting the
individual, such as welfare institutions and social agencies, medi-
cal institutions, insurance organizations, and banks. But in societies
where few specialized institutions exist, kin may constitute the
most important source of assistance for the individual. Where kin-
ship is an important basis for economic activity, assistance among
kin is often tied up with their joint economic endeavors. In tradi-
tional Chinese society, for example, the family and the extended
kin group were expected to care for ill members, and hospital care
was suspect. Assistance in educational pursuits was also provided
by kin; schools and special tutoring facilities were often provided
by a clan to enable the brightest members of an extended kin group
to pass the imperial examinations.

In a society where the only mode of obtaining assistance is
through kin, a person without kin may be unable to manage. Kin-
ship ties may be so essential that those lacking real kin may resort to
fictitious kinship ties.

Kinship and Social Control. In all societies the household group
plays a significant part in social control through socializing children
and motivating the individual to conform to society’s norms. Elabo-
rate institutions of legal and political control may also exist apart
from the family. In other cases, legal and political control is exer-
cised mainly through the family and extended kin groups. The
political and legal controls of kinship may be very powerful, par-
ticularly when the individual’s social placement in many spheres
is bound up with the same groups; for example, when the kin group
is also the economic and religious group. Where the individual’s
social network is closely interlocked, gossip, public opinion, and
other forms of primary group social control have particular im-
portance.

Kinship and Social Status. All societies have procedures for the
assignment of social positions. Some social statuses are always as-
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signed on the basis of kinship criteria such as birth order and sex.
In traditional Chinese society the eldest son of the eldest son oc-
cupied a special position of power and authority within the ex-
tended kin group. In societies where most economic activities are
carried out by kin groups, the individual’s position in these activi-
ties will depend on his kinship status. For example, occupations are
sometimes inherited. Political positions such as those of chieftain
may also be transmitted on the basis of kinship.

The process of social mobility may also be related to kinship.
In our society we tend to think of mobility primarily in terms of an
individual, although a man who raises his social status carries his
wife and children with him. In other societies mobility is regarded
more as collective than as individual; by achievement the indi-
vidual raises not only himself and his immediate family, but many
of his kin as well.

Kinship and Religious Activity. In many societies kinship is an
important basis for organizing religious activities. The selection
of individuals who participate in a religious ceremonial and their
ceremonial duties are often defined in terms of kinship ties. Funer-
als, for example, are almost always organized, at least in part, on
the basis of kinship with the expression of grief being related to
kinship connections with the deceased.

Associations Between
Kinship Systems and Societal Conditions

A number of studies have tried to establish relationships be-
tween certain societal conditions and different forms of kinship.
One type of analysis takes a particular kinship form and traces the
range of societal conditions under which it is found. Studies have
been made of the kinds of societies in which the independent nu-
clear family is found. Another approach examines specific kinds of
societies and determines the kinship systems that occur in them.
For example, urban industrial societies have been studied to de-
termine what kinds of family organization and kin groups exist in
them.

An analysis of the relation between societal conditions and
kinship systems must cope with a fundamental logical problem:
the conditions that cause or give rise to a particular form of kinship
may not be the same as those that perpetuate it. For example, it
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has been noted that matriliny “survives under conditions other
than those which gave rise to it, that we cannot outlaw the possi-
bility that it can spread to groups where it would not originate, and
that we cannot deduce theoretically the conditions likely to ter-
minate it.”*® From an observed correlation between kinship and
society it is not possible to conclude whether kinship is the deter-
minant of the particular societal condition or the reverse. Nor is it
possible to predict that kinship and societal conditions will neces-
sarily change together.

Moreover, relating dimensions of a kinship system to those of
the society is complicated because a great many societal condi-
tions may be related to the many dimensions of kinship. Even in
examining one aspect of societal conditions, such as the economy,
complex classifications have been used. Economic variables that
have been related to forms of the family include: (1) size of food
supply; (2) degree of spatial mobility required in subsistence
activities; and (3) kind and amount of family property. Some
theorists have referred to urban industrial society, or westemn
urban industrial society, as a category in which special types of
kinship are likely to arise. But within this category many dimen-
sions of relevance for kinship have been distinguished, including
the difference between early and late stages of industrialization,"
between those societies with indigenous industrialization and
those with borrowed industrial patterns, between preindustrial
and industrial cities,'® between various types of labor and market
economy,'® and between different types of political ideology and
political control.?

As yet no general theory of the association between kinship
and society that covers all of these numerous dimensions has been
substantiated. Nevertheless, a number of partial theories, observa-
tions, and hypotheses are worth examining.

Kinship in Urban Industrialized Society. Efforts to trace the
types of societies in which the independent nuclear family exists
reveal no simple correlation. An independent nuclear family is
found under very different economic conditions, in modern in-
dustrial societies and also in simpler hunting and gathering socie-
ties. However, a similar factor exists in both types of society,
namely, the need for physical mobility. “The hunter is mobile be-
cause he pursues the game: the industrial worker, the job.”* B
contrast, in a sedentary agricultural economy where the place of
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work is geographically fixed by the location of land, larger kin
groups can remain in the same location and yet be available for
their economic tasks.

A number of hypotheses have been developed about the kinds
of kinship systems that are compatible with urban industrial socie-
ties. Some theorists have assumed that the existence of corporate
kin groups and an extended family will interfere with the require-
ments of an urban society with an industrial economy.?* This
assumption is based on several features that are presumed to char-
acterize an urban industrial society. Industry requires geographic
mobility so that workers will be available at different times and
places. Thus ties of kinship should not be so extensive that indi-
viduals would be unwilling to live geographically separated from
their kin. An industrial economy also requires the assignment of
occupations on the basis of objective criteria of technical compe-
tence. Extensive obligations of kinship would presumably inter-
fere with the application of these objective criteria. It has also
been assumed that the activities of an industrial economy require
larger, more centralized units of production than can be organized
on a relatively small family or kin group basis. It should be noted
that these hypotheses pertain specifically to the urban segments
of industrial societies. They do not apply to preindustrial urban
centers. In the past it has been assumed that these hypotheses were
supported by the prevalence of an independent nuclear family in
urban industrial societies.

These hypotheses have also received support from the ob-
served breakdown of corporate kin groups in societies undergoing
industrialization.?® In societies coming in contact with previously
industrialized nations through their markets, the economic power
of descent groups is often undermined.** In a study of kinship
and industrialization in Lagos, Nigeria, it was noted that the op-
portunities for individual profit that accompanied industrialization
undermined the economic base of kinship ties. Then social differ-
ences between the more and less successful reduced the feelings
of obligations among kin, which otherwise ensured that wealth
was redistributed within the kin network. In turn, differences in
income and status among kin were further widened and ties of
kinship were further reduced.*

Despite the evidence that traditional kinship systems tend,
under some circumstances, to be disrupted and radically changed
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by industrialization, there are indications that urbanization as
such, and industrialization under some conditions, do not neces-
sarily break down all kinds of kinship ties. Although the claims
of the family group may exert an outworn authority and inhibit
ambition, “they also represent a system of social welfare,” a chal-
lenge to self-seeking and class interest, a widespreading and se-
cure emotional attachment. To abandon them would destroy the
informal social justice and emotional security which maintain the
balance of a rapidly changing society.?® Thus a conflict may exist
between the development of a modern economy and traditional
loyalties of kinship, but the ties of kinship by no means disappear
in the process of change.

There is evidence that kin groups may sometimes remain signif-
icant as units of economic production even in industrialized na-
tions. After reviewing instances in which kinship serves as a basis
of organizing industrial activities, it was concluded that, depend-
ing on the nature and size of the industrial organization, as well as
the size of the family, kinship is not necessarily incompatible with
efficient organization of industrial activities. This position is sup-
ported by a study of economic activity among French-Canadians
in New England,*” and also by studies of industrial organization
among overseas Chinese® and familistic type of industrial or-
ganization in Japan.?®

A number of recent studies of kinship in western industrial
urban societies have contributed additional data on the conditions
under which various types of kinship may exist.?® Several of
these have analyzed the relationship between the nuclear family
and its kin, and the extent and forms of interaction with kin out-
side the nuclear family. One study claims that a modified, as com-
pared with a classical, extended family can, and does, exist in an
urban industrial society, and may foster rather than inhibit both
occupational and geographic mobility.** On the basis of a general
review of a number of studies of kinship in urban industrial socie-
ties, it was concluded that kinship remains an important basis for
social contact, performing many important functions for the
family** Thus involvement with kin, as distinct from corporate
kin groups, does not disappear or become insignificant with in-
dustrialization. Moreover, even the most general theories have
noted the possible variation of kinship structures with a large-scale
society from one ethnic or class subgroup to another.
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We have not attempted a complete review of studies in kinship
and society, or even of studies of urban industrial kinship. Our
purpose has been to illustrate the complexity of the connections
between kinship and society and the consequent need for caution
in making assumptions about the forms of kinship possible in a
particular kind of society. While the data in this book imply certain
modifications and refinements in hypotheses about kinship in
urban industrial society, these theoretical modifications will not
be spelled out in detail here.

Where extensive ties with kin exist, they have implications for
the family and for the personalities of family members. Since, as
will be seen, we have found ties with kin to be more extensive than
might have been presumed on the basis of some previous hypothe-
ses, we will now review some of the functions that kinship has
been found to have for family and personality in societies where
involvement with kin is extensive.

KINSHIP, FAMILY, AND PERSONALITY

Because the family is in itself part of the kinship system, a spe-
cial distinction must be made when speaking of the influence of
the kinship system upon the family. But dimensions of kinship such
as the modes of residence and marriage have a profound effect
upon the family as they determine household composition, activi-
ties that are carried out by various kin units, and relationships

within the family.

Social Identity

The degree of interconnection within the family’s network of
kin relationship has important consequences for relationships
among kin, as well as those within the family. If an individual’s
various memberships overlap and similar behavior is expected in
various situations, he is likely to have a more coherent self-image
than if radically different behavior is expected of him in a series of
relationships with others who have little in common. Similarly, if
many social relationships are common to the entire family, and
there is considerable overlap of the groups in which different activi-
ties are carried out, such as occupation and recreation, the family’s
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identity is likely to be more unified than that of a family whose
members participate relatively little in the same social relation-
ships. The selection of marriage partners and the role of kin in the
selection help to define the marital pair as a social unit, that is, their
social identity. When marriage is considered a tie not merely be-
tween two individuals but also between two extended kin groups,
many kin in addition to the husband and wife are involved in the
marriage economically and ceremonially; all have a stake in its
success.

Patterns of residence affect the composition of the household
and thus exert an influence on the family. The social position of a
newly married husband and wife is particularly influenced by the
system of residence.

The sharp break in the life of one spouse that is likely when
residence is with the kin of the other spouse has been noted. Since
the spouse who shifts residence must move into a new set of social
ties, the relative position of the spouses in their most immediate
social groupings is affected by residence. Moreover, the conflicts
that are likely to inhere in the position of each spouse are affected
by whether a sharp transition to a new kin group is necessary.

The individual may be incorporated into a nuclear family and
kin group in a variety of ways. Also, the lines that distinguish the
individual, the nuclear family, and the other kin units may be
drawn very differently; neither the individual nor the family is con-
ceived in the same way in all societies. In some cases the family
rather than the individual is defined as the unit for most purposes.
In traditional Japanese society, for example, the peasant family was
the unit of most social activity and the individual was not defined
as independent for most purposes; he had little sense of private
identity and few private choices.®

Thus kinship organization exerts a significant effect upon the
position of the marital pair in their new household, as well as upon
the family boundaries and the units of social action. This, in turn,
influences other relationships within the family.

Authority and Control

In many societies extended kin exert control over members of
the nuclear family. Although this authority is not solely the product
of the family’s incorporation in its network of kin, it is clearly in-
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fluenced by the kinship structure. Residence patterns and house-
hold composition are significant for family authority in several re-
spects: (1) some residence patterns introduce an asymmetrical
element in authority relations between husbands and wives by
placing one spouse in a position of continuing membership in his
family of childhood, while the other spouse must go to live with
comparative strangers; (2) when one spouse remains with his own
group, that spouse may have authority through control over prop-
erty and economic resources of the larger kin group; (3) an indi-
vidual who remains within his own kin group after marriage may
have limitations placed on his authority to his own kin in senior po-
sitions; (4) kin outside the nuclear family may be defined as having
direct authority over family members in some spheres; (5) activi-
ties in the larger kin group that are based on kinship organization
may support authority within the household.

Economic Relations

Kinship organization also influences the role of the nuclear
family or household unit in economic activities. In our own society,
although the family is generally not a major unit of economic pro-
duction, it is a unit of consumption; as such, ties with kin affect its
consumption activities. For instance, a Jewish family may keep a
kosher household for the sake of parents. Kinship may also be the
basic source of available welfare and assistance, thus affecting how
the family seeks and obtains aid. Sometimes ceremonial activities
among kin constitute a significant economic contribution to the
family. Some basic economic activities of the family, such as house

building, may be carried out through the help of kin.

Socialization

Composition of the household and the proximity of kin help to
determine the adults who are significant in child rearing, which,
in turn, has consequences for personality development.

When many kin live in or near the same household, they can
easily exchange child-rearing tasks. Individuals other than the par-
ents may feed the child, play with him, and discipline him. As sug-
gested by a study of Truk culture in the South Pacific, the capacity



Kinship Concepts 31

for “deep” emotional attachment to one individual may be reduced
by socialization in a kinship system that has many parental surro-
gates. On the other hand, the personality characteristics fostered
under such circumstances may be compatible with that kind of so-
ciety, for example, with the marriage system and the necessity of
coping with complex role organization within the family .3

When the nuclear family is incorporated into a larger household
group, or lives close to kin, the child must learn a complex set of role
relationships: he must learn to relate to grandparents, to uncles, to
aunts, to cousins, as well as to members of the nuclear family. In ad-
dition, the child can observe the multiple relationships among
others; for instance, his own parents are children to his grand-
parents as well as parents to him. In many societies the child is con-
tronted with this extended network almost at birth, not at a later
stage.

Kinship structure also influences the form and resolution of the
Oedipus complex. The universality of the Oedipus complex is con-
troversial. But whether some special attachment to the parent of the
opposite sex is universal, evidence indicates that its form varies
with the kinship structure. For instance, in a society with matrilocal
residence, the mother’s brother is in some respects in a position
similar to that of the father in other systems. Then, is the resentment
of the son toward the father directed instead toward the mother’s
brother, who in this case is in a position of authority? Evidence
from the Hopi Indians in southwestern United States indicates
that the role of the mother’s brother is not quite comparable to that
of the father in other societies in terms of the Oedipus complex,
because the mother’s brother does not combine his authority posi-
tion with being the sexual partner of the child’s mother. Moreover,
the relationship of the child to the mother’s brother is tempered
when the mother has more than one brother. However, the Oedipal
conflict between father and child is reduced by diffusion of some of
the father’s authority to the mother’s brother.3

Kinship structure also affects the kinds of intimacy that the child
observes. Sleeping arrangements have been considered particularly
important in some psychological theory. Sleeping arrangements
vary greatly from one culture to another in relation to household
composition, as well as to general definitions of space and concepts
of privacy. Among the Hopi, the child sleeps close to many of the
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kin in his matrilocal extended family, has a chance to observe sexual
relations from an early age, and to develop a sense of intimacy with
the group that sleeps close together.

From an examination of relationships between kinship structure
and child-rearing practices and personality development, it was
hypothesized that insofar as kinship determines who acts as parents
and parental surrogates it influences superego development. This
hypothesis, based in part on psychoanalytic theory, was that “where
the parents play a less important role in the socialization of their
children, the children will tend to develop weaker superegos than
where the parents play a more important role.”*® However, since
parents play the dominant socializing role in most societies, the
effects of secondary agents of socialization on superego formation
were studied. It was assumed that relatives resemble parents more
closely than nonrelatives, so that if relatives rather than nonrelatives
are the more important secondary agents of socialization, a stronger
superego formation should result. This hypothesis was supported
by a significant correlation between residence patterns, the index
of the importance of relatives as secondary socializers, and beliefs
about the patients’ responsibility for being ill-the index of guilt
and superego formation. Here a specific relationship has been
posited between one aspect of kinship structure and a dimension
of personality.

Thus not only broad cultural patterns but social structure and,
in particular, kinship structure aftect socialization and personality.
The relationships are complex, but kinship structure is clearly im-
portant.

Socialization occurs not only in early childhood but throughout
life; entry into each new role entails socialization. Since kinship
often is a basis for organizing religious and ceremonial activities,
kin play an important part in rites accompanying life-cycle transi-
tions. The ceremonial support of kin may assist those involved in
accepting the idea of status transitions, for example, at marriage.
Similarly the participation of kin in funeral ceremonies helps family
members accept the alteration in their social status created by the
loss.

Kinship structure therefore influences the way in which the
family carries out its socialization functions in a variety of ways.
Kin may be involved both in early training of children and in later
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socialization of adults, especially in connection with life-cycle
transitions. Kinship structure exerts its major influence upon so-
cialization as a determinant of who become the socializers. In some
situations parental surrogates may play an active role in child rear-
ing. The exact consequences for personality development of multi-
ple parent figures and various ways of dividing aspects of the pa-
rental role are difficult to determine because so many factors enter
into the socialization process. But it is clear that the socialization
process proceeds in varied ways in different types of kinship sys-
tems.

Roles and Emotions

The composition of the household and definitions of bonds of
kinship help to define the rights and duties of roles; for instance,
whether the father will be the ultimate authority or merely a sub-
ordinate of his own father. In addition, the emotions that are likely
to be felt by those in particular family positions are affected by the
way in which the family’s roles are organized with respect to kin.

The quality of the emotional relationship that is most typical
between husbands and wives depends in part on how their roles
fit into the kinship structure. “Romantic love as it occurs in our
civilization, inextricably bound up with ideas of monogamy, ex-
clusiveness, jealousy and undeviating fidelity,” is unknown in many
cultures. “The Samoans,” for example, “laugh at stories of romantic
love, scoff at fidelity to a long-absent wife or mistress, believe ex-
plicitly that one love will quickly cure another.”” The notion of
romantic love has a long history in western civilization, but it is also
undoubtedly connected with certain features of present-day west-
ern urban kinship. In our culture romantic love serves as a basis for
mate choice. However, in societies where marriages are arranged,
this rationale is unnecessary. Thus the emotion of love is condi-
tioned by the marriage system.

In any kinship system a large number of role relationships exist
between different pairs of individuals, that is, between differ-
ent paired statuses such as mother-son, grandson-grandmother,
brother-sister. The definition of the quality of emotional relation-
ships between those within the nuclear family is related to the defi-
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nition of relationships between nuclear family members and kin.
The relationship that is regarded as the individual’s main source of
emotional support varies from one kinship system to another. In our
society the marital tie is normally considered to be the primary
bond of an adult. In other systems, however, parent-child or
sibling bonds may be more important and even take precedence
over the marital tie as a source of emotional support.

In the traditional, and to some extent present-day, Japanese
society, the kinship system is one in which the primary bond of obli-
gation and emotional attachment is to someone other than the
spouse. Even today the eldest son in the family frequently resides
with his parents and his obligations to his parents are considered
to be greater than those to his wife. In one recent study, respond-
ents were asked whether an eldest son should divorce his wife if she
does not get along with his mother.*® Most of them said that the
husband should not divorce his wife, but those who held “tradi-
tionalist views” felt emphatically that he should divorce her. In
this point of view the parent-child bond is far stronger than the
husband-wife bond.

In some instances elaborate cultural definitions prescribe the
emotions that may be expressed between particular kin. This ap-
plies even to what might be considered “deeper” emotions of love
and attachment. Anthropologists have used specific terms, “avoid-
ance relationships” and “joking relationships,” to refer to certain
kinds of expressive behavior.*® Such relationships have been con-
sidered to form a continuum from complete avoidance of speech
and physical contact to extreme license or obligatory joking and
horseplay. Joking and avoidance relationships, which are institu-
tionalized between specific kin in many societies, exemplify one
way in which an individual’s emotional expression is conditioned
by the definitions of kinship roles. Norms of this sort generally ap-
ply more directly to expressing an emotion than to feeling it, but
the etiquette of expression undoubtedly tempers which emotions
are felt.

The emotional expressions regarded as appropriate within the
household are also conditioned by its composition. The traditional
Chinese family, for instance, followed elaborate expressive eti-
quette for particular situations. Feelings were expressed by covert
and indirect means to avoid embarrassment from acting openly
toward a person in a way that might not be appropriate in front of
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someone of another status who was present within the house-
hold.*® The young wife, for instance, was not only constrained by
expressive etiquette; she had especially limited possibilities of emo-
tional expression because she was under the authority of her
mother-in-law and was not even supposed to express her feelings to
her husband. The composition of the household and the relation-
ships within it vary greatly with other features of the kinship system
such as residence patterns. The social organization of the family in
relation to kin therefore has significant consequences for the defini-
tion of roles and appropriate emotions of those within it.

The research, then, was guided by the concepts that have been
outlined briefly in this chapter—that different kinship systems can
exist under different social conditions, and that the dimensions of
a kinship system are related to each other. The kin relationships of
client families have both common and distinguishing features com-
pared with other structures of kinship ties. Thus it was important
to investigate kinship values and experiences for both clients and
caseworkers to find similarities and divergent patterns to under-
stand the ways in which kinship is dealt with in casework treat-
ment. Moreover, the kinship environment of a client family has
significant functions both for social organization outside the fam-
ily and for relationships within the family. To diagnose and treat
families most effectively it is essential, therefore, to have some
knowledge about this aspect of its environment.

Some of the questions that these guiding concepts pose are:
How are the boundaries of the kin network defined? What are the
experiences concerning proximity to kin? Are extended kin groups
present in an urban industrial setting? What are the consistent pat-
terns of interaction and conflict? What is the strength of the mari-
tal as compared with the parent-child bond? How do kinship ties
influence economic relations among kin? What kinds of emotional
support and assistance do kin offer the family? In what ways do kin
exert a controlling influence on the behavior of family members?

These questions and others are of theoretical interest when ap-
plied to any kinship system but they become particularly mean-
ingful when applied to this group because it has the special char-
acteristic of also being a group of casework clients. For it is the
purpose of this book to describe kin relationships in order to assess
their significance for casework.
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CHAPTER 2

The Agency
and the Clients

THE AGENCY SETTING

The Jewish Family Service of New York is a family counseling
agency, primarily serving the Jewish community of New York City,
although not entirely restricted to Jewish families. It receives most
of its funds from the Federation of Jewish Philanthropies, of which
it is a constituent agency. There are four district offices—two in
Brooklyn, one in the Bronx, one in Manhattan—and a central office
housing administrative office and special services.

A staff of professionally trained caseworkers provides indi-
vidual and family counseling; a variety of other services are also
available. Clients are referred to the agency from many sources,
including relatives, friends and neighbors, other social agencies,
rabbis, children’s schools and camps, advertisements and telephone
book listings, newspaper and magazine articles, medical doctors
and psychiatrists. Virtually no one is referred through the courts.
Fees based on income and responsibilities are charged for services.
Although in most cases the family is formally considered to be the
client, wives are seen somewhat more frequently than husbands.
Problems of marriage and of parent-child relationships constitute
the bulk of the agency caseload.

39
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The clients studied came from the regular casework offices of
the agency. For life-cycle contrast, certain clients in the special
Service to the Aged of the agency were also studied.

PRESENTING
PROBLEMS OF CLIENT FAMILIES

A sample of clients was asked in the research questionnaire
(see Appendix: Research Methods) to indicate which of a list of
problems was foremost in their decision to apply to the agency for
help. Marital, parent-child, and child’s behavior problems were
indicated as the most important factors in the decision to seek help
in 88 per cent of the cases. Although problems of relationships with
kin frequently come up in the course of casework treatment, there
were fewer than 1 per cent of the cases in which this was the most
important part of the presenting problem (Table 1).

Table1. Major Presenting Problems as Seen by Clients®

Per Cent

Marital problem 37
Parent-child problem 22
Child’s behavior problem 29
Individual personality problem 5
Medical problem 1
Financial problem 2
Conflicts with relatives »
Other 4
Total 100

(377)

*In this and all following tables unless otherwise in-
dicated, the figures in parentheses indicate the num-
ber of cases on which the percentages are based. This
will sometimes be fewer than the total number who
were asked the questions, for nonrespondents are not
included in the total.

*Less than 1 per cent.
The data on presenting problems as perceived by clients are strik-

ingly similar to those found in the routine agency statistics.
The clients studied constitute a random sample of the agency
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caseload at a given time; the length of time they had been in treat-
ment ranged from less than one month to several years.

SOCIOCULTURAL BACKGROUND
OF CLIENT FAMILIES

Stage of Life Cycle

The client families were married couples, mainly with children
still living at home. For 87 per cent the current marriage was their
only one. Relatively few were young couples; only 3 per cent of the
husbands and wives were twenty-five years old or younger. Rela-
tively few were elderly; only 8 per cent of the husbands and wives
were fifty-six or older. The largest group, 45 per cent, were between
thirty-six and forty-five; 19 per cent were between twenty-six and
thirty-five; 25 per cent were between forty-six and fifty-five. All but
4 per cent of the families had children. Of those having children,
86 per cent had one, two, or three children at home. All the children
were under six in only 13 per cent of the families with children, and
in only 8 per cent all were over eighteen. Thus in most families the
children ranged from early school age through high school age.
I]fighty-two per cent of the parents of husbands and wives were

ving.

F%)r comparison, data were also obtained from clients in the
agency Service to the Aged. Ninety-six per cent of the Service to
the Aged clients studied were over sixty, whereas only 3 per cent
of the clients in the district offices were as old; 51 per cent of the
Aged were seventy-one or more, while none of the regular clients
was as old. All the Aged who were studied had intact marriages. It
was assumed that the Aged were in many respects similar to the
parents of clients, although if anything they were probably less
traditional than many of the clients’ parents. For example, they
were less frequently Orthodox in religion than the clients say is
true of their parents. Nevertheless, the data on the Aged made pos-
sible comparisons with those in a stage of the life cycle which almost
no clients had themselves reached. Since comparisons will be made
only at certain points, the background of the clients in the Service
to the Aged need not be described in detail.
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Origins and Cultural Traditions

Birthplace. The Jews of New York City, who account for ap-
proximately 40 per cent of the nation’s five million Jews, make up
roughly a quarter of the city’s inhabitants.!

The bulk of these two million Jews represent immigrants or
descendants of immigrants from Poland and Russia, who came to
this country around the turn of the century.?

Some of the clients were themselves immigrants, and their recol-
lections of the experience are vivid. One man reported that he was
shocked to see “how young people moved away from their parents
and they knew darn well that they would never see them again.
Like burying them alive.”

As Table 2 indicates, however, the majority of the client sample
is drawn from the children of immigrants.

Table 2. Birthplace of Clients and Their Parents
Clientss  Clients’

Husbands  Wives Fathers Mothers

PERCENTAGES

United States 76 80 8 13
Europe 22 18 91 85
Elsewhere 2 2 1 2
Total 100 100 100 100
(186) (209) (378) (388)

Immigration Experience. The distinction between first- and
second-generation Americans may be less meaningful than age at
immigration, and the historical period of immigration, as others
have pointed out?® Clients whose parents came to the United
States from Europe may be relatively far from the immigration
experience or very close to it. Some in the second generation had
siblings born in Europe and they themselves were born only a year
or two after their parents arrived. Others are the children of immi-
grants who had lived many years in this country before the children
were born. Two second-generation individuals of different ages
may differ greatly in the extent to which their parents retained
European ways, and the degree to which they grew up in an insu-
lated ethnic enclave.
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Most of the European-born were from Eastern Europe.
Although it is extremely difficult to draw geographic boundaries
that accurately define the area of “Eastern” Europe, particularly
since national boundaries changed frequently, an earlier question-
naire administered as a routine agency procedure indicated that
most parents of clients came from areas that could be considered
Eastern Europe.*

Even among clients who were not themselves immigrants, there
is scarcely any family wholly untouched by the experience. And
even third-generation children may still be given vivid pictures of
the immigration process and the terrifying social upheavals that
surrounded it.

Recollections of crises in Europe are still vivid for many. In an
interview one woman described how her family managed to sur-
vive in the wartorn Ukraine during the period of the Russian
Revolution:

I remember, in the section where we lived, there was a civil war. ..
there was always the threat of a pogrom. . . . I had seen people die
of hunger . . . my mother would think that she would have to hide
[it] if we had too much meat on the table. She would hide it because
if people were starving and they saw you eating, they resented it.
And the reason we weren'’t starving was that money wasn’t worth
anything and my father had a store where he sold drygoods and
clothing and material. . . . The peasant who used to bring into the
market food would take [home] his material. You give them a table-
cloth and they would [give] ten pounds of butter—regular trade,
barter.

Eastern European Tradition. The culture of Eastern Europe
from which the parents of most clients came was by no means uni-
fied. Many, but not all, came from shtetl, or small rural Jewish com-
munities. Others came from cities. Moreover, cultural differences
existed between different regions within Eastern Europe. Although
acculturation was occurring in Europe, even in the shietl commu-
nity and particularly among those who had gone to the city, the
shtetl community was a base for Eastern European Jewish culture.
Despite the fact that these cultural traditions may be meaningful
to different clients in varying degrees, it is useful, particularly for
those unfamiliar with these traditions, to examine them briefly.

No analysis of shtetl life would be complete without noting the
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tremendous importance accorded to learning, particularly the
study of the Jewish religious books.® The learned held the highest
prestige in the community. Learning was a lifelong pursuit that did
not necessarily correspond with a man’s occupation, although a
very gifted scholar might be supported by his family and the com-
munity to enable him to devote himself entirely to study. The ex-
tent of learning of a boy’s or girl’s family was a primary criterion in
evaluating a prospective marriage partner.

Family and Kinship. The emphasis on learning was paralleled
by a strict division of sex roles. Learning was for men only; women
were considered inferior. Scholarship was given so much more im-
portance than practical occupations that it was considered “correct
for the wife of a gifted scholar to earn a livelihood for the family
while he remains with his books.”®

This sharp sex role division separated the mother from her son,
who joined the male world of scholarship between the ages of three
and five, when he entered the kheder, or first school. The ties of
mother and son were disrupted, since the mother was in no way in-
volved in the education of the child and the long hours of study
required extensive separation. This sharp break in the mother-son
relationship has been considered an important factor contributing
to “a fixation of the mother on the earliest phase of the child’s life,”
since this was the only period when the child was completely
within her province.

Traditionally, marriages were arranged. Prestige derived from
learning was a prime consideration in making matches. A match-
maker often had a notebook that included an “enumeration of
learned men™ in the families of each of the boys and girls for
whom matches were being considered. It was also considered ap-
propriate for siblings to marry in their age sequence, presumably
to minimize envy and quarreling and to stress the authority of age.

Arranged marriages de-emphasized romantic love as a basis for
mate selection so that the marital bond was not supported by ro-
mantic attachments. A shtetl saying offered this advice: “First
marry, then love.” In the system of arranged marriages the father
rather than the daughter examined the prospective bridegroom
and assessed his potential qualities and abilities. If the son-in-law
was a sufficiently talented scholar, the institution of kest was em-
ployed to further his studies. As part of the marriage arrangement,
he was brought to live in the home of his bride’s parents, who sup-
ported his studies for a given period.
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The lack of emphasis on romantic love, the importance of edu-
cation, and monetary considerations in matchmaking are clear in
the description given by the father of one client concerning his own
arranged marriage in a small Russian town:

Fatuer: That was the time I was ready to go to marry my

wife ... the... shadkhen, what they call?
MagrrEp SoN: Matchmaker.

FarHer: Yes, matchmaker . . . they used to bring them to-
gether, somewhere in my house or her house. If we
are satisfied, then all right. So, she was a dress-
maker in Russia. . . . And I was a soldier. I didn’t
even have a penny in my pants . . . my parents
[were not] rich, and I didn’t want to go to fight.
. . . Her parents wasn’t rich too, but they are all
working. . . . They saved a few dollars, so they
make a few dollars. Over there, when a girl has a
few dollars she could get a better husband . . .
more educated . . . the matchmaker used to pick
out the ones. Every matchmaker knows which . . .
the groom or the bride should be. . . . She shouldn’t
be so dumb or not educated. . . . I was married
through a matchmaker because I tell you, she
wasn’t in my country . . . over there it was twenty
or thirty miles. . . . I didn’t know her, I didn’t know
nobody from there . . . if I didn’t like her T'll tell
the matchmaker that it’s not for me, I don’t like
her. But I saw her. She was very nice, and she was
young. Now she’s an old lady but she was very nice,
and she had a few dollars, and I was very willing
to take a few dollars to go, I should go to the
United States, because I had to hide myself so the
Russian army couldn’t catch me.

The uxorilocal residence of the traditional marriage patterns
encouraged greater involvement with the wife’s than with the hus-
band’s family. A close relationship between a father and his son-in-
law was expected, particularly if the son-in-law came into the home
of his bride and was supported in kest. But it was apparently also a
general expectation: “It is a commonplace that a man prefers his
son-in-law to his son.” And a proverb says, “Every son-in-law has
in him something of his father-in-law.™® A father’s closeness with
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his son-in-law was a conflict with his own son, since the son-in-law
was taking the place of the son and might actually receive the son’s
inheritance. The closer ties with the wife’s than with the husband’s
family also extended to other kin. “It often happens that the
mother’s relatives are the ones best known to her children, even, in
cases, to the entire ignorance of the father’s kin.™*

The kest was considered ideal, since it meant that the son-in-law
was a promising scholar. Thus both the father-in-law and mother-
in-law readily accepted a son-in-law as a member of their family.
This residence pattern meant a sharper break at marriage for the
son than for the daughter. Relationships after marriage with the
son’s family were fraught with conflict. The ties with his father
may have been broken by the intrusion of his brother-in-law, and
marriage was seen as a further break in his ties with his mother. A
traditional saying exemplifies the break in the son’s ties at marriage.
“When the son marries, he gives the wife a contract and the mother
a divorce.””* Even when the marriage was arranged, the mother
presumably felt that the son had committed a form of treason and
it was expected that she would be extremely jealous and resentful
of her daughter-in-law.”® A young woman could face her mother-
in-law only after she had had a child; then the mother-in-law would
have to admit that the marriage was justified since then she was a
grandmother. “Nevertheless, she is ever alert to the comment that
her daughter-in-law does not cook or indulge or otherwise take care
of the son as adequately as she did; and an angry husband will re-
buke his wife as though in his mother’s behalf saying, ‘you can’t
cook as well as she did.” ”** But the mother-in-law was also “highly
critical of her daughter-in-law’s methods of rearing the grandchild,
her son’s child, the more so as the harassed daughter-in-law turns
to her own mother for help.”®

Relationships between adult siblings and siblings-in-law were
also a product of these marriage arrangements and uxorilocal resi-
dence. A young girl was expected to take on some of her mother’s
negative attitudes toward her sister-in-law: “It appears to us that
in the relations between the sisters-in-law, it is the unmarried girl
who originates the hostilities. She complains in idioms taken from
her mother that her sister-in-law does not feed her brother properly,
and that she acts as though she were more important than the
sister.”® But relationships between sisters-in-law became less
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strong over time as each became involved in her own maternal
family.

Avoidance appears to have occurred in cross-sex sibling rela-
tionships, which meant that if these ties were to be maintained,
parents often had to serve as intermediaries. However, obligations
of assistance among cross-sex siblings were definite.

Relationships among adult brothers, however, were not close,
perhaps in part because each became involved with his wife’s kin.
Presumably relationships among adult sisters might be fraught
with jealousy since both were tied to the same maternal family.
However, age differences, the tradition of marriage in age se-
quence, which was explicitly considered to be a way of forestalling
jealousy, and the relatively short duration of the kest may have
served to minimize jealousy.

Ties beyond the nuclear family, however, did not appear to
have been greatly emphasized. In some respects the entire shtetl
community in Eastern Europe was regarded as a kinship unit; ties
could be traced either through blood or marriage to practically all
members of the community.

However accurate or representative existing descriptions of
Eastern European traditions may be, some variation of these basic
patterns was undoubtedly important for many of those who em-
igrated to this country.

Neighborhoods

Not only did the parents of most clients have direct experience
living in Eastern Europe, but the patterns of early settlement
within this country helped to keep alive European traditions and a
sense of ethnic identity.

The extent of ethnic segregation was reflected in the descrip-
tions many clients gave of their childhood neighborhoods. One
man, now in his midforties, told of street fights in his childhood,
clearly indicating sharp ethnic distinctions:

It was on 19th Street, it was a locality where you have Jews on one
side, and a block or two away were a mixed locality like Irish and
Italians. . . . As Jewish boys [if] we happened to go over to their
neighborhoods . . . if we had to go shopping or something . . . [we
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would] get into a fight. . . . Or they came to our neighborhood. It
worked both ways, in other words. They used to call us names. . . .
And we resented that, and naturally we went into a fight. ... You had
to show your courage or else you would never be able to walk over
there again.

Common language, observance of dietary laws, religious and
cultural traditions, and a general sense of familiarity bound many
to Jewish neighborhoods. Living in Jewish neighborhoods rein-
forced traditions even in families that were more assimilated. One
woman, for example, explained that she did not learn “Jewish”
[Yiddish] from her parents, who spoke only English, but from
friends in her childhood neighborhoods.

From the areas of original settlement, pulled by the lure of
more prosperous neighborhoods befitting their rise in living stand-
ard and pushed by the influx of less privileged immigrants, the
more successful members of the Jewish community began to move:
in Brooklyn, from Brownsville to Flatbush or the Bronx; from
Manbhattan’s Lower East Side to the Upper West Side; from the
East Bronx to the West.” Many of the areas of second settlement
are themselves beginning to deteriorate or to be threatened with
deterioration as the more prosperous again move out and new, less
Erivileged immigrants move in; others maintain a precarious sta-

ility on the edge of more prosperous sections such as those bor-
dering the Grand Concourse in the Bronx.

In addition to areas of second settlement, middle-income hous-
ing projects are another new kind of residential area. Some of these
approximate suburbia in their standardization and their lack of
ethnic flavor.

Parents often move to follow their married children. Moves
of this sort, together with the changing character of many neigh-
borhoods, mean that even members of the older generation have
experienced changes in their surroundings and the extent of their
ethnic segregation. Cultural gaps between immigrant parents and
their children are reflected in the different neighborhoods in which
they have spent a good part of their lives, but the process of change
of neighborhoods and assimilation affects both generations.

At present the client families studied live in scattered sections
throughout the metropolitan area. They do not represent a real
social group that has contacts with each other. Only a small pro-
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portion, 2 per cent, live in the suburban areas of Long Island and
New Jersey, and some of these had moved to these areas during
their contact with the agency. Very few have lived outside the
New York City area for any significant period. The largest number,
50 per cent, are from Brooklyn; the next largest group, 30 per cent,
from the Bronx; and the remaining 18 per cent, from Manhattan.
The diversity of neighborhoods is great. The extent of ethnic
segregation varies widely, particularly in view of the rapid changes
occurring in many areas, and the moves of clients from one area to
another. Differences between childhood immigrant neighborhoods
and those of present residence were often reported, even when
the present neighborhoods were considered to be largely Jewish.

Religion

Like the neighborhood in which clients live, their religious be-
liefs and practices, particularly those pertaining to the many rituals
of daily life, are extremely diverse. However, because the varia-
tions are so many, it is difficult to trace definite lines of accultura-
tion and change. It has been pointed out that rabbinical thinking is
itself geared to making an “appropriate interpretation of eternal
law in the light of ephemeral conditions. If the interpretation is
clever enough, it can eliminate hardship for all concerned. Such
cleverness can go to great lengths without imposing any sense of
disrespect to the Law, for to help humanity is an absolute good.™8
Despite variations two points are clear. Almost all clients express
some degree of identification either with the Jewish religion or
with the Jewish community; and most feel that modifications of
religious practice result in differences between generations.

The degree of observance is so complex that it is difficult to
compare families; one that considers itself Orthodox and observes
dietary laws at home does not necessarily attend religious services
regularly.”® The ceremony of bar mitzvah or confirmation per-
formed when a boy reaches the age of thirteen is another ritual
that varies enormously in observance and significance. According
to Hebrew law, it is the attainment of religious duty and responsi-
bility, but in practice it may be more of a family celebration than a
religious event. Even the distinctions among the various modes of
observance—Orthodox, Conservative, and Reform—are not al-
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ways very clear and may refer to the degree of observance of ritual
rather than to denominational affiliation, as was indicated in in-
terviews.

Individuals within the same family often vary in their beliefs
and practices. One woman told the interviewer that her husband
might be considered Orthodox because he goes to an Orthodox
synagogue for the High Holidays, but she herself does not go. “My
beliefs are very moderate, I don’t really believe . . .init...and I
feel like a good Jew.” Her father never went to synagogue either,
though her mother was very devout.

Many in the client group feel identified with the Jewish com-
munity but are not particularly religious. One man, for example,
explained that although he himself was not particularly religious,
his sons were given a religious education and a bar mitzvah pri-
marily so that they would know something of the religion and
know they were Jews.

In the questionnaire one question on religious identification
was phrased: “Would you say you are: Hassidic, Orthodox, Con-
servative, Reform, ‘just Jewish,” other?” Thus clients could express
their Jewish identification without necessarily committing them-
selves to a particular degree of religious observance. Slightly more
than half the clients considered themselves “just Jewish,” whereas
the rest mainly defined themselves as either Orthodox or Conserv-
ative. Relatively few saw themselves as Reform. There were even
fewer Hassidim, or members of an ultrareligious group with tradi-
tions that date back to eighteenth-century Poland. The “others”
included Zionists, non-Jewish clients married to Jewish spouses,
and clients who were the product of mixed marriages (Table 3).

Table 3. Religious Identification of Clients and Their Parents

Per Cent of

Per Cent of Clients’

Clients Parents
Hassidic 1 5
Orthodox 13 45
Conservative 26 19
Reform 5 2
“Tust Jewish” 53 26
Other 2 3
Total 100 100

(390) (390)
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Clients were also asked to describe the religious identification of
their parents. The parents of husbands and wives were almost the
same. Practically no difference exists between clients and their
parents in the proportion described as Reform, but clearly there is
a trend away from orthodoxy between generations, or so the clients
perceive: only 13 per cent of the clients described themselves as
Orthodox, although they described their parents as Orthodox in
45 per cent of the cases; they described themselves as Conservative
somewhat more frequently than they did their parents, and as “just
Jewish” twice as often as they identified their parents this way.

Differences between generations in religious belief and ob-
servance are sometimes reduced by the fact that, as clients fre-
quently reported, their parents also changed their religious prac-
tices as they became more Americanized. Moreover, it is clear that
some of the older generation were emphatically secular in their
orientations. Sometimes the direction of differences between gen-
erations is reversed, with the younger generation being more re-
ligious than the older.

Often the religious ceremonials of the parental generation, par-
ticularly weddings and bar mitzvahs, were less elaborate and lav-
ish than they are today because economic conditions were poorer.
In contrast, more recent weddings and bar mitzvahs were often
described as highly elaborate and expensive, including catered
“sit-down” dinners and bands. However, the trend toward more
elaborate ceremonials does not necessarily mean greater religious
observance.

In fact, the younger generation may serve as a guide to the
older in matters of ceremonial style and appropriate behavior even
when the members of the older generation are more religious in
traditional terms. One young woman whose parents could not af-
ford an expensive wedding for her sister reported advising her
mother about appropriate behavior at the catered wedding which
was given by the son-in-law’s relatives:

They had a caterer come in . . . and my mother said, “Should I make
something?” And I said, “Look, mama, either you make the wed-
ding or you do nothing. You just don’t belittle yourself by coming in
with your tray of gefilte fish. It doesn’t look right. They planned this
wedding without consulting you, and you just come as a guest then.
It just isn’t right for you to drag your gefilte fish across Long Island.
It justisn’t right. A little dignity, let’s have.
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However, the trend toward more lavish ceremonials does reflect
changes, particularly in economic conditions, that affect both gen-
erations rather than a move of the younger generation away from
the way of life of the older.

Because the religious rituals cover so many details of daily life,
they may have concrete consequences for relationships among
relatives. For example, parents who keep a kosher home may feel
that they cannot eat in the homes of their less observant children.
The very religious do not travel on the Sabbath or holidays, and
this may influence visiting and family celebrations. Conflict may
arise between generations if those in the younger generation do not
follow the tradition of naming children in memory of deceased
relatives or do not name them after the expected kin.

The complexities of keeping a kosher home are so great, and
the variations so many, that it is particularly difficult to say that
one family, or one generation, is more observant than another.
Those who are fairly strict about keeping kosher within their home
do not necessarily do so outside it.

The innumerable variations in ways of keeping kosher, which
result from the intricacies of ritual detail, are sometimes a matter
of uncertainty and concern for those who wish to be observant:

When we first got married I observed as much as I could. But it al-
ways bothered me. I felt that if you bentch licht [light candles] then
you shouldn’t do anything on Shabbos [Sabbath] but he [my hus-
band] did and so I just let it go. I keep a kosher home, but I assure
you my grandmother couldn’t eat in my house. I buy kosher meat, I
wouldn’t use ham, I have two sets of dishes, but if the kids make a
big to-do about having shrimp, I let them have it. But I don't eat it.
I can’t take to it. It’s a habit . . . I kosher all my meat. . .. I will not
serve milk and butter at the table with meat. .. . But my sister . . . for
instance, is very observing. She has different [dish] rags for milkhe-
dikh [dairy] and fleyshikh [meat], with different colors; she has
two [drain] boards at her sink. And yet, she rides on Saturday if she
has to. Somehow;, it’s to me like whatever level you want to go to. It
bothers me sometimes, because, we . . . , do you or don’t you? It
bothers me. . . . If you do this, why don’t you do that? Sometimes it
is just difficult.

Despite the enormous complexity and variation, most clients re-
vealed some degree of Jewish identification in their style of cook-
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ing. Only 18 per cent indicated that their cooking was not either
Jewish style or kosher. Forty-three per cent of the clients indicated
that they were either strictly kosher or kept many of the dietary
laws. Those who say their cooking is “somewhat Jewish style but
not kosher” are likely to mean that they have lox and bagels and
use lots of dairy products such as sour cream; that they use matzoh
mea] instead of bread crumbs; that they tend to cook beef well;
that they prefer sweet rather than salt butter and often make tradi-
tional Eastern European dishes, such as stuffed cabbage and
borscht, and serve boiled vegetables more often than salads; that
they eat a good deal of smoked or pickled fish; and so on. Thus
even those who are not religiously observant frequently preserve
certain Jewish traditions in their style of cooking.

Despite the variety of religious practices, clients perceive a
trend away from the greater orthodoxy of their parents, with the
result that religion is often an area of difference between genera-
tions.

Style of Life

Home visits made it possible to observe present household
styles. The furnishings of client households exhibit every taste:
some living-room floors were covered with linoleum, others with
wall-to-wall broadloom; some families read the Daily News,
others The New York Times; in some homes, the furnishings were
the carefully chosen symbols of those newly arrived in middle-
class status; in others, they were the casual, much worn acquisi-
tions of those to whom books and records are more important than
carpets and upholstery. The television set, however, was a virtual
constant, regardless of how much homes differed in other respects.

Despite the variety in tastes, the homes of clients were quite
similar in number of people and number of rooms: most families
lived in three, four, or five rooms, and most families consisted of
three, four, or five persons; most families had two bedrooms, and
in the majority of cases, 78 per cent, the maximum number of peo-
ple sleeping in the same room was two. The overcrowded condi-
tions of tenement living in early immigrant neighborhoods were
not typical of the clients.

Although no comparable data exist on the homes of the clients’
parents, it is likely that even the homes in which the clients grew
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up did not reflect Eastern European traditions in their possessions.
Ties to Eastern European traditions were virtually never expressed
in household furnishings or arrangements of clients” homes. On a
questionnaire item, 87 per cent of the clients said that their furnish-
ings were mostly things they bought new; only 6 per cent said they
were mostly used; and only 7 per cent reported that their furnish-
ings were mostly things given or lent to them. Although assistance
and passing on of furnishings among kin is important, the symbols
of Eastern European traditions and ethnic identity were not at-
tached to material possessions. There were virtually no objects of
traditional or family significance; no one, for instance, pointed
with pride to their grandmother’s samovar. Indeed, only 23 per
cent of the clients indicated that they had received any form of
inheritance (material goods, property, or money) from kin. The
one place where ethnic traditions were expressed in material pos-
sessions was in the objects associated with keeping kosher, such as
two sets of silverware and dishes, but even these were often new.

Whatever the extent of the shift from parental styles may ac-
tually be, the present household arrangements and furnishings of
clients do not symbolize ethnic identity of Eastern European tra-
ditions, except for those items directly connected with religious
practice.

Education and Occupation

Like other new immigrants, the Eastern European Jews who
poured into America in the decades around the turn of the century
were often funneled into the city’s pool of unskilled labor; but un-
like other immigrants, the Jews often brought with them from
Europe a variety of skilled trades. They were tailors, milliners, hat-
makers, shoemakers; many others were retailers, having been ped-
dlers and small store owners in the shtetl. These skills and the
aspirations accompanying them enabled many who began as un-
skilled workers in the garment and retail trades to move up more
rapidly in the occupational hierarchy than other immigrants were
able to do.?* In a discussion of the unusual speed with which Jews
as an immigrant group have moved into middle-class status, it has
been suggested that this preference for self-employment is a result
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of the Jew’s desire not to be dependent for advancement on a pos-
sible anti-Semitic employer; we can also see it as the product of
discrimination in European countries which forced Jews into serv-
ice and trade occupations. With increasing assimilation, however,
the third-generation Jews have been moving into large companies
and new professions; instead of medicine and law, Jews turn in-
creasingly to journalism, literature, engineering, architecture, and
academic life.?*

Many clients perceive that they and their friends have changed
from the more typically immigrant occupations of their parents
and their parents’ friends. Although data were scanty on the occu-
pations of parents, probably in part as a reflection of the feeling of
clients that their parents’ status was low, it is evident, both from
genealogical data and from the information given on parental oc-
cupations, that many clients have shifted away from the occupa-
tion of their parents, even though upward mobility undoubtedly
occurred during the careers of many of the clients’ parents.

The shift from unskilled and skilled trades to small retail pro-
prietor, to employed white-collar workers and professionals is fre-
quently demonstrated in genealogies collected from clients. One
genealogy illustrates this rise over time from the occupations of the
parental generation (Table 4).

The trend away from the occupations of the parental genera-
tion is clear in this typical genealogy. Not all those within the same
generation have moved to the same degree, but when one keeps in
mind that generation and age overlap the shift away from the occu-
pations of early immigrants is striking.

Most client husbands were working at the time the mail ques-
tionnaire was returned; of the 184 husbands who answered the
question, 8 per cent said they were not presently working, and of
these, two were retired and seven were disabled; of the remainder,
five were out of a job, two were on seasonal layoff, and one was a
student.

Sufficient information exists to classify 172 client husbands’
present or most recent main occupation according to the United
States census categories; 59 per cent, or more than half, describe
themselves as holding jobs that fall into the white-collar category.
These data correspond to the picture of the shift from the unskilled
and semiskilled occupations of the parental generation (Table 5).
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Table 4. Generational Differences in Occupation Found in
Genealogy of One Family®

Husband’s Kin

Parental Generation:

Fish dealer, Men’s clothing accessories,
Carpenter, Haberdasher, Policeman,
Custom peddler, Retail or in men’s
clothing, Paint store, Dress cutter,
Grocer, Furrier (three)

Husband’s Generation:

Garage business, Physician, School-
teacher, Plant nursery, Book business,
Chemist, Furrier, Clothing, Picture
framing business, Farmer, Piece goods
fabrics, Academic research Ph.D.,
Accountant in Bureau of Internal
Revenue, Real estate operator, Buyer in

men’s clothing

Children’s Generation,

Husband’s Side:

Lawyer, Teacher, Accountant (two)
Engineer, Physician, Cab driver, “Cum
laude” Ph.D., Dentist (two), Furrier,
Government employee

Wife’s Kin
Parental Generation:

Soda business self-employed, Real
estate owner-landlord, Garment indus-
try (two) presser, Grocery business,
Cloak operator, Fabric merchant,
“Literate in Yiddish,” Skilled plate glass
workman, Cutter in men’s hats, Tailor
store, Furrier (two), Presser in ladies
dresses, Accountant and very well-
educated Hebrew scholar

Wife’s Generation:

Wholesale candy business, accountant
(two), Government employee, Grocery
business, Accountant in real estate,
Cutter in ladies garments, Self-employed
fabrics merchant, Electrical supply
salesman, Salesman, College graduate in
army, Liquor store proprietor, Self-
educated writer for TV, Master plumber,
Partner in drygoods concern, Butcher
and furrier, Fur salesman, Jewelry
salesman, Trucker and salesman for

shoe store, Cloak operator, Furrier,
Chiropractor, Musician in symphony
orchestra, Chauffeur, Camera and

photo supply salesman, Schoolteacher

Children’s Generation, Wife’s Side:

Engineer, Garage business, Clothing
manufacturer

* The classifications of occupation are recorded verbatim from interviews.

The rank of client occupations can also be estimated by income.
At the time of the study, slightly more than half the client hus-
bands earned $99 or less each week; one-fourth, between $100 and
$125 weekly; and a similar proportion, more than $125.

In roughly a third of the cases the family income was even
higher because the wife was working; 14 per cent of the wives
worked full-time and 20 per cent held part-time jobs. Compared
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Table5. Census Classification of Client Husbands’ Jobs

PER CENT

White Collar
Professional, technical 16
Managerial, proprietor 17 59
Clerical and sales 26
Blue Collar
Craftsmen, foremen 16
Operatives 17 41
Service and labor 8
Total 100
(172)

with some other data on the Jewish population of New York City,
the clients were not disproportionately in the lowest income
brackets.??

Clients clearly differ from their parents in education. Whereas
two-thirds, 66 per cent of the husbands, and the same proportion
of the wives, did not have any college education, the clients do not
compare unfavorably with the Jewish population as a whole in the
proportion who have had some or a complete college education.?®
Only 14 per cent of the husbands and wives as compared with 54
per cent of their parents had no formal education or only grammar
school education. In addition, for 31 per cent of the parents, cli-
ents reported that they had European education, meaning in most
instances that they had training within the Jewish community.
Only 12 per cent of the parents of clients had some or a complete
high school education, and only 2 per cent had any college train-
ing. Education is clearly an area of great difference between cli-
ents and their parents. Changes in style of life, in neighborhood,
even in religious orientation to some extent, have occurred simul-
taneously for clients and their parents. Most parents of clients,
however, were not able to obtain formal education as extensive as
that of their children. But the gap of education remains one of the
greatest gaps between the generations.

One might think that part of the clients’ problems might stem
from having received fewer advantages than their siblings; and as
aresult, that they would be typically less mobile than their siblings.
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This assumption, however, does not appear to be true to any great
extent. When comparing the relative ranking on a prestige scale
of the occupations of husbands and their brothers, in nearly a
quarter of the cases, all their occupations were in the same prestige
level. In 40 per cent of the cases, some or all of the clients’ brothers
were in a higher prestige occupation, but in a large proportion, 30
per cent, all or some of the clients’ brothers were in lower-ranking
occupations. In 7 per cent, the occupations of their brothers were
mixed; some higher, some lower, some the same as that of the client
husband. A fairly high proportion of clients therefore had at least
one brother who is more successful. But over half had some who
were on the same level or lower than they were. Since these repre-
sent gross prestige categories, it is entirely possible that husbands
more frequently perceived their brothers to be in higher prestige
occupations than these categories show. Nevertheless, from an out-
side view, the terms of overall ratings, the clients were not mark-
edly lower than their brothers in occupational prestige.

The kin relationships of the client families must be seen with
reference both to their own sociocultural characteristics and to
those of their kin. As we have seen, these are families of immigrant
backgrounds, who are involved in the process of cultural transition
and assimilation. Despite the complexity of charting changes from
one culture to another, when a firm baseline exists neither for the
culture of origin nor for the one which the immigrant is assimilat-
ing, marked differences between the clients and their parents are
evident at a number of points, including occupation, education,
and religious beliefs and practices.

Immigration has significance for the differences in the social
world of different generations in another way; although most cli-
ents have remained in close contact with their own parents
throughout their lives, many clients grew up without contact with
their grandparents, their parents having been the ones to leave
home.

Generation itself is a loose concept that may in some instances
overlap with age and social and cultural changes may occur simul-
taneously within more than one generation. Nevertheless, the so-
cial and cultural experience of clients and that of kin in their par-
ents’ generation diverge markedly. Marked differences between
generations may, in turn, have consequences for solidarities among
kin of the same generation.



The Agency and the Clients 59

Kinship behavior is relational; it occurs between individuals
and groups; it is a product of interaction. The values, social posi-
tions, and personalities of all parties are important for its outcome.
Analysis of differences in kinship patterns between generations is
complicated, since the behavior being analyzed stems from the
characteristics of more than one generation. Thus one cannot say
that frequent residence of young married couples in the home of
the wife’s parents is only the result of characteristics of the young
couples such as dependence on their parents; it derives equally
from characteristics of their parents. Some characteristics, such as
attitudes and values, may be referred to the individual, but their
significance for behavior will be manifest in interaction with
others. Here comparisons of the older and the younger genera-
tions are meaningful. But in other areas the most important analy-
sis of generational differences lies in the study of interaction be-
tween generations.

We will consider elsewhere (see Appendix) the degree to
which our sample is representative of the client population. The
client group is not necessarily typical of other groups, either other
Jewish families of Eastern European origin or descent, others of
this age group, or nonclient families. Clients interact with their kin
to an extent and in ways that are not determined entirely by the
clients but by their kin as well, many of whom are nonclients.
Therefore, the extensiveness of involvement with kin cannot be
assumed to stem uniquely from the problems that led the client
families to seek casework help. Indeed, as we have seen, difficul-
ties in relationships with kin were rarely part of the initial present-
ing problem.

Although we cannot say that similar results would be likely in
other groups, the observations on the clients have certain general
relevance. Some of the characteristics of these clients, particularly
generational differences as these affect kin relationships, may have
parallels in other ethnic groups. In addition, the kinship patterns
of this group contradict certain assumptions that have been made
about kinship in urban industrial societies; namely, that extended
kin groups break down and that the nuclear family becomes iso-
lated in urban milieus; and that social mobility, desired in indus-
trial societies, is impeded by extensive kin ties.

In the analysis that follows we will examine in detail the rela-
tionships with kin that have been found among client families, and
the ways in which caseworkers seek to alter these relationships. In
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some areas, kinship patterns of these clients appear markedly
similar to what is known about Eastern European Jewish tradi-
tions; in other respects, the kin relationships of clients appear to be
the unique product of immigration and assimilation with the con-
sequent breaking of certain ties and strengthening of others. Gen-
erational differences and the continuous process of acculturation
affect kin relationships. Since casework intervention involves
changes in kinship structure, an understanding of the changes that
are already occurring as a result of other forces is of great impor-
tance.
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CHAPTER 3

The Kinship Values
of Client Famalies

Kinship is important not only in remote or primitive societies; even
in a large metropolis of an industrial society the family may be
deeply enmeshed in, and may derive important supports from, its
network of kin. Because these kin relationships are often also a
source of conflict, and because, as will be seen more fully later,
casework intervention often attempts to change these relation-
ships, an understanding of the family’s involvement is important.

In this and the next two chapters we will discuss highlights of
our findings on the involvement of client families with their kin.
This chapter discusses kinship values, or what clients believe are
appropriate relationships with kin. Chapter 4 considers the actual
involvement of client families in their network of kin relation-
ships; the extensiveness of their kin ties, the proximity of kin and
communication with them, and the binding power of assistance
and reciprocity. Chapter 5 examines kin groups and assemblages
in which client families participate, including ad hoc kin assem-
blages, family-kin businesses, and family circles and cousins clubs.
Chapter 6 considers how conflicts with kin reflect the ways in which
kin relationships are organized in other respects.

The emphasis in this study diverges somewhat from many
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ethnographic descriptions of kinship “systems.” This study was
concerned primarily with understanding the present interaction of
clients with their kin rather than past relationships in the family of
childhood, because this focus was considered more pertinent from
the casework point of view. The dimensions of the kinship system
that were studied in most detail also reflect the characteristics of
the society, the particular social and cultural positions of the fami-
lies studied, and their life-cycle stage. In addition, the portions of
our data reported most fully in this volume are those we feel will
be most helpful to workers.

A number of areas of the kin relationships of client families
were studied. The contacts with kin ranged from daily face-to-
face meetings and telephone conversations to gatherings that
occur only on special ritual or ceremonial occasions. A variety of
levels of data were obtained, including opinions about what rela-
tionships ought to be, reports of actual behavior, and observations
of behavior. Diversified procedures were employed in obtaining
the data, including precoded questionnaire items and open-ended
questions, as well as interview and observational techniques. A
more detailed discussion of the procedures may be found in the
Appendix.

From these observations a picture was drawn of the regulari-
ties that typify the kin relationships of client families. A model of
the most typical client kin relationships has been constructed, that
is, the kinship “system” in which these families participate.

Kin relationships of a group constitute a system when regulari-
ties are found among the members of the group. In addition, the
idea of system implies that one area of kinship behavior will affect
another; where a family lives in relation to kin, for example, will
affect the way in which marriage partners are selected. Thus sys-
tem refers not only to similarity in attitudes and behavior among
different members of the group, but also to how a particular fam-
ily’s kin relationships in one area are tied up with that family’s kin
behavior in other areas.

Various types of regularity in kin relationships have been ex-
amined. As we have seen, descriptions of kin relationships in less
complex societies are often more clearcut, since the relationships
between those in specific kinship positions are conditioned by tra-
ditions that spell out, with few alternatives, the expected kinds of
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obligations, behavior, and emotion. An individual who does not
behave accordingly is likely to receive negative sanctions. In more
complex societies, however, norms governing relationships among
kin are less definite and consistent. Different individuals within a
family’s kin network may have different views about how relation-
ships in a particular position should be conducted, and about the
rights and obligations of kinship. The norms that exist are often
less detailed, leaving more “room for manoeuvre within the limits
of organized negative sanctions.™

To obtain a view of regularity in kin relationships, both values
and the actual choices in behavior have been examined. On one
level, for example, a given proportion of families believe it is nice
for a young married couple to live near their kin. On another level,
a given proportion of families actually live within walking distance
of one or more of their kin. In both cases the finding consists of a
statistical regularity. But an analysis of a kinship system goes be-
yond recording the most frequent forms of belief and action. Regu-
larities in social behavior occur because individuals interact with
each other and thus to a degree follow each other’s expectations.
Even when the norms of kinship are not entirely consistent and
different kin react to the same event in different ways, their sanc-
tions are nonetheless real; relationships with kin are seldom
neutral. Therefore, an analysis of kinship system is concerned with
reactions or sanctions that a family will receive if it acts in a partic-
ular way. If, for example, a family chooses not to reside near kin,
what will the reactions of others be?

In the analysis of kinship bonds an attempt was made to build
up a model of the similarity of behavior from one area to an-
other. The model consisted of a compilation of information on the
particular kin with whom the husband and wife in the client family
had most contact in a variety of activities. The regularity, in this in-
stance, consists in the finding that in most areas wives have more
frequent contacts with their own kin than with their husband’s.
Here again, however, there are alternatives; some wives have more
contact with their husband’s kin than with their own kin, and in
some areas the proportion of wives who have more contact with
their own kin is smaller than in others. Thus the systematic features
of a kinship system do not occur with complete uniformity; in all
areas alternatives are found. This is, moreover, a system only in
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that it is a description of regularities in kin relationships among
these particular families.

CONTENT OF KINSHIP VALUES

Early interviews suggested a number of critical areas for the
values of clients about kin relationship. These areas include: mar-
riage procedures, residence, obligations for kin interaction, mobil-
ity, kin and nonkin institutions, husband-wife versus parent-child
bonds, differentiation of the nuclear family from kin, and obliga-
tions toward aged parents. Clients” values were compared with
those of another group of clients in the special Service to the Aged.
The Aged are not necessarily comparable to the actual parents of
the clients. Nevertheless, the differences between the Aged and
other clients were taken as a rough approximation of differences
likely to exist between clients and their own parents.

Clients and the Aged were given a series of statements in the
questionnaire and asked to indicate whether they agreed, dis-
agreed, or had no opinion. Responses reveal values about ideal be-
havior. Taken together with interviews, these values also reflect
areas of potential conflict. To avoid repetition, data on the values
of clients and the Aged have been placed in Chapter 8, where com-
parisons are also made with caseworkers. (See Appendix for a
fuller discussion of methods. )

In all areas of values, clients hold divergent views. In addition,
the views of a given client are not necessarily consistent from one
area of kinship behavior to another. But in most areas the majority
placed a high value on obligations of kinship.

A variety of factors in an individual’s social experience influ-
ence his values, and more detailed examination of variations
within the client group, for example, with age and sex, might be
useful for certain purposes. The data on values are presented for
the client group as a whole, however, because the primary concern
was with portraying the kin relationships that typify the client
group. Moreover, the client group was comparatively homoge-
neous in age of husband and wife and age and marital status of
children. Since it included very few individuals who were either
extremely young or extremely old, comparisons of age and genera-
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tion were made with another group, that is, the Aged, rather than
within the client group.

Marriage

The clients believe that ideally marriage should take place
within the Jewish group. Most clients agreed that “In general, Jew-
ish people should not marry outside their faith.” This view was
often expressed in emphatic terms by clients. Parents ideally have
the right to oversee the selection of their children’s marriage part-
ners. This right is in a sense a logical correlate of the strong pro-
hibitions against marrying certain categories of individuals.

Ideally, parental guidance of their children is aided by the
residence of children in the parental home until marriage. The ma-
jority agreed that “Children should not leave home before they get
married.” Reasons given in interviews for agreement with this
statement were that children are not fully adult until marriage
and that parents should continue to guide the child’s conduct at
least until the time of marriage, including the dating process and
the selection of the marriage partner. One woman explained:

There is a certain sanctity in the home. . . . I think the parents should
be around to see whom their children befriend and what type of as-
sociates they have, and generally I think it is a more wholesome thing
for a single child to remain at home.

There were strong emotional reactions to the idea of children
leaving home, including the notion that a child must be “crazy” or
a “juvenile delinquent.” Others stressed the importance of home
life as a reason that children should remain with their parents until
marriage, saying that “They are better off staying at home and
having a close family life.”

Those who felt that it was all right for children to leave home
before marriage often limited this to special circumstances such as
education, better employment, trips, and vacations. Such extenu-
ating circumstances generally meant that geographic moves were
necessary. This approval explicitly did not mean residence out-
side the parental home within the same community, that is, “They
should not have a room outside the home.” Such residence would
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reflect badly on the home: “Then you start figuring out they have
trouble athome.”

There may be different standards for daughters and sons. Ex-
ceptional circumstances under which a son might leave home be-
fore marriage would not necessarily apply to a daughter. For
some, the idea of a daughter leaving home was unthinkable.

If I had a son, who could better himself in some job or wanted to see
the world, I wouldn’t want him to go, but I wouldn’t stop him. . . .
As far as daughters are concerned, I couldn’t think of them leaving
home . . . until they are ready for marriage . . . unless a situation
arises where you can’t—that is, situations which arise which I can’t
even give an example of.

Even those who definitely felt that children should leave home
before marriage assumed that parents play a strong role in guiding
a child’s activities but felt that, for example, “They stunt the
child’s growth.”

Arranged marriages, a part of the Eastern European tradition
may remain vividly in the memories of some clients, but they were
clearly not part of the current ideals. Although the general values
did not include the idea of arranged marriage, they did emphasize
the role of parents in assisting in the selection of marriage partners
through the residence of children in the home and influence over
their social life.

For some, marriage would seem to imply a greater continuity
in the daughter’s ties with her parents than in the son’s. A fair num-
ber of clients agreed with the idea that “It is true that a daughter is
a daughter all her life, a son is a son until he gets a wife,” a proverb
mentioned in initial interviews. Although some disagreed with
this as “an old saying, a proverb which has not much sense,” others
seemed to feel that it was reasonable that the mother-daughter
tie would be stronger after marriage than that between mother and
son.

Residence

Combined households are definitely not an ideal, but geo-
graphic proximity to kin is of value for many. A fair number agreed
that “It is usually nice for a young married couple to live near their
parents.” Even those who thought that the nuclear family should
function as an independent unit felt, from the parents’ point of
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view that children should live near their parents, because seeing
their children as adults is one of the rights and joys of being a
parent:

I would like them to be somewhere in the vicinity . . . but out of
town I would say definitely no . . . this is your life. As parents, you
have brought up your children. You want to see the fruit of your
labor, it’s the development of your own. . . . Now they are married,
you want to see their houses.

Even from the parent’s point of view, however, the potential
for conflict in close residential proximity is apparent. Descriptions
of a good mother stress that in doing her duty she will necessarily
be inclined to interfere even with adult children, since almost by
instinct a mother has a longstanding habit of guiding her children:

It’s so natural for the mother to open her mouth and say, “Don’t do
it.” She’s been doing this for over twenty years. Not that the child
has been taking this, but her duty to the child is to guide the child.
To give advice to the child. Just because the child has put on a wed-
ding ring, that is not going to break the habit. It’s instinctive in the
parents to do this. . . . The mother’s job, she guides; it’s primarily her
job to guide all day long. From the moment they are up until they
goto bed.

Quite naturally, “The parents see too many things they don’t
like and they talk about them.” Therefore, it may be preferable to
“cut that cord” and avoid interference through moving away.
Otherwise, parents quite naturally “like to throw in their own ideas
when it’s really not necessary.” The position of the mother is under-
stood precisely because she is seen to be continuing her job as a
mother out of habit and instinct.

Despite the potential for conflict, nearly half of the clients
agreed that “If’s good for a young mother to have her own mother
close by to help her learn how to take care of her baby.” One
woman explained:

T have my own mother who helps me . . . without her I would be too
scared. I always leaned on her and depended on her, and she told
me my mistakes and everything.

One qualification to the idea that it is good for a young mother
to have her mother close by was that parents from Europe have
different education, habits, and “they don’t change”; so that this
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may limit the quality of the mother’s advice on child rearing, since
the younger generation has to “pick up new habits with progress,
with education.”

The majority agreed that “If a mother and married daughter
live in the same household, there’s usually trouble.” Possible
troubles, while usually framed from the child’s point of view in
terms of interference, were also expressed from the point of view
of the parents as imposition. It was claimed, for example, that a
“selfish and demanding” daughter might “impose upon her mother
by making a baby sitter out of her.” The potential for “making
emotional demands,” being “grasping,” and being “dominating”
were recurrent themes. The inevitability of the mother’s continu-
ing to guide and advise her adult daughter was seen as a particu-
larly acute problem in combined households:

Two women living in the same house cause a difficult problem, un-
less one goes to business and stays out of the other’s work. Naturally,
the older one likes to think that she knows how and she knows what,
and the younger one, of course, will resent the advice unless she has
experience.

Another problem of combined households was that there were
too many authorities supervising the child, that the adults in the
household might be “like a bunch of wolves.” Combined mother-
daughter households were also regarded as a possible infringe-
ment on the authority, dignity, and independence of the male.

Although combined households were not an ideal, if they oc-
curred at all, matrilocal forms of combined households would
usually be preferable. The majority agreed that “A widow would
usually prefer living with a married daughter than with a married
son.” In views about residence patterns, there thus appeared to be
a definite slant toward the wife’s side.

Obligations for Interaction

Despite dim views about the prospects of combined house-
holds, strong values support obligations to interact with kin. These
obligations are reflected in the idea that geographic proximity to
kin is desirable and are also expressed more generally. Cutting
oneself off from kin is considered reprehensible and selfish, and
those who attempt to reduce contacts with kin may be severely
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sanctioned. The majority agreed, for example, that “It’s selfish for
someone to cut himself off from his relatives.” Someone who cuts
himself off from his kin would be “antisocial.” One should stay
close to one’s relatives because “they are by blood closer to you.”
Some linked obligations to remain close to kin with Jewish ideol-
ogy, describing strong reactions of kin for failure to maintain ties
even in cases of presumable legitimate reasons. Descriptions of
the difficult position of anyone who became remote and the fact
that kin “don’t understand” were common. This is connected with
the idea that “ideology stresses in the Jewish family the fact that
you are related, in some form or another, you must be close.”

Face-to-face interaction is sometimes seen as the only way of
showing love. Apparently there may be little understanding of at-
tachments maintained at a distance. As one wife explained, it is
expected that attachments will be validated through continuing
daily contact:

The only way of showing love for one another [in that family] was
by being with one another. They can’t understand that a son can
love his mother and not see his mother for a month . . . in order to
show love you have to be with her every minute.

The strength of obligations to maintain ties with kin was also
expressed in agreement with the statement, “Regardless of what
brothers or sisters may have done, one should never stop talking to
them.” Nearly three-quarters of the clients agreed with this.

Another expression of obligation to keep in touch with kin was
found in agreement with the statement, “It’s a thing of pride and
joy to have a family circle or cousins club.” Although a high per-
centage had no opinion, very few disagreed. Clearly, therefore,
there are strong obligations for interaction with kin, and stron
sanctions for those who attempt to cut themselves off from kin or
reduce social contacts.

Mobility

Since values of clients strongly support obligations to main-
tain close ties with kin, the question arises of the implication of
kin ties for mobility.

It has generally been considered that Jewish culture places
strong values on mobility, and particularly on education. Over half
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of the clients agreed that “No sacrifice is too great for the educa-
tion of a son.” Most clients did not feel that geographic proximity
to kin should take precedence over mobility for the sake of occupa-
tional advancement. The majority disagreed with the statement,
“It’s better to take a good job near your parents and relatives than
to take a better job where you will have to move away from them.”
However, the clients disagreed less frequently than respondents to
a similar item in another research study.?Almost one-quarter be-
lieved that it is best to stay near parents and relatives even if this
interferes with job opportunities.

The memory of the disruption of family ties during immigra-
tion was one reason given in interviews for thinking that occupa-
tional advancement was not worth the cost of moving away. Tll)’-is
was “like burying them alive.” Others pointed out that “to make a
big change or transition would be very hard” and, as one man said,
“I like to be near my relatives.” Some who felt that they definitely
could not move away from kin phrased this as being “devoted” to

kin:

If you are cold and indifferent, you might as well move away from
them. Any strangers who will give you the same benefits as your
relatives . . . with my relatives, relatives are much more important.

Even those who favored leaving for the sake of success stressed
the difficulty of breaking away from attachments to kin, fears of
moving, fears of a strange community, a strange city or state, and
the problem of making new friends. All these unknown factors
become more acute because people like to be with kin: “People
have attachments to their relatives.” Some explicitly felt that being
close to relatives one loved was more important than material
achievements, that “Perhaps sometimes you're satisfied with a little
less and being close to the people you love.” Those who gave pri-
ority to occupational advancement, even when it meant moving
away from kin, sometimes saw this in terms of greater obligations
to the nuclear family than to kin: “Your first interest is you, your
husband and your children, and then come the relatives.” But even
so, moving away from kin was seen as a hardship: “You're going to
miss them.” The fact that ties of kinship should not interfere with
success was reflected in agreement to another statement, “It should
be enough satisfaction to parents if a son is a success even if he
moves away from them.” Some noted that with modern means of
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transportation geographic distance did not make it totally impos-
sible to see children although it did limit contact. However, even
those who favored geographic separation for the sake of success
frequently stressed how difficult separation would be:

It does you good to feel that your children are really making their
way in life, but by the same token you will miss them very, very
much.

Thus success is valued and achievement is seen as a reason for
parents” happiness. One should be happy no matter where the chil-
dren are, “as long as you realize they’re making their dreams,
their professions.”

From the point of view of a daughter’s making a successful mar-
riage, the issue is sometimes considered more complicated. Here
the importance of ties between grandparents and grandchildren
was stressed, “There’s a question of grandchildren involved.” This
emphasis possibly reflects the expectation that the mother-daugh-
ter tie will remain strong so that the grandmother will have par-
ticularly close access to her daughter’s children.

Education and success are highly valued. If there is a real in-
consistency between values about occupational advancement and
remaining near kin, a majority of clients would give priority to
occupational achievement. But even those who stress the impor-
tance of success most often viewed moving away from kin as a
hardship. In reality, the choice of moving for the sake of success or
remaining near kin is not likely to be as clearcut as in the hypothet-
ical question, and obligations of kinship may reduce geographic
moves when the advantages of mobility are uncertain. Occupa-
tional success, moreover, may not always require geographic mo-
bility, particularly in a metropolitan area. As indicated in some in-
terviews, the demand of kin for time and attention may interfere
more with occupational achievement than inhibition of geographic
movement.

Despite the emphasis on success, status differences should
ideally not disrupt ties of kinship. Almost all clients agreed that
“Even if some relatives are much better off than others, that
shouldn’t stop them from getting together as often as they can.”
Status differences, therefore, should ideally not disrupt contact
among kin: “There shouldnt be any snobbishness among rela-
tives.” Moreover, contact with kin of different social positions may
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be one way to keep from narrowing one’s own circle of acquaint-
ances, since “you shouldn’t focus your attention entirely on people
in the same class.” Despite these ideals, some felt that actually
status differences would reduce common interests and, therefore,
might reduce contact: “When relatives don’t have common inter-
ests, they just don’t get together.” Nevertheless, the predominant
view was that kinship ties should transcend status differences. The
obligations to interact with kin are clearly strongly held even when
such other important priorities as occupational success are at stake.

Kin and Nonkin Institutions

Many of the clients indicated that they would give priority to
kin over friends or impersonal institutions in many areas. This was
found in questions about whether one would prefer to turn to kin
or a bank to borrow money, the trust one would have in kin as com-
pared with strangers, how business dealings with kin would work
out, and the comparative importance that would be attached to the
relationships with relatives and friends.

Strong feelings surround obligations to contribute assistance to
relatives when needed, and equally strong feelings exist about the
failure of anyone to contribute his share. Even those who were
otherwise opposed to frequent contacts with kin felt that bonds of
kinship should make it possible to give and receive assistance when
in real need. Failure to assist, like failure to maintain contact, was
termed selfish. As one client said, “If youre in desperate need, I
don’t see anything wrong with turning to relatives.”

At the same time, economic relationships with kin are expected
to be fraught with conflict. Most clients disagreed with the idea
that “If you have to borrow money, it’s better to do it from a rela-
tive than a bank.” However, nearly a quarter of the clients did feel
it was better to borrow money from a relative than from a bank. In
interviews some indicated that they would not have to pay interest
to relatives, and some felt that they might not be able to obtain
credit from a bank. Nevertheless, the problems of such borrowing
were mentioned frequently. If difficulties in repaying debts should
arise, emotional involvements would only complicate them, with
the possibility that the relationships of relatives might be broken

up:
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Such a touchy subject. From a bank you have everything written
out—as far as payments, as far as to what you are expected to pay,
what would happen to you if you don’t pay, and there is no emo-
tional involvement. But when it comes to relatives, and you have
emotion involved, then you break up a friendship, and I don't like to
break up a friendship with relatives.

It is therefore better to avoid borrowing from relatives and run-
ning “the risk of losing the relationship that you established with
your relatives.” Nevertheless, there are “circumstances where the
families are close, and borrowing is just helping somebody out.”
But there are problems. Borrowing is a way to make enemies and
you always run the risk that if anything goes wrong, “they’ll always
hold it up to you.” Moreover, borrowing money from relatives may
result in their knowing too much about the family’s affairs, thereby
infringing on family privacy. They will “know why, when, and all
the reasons,” whereas with a bank “nobody has to know my busi-
ness.” The anticipation of conflicts in economic dealings with kin
was evident in the fact that nearly half of the clients agreed that
“When relatives go into business together they're likely to end up
enemies.” The potential conflict in business dealings with kin was
expressed in terms of “the demand” that they would make on a
person. Some claimed that these demands would be “so great that
it would be impossible to have a good relationship with them.”
Problems of maintaining objectivity with kin, in view of the per-
sonal element of the relationship, were also mentioned as a source
of business conflict with the idea that it would be easier to “think
twice with an outsider.”

It may be difficult to maintain objective contractual rules and
regulations with kin, not only because of the personal element but
also because additional kin may be drawn into the conflict. “With
relatives, when there’s an argument, it’s a family affair and every-
body has to know about it.” With a stranger, on the other hand,
“You can simply put down the rules and regulations and what is
expected from each other.”

Evaluation of performance may also be complicated by per-
sonal relationships with kin. Tensions that arise in evaluation may
“push the people apart.” It may be more or less impossible to re-
move this personal element with relatives, whereas with an out-
sider it is easier to keep it a “business proposition.”
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Some of the problems anticipated in business dealings with kin
were specifically tied to the personal element of kinship but others
anticipated problems in any business partnership, claiming that
“Partners always end up the same—either you break up or you are
angry, you are enemies.

Despite the anticipation of conflict in business dealings with
kin, many clients felt that kin could be trusted more than outsiders.
Many agreed that “In business dealings it’s usually safer to trust a
relative than an outsider.” Some indicated that the trust of rela-
tives, however, may be based as much on mistrust of outsiders as
on the expectation of smooth ties with kin. Nevertheless, there
were positive statements about the trust that one may give to rela-
tives in joint business ventures. When one leaves, for example, one
may feel “perfectly at ease that they are leaving the place in the
other’s hands . . . you can trust each other.” With relatives personal
knowledge forms a basis for trust, but also means that “You have
to put up with his idiosyncracies and he has to put up with yours,
but at least you know each other.” Thus despite the probable de-
mands of kin and the possible conflicts in economic and business
dealings, a substantial number would still prefer to place their
trust in kin rather than in outsiders.

Nearly a third of the clients agreed with the statement, “Friends
cannot give you the love you can get from relatives.” Some ex-
pressed strong disagreement and annoyance with this statement,
pointing out that relatives were too demanding and friends were
therefore preferable, but even in this disagreement they noted that
kinship was a basis for counting on others and for “taking things for
granted.” Many felt likewise that “One usually has more in common
with relatives than with friends.” Even those who felt they would
have as much in common with friends as with relatives emphasized
that ties of kinship are binding. While one might terminate a friend-
ship because one did not have much in common or did not like the
friend’s behavior, with relatives allowances would have to be made
because the relationship would be harder to terminate. As one
woman explained:

If I come in, I ask Marty how he is. But Marty doesn’t ask me how I
am. . . . I'm interested in him . . . but he doesnt ask me . . . If he
wasn’t a brother-in-law, the next time I saw him I wouldn’t ask him
either. But I was brought up with the idea of relatives” closeness . . .
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the closeness of the family. So if he comes up, I'll ask him again but
if he was a stranger I'd never ask him again because he’s not inter-
ested inme. ... In a Jewish family, it’s this here business of ideology.

Thus not only do strong ties and obligations of kinship exist,
but there are many areas where a good number believe that pri-
ority should be given to kinship over other institutions.

Husband-Wife versus Parent-Child Bonds

Since many clients believe that the mother will instinctively
continue to guide her children, particularly her daughters, even
after they are adults, a potential conflict exists between the mother-
daughter and the marital bonds. Most clients ideally gave priority
to the marital over the mother-daughter tie. Nearly three-quarters
of the clients agreed that “A woman should take her husband’s side
even if her mother doesn’t think he is right.” Some clients saw a
“question of loyalty” between mother and husband, and felt that
“loyalty comes first to a husband instead of to a mother” since “she
has to live with her husband.” This is a reason for strengthening
the marital rather than the parent-child tie.

The marital bond may not, however, be given priority in actual
behavior; it is strongly voiced in part because of the potential for
deviation. Some informants believed that the wife should not take
sides with either her mother or her husband, but should make in-
dependent judgments, thereby implying that the marital bond
does not automatically take precedence over the parent-child
bond:

I don’t think a woman should try to side with her husband or with
her mother. She should try to do what she thinks is the right thing.
No, I wouldn’t think that she should go along with her husband.
Of course, she shouldn’t give her mother too much satisfaction,
either. Not just because she picked him as a husband . . . that
shouldn’t be the case. You've got to listen to two sides of the story to
see which one is right. . . . I know how my daughter is. She would
say, “Ma, my husband knows what he’s talking about. He knows his
business.” A daughter should think twice before she makes such a
remark as “Ma, youre old-fashioned. Ma, you are this and that. I
know what my husband is doing.” You don't talk like that. It hurts.
We have more than ideas, things like that, you know. But, all right,
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a sensible little woman would make her own judgment and think it
over, not just make a crack judgment.

Clients also expressed their belief in the ideal priority of the
marital over the parent-child bond by disagreeing with the idea
that “A woman can often get more warmth and understanding
from her mother than from her husband.”

From the mother’s perspective, most clients gave priority to
the marital bond. This was reflected in disagreement by nearly
two-thirds of the clients with the statement, “It is more natural for
a mother to get more pleasure from her children than from her hus-
band.”

From the point of view of the son, again most clients gave pri-
ority to the marital over the mother-son tie. The majority disagreed
with the idea that “A man can often get more warmth and under-
standing from his mother than from his wife.” However, some
clients gave priority to the mother-son tie.

Differentiation of the Nuclear Family from Kin

Ideally the nuclear family is expected to function as an inde-
pendent unit, but a persistent effort may be required to achieve
independence because of expectations that a strong mother-child
bond will continue into adulthood.

Ideally parents, not grandparents, should make child-rearing
decisions. Almost all of the clients agreed that “Parents should
make all the decisions about child rearing even if grandparents
don’t approve.” Thus the nuclear family is viewed as ideally inde-
pendent in decision-making and child rearing. As one man said of
the role of grandparents, “Just because he [the grandfather]
brought me up, he can’t tell me how to bring up my kids.” This
man’s wife, however, felt that grandparents “can suggest” and that
this guidance should be used as a resource even if it is not accepted.

Nearly half of the clients agreed with the statement, “A woman
can usually get better advice about child rearing from books than
from her mother.” Some felt that “mother is not always right—so
you have to consider both.” That is, one should shop around for
the best advice, but this does imply giving consideration to the
mother’s ideas. Some felt that differences of cultural background
between mothers and daughters would considerably limit the ap-
plicability of a mother’s knowledge. As one woman explained,
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“Her ideas about child rearing were much different from mine.”
Thus the scope of the mother-daughter bond is limited in some
areas, but both expect the mother’s role as adviser to continue.

Nevertheless, most clients disagreed with the idea that “A
mother has reason to be hurt if her daughter doesn’t listen to her
advice about taking care of the house and children.” Although
ideally the mother should not be hurt, informants indicated that
since she would naturally think it her duty to advise her daughter
because of her greater experience, she would feel hurt if the
daughter did not listen.

Well, she [the mother] thinks she knows best, she knows the
method, but the daughter would not listen to her. She knows that
her daughter is doing wrong, It’s like slapping somebody on the face
and they would not listen to you.

The view that the mother should not be hurt if her advice is not
heeded by a married daughter seems to be in part a reaction to that
very experience:

I don’t think she has plenty of reason. I think it’s silly. My mother
puts entirely too much stock on cooking and house care, and she
learned to accept the fact that I have gone to work and the children
are neglected. She says, “Nebikle” [poor little one], she says. . .. “I
haven’t got what to eat.” If I broil a piece of meat it isn’t good
enough, I have to make soup, so I do without the soup. So, I say to
her quite often, “Look, mama, mind your own business. What do you
care? This is my house and my business, and I'm running it my way.”
And she might get slightly hurt, but she overcomes it very quickly.

Despite cultural differences between mothers and married
daughters, many assumed that without the mother’s advice the
daughter would make mistakes.

My daughter had made plenty of mistakes. Then later she said, “Ma,
you are right, you are all right.” When I told her, “Sarah, you
shouldn’t do this,” she said, “Oh, ma, you were right. I was wrong
and I didn’t listen to you.” Then I'd say, “All right.” You know, the
same thing will be all over again . . . a sort of cycle, you know, a
vicious cycle.

More moderate responses indicated that a child could take the
advice if she felt it was worthwhile. Yet the democratic right of
children “to make their own decisions—including the right to
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make a wrong one once in a while” was invoked by some inform-

ants as a reason that the mother should “let her children grow up.”

This again assumes that the mother will advise and that ample

rationale is required for not accepting her advice. Moreover, it

assumes that it is very hard for the mother to let her children
ow up.

Des};)ite the ideal of the independent functioning of the nuclear
family, particularly in child rearing, many believed that the nu-
clear family should alter its religious practices for the sake of
grandparents, thus acknowledging a significant influence of grand-
parents on the life of the family. More than half of the clients
agreed to the statement, “Even a nonobservant couple should keep
a kosher house for the sake of more observant parents if it means a
lot to the parents.” Some felt that modifying religious practices for
the sake of parents would be hypocritical if the children did not
accept the beliefs. Others, however, believed that children would
naturally follow the way of their parents in religion. In addition,
many pointed out that, even in cases where the children themselves
were not religious, parents who kept a kosher home could not eat
in their children’s home. One woman, for example, described her
father’s reaction to her nonkosher home, indicating that he said,
“I can’t even have a glass of water in your house” and that she felt
very badly about it. Some felt that keeping kosher for the sake of
parents was “not much of a sacrifice anyway,” especially since “you
could eat whatever you liked outside the house.” Many felt that
they would want to make their parents happy in this way, em-
phasizing the nonmaterial return to parents “after all they have
done for you,” implying that parents have a right to demand this
form of observance. Thus keeping kosher is one way of showing
love and respect for parents who deserve this pleasure, with the
idea that “Love would do it . . . because of respect for the parent.”
Some indicated that parents, particularly the mother, might im-
pose such demands on her children in martyr fashion by indicating
that if they did not follow her wishes, they felt she did not deserve
it. As one explained, “My mother made me feel that she doesn’t
deserve that much pleasure.”

Therefore, the predominant ideal is that in child rearing the
nuclear family should operate independently of grandparents. But
it is anticipated that grandparents will consider it their role to ad-
vise, so that this independence may be difficult to maintain. Fur-
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ther, in religious practices it is clearly expected by many that the
nuclear family will alter its functioning because of relationships
with grandparents. Sharp differentiation of the nuclear family
from kin is thus not automatic or unequivocal. The ideal of inde-
pendence of the nuclear family is something that must be achieved
by persistent effort; independence is not in isolation but amidst
kin.

Obligations Toward Aged Parents

In keeping with feelings of obligation in other areas of kinship,
most clients had a strong sense of responsibility toward aged par-
ents. Nearly three-quarters of the client agreed that “A family
should be willing to sacrifice some of the things they want for
their children in order to help support their aged parents.” If prob-
lems of support of aged parents do arise, there are fairly clear ex-
pectations that the distribution of responsibility among siblings
should take economic means into account. There was general
agreement among the clients that “If you have more money than
your brothers and sisters, you should be willing to contribute more
to the support of your aged parents.”

Definite obligations to support parents if necessary do not
mean, however, that such support is ideal; parents ideally should
not be dependent on their adult children. More clients agreed than
disagreed with the statement, “It is humiliating for parents to be
supported by their children in later life.” Thus the older generation

should ideally remain independent and not need the support of
their children:

If the parents could possibly see their way through without their
children’s help, it is the most wonderful thing in the world to be on
your own feet, to be independent.

If parents are in real need one should help them, but Social Secur-
ity and other forms of welfare assistance should make this support
unnecessary. “At this time you don’t have to come to your chil-
dren.” Social Security in this view reduces the dependence of the
aged on their children, and therefore strengthens bonds within
the nuclear family. Ideally one should be able to help one’s chil-
dren first. A sense of community responsibility to assist in the sup-
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port of the elderly and the existence of many Jewish institutions
for the aged are probably related to these views.

Ideally, therefore, financial assistance should go from parents
to children, not from children to parents; obligations to parents are
met by giving, in turn, to one’s own children:

By the process of the generations coming down, the first need is
from a parent to his child, but in that way I will be repaying my par-
ents. Because the generations as they go along . . . responsibility is
for the ongoing generation primarily.

Reciprocity to parents, however, is not seen to occur entirely
through giving to one’s children; parents are entitled to some direct
return but ideally this is not in the form of economic assistance.
Almost half of the clients agreed that “Parents are entitled to some
return for all the sacrifices they have made for their children.”
Some reacted strongly against this statement with the idea that
assistance to parents was “not because the parents have sacrificed;
you don’t do it because your parents have sacrificed for you, be-
cause they give birth to you, you do it because they are your par-
ents.” Or, as another client said, “The parents putting away money
in the bank so they have ‘my son, the doctor,” this isn’t sacrifice for
the child.” Many reacted with strong negative feelings against the
idea of a sacrificing mother. But even those who reacted against
the notion of sacrifice still felt that parents should receive some
direct return from their children, “just for the sake of common de-
cency.

The ideal form of return is joy in seeing the success of one’s
children. Many spoke in terms of giving their children “pleasure.”
Giving one’s parents pleasure entailed giving them the opportunity
to observe their adult children, “to see the interest on your invest-
ment.” This form of pleasure necessarily strengthens the bond of
kinship.

The bonds of kinship, however, are not often distributed equally
to the families of husband and wife. Some degree of lateral skew-
ing is expected; that is, a tendency to emphasize ties to one side of
the family more than to the other. In this case, even in the ideal, a
stronger tie is anticipated between mother and daughter than be-
tween mother and son. Nevertheless, typically, clients have a
strong sense of obligation for continuing involvement between par-
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ents and adult children; thus there are strong bonds outside the
nuclear family of marriage.

VALUES AND KINSHIP POSITIONS

Husbands and Wives

Similarities and differences between husbands and wives in
kinship values can be significant. However, among clients, hus-
bands and wives compared as groups had almost the same values.
None of the differences between husbands and wives was great
and does not represent consistent differences in extent of kin orien-
tation. The cases in which a husband and his wife agreed with each
other were examined. There were only four items in which more
than 30 per cent of the husbands differed from their wives in agree-
ing, disagreeing, or having no opinion about the issue. Moreover,
these differences do not appear to be related consistently to overall
patterns of kinship values. Although more refined statistical anal-
ysis could be employed in comparing husbands with wives, as a
group the similarity of their responses is striking.

Clients and the Aged

Differences in kinship values between the clients and those in
the Service to the Aged are striking in their consistency. The Aged
may or may not be similar to the actual parents of these clients
but the differences suggest generational differences that are likely
between the clients and their own parents.

In almost all areas, the Aged were consistently more kin-
oriented than other clients. They were more frequently in favor of
marriage within the Jewish group and more frequently favored
residence of the children in the parental home until marriage. They
were more likely to consider residential proximity to kin desirable,
and although they could foresee problems in combined house-
holds, they did so slightly less frequently than other clients. They
more frequently felt it selfish to break ties of kinship, considering it
essential to maintain contact with siblings regardless of their %e-
havior. They were also more likely to think family circles and
cousins clubs desirable. Education was more frequently stressed
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by the Aged, but at the same time they were likely to believe that
it is better to remain near relatives than to move away for the sake
of advancement. They also stressed the ideal priority of the mari-
tal over the parent-child bond, but they were more likely to view
the mother-son and the mother-daughter bond as a greater source
of emotional warmth and understanding than the marital tie. More
frequently the Aged felt that a mother had reason to be hurt if her
daughter did not take her advice about housekeeping and child
rearing, and although most of the Aged also agreed that parents
should make all the decisions about child rearing regardless of the
opinion of grandparents, they held this view less frequently than
other clients. They also felt more often than other clients that the
family should modify its religious practices for the sake of parents,
so that in both child rearing and religious activities they placed
somewhat less stress on the separation of the nuclear family from
kin than was true of other clients. And although they felt financial
support from children would be humiliating, they placed greater
stress on the obligation of children to give their parents some re-
turn, ideally pleasure, for the care they had given them.

Insofar as differences between the Aged and other clients re-
flected generational differences that exist in the actual social net-
work of clients, they suggest significant factors in their kin relation-
ships. It seems entirely likely that marked differences in kinship
values are experienced by clients in relation to their own parents,
as suggested by the data on the Aged and also by interview ma-
terial. Despite the many levels on which values may operate and
the complexities of interconnection between values and actions,
values are preferences that are felt to be morally justified. They are
the basis for expectations about behavior and a basis for judging
and sanctioning it. Even clients who are not strongly kin-oriented
undoubtedly are often sanctioned by more kin-oriented relatives
who feel they have a moral right of social contact and access to the
family.

The source of the kin-oriented values of many clients is difficult

to determine. Perhaps these values are more typical of families liv-

ing in an urban industrial environment than was previously sup-

posed. There are also some striking similarities to Eastern Euro-
ean Jewish kinship traditions.

Although these traditions are undoubtedly vivid and meaning-
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ful for many clients, the process of transition from one culture to
another is complex, especially since both the old and the new cul-
tures are themselves undergoing change. More important than
the continuity of predominant client values with Eastern European
Jewish traditions are the effects of value similarities and differ-
ences between the clients and the individuals with whom they ac-
tually come in contact. The extent to which an individual has
changed his values from those of his parents and others of his par-
ents’ generation may be critical for his interaction with others as
well as for his views of himself. Our interview and questionnaire
data suggest that kinship values are, in fact, in the process of tran-
sition and that clients do come in contact with those holding
rather different views.

The values that clients hold are more kin-oriented than those
presumably characteristic of the predominant middle-class kinship
system in America. It is probably true that earlier characterizations
have been overstated, but if the clients interact with those whose
kinship values are similar to the Aged, they are probably in an in-
between position—between those with values more similar to
Eastern European Jewish traditions and those holding predom-
inant American middle-class kinship values. In any case, the pre-
dominant client view firmly stresses the obligations of kinship.

The values that have been examined are not exhaustive of kin-
ship values. Those related to other areas of kinship behavior could
have been included, for example, values about inheritance. But
interviews pointed to the areas examined as particularly signifi-
cant.

The predominant view, which emphasized the strength of kin-
ship obligations despite ideal independence of the nuclear family,
is not held by all clients. Some disagree with certain aspects, some
with others. The predominant values are themselves not necessar-
ily consistent. For example, the value of achievement may be in-
consistent with the value of remaining geographically close to
kin. The consistency or inconsistency of values is a matter of view-
point and data. These inconsistencies are apparent from an outside
point of view; they may not appear inconsistent to participants in
the culture.

Even though not all clients are alike in their values, a model of
the predominant values among the client group is useful. It offers
information on the views that are prevalent for many, and it also
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provides a model for comparison with other groups. It is thus pos-
sible to hypothesize social processes of changing values, which
have relevance for all clients regardless of their particular present

views.
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CHAPTER 4

The Network of
Kin Relationships

We have seen that the values of most client families clearly em-
phasize the importance of ties to kin. Neither immigration and
assimilation nor living in a large metropolis of an industrial society
has fostered values that isolate the family from its kin. We will now
examine how these values are manifested in actual relationships.
First, we will consider the genealogical extensiveness of kin ties;
secondly, the geographic proximity of kin and the extent of com-
munication with them; and, finally, the bonds of assistance and
reciprocity.

THE EXTENSIVENESS OF KIN TIES

The number of individuals that a family recognizes as kin and
the number of these with whom it interacts indicates the extent to
which kinship ties are meaningful. If a family has information
about and maintains contact with a large number of kin, values
stressing the obligations of kinship are, in fact, accompanied by
kin involvement.

Where and how kin boundaries are drawn is also important.
Since more individuals are related by blood and marriage than are
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actually recognized as kin, there must be criteria for inclusion in a
kin network. The definition of an individual as a kin is social, not
purely biological. The following data on these topics were col-
lected from genealogies, interviews, and questionnaires.

Boundaries of Kin Knowledge

Knowledge of kin does not necessarily mean that significant
social relationships exist, but it indicates the importance attached
to kinship and to keeping up information about kin. Deceased as
well as living kin can be important, since deceased kin may be a
link to living kin. Knowledge about deceased kin is part of the
social image and the social identity of an individual and a family.
Particularly when deceased kin were highly prestigious, they may
continue for generations to heighten the prestige image of the
family. Where deceased kin were notorious in other ways, they
also contribute to the social identity of the individual and family.

In collecting genealogies it became evident that images of kin
were an important part of the individual’s perception of himself
and his family. Some stressed people of high status in their gen-
ealogies and gave sketchy information on those of lower status, for
example, in descriptions of occupations. Some attempted to cover
up information on kin who were for some reason socially unac-
ceptable; for example, cases of mental illness, business failure, and
physical deformity. Clients were often surprised by the size of
their genealogy and indicated satisfaction with having a large net-
work of kin.

Both interview and questionnaire data indicated clearly that
despite immigration and urban life, most of the client families have
information about a large number of kin. The amount of kin
knowledge varied from those known vaguely to exist, but who
could not be traced through any definite link, to those on whom a
great deal of social placement information could be given.

Figure 1 contains two genealogies that were obtained in inter-
views with one family. The data on the husband’s kin were given
by the husband, and those on the wife’s kin were given by the wife.
The total number of individuals recognized as kin by this family
is 587, clearly a very large figure. Moreover, even a genealogy as
extensive as this is not necessarily complete, since the criteria for
recognizing an individual as a kin are variable. Probing to de-
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termine the limits of an individual’s kin knowledge by questions
about the kin who are present at specific gatherings almost always
brought up kin not initially included in the genealogy.

Not all the genealogies collected were as large as those in
Figure 1, but many approached it. These genealogies were chosen
for illustration because they show the amount of kin knowledge
that is possible, and because more limited genealogies can be
visualized as segments of them. With the separate genealogies of
husbands and wives from all those families in which genealogical
data were collected in interviews combined, the average number
of kin recognized per family for the ten families was 241. In these
ten families data were obtained for both the husband’s and the
wife’s sides of the family. There were three cases where informa-
tion was given on only about 100 kin, these having 93, 102, and 109
kin, respectively. All other genealogies contained over 200 kin.
Thus even though families differed, all recognized a fairly large
number of kin.

The proportion of recognized kin who were living varied
somewhat from family to family. Thus families differ in the extent
of their interest in kin who are no longer living. On the average,
about 20 per cent of the recognized kin were deceased. All but two
families had over 90 living kin on whom they gave some informa-
tion, that is, more than 90 kin potentially available for interaction.

The contours of these genealogies had certain typical patterns,
which are apparent in the genealogies in Figure 1. Typically, rela-
tively little is known about ascending generations and few at-
tempts are made to trace ancestry to distant relatives. An exception
to this was one Hassidic family interviewed, but which was cul-
turally so different from other families that these data were not
tabulated with the other data. In this case the client alleged he
could trace his ancestry back to the Bal Shem Tov, the eighteenth-
century founder of Hassidism. But this type of genealogy, which is
typical in other societies, for example, among the traditional Chi-
nese, was not found in any of the non-Hassidic client families. For
most families the information on the clients’” grandparental genera-
tion was scanty or nonexistent; very few were able to report occu-
pations of this generation, and few were certain about the number
of siblings of grandparents. Most had almost no information about
great-grandparents. In the genealogies in Figure 1 the data on the
husband’s grandparental generation is thin by contrast to the
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amount known about his parents’ generation, his own generation,
and descending generations. He does know something about his
maternal grandparents, but nothing about their siblings or ascend-
ants beyond this. Among his paternal kin there is knowledge of
multiple marriages of the grandparents, but nothing about siblings
of grandparents or their descendants, and nothing about great-
grandparents. In the wife’s genealogy the existence of grandpar-
ents is known, and the existence of siblings of the maternal grand-
parents and their descendants is known. Information about
siblings of paternal grandparents is incomplete, and nothing is
known about their descendants. There is no information at all
about great-grandparents. In the genealogies of both husband and
wife, there is greater lateral extension than generation depth.

By comparison with data from other studies, the number of kin
known by these client families is large. Compared with one study
conducted in London, the total number of recognized kin for these
client families is larger.’ The client genealogies, however, tend to
show greater lateral extension and less generation depth. The size
of the clients’ network of known kin is also large by comparison
with the study made among Vassar undergraduates, but again
clients tend to have information on fewer generations than the
Vassar students.? By comparison with still another study, the client
sample is less able to trace lineal ancestry.®

Boundaries of Kin Interaction

Knowledge of kin is not purely of genealogical interest even
though significant social relationships do not exist with all the liv-
ing individuals who are recognized as kin. Most families have some
form of social relationships with a high proportion of their living
kin. The variations in the size of the family’s kin network, depend-
ing on the criteria employed in defining it, are even more signifi-
cant for social interaction with kin than they are for knowledge of
kin. The number of known kin varies, depending on the amount of
knowledge about the kin that is taken as a criterion of “knowing,”
that is, merely knowing of their existence, knowing their name,
knowing more about them.* But there are even greater variations
in the size of the network of social interaction when one examines
the kin with whom different types of activity are carried out.

Data on the kin with whom various forms of social interaction
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occur were obtained through the research questionnaire for two
degrees of intimacy of social contacts: (1) effective kin, those kin
seen only at big family gatherings, or those with whom some effec-
tive social relationship exists, and (2) familiar kin, those kin seen
other than at big family gatherings, who are to some degree famil-
iar. These criteria were used to estimate the greatest extension of
the boundaries of the kin network.

It is evident from the data on the number of individuals recog-
nized as kin, the number of kin seen only at big family gatherings,
and the number seen more often than at big family gatherings that
most of the client families have large kin networks. Data on cog-
natic kin obtained through the questionnaire procedure indicate
that only 11 per cent of the families had 15 or fewer kin that were
effective, while 59 per cent listed from 16 to 45 kin, and 20 per cent
listed from 46 to 60 kin. Nine per cent of the families listed 61 or
more kin. Thus most families have a large number of cognatic kin
with whom they maintain some degree of effective social interac-
tion. The actual number of kin is undoubtedly larger than that
represented merely by the categories of cognatic kin included in
the questionnaire.

Most families indicate a difference between the number of liv-
ing individuals recognized as kin and the number with whom some
degree of effective social interaction is maintained, thus exercising
the principle of selectivity in interaction among kin. Very few fam-
ilies saw all of their living kin at big family gatherings. Fifty-nine
per cent of the client families, however, indicated that they had
contact at big family gatherings or on more frequent occasions
with three-quarters or more of their living kin. There were no fam-
ilies within the client group who had totally cut themselves off
from all social contact with their kin; all had some effective com-
munication with at least some kin.

Without comparative data it is impossible to say how the num-
ber of familiar and effective kin compares with other groups. But
when one thinks, for example, of the obligations to attend wed-
dings, bar mitzvahs, and funerals in a network containing from 16
to 45 cognatic kin and their spouses, it is clear that it is incorrect to
think of a nuclear family as isolated. Clients not only recognize a
large number of individuals as kin, and have some information
about them; in addition, they maintain some degree of social con-
tact with a great many kin.
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Defining Network Boundaries

Drawing the boundaries of the kin network means making
choices of considerable significance about the allocation of time
and resources; it is impossible to devote equal time and attention
to all kin. This is clear in one man’s description of his problems in
keeping up contacts with kin:

It’s tough to keep closer. . . . We just don’t see one another as often
as we would like. Like myself, come the week-end, I have to run to
my in-laws, and I have to run to my mother, so I am too tired to run
to my cousins unless it’s an occasion.

But the basis for selecting kin with whom to interact is not
always clear to all involved because it varies with the activity, and
because the genealogical relationship between kin depends on the
perspective of each individual. Considerable ambiguity and a
basis for conflict result.®* Even with kin such as parents and sib-
lings, who are closest genealogically, the decision of inclusion and
exclusion may be a problem from the perspective of a spouse or
someone slightly more distant. The shifting and uncertain criteria
for defining boundaries of the kin network are clear in explanations
of which kin were included at particular events.

A description of which kin one woman invited to her daughter’s
engagement party reveals several implicit criteria. The bride-
groom had three siblings, all of whom had to be included because
of the principle of genealogical equivalence. On the other hand,
the grandfather of the bridegroom and the mother’s sister were in-
cluded not by virtue of genealogical closeness alone, but because
they lived with kin who were closer genealogically. A principle of
representativeness, or balancing the various sides of the family,
also operated; but this principle was complicated by the lack of
geographic proximity of the client’s brothers. Therefore, a princi-
ple of substitution was employed; the client’s uncle and his wife,
who were in geographic proximity, were substituted for her
brothers, not on the basis of genealogical closeness, but in order to
maintain balance. The number of kin in the same genealogical
position is also relevant; all the husband’s kin were included since
there were not many. Finally, the physical facilities influenced the
limits of the total number who could be included. As she ex-
plained:
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I made a dinner, and, of course, it had to be completely kosher. I
had service for 12, but we were 18, We managed, you know; God
bless the salad plates.

When the boundaries of the network are fluid, varying with the
individual perspective and the occasion, and when so many criteria
are employed in deciding where to draw the lines for a specific
event, it is not surprising that all parties do not always see the cri-
teria in the same light. As one woman explained, no matter what
you do, “You insult somebody anyhow.” The intensity of emotion
attached to boundary definitions is great, since basic ties of kinship
are expressed in each event in which an individual is included or
excluded; in addition, these events are often public. In the follow-
ing description about participation in a wedding, the woman felt
that a high moral prerogative was attached to the principle of
“genealogical equivalence” and was deeply offended at its viola-
tion:

There are only three grandchildren in the family . . . two grand-
daughters walked [in the wedding procession] . . . and my daugh-
ter didn't. . . . No one else was taken out . . . my daughter was most
certainly insulted and hurt. . . . Everyone walked up to me and
said, “How come Shirley wasn't in the ceremony?” and I said, “Well,
she just doesn’t rate” and I was very angry about it.

The definitions of boundaries in a group and network differ in a
significant way. In a group the boundaries are the same regardless
of the particular individual member who is the reference point; in-
dividuals are members by virtue of their relationship to the social
unit, not just to each other. In a network the boundaries are differ-
ent from the perspective of each individual; the individuals that
are considered kin by one person are not necessarily the same as
those considered kin by close relatives of this person, even though
they have certain kin in common. Kin within a network do not
necessarily have any significant relationship to each other except
that they are both related to the specific individual who was the
reference point. The only individuals in a society who can have
the same network of kin are unmarried siblings. Husbands and
wives may come to be incorporated in each other’s kin networks,
but they bring to the family different perspectives on the issue of
who are kin.
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The boundaries of the network also differ according to the cri-
teria employed and according to activities: the network may in-
clude all those whom the individual is able to name as kin or all
those living within a given geographic area, but these kin may be
different from those with whom the family exchanges economic
services. For every kinship event decisions must be made about
who is and who is not to be included as a kin. Thus considerable
energy is expended in the process of boundary definition, and in-
consistent definitions among kin easily cause conflict.

Despite the elusive nature of the boundaries of the kin network
and the incumbent problems, most of the client families can be
considered to have large kin networks by almost any of the varying
criteria that can be employed. Most have information about a large
number of kin, more than has been found in other urban groups.
Their genealogies are characterized by a high degree of lateral ex-
tension and comparatively little generation depth. In addition,
some degree of interaction is maintained with a high proportion of
the recognized living kin. Most interaction and closest ties of sen-
timent are with kin who are closest genealogically but the urban
environment by no means restricts all forms of effective social in-
teraction to this narrow genealogical range. On the contrary, the
genealogical extension of effective and familiar kin is great for
most families. Thus, in fact, as well as in values, clients have an
extensive kin network.

THE OMNIPRESENCE OF KIN:
PROXIMITY AND COMMUNICATION

Geographic Proximity
Both the household and geographic proximity outside the

household are relevant for determining what constitutes proximity
to kin. In either case it is necessary to determine the boundaries of
the household and of geographic areas that are meaningful for
social interaction. Boundaries of the household do not necessarily
correspond to physical structure. In large apartment buildings or
new housing projects, and in two- and three-family houses, the
physical boundaries of the house or apartment may not correspond
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to boundaries that define the unit for many household activities
such as cooking and shopping. Even structural boundaries are not
always fixed; for example, in one of the client families the wife’s
parents lived in the adjacent apartment and a hole was cut in the
wall to allow the parents easier access to the family’s home.

Defining meaningful geographic boundaries outside the
household is even more complex, particularly in a metropolitan
area. Although neighborhood and subcommunity divisions exist
within a metropolis, they are not always clearly separated from
each other. Moreover, modern means of communication and trans-
portation facilitate integration of various subparts of the metrop-
olis, making it a whole community for many purposes. Thus the
definition of meaningful geographic boundaries must rest on cri-
teria other than geography alone.

The most meaningful geographic boundaries may be those that
serve as cutoff points, limiting access of kin to each other. But here
the criteria vary greatly from one individual to another, for exam-
ple, the definition of what is within walking distance. One woman
explained that her married daughter lived within walking distance
and she frequently walked over to see her; but, on the other hand,
the mother said: “I couldn’t walk it, I'm too tired; it’s within walk-
ing distance, but I'm too tired.” Any given geographic cutoff is,
therefore, to some degree arbitrary.

Several boundaries were selected for analysis on the basis of
recurrent distinctions made by clients in interviews. Although they
are somewhat arbitrary, and the subjective meaning may vary
from one client to another, they serve as a baseline for making com-
parisons, at least roughly, among clients: (1) the New York City
area, (2) walking distance, (3) the same building, and (4) the
same household.® These categories were treated as mutually ex-
clusive. According to these criteria, all of the client families have at
least some kin that are within geographic proximity.

Kin in the New York City Area. None of the research families
was completely without kin in the area that they defined as New
York City; all mentioned one or more blood kin, implying that all of
the families have at least one kin family within the area.

Most families have many more kin in the New York City area.
Eighty-six per cent of the research families had 16 or more, and 54
per cent had 31 or more blood kin within the New York City area;
many of these kin were married and had families.
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Having kin available within the same community, at least for
client wives, has been a lifelong experience. Seventy-eight per
cent of the client wives had never lived in a city or town where
they did not have relatives.

Although clients may reside in the New York City area in order
to take advantage of the opportunities it offers, interviews told of
clear instances where residence there was specifically for the pur-
pose of remaining close to kin. One woman explained that, al-
though her brother had greater job opportunities in California and
went there briefly after returning from the Army, he decided he
could not stay because “he was devoted to my mother.” This
woman explained concerning herself: “I don’t know if I could go
away . .. there is a responsibility to my mother for support.” In this
instance, a second brother had moved away, so geographic prox-
imity clearly served as a basis for extensive interaction on the part
of those who did remain in the New York City area. As the client
explained of herself about her mother:

She calls me twice or three times a day, and if I have time, I talk to
her. It does me good, too. Everybody likes to talk and to have some-
body listen.

It may be possible to maintain close ties with kin when they are
not within the same metropolitan area but this may be more diffi-
cult, particularly if ties with kin are expected to be validated by
continuous contact. As the client cited above explained, when her
brother did leave New York for a brief period, her mother “felt
very badly, very upset, and very disappointed.”

Kin Within Walking Distance. Distinctions intermediate be-
tween the New York City area and walking distance exist. For ex-
ample, borough demarcations may seem like “a different country.”
Parts of Long Island were often described as far away, and it is not
clear how often this was considered to be within the New York
City area. But walking distance was a particularly crucial cutoff.
Having kin within walking distance implies that contacts are pos-
sible without prearrangement. In such cases kin often meet in the
street or are frequently brought together by religious practice. One
woman explained about her grandfather:

He went to a synagogue on our street, and he always came to our
house on the way, to have coffee my mother had for him.
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Living within walking distance makes possible some degree of
overlap of household activities, such as joint shopping and ex-
change of many other services. One woman, for example, ex-
plained that while her husband was working late she had regular
meals with her mother, who lived nearby. And during one inter-
view, a married daughter and her husband came to the client’s
home to borrow sections of The New York Times and to pick up
some meat which the client had purchased for her married daugh-
ter. She had this to say:

I'had the meat for her. She was supposed to meet me at eight o’clock
at the butcher’s, and she lives at the other side of the parkway, which
is quite a walk. Then she overslept, so she called me up and told me
she overslept and could I get it for her or she’d be late for school. So
I bought it, and I had to run back and put it in the refrigerator. . . .
She doesn’t have too much time and she feels that if she goes to the
butcher’s around her way, they will fool her. So she wants me to buy
the meat for her. . .. Well, there’s a butcher right around here . .. so I
bought her meat. Usually she tells me what she wants, and I buy it.
She should have enough for two weeks, and she freezes some of it. . ..
This way I buy her a supply of meat, so she has it.

A high proportion of the client families, 53 per cent, have at
least one or more kin households within walking distance. Nearly
a quarter had two or three kin households within walking distance;
and a few, 6 per cent, had more than three households within walk-
ing distance. For some families having kin within walking distance
is clearly the result of a conscious decision to live near kin. One
woman who lived in a middle-income housing project hoped ve
much to obtain an apartment in the same project for her mother
and father. She did not wish to have them in the same building
because this would give the children too much chance for going to
her mother’s; however, she did wish to have them in the project
where her mother could be within easy reach. She said her mother
“is really very anxious to come . . . they will be living with school
things and the things that children do. I'll be in and out of her
house to see if she needs anything.” In this case the elderly parents
clearly preferred to live near kin, even though it meant that the hus-
band would have to commute some distance to his work. Thus
values of geographic proximity to kin are supported by behavior.

Kin in the Same Building. Living in the same building with kin
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constitutes a further degree of geographic proximity that exists for
at least some of the client families, 13 per cent of whom have one
or more kin households in the same building.

The significance of living in the same building varies, of
course, with the type of building; living in the same large apart-
ment building may not involve the same degree of proximity as
that of kin who share a two- or three-family house, particularly if
the house is owned by some of the kin. In either case, however,
the ready access and overlap of household activities possible when
kin are within walking distance also arises when kin are in the
same building. Access and privacy may be even more difficult to
control when kin are in the same building, particularly when this
allows children access to each other’s homes. One woman de-
scribed how difficult it was to keep separate households when they
lived in the same three-family house with her brother-in-law’s fam-
ily. Her brother-in-law’s son “would just push right in . . . the kids
went up and down the stairs to play all the time.” Despite the fact
that the “kid stuff” that ensued was sometimes difficult to handle,
this woman also noted with pleasure the close social relationships
that were possible among the adult kin in this instance. Thus al-
though only a small proportion of the research families have kin in
the same building at present, this practice is compatible with the
values of many and does entail considerable household overlap.

Kin in the Same Household. Living in combined households
with kin is clearly not valued by most clients. At present only 8 per
cent of the client families are living in the same household with
kin. Most of these do so because kin have moved in with them.
However, when examining past residence with kin, the picture is
different, providing a clear indication of the importance of looking
at family patterns in terms of particular stages of the life cycle of
the domestic group, and changes throughout the life cycle. Sixty-
one per cent of the client families have had at some time some form
of combined household with kin, in contrast to values about com-
bined households.

Combined households with kin occur in a variety of ways. The
client families may have moved in with kin, generally with their
parents; or kin, usually their elderly parents, may have moved in
with the client family. Different reasons predominate for the two
forms of combined households. For client stays in the home of kin
the most frequent reason given by clients was lack of housing, ac-
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counting for 42 per cent. Kin living in the client’s home occurred
most frequently because of illness, pregnancy, old age, or inca-
pacity, which accounted for 41 per cent of the stays, compared
with only 19 per cent of the times when the client stayed in the
home of kin. Financial problems and unemployment were most
often given as reasons for the clients staying in the homes of their
relatives. Military service was another reason given more fre-
quently for staying in the home of kin than for having kin in the
client’s home. These differences in part reflect the stage of the life
cycle in which these two types of residence are most likely to occur.

One question was whether the Eastern European tradition of
the kest would be carried over in residence patterns of the clients.
Matter-of-fact descriptions of temporary residence with the wife’s
parents after marriage were frequent. For example, they stayed
there because “they didn’t have their own apartment yet,” but only
4 per cent of the clients gave explicitly as their reasons for staying
in the home of relatives that they had just been married or were
preparing a home, so that residence with kin is apparently not per-
ceived in traditional terms even if it does occur immediately after
marriage. The frequency of living with kin because of lack of
housing reflects the fact that many of these families married during
World War II when housing shortages were acute. Thus the be-
havior of living with parents after marriage was similar to the tra-
ditional form, but it was usually perceived as an emergency meas-
ure, not as a desired mode of residence.

The relatively small percentage of families currently living
with kin and the fact that most stays with kin in the past were of
short duration correspond with views that combined residence is
not desirable. However, the fact that so many of the families have
at some time had the experience of living with kin does not cor-
respond with expressed values. Because the reasons for living with
kin were generally ones of necessity, this may have strengthened
views against it. Descriptions of actual residence with kin were
generally negative, and in some cases led to the conclusion that
combined residence was undesirable. One young man explained
his experience when he and his wife lived as a young couple with
her parents:

The mother is still trying to be a mother to the daughter and, there-
fore, of course, be more than just a grandmother to the child. . .. It’s
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a matter of stripping a man of his dignity, of his independence. This
is his home. This is his to take care of. A parent-in-law must cause
conflict because a parent is concerned with her daughter, and she
really shouldn’t be in the sense that she should feel “Look, he mar-
ried her, let him take care of her” . . . the closeness, I don’t think it’s
good, and there’s bound to be trouble.

Many descriptions were given of comparable difficulties of
having an elderly parent in the home. Strenuous efforts may be
made to prevent interference and maintain the independent func-
tioning of the nuclear family, but continuous contacts and prob-
lems such as kitchen space make this difficult. Complaints about
problems of interference with child rearing, questions about who
should do the cooking, quarrels because an elderly parent, partic-
ularly a mother, felt unwanted if she was not allowed to perform
the household activities to which she was accustomed, were com-
mon. One woman summed up the problems of living with an
elderly mother by saying, “Our nerves are no good from getting on
each other’s nerves.”

But not all descriptions of combined households mentioned
problems. In some instances the assistance given by a parent was
mentioned as essential in managing the household. One woman
explained about her mother, “I go to business and she keeps house
and prepares dinner . . . without her help it would be impossible
for me to keep house and go to work.”

Combined households are clearly such an intimate form of
proximity that they can influence the entire gamut of family activi-
ties. One woman, for example, described the derogatory remarks
her mother would make when she sang in the morning, saying,
“What did you do last night?” The effects of joint residence with
kin on family relationships are so pervasive and complex that they
are difficult to estimate. Many factors are influential, including the
outside relationships of family members and the number of friends
to whom an elderly person can turn. Particularly for residence of
elderly parents in the home of their children, which is not seen as
temporary, problems undoubtedly outnumber advantages. It is
significant for the outcome of joint residence that it is not con-
sidered normal or ideal, as it is in some societies where individuals
are socialized early in life, to be able to accommodate to joint liv-
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In view of the short duration of most combined households, the
difficulty of living in the same home with kin may not be as signifi-
cant as the fact that the frequency of combined residence reflects
strong obligations of kinship. These ties remain even when resi-
dence is shifted from joint households to preferable forms, such as
living within walking distance or close by. As one woman ex-
plained, after her mother moved out to a separate apartment, she
continued to drop in almost every day on her way to or from shop-
ping. “I would like to be hospitable to her—she is very good to me
—she has always been very generous of giving . . . so she may as
well come up here because she loves the children and misses them
terribly.”

In short, all of the client families have kin within a reasonable
degree of geographic proximity: 100 per cent have kin within the
New York City area; 53 per cent within walking distance; 13 per
cent, in the same building; and 8 per cent in the same household.
When kin are within walking distance, a great many forms of
household overlap are possible. Living within the same household
may not be seen as desirable, but many of the client families have
had this experience. For all client families, some kin are readily
available for contact.

Communication with Kin

Despite the fact that all of the client families had some kin
within the New York City area, the availability of kin for interac-
tion cannot, as we have seen, be determined by arbitrary geo-
graphic boundaries alone. The forms of communication that are
possible among kin are as important as the actual geographic dis-
tance. In any society a variety of modes of communication are pos-
sible. The forms of communication vary with other characteristics
of the society, but particularly with its technology. In most primi-
tive societies communication is face to face. In an industrial so-
ciety, however, other forms of communication are available.

The telephone is a most important technological invention in
our society. Although obvious, its significance has not been fully
recognized in theories about society and has not been amply stud-
ied. The use of the telephone not only mitigates against diminished
contact through distance, it may actually intensify contacts. It
makes it necessary to examine geographic proximity of kin in a
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different light. In an urban area like New York City, the telephone
is available at almost all times and places. Within an urban area,
particularly within the area of local telephone calls, kin are acces-
sible for interaction, even if they live at some distance, for example,
in another borough.

Another example of the role of technology in communication
among kin is the ease of correspondence possible with modern
means of transportation. Here also technology makes available
means for increased communication with kin. Letter writing,
sending greeting cards and pictures help symbolically to maintain
emotional ties of kinship and they may serve as means for effec-
tively sanctioning kin, as was indicated in interviews.

Among client families, telephoning and visiting were of particu-
lar importance as means of communication. Visiting was facil-
itated by subway transportation.

Communication by Telephone. Kinship values clearly entail
the obligation to maintain contact with kin by telephone as well as
other means. The telephone is the most readily available mode of
contact with kin, and there are definite expectations that it should
be used. Failing to communicate by telephone is as much a breach
of kinship obligations as any other failure to interact.

The general importance of telephone contact among kin is in-
dicated by the fact that 95 per cent of the client wives maintained
telephone contact with kin; of these, 47 per cent listed one or more
relatives with whom they talked at least once a day.

In six of the interview families both husbands and wives kept
“Kin Contact Logs” or diaries of all contacts with kin during a one-
week period. Of all instances of contact with kin listed, there were
nearly twice as many telephone contacts as face-to-face meetings.
There were 112 telephone contacts listed and only 60 instances of
other forms of contact, all of which were face-to-face, because
there were no mentions of letter writing.

The importance of telephone contact, as well as the extent to
which some families are enmeshed in a network of kinship obliga-
tions and continual contacts, is illustrated in a kin contact log of
one wife, which is reproduced exactly as she kept it.*

This Kin Contact Log demonstrates the extensiveness of tele-

#All names and other identifying information about clients in this volume have
been altered to preserve anonymity.
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phone contact. There were 14 occasions of telephone contact as
opposed to five face-to-face visits, a proportion similar to that
found in other kin contact logs. It also illustrates the variety of con-
tent in telephone interaction, as well as the extent to which the
family may be engaged with kin. Phrases such as “daily chat” make
clear that the telephone is expected to be a significant mode of
communication. Interview statements indicate views about obliga-
tions for telephone interaction with kin; for example, the idea that
the relationship will not continue if telephone contact is not kept
up: “Somehow if you don’t keep calling them, you just drift
away.” Obligations are often so strongly felt that telephone contact
is maintained even when inconvenient:

She [eldest daughter, now married] calls me up every day and she
wants to tell me things. But we find we’re so busy, like if I call her
she says, “Mother, I'm sorry, I'm cooking and I can't talk to you!”
.. . or she says, “I have to write out three papers, and I can’t talk.”
Or she calls me in the office and I say, “Honey, I can't talk to you,
I have to catch the mailman.” . . . But we do manage to squeeze in a
conversation every day.”

In other instances, similar obligations for maintaining tele-
phone contact were felt even when the actual tie to kin was not
considered personally meaningful or interesting. Even “duty calls”
may be made as frequently as once a week or more often. The ex-
pectation that one should maintain contact with kin is also indi-
cated by reactions in instances where this is not done. One man ex-
plained that his parents had “a bad habit, they call me only when
someone dies.”

Content of telephone communication. Despite the frequency
of telephone contact with kin, it might be presumed that it would
be limited in content, not covering the same areas as face-to-face
communication. But the variety of subject matter in telephone
communication is almost limitless; it includes highly emotional
and personal content. Moreover, the possibility of discussing rou-
tine household matters while they are occurring contributes to the
intimacy of telephone contacts. One client, when asked what she
talked to her married daughter about on the telephone, explained:
“Oh, anything and everything. She calls me up and she says, for in-
stance, T made stuffed cabbage.’” Telephone conversations were
reported that included such content as details of daily household
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life, arranging and discussing services and visits, giving and re-
ceiving information and advice. Minute details of household life
are often discussed on the telephone more fully than in face-to-face
contacts. Detailed discussions of household activity included such
things as what one is going to have for dinner, recipes, prices at the
local butcher, new draperies for the living room, purchase of an
electric mixer, a sale at a department store. Discussions of visits
and services included arrangements to pick up food a relative had
cooked, arrangements to carry out household repairs. Advice and
information were given on the telephone in almost all areas of fam-
ily life. In one interview, for example, the client explained that she
did not talk about anything “special” on the telephone with her sis-
ter, it was just “family talk.” By this she meant such things as an x-
ray report from her sister’s doctor and a detailed discussion about
whether or not her sister had arthritis.

It was clear in many interviews that not only are everyday de-
tails of life discussed on the telephone, but also subjects to which
there are highly emotional reactions, including intimate advice,
family tragedies, and even heated arguments such as the follow-
ing:

[My father’s second wife] wanted $45 a month and I just can’t do it!

But my brother-in-law tried to wheedle it from us. He called my hus-

band on the phone, and my husband was saying he’d be glad to do

it but we just haven’t got it. My husband was practically pleading
with him. He said, “If I could possibly find a way to get it, I would
be glad to do it. If I could get $15 more I would, but it’s impossible.”

It got so heated that I had to grab the phone and scream at him. I

told him in plain King’s English, “Don’t you know what ‘We haven’t

got it’ means?”

Who communicates with whom by telephone. Women talk
with kin more often than men; almost all wives communicate with
kin by telephone but fewer husbands do. Only 70 per cent of the
husbands indicate that they have some contact with relatives as
compared with 95 per cent of the wives.

There are similar differences between husbands and wives in
the periodicity of telephone contacts with kin. Of the wives, 47 per
cent talk with one or more kin every day, whereas only 15 per cent
of the husbands talk with kin this frequently. There are similar
differences in the frequency with which husbands and wives talk
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to kin “at least once a week,” “every few weeks,” and “less often
than every few weeks.” Wives talk with a larger number of kin
than husbands do, and they talk with kin more frequently than do
husbands, but in both cases a high proportion maintain at least
some contact with kin.

Moreover, wives are to some extent delegated the task of “rep-
resenting” the family in kin contacts. They are responsible for re-
laying what goes on with kin to their husbands, so that husbands
are also involved in kin interaction on the telephone through their
wives. Husbands are not totally exempt from maintaining some
contacts with kin on their own. In one case, for instance, the wife
reported that relatives just “don’t understand” when the husband
does not call them on the telephone. She justified his behavior,
however, by saying that he works “such irregular hours.” In addi-
tion, she pointed out that she carries on the intermediate role in
relaying information about kin to him, “I give him all the informa-
tion. He knows what is going on.”

In addition to one member of the nuclear family relaying con-
versations with kin to others, a great many telephone conversations
are undoubtedly overheard, or even participated in by more than
one family member. Home observations and house drawings show
that in most instances telephones were not in private places within
the home; there is an expectation that conversations will be heard
by more than one person. One client received a telephone call dur-
ing an interview and returned to elaborate on it, thereby assuming
that the interviewer had naturally listened to the entire conversa-
tion.

The telephone significantly increases the potential for commu-
nication among various kin within the kin network. For example,
gossip is possible among kin even though they are not in daily face-
to-face contact. The way in which the nuclear family is sanctioned
by kin is also affected by the fact that kin are in communication
with each other and can support each other’s sanctions.

How kin within a network may communicate with each other
is indicated by the following instance in which the client received
information from several kin on a kin gathering that she had not
attended: “Anna was telling me about it, Gertrude told me, my
sister, Estelle, told me part of it, and Frieda. Whoever I talked to
gave me some information.” The fact that kin within a network can
readily communicate with each other by telephone increases their
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opportunity for interacting with each other and supporting each
other in their sanctions. One husband, for example, explained that
he was sanctioned by his mother-in-law with whom he lived, be-
cause his father telephoned his mother-in-law to report informa-
tion about him:

[My father] says to me, “How much do you make . .. and how much
do you gamble?” . .. So I told him I was making a hundred, and I
gamble a hundred and a quarter a week. Now, I was being facetious,
and my father is stupid, so he picks up the phone and calls my
mother-in-law and says, “He makes so much, he gambles so much.”
Now, that comes back to me, “You’re gambling.”

This relaying of information by telephone among kin indicates
that in an urban industrial society communication other than by
face-to-face contact is vital. Similar orders of interaction among
kin and sanctions such as gossip and direct reprimanding may all
be carried out by means of telephone contact with kin who are not
in continuous face-to-face contact.

Initiative and access in telephone communication. One signifi-
cant feature of telephone communication is the pattern of initiative
and access that it makes possible. The telephone provides imme-
diate and easy access to members of the family—no elaborate
preparations are required. There are ritual procedures by which it
is possible to cut off a telephone conversation, such as asking to call
back later, but the initial contact has been made. Other than meas-
ures considered extreme, such as having an unlisted telephone
number, the family receiving the call has minimal control over en-
trance into its life. Although this is an everyday experience of most
people in our culture, its significance for relationships among kin
in an urban setting has not heretofore been adequately taken into
account. Even if a family chooses to reduce interaction with kin,
the ready access by telephone is difficult to control.

Communication in Face-to-Face Visits. Although telephone
communication is more frequent than face-to-face visits among
kin, face-to-face contacts remain significant, particularly in view of
the high proportion of clients having kin in the metropolitan area.
There are definite expectations that contact by telephone should
be maintained, and the ready access to kin by means of the tele-
phone undoubtedly helps to increase the frequency and intensity
of communications among kin, but telephoning is not generally
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considered sufficient to replace face-to-face contacts entirely. As
one client explained, calling “is not as good as seeing each other,
but it still maintains the relationship.”

There are also definite obligations for visits among kin. Values
that stress obligations to maintain contact with kin support face-to-
face visiting. In some instances these obligations were interpreted
as daily face-to-face contact. As one woman explained, these ob-
ligations might even include the idea that “a son should see his
mother every day.” Although many individuals in the group, in-
cluding this client, would not agree with so extreme a statement of
obligation to visit kin, the obligation to maintain some kind of visit-
ing relationship to kin was widely held.

A variety of types of visits with kin occur, including: those on
formal ritual occasions, such as bar mitzvahs, weddings, and
Thanksgiving gatherings; meetings of organized kin groups such
as family circles and cousins clubs; informal visits that are pre-
arranged such as Sunday visits with the family; informal visits that
are not prearranged such as dropping in unannounced or meeting
in the subway. Visits may also occur in the process of giving assist-
ance or carrying out services for kin.

All these visits offer opportunities for face-to-face contacts
among kin. The form of communication that occurs varies with
such things as the intimacy of the relationship between kin, the
number of people present and the formality of the gathering, the
type of access that a particular visit involves. There is perhaps
more situational variation in face-to-face than in telephone com-
munication.

Although the clients live in an urban area where visits with kin
might be presumed to take on a formal quality, and where the
ready use of the telephone makes it possible to arrange visits in ad-
vance, 63 per cent of the wives indicated that kin drop in un-
announced. This informality implies an intimacy of the relation-
ship with kin as well as ready access of kin to the life of the client
family. Both interview and questionnaire data indicate that if kin
drop in unannounced, they have considerable knowledge of the
family’s affairs. Dropping in unannounced is comparable in some
respects to the access possible through the telephone, since it takes
the initiative away from the family being visited.

The Importance of Communication with Kin. Communication
with kin is clearly possible both by telephoning and by face-to-face
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visits; it does not appear to be restricted by the urban environ-
ment. Moreover, the means of communication that are available as
a result of technology and geographic proximity result in commu-
nication of emotionally important information to kin.

The fact that communication with kin includes areas of great
emotional importance is indicated by the frequency of communi-
cation with kin about the agency contact and the problems that
brought the family to the agency.

The common experience of being agency clients served as a
baseline for comparing the kin involvement of different families.
Both the problems that bring families to the agency and the experi-
ence of coming to the agency are clearly matters of considerable
emotional importance.

In 76 per cent of the families either the husband and/or the
wife indicated that some kin knew about the problem that brought
them to the agency. In 82 per cent of the families either the hus-
band and/or the wife indicated that some kin knew of the agency
contact. A high proportion of the families had communicated with
some kin about these experiences.

Kin were often instrumental in the process of referral to the
agency. Although referral occurs in a wide variety of ways, kin
were the most frequent single source, with friends and neighbors
a close second. In one of the families interviewed, for example, the
wife heard of the agency through her sister; in addition, she later
passed the information on to her niece, who also became a client.

Communication with kin about the problem and the agency
contact, however, was selective; most families who communicated
about these matters did so with “some” and not with “most” of
their kin. Of the wives who said kin knew they were coming to the
agency, 85 per cent indicated that “a few close relatives” knew;
whereas only 15 per cent indicated that “most of the relatives”
knew. Similarly, of those wives who indicated that kin knew about
their problem, 91 per cent claimed that “some kin” knew, whereas
only 9 per cent claimed that “most” of their kin knew. When asked
whether they had specifically avoided telling some of their kin
that they were coming to the agency, in 71 per cent of the families
either the husband or the wife indicated that such communi-
cation was avoided. Another indication of the selectivity of com-
munication was the difficulty encountered in attempting to gain
entry to family circles and cousins clubs for the purposes of par-
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ticipant observation, when client members did not want all of the
kin in the organization to know of their agency contact. The rea-
sons most frequently checked for not telling kin about the agency
contact were: (1) “it wasn’t any of their business,” and (2) they
did not want kin to know that they “had a problem.” Therefore,
it was expected that at least some kin would have negative reac-
tions if they knew about the agency contact. There were, in fact,
reports of such negative reactions of kin to the agency contact. In
those families where kin did disapprove of the agency contact, the
reasons most frequently given were: first, the family really “didn’t
have a problem” and, second, they “felt we should be able to work
it out ourselves.”

Selecting those kin with whom there is communication and
withholding information from other kin is a means of avoiding
negative sanctions or loss of face. This process of selection is appar-
ently reasonably effective, because families reported that the re-
actions of those kin who did know about the agency contact and
the problem were most often positive. When relatives did know
about the problem, 73 per cent of the wives indicated that their
response was “sympathetic”; 20 per cent said that “some were
sympathetic, some critical”; and 6 per cent indicated that “most”
relatives who knew were critical. In 81 per cent of the families the
husband and/or the wife indicated that none of the relatives with
whom they communicated about the agency contact disapproved
of it.

In the case of more than half of the wives, and an even higher
proportion of husbands, moreover, relatives are said to know more
about the family than do friends. Thus communication with kin is
about important matters and it is also fairly extensive as compared
with communication with others.

The urban environment does not impede continuous communi-
cation with kin for most of the client families. All clients have some
kin in general geographic proximity, and many have kin as close as
within walking distance. This geographic proximity allows exten-
sive overlap of household activities and informal visiting. But the
geographic cutoff points, such as living within walking distance,
are not necessarily the limits of contact with kin. The extent of tele-
phone communication indicates that urban technology can in-
crease the modes of access to kin, making possible intimate, daily
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communication even when constant face-to-face interaction does
not occur. As a result, constant communication of vital matters is
maintained between most of the client families and their kin. Kin
are geographically close and telephone communication further
implements their proximity. The result is that for most clients kin
are omnipresent.

THE BINDING POWER
OF ASSISTANCE AND RECIPROCITY

Assistance is a crucial factor binding kin relationships. Eco-
nomic aid and the gamut of major and minor services—baby sit-
ting, shopping assistance, giving information, help with household
repairs, helping with household tasks during illness—are but a few
of the main forms of assistance that are regularly exchanged be-
tween client families and their kin. Assistance in the form of
emotional support is also crucial, but here we will first examine
what may be termed instrumental assistance; that is, concrete acts
that are directed to carrying out specific tasks. As will be seen, the
exchange of instrumental assistance is intimately bound up with
emotional ties; instrumental assistance may be symbolic of emo-
tional support. Like other areas of kin relationships, exchange of
assistance is interpersonal; it is governed by fundamental and
powerful norms about obligations between kin. Severe sanctions
may be imposed for failing to live up to these obligations.

In practice, almost all of the client families have relied on kin
for assistance. The importance of assistance among kin is reflected
in actual behavior as well as in values. Although the specific forms
of assistance vary considerably from family to family, related in
part to different needs at different life-cycle states, some form of
assistance was received from kin in almost all families; 95 per cent
of the client families had received services and/or monetary aid
from kin. As shown in the analysis of kinship values, there are
strong obligations to assist kin.

Alternative Sources of Assistance for the Nuclear Family

Values about the particular external system to which it is ap-
propriate to turn for specific kinds of assistance are reflected in
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differences in the frequency with which families turn to kin as op-
posed to other external sources for various types of assistance.

Some of the questionnaire items on assistance also included
checklists to indicate the relative frequency with which the par-
ticular form of assistance was received from kin and other sources.
These included kin, friends, and institutional sources such as hired
help, employment agencies, banks, and social workers. Checklists
covered a variety of specific forms of assistance. For each type of
assistance, the frequency with which the client families checked
kin, friends, or other sources was ranked (Table 6).

Table 6. Rank of Frequency with Which Nuclear Families Rely on Kin,
Friends, or Other Sources for Assistance®
Form of Assistance Kin  Friends Other Sources

RANK OF SOURCE
Care of children if orphaned

Husband 1 3 2

Wife 1 3 2
Making a household move

Husband 1 2 -

Wife 1 2 -
Decision making on major purchases

Husband 1 2 3
Baby sitting

Wife 1 2 3
Shopping and errands

Wife 1 2 3
Gifts of household furnishings

Wife 1 2 -
Getting jobs

Husband 2 3 1
Helping financially

Wife 2 3 1
Cooking and housecleaning

Wife 2 3 1
Child-rearing advice

Wife 2 3 1

* In some instances the checklists did not include all three of these sources. Some
questions were asked only of husbands or only of wives because an effort was made
to avoid duplication, and the question seemed more appropriate for that individual;
for example, assistance in getting jobs was asked of husbands.
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There are no areas in which families turned to friends more fre-
quently than to kin. Kinship and friendship are both personal ties,
but kinship ties are defined as nonvoluntaristic and permanent,
whereas friendship is voluntary and is not defined as having the
same order of permanency. Moreover, there are stronger expecta-
tions for help among kin and stronger sanctions supporting these
expectations; expectations of friendship generally do not include
intimate instrumental aid. The cultural expectations of assistance
among kin are reflected in the legal system; there are no compar-
able laws supporting assistance among friends.

Assistance among friends is often considered embarrassing.
One woman whose close friends helped her family when her hus-
band was out of work reports, “I feel badly even thinking about it
now.” In this instance the family also received assistance from kin
and banks. The feelings of embarrassment were particularly strong
in relation to friends, which in part reflects the family’s feeling
that they had lost status through being put in a position where they
could not reciprocate. Because most types of instrumental assist-
ance among kin and friends result in obligations of reciprocity, fre-
quently involving conflict of expectations and embarrassment, it
is often considered preferable to turn to kin rather than to friends.

Variation exists in the frequency with which families turn to
kin and other institutions for various kinds of assistance. In re-
sponse to a question about whom one would want to take care of
one’s children if they should be orphaned, “If something should
happen to you and your husband (or wife) whom would you want
to look after your children?” the highest proportion of families, 91
per cent of the wives and 96 per cent of the husbands, indicated
that they would turn to kin. This question, although hypothetical,
pertains to an issue of considerable emotional importance. Almost
all families felt they would turn to kin, reflecting a high degree of
consensus in kinship rights and obligations surrounding such cir-
cumstances. Families undoubtedly felt they could count on kin to
feel obligated. Moreover, there is a kin relationship not only be-
tween the parents and their kin, but also between the children and
their kin, so that orphaned children would themselves be turning
to kin. There are other institutions such as placement agencies that
could take care of the children but no client indicated that she
would turn to this type of resource rather than to kin.

Another reason for turning to kin is that, despite the extensive
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elaboration and nonfamilial institutions in our society, there are
certain kinds of assistance which for the most part other institu-
tions are unprepared to handle. The “migration” of second-hand
furniture and clothing among kin is an example of an important
kind of instrumental assistance, occurring through complex forms
of exchange and reciprocity:

WirE: Some [children’s clothes] just get outgrown before
they’re worn out, and that’s what travels around. I've
gotten clothing from Marty’s [husband’s] cousins for
Sara [daughter] and ones which weren’t good for Sara,
I handed them down to a cousin of mine . . . and the
child felt as if she fell into a pot of gold.

Huseanp: In all probability this cousin got it from a hand-down,
too.

There are few formal institutions carrying out this type of assist-
ance, at least, few defined as an acceptable institutional resource.

Similarly, there are virtually no institutions that offer significant
assistance in shopping and errands, another area in which kin
ranked above other sources.

Assistance during illness is another area in which the family
often turns to kin. Despite the development of modern medical in-
stitutions, kin may be the most readily available source of certain
kinds of aid during illness. The residentially segregated nuclear
family is not structurally well equipped to care for illness, since
few individuals are available within the household to assist in car-
ing for the ill. Many minor illnesses hardly ever require hospitali-
zation but may disrupt the life of the nuclear family almost as much
as more serious illnesses; for example, if the wife is in bed. More-
over, even if parents, a father or particularly a mother, are hospi-
talized, their roles within the household are unfilled. In a resi-
dentially segregated nuclear family there is no ready substitute
within the household; so despite the use of medical institutions,
the nuclear family may still require additional assistance.

When relatives are geographically close, they frequently come
to the family to help carry out tasks associated with the care of a
minor illness, or to substitute in the duties of the ill. Answers to the
question, “Have relatives ever helped you out during an illness?”
indicated that 58 per cent of the families had received such assist-
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ance. From interview data, however, it seems likely that even more
families have received assistance from kin during minor illnesses
but that those responding to the questionnaire defined illness as
relatively serious illnesses, which many had not had. Many exam-
ples of assistance during illnesses were cited in interviews: shop-
ping, letting children stay overnight, coming in to do cleaning and
housework, sending cooked food, and other forms of help with the
daily running of the household other than the actual care of the ill
person.

Homemaker services of social agencies, private nursing, paid
domestic help are nonfamilial sources of assistance; these may be
a counterpart to the modern hospital, also associated with the
structural characteristics of the family in our society. Housekeep-
ing assistance, however, may be expensive and institutional sources
of support for the expense are not highly developed; medical in-
surance policies, for example, do not generally cover homemaking
costs. Although it depends on the life-cycle stage, most kin cannot
come in on more than a temporary basis without leaving their own
families unattended. Nevertheless, they are a significant source of
assistance during illness.

Kin may also have access to external institutions when the
nuclear family does not. For example, one relative borrowed from
his credit union and lent the money to the client, who was not able
to obtain credit himself.

Kin are the closest, most intimate part of the social network of
most of the clients, having the greatest access to their lives. It is
natural to turn to kin unless there are circumstances that make it
preferable to turn elsewhere. There were several areas where fam-
ilies more frequently turn to other sources than to kin.

First, there is a tendency to turn to external institutions if the
particular type of aid can be obtained better through a specialized
institution than through kin. For example, in assistance in getting
jobs, kin often do give information, but unions and placement
agencies have wider sources of information.

Child-rearing advice is another area in which more families in-
dicated that they turned to sources other than to kin. The immi-
grant status of their parents and generational differences in values
about child rearing create problems in relying on parents. How-
ever, interviews indicate that frequently relatives give “a lot of ad-
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vice even though it’s not asked for”; kin feel it is their right and
duty to offer child-rearing advice so that there is no need to seck
advice. Nonetheless, most families indicated that if they were seek-
ing advice they would turn to other sources. The most frequently
checked source was books. No one indicated that he relied on a
social worker.

Another reason for turning to external institutions arises where
assistance from kin might threaten the status of the husband or the
wife. Child-rearing assistance or child-rearing advice given in
front of children may undermine the status of the parents. As one
husband explained, “In-laws spoil children with too many gifts,
and condone conduct that is not up to our standards.”

Competent performance is crucial to woman’s status as a wife
and mother. Kin may sometimes assist in cooking and houseclean-
ing, for example, if the wife is ill, with no threat to her status. Under
other circumstances the assistance of kin in cooking and house-
work may be perceived as jeopardizing the status of the wife. Kin
asked to perform a menial task may also feel their status threat-
ened. This threat does not occur in joint households or even adjoin-
ing apartments where the women have some sort of specific divi-
sion of labor; it does not necessarily apply to bringing in food
cooked in another household, more easily seen as ritual assistance
or gift-giving.

Financial assistance from kin may threaten the status of the
husband and wife. Values data indicate that, despite the strength
of kinship obligations, most families prefer banks or other nonkin
sources for financial assistance, although a high proportion of fam-
ilies actually have turned to kin for economic assistance. The val-
ues may therefore reflect the fact that families who have done so
have experienced consequent difficulties in their relationships
with kin. Interviews indicated that financial assistance from kin is
a threat, with the potential for breaking up relationships among
kin. Not only is the fact of having to borrow from kin a possible
source of status loss, but the problems that may be encountered
in paying back loans to kin, particularly as compared with the
definite expectations for such payments in loans from a bank, were
seen as a potential source of difficulties. Some have concluded
that they should do “no more giving and no more receiving.” Since
it is essential to maintain relationships with kin, financial assistance
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from kin is a source of problems; nevertheless, it is extremely fre-
quent among the research families.

Reciprocity in Assistance Among Kin

Instrumental assistance reinforces emotional ties among kin,
particularly since assistance among kin is reciprocal. Just as the
families we have interviewed rely on kin, so do other families in
their kin network. In other words, kin are interdependent for in-
strumental assistance; reciprocity is basic to interdependence.

Reciprocity in exchanges among kin was clear in questionnaire
data. Not only had 95 per cent of the families received some form
of economic or service assistance from kin, but 94 per cent of the
families had also given some kind of instrumental assistance to kin.
No one family necessarily gives and receives the same amount,
or gives and receives the same things from the same people. But as
a group, families are both giving aid to and receiving aid from kin.

This equivalence of assistance given and received applies not
only to all forms of assistance, but also to specific kinds of assist-
ance. The proportion of families having given and received a par-
ticular kind of assistance was examined. Where the difference was
less than 10 per cent between the proportion giving and that re-
ceiving, this was considered “equivalent.” Giving and receiving
assistance was equivalent for the following kinds of assistance:
assistance during illness, baby sitting, child-rearing advice, help
during a household move, cooking and housework, household re-
pairs, job hunting, advice on major purchases. Equivalence did
not occur with monetary assistance and gifts of household furnish-
ings where the clients received more than they gave, and shop-
ping and errands where the clients gave more than they received.
These differences undoubtedly reflect life-cycle differences to
some extent. Despite these specific discrepancies, the overall simi-
larity in the extent to which families have given and received var-
ious kinds of assistance from kin indicates a high degree of reci-
procity.

Forms of reciprocity and the process through which reciprocity
occurs are significant in understanding relationships with kin. The
discrepancies in monetary assistance, household furnishings, and
shopping and errands can also be understood in light of the
process of reciprocity.

From the perspective of particular client families, reciprocity
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does not always mean reciprocity in kind. One may reciprocate for
one form of assistance through giving a very different kind. In one
interview the family explained that there was a kind of specializa-
tion in reciprocity with their kin. The husband’s father, a shoe-
maker, repaired shoes for the children: in return, the family drove
the father and mother in their car:

Wrire:  Well, I don't say it’s exactly equal, 50-50, but I mean I
feel that when were able to do something, we do.
Huseanp: I mean, I think we do the things we can do and they do
the things they can do.

When reciprocity is not in kind, a system of exchange cannot
operate unless there are values that make it possible to reckon the
equivalence of various kinds of assistance. Complex scales for de-
termining equivalence in exchanges among kin clearly exist and
are a vital concern for the clients. The following statement meas-
ures equivalence in gift-giving on a number of dimensions:

We had a catered affair. . . . We had 42 pounds of fish, we had
chopped herring and pickled herring. . . . It was really very nice
... and my sister gave him $25. . . . This was five and a half years after
her friend’s son was bar mitzvahed. . . . And she gave him the same.
... Just for a sandwich thing. . .. Not even a sandwich . . . tidbits at
somebody’s house. . . . $25 to a stranger whom you don’t even know.
... And she gave her own nephew $25 at this kind of an affair. . .. It
hurts me deeply. .. . It rankles.

Several variables enter this calculation; first, the style and expense
of the particular form of entertainment; second, the kin or nonkin
form of relationship; and third, the monetary value of the gift. The
exchange was entirely monetary, but an equal amount of money
did not mean equivalence in the overall balance considering all
criteria.

If different individuals are to agree about the equality of an ex-
change, there must be equivalence in terms of a large number of
variables, some of them difficult to measure. If one individual uses
criteria different from another’s, a perceived discrepancy in evalu-
ating the exchange and a potential conflict are likely to result. The
calculation of equivalence is often exceedingly explicit, but the
total balance is not always absolutely clear in view of the com-
plexity of measurement.

Time is a variable in any exchange. Since it exists in all acts of
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exchange, it must be evaluated in each instance. The time within
which an act of reciprocity is expected to occur varies with the cir-
cumstances and the form of assistance. In gift-giving on ritual oc-
casions such as weddings and bar mitzvahs, immediate return is
not expected; return is expected when a comparable occasion
arises for the other person. Examples were given of exchanges that
took place over extremely long periods. Some time lag always
exists. The fact that kin relationships are defined as permanent
makes possible long time spans in reciprocity. If reciprocity is not
given at the time that it should be, a sort of increment or debt ac-
crues as a result of feelings of shame or guilt, and the final act may
entail a larger return than it would have before the delay.

Once in the middle of a cycle, one cannot depart without leav-
ing an imbalance in the state of exchange; if the next step is not
taken someone is left owing a debt or having a debt owed to him.
Cultural norms support expectations of continuation of the cycle of
reciprocity.

Reciprocity is not always directly to the individual from whom
assistance was received; frequently it involves third or fourth par-
ties. Reciprocity through a third party is illustrated in the case of
one client whose father died, leaving her mother alone when the
client was a young child. The father’s brother was supposed to
assist in the support of his widowed sister-in-law but he apparently
did not “help my mother and me” very much and “always felt kind
of guilty.” Finally, years later, when the client married he recipro-
cated to the client’s father who had started him off in business by
making “the wedding for us . . . a very nice catered affair.” This
kind of reciprocity to third parties requires a clearly defined rela-
tionship among all those involved, which is more likely among kin
than it would be, for example, among friends.

Who reciprocates to whom, as well as the content of reciproc-
ity, is influenced by the life-cycle positions and the socioeconomic
status of the various parties. Life-cycle stage influences not only
needs for assistance—for example, whether or not a family has
children and needs help with child care—but also their resources
for giving assistance to kin. A family at a later stage of the life
cycle may, for example, be more able to give financial assistance
than one at an earlier stage of the life cycle, assuming that the
socioeconomic status is relatively similar in both of these families.
On the other hand, younger families may be able to give certain
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kinds of services to older people such as shopping and doing er-
rands because of their greater physical abilities. For instance, one
woman reciprocated with her mother for monetary gifts by shop-
ping and running errands:

It’s only lately that I've been able to convince her . . . to let me do
this—because she always would feel it’s imposing on me. . . . And yet,
it’s necessary for me to be able to do these little things for my mother,
so that I can take the money, because she pushes the money on me
anyway, with some rationale.

Socioeconomic status or class differences also influence the re-
sources of families and the kinds of reciprocity in which they can
engage. A kin who has means may give financial assistance to
those who are able to reciprocate only through their services. Thus
one might chart the content of exchanges in terms of status posi-
tions, with financial assistance going down from those of higher
status to those of lower status, and various services going upward
to those in higher economic positions. A similar kind of charting
could be made for many exchanges between those at different
stages in the life cycle, such as children giving pride or nakhes to
their parents.

Initiative in exchange is influenced by the idea that kin have a
right to give assistance and start a process of exchange whether
solicited or not. Kin are obligated to give assistance if it is neces-
sary; they also have a right to give it. It is generally difficult to find
a reason for not accepting assistance from kin. The right to give is
defined as one of the basic rights of kinship. Coupled with expec-
tations that one should reciprocate, this right to give contributes to
the binding power of kinship.

Although we have examined mainly instrumental assistance
rather than ceremonial gift-giving, the line between the two is
indistinct. Assistance among kin is often defined as gift-giving.
Even financial assistance is generally not given on a contractual
basis, that is, with interest. Nearly half of the families who claimed
to have received financial assistance from kin indicated that it was
“more of a present than a loan”; when it was defined as a loan it was
generally without interest. Only 3 per cent indicated that interest
was involved in their financial assistance to kin. Those who give
more than they receive, however, gain the power of the indebted-
ness that others have to them. In the example above, the daughter
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who shops for her mother is anticipating both that the gift of
money will be given by her mother and that it cannot be refused.
By anticipating, and so to speak, reciprocating in advance, she is
attempting to prevent an imbalance in the system of exchange and

power.

A basic mechanism in the strength of kinship bonds is the per-
ception that gift-giving gives one person a hold over the other,
which is clearly revealed in the following discussion of the hus-

band’s mother:
WIFE:

HusBAND:

INTERVIEWER:
HusBAND:

Every now and then she has something or other that
she makes and nobody else does and she sends it
over. . . . She’ll say that nobody will eat it if they’ve
had it for a day or two.

That’s what I mean. If this happens time and time
again and you make so much and nobody—I mean
you'd think you'd make less, but that’s not the story.
She deliberately makes all this [food] because she
knows she will give some to us. That’s what I think.
. . . How stupid can you be? I mean—if you make a
certain amount and it’s always left over. . . . And you
complain that the kids and nobody is eating it, why
do you keep making it? She knows that she will give
ittous....

How do you feel about it?

I don’t mind. . .. I mean if she has to give it I take it,
if she hasn’t got it. . . . I mean if she had it and she
gave it to somebody else it might bother me. Today
she’s in a peculiar situation. She’s very sick, and
she’s getting older and she cannot do as much as
she’d like to—physically, so I think her only hold on
us is the little that she can do that way, so she comes
over with, “Look, I did just as good as you.” That
might not be the ideal thing to do, I mean let her,
maybe it’s better that she thinks she is doing this for
us.

Here the mother is perceived as having a hold on the family
through the food she gives them; an economic service is closely
tied in with an emotional bond. The strength of emotional depend-
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ency in kinship is built up through assistance and reciprocity. Cul-
tural norms that one should reciprocate for assistance give legiti-
macy to expectations of dependency on kin.

How it is possible to manipulate the process of exchange to gain
power both psychologically and in terms of sociocultural expecta-
tions is illustrated in the following example, in which the husband
is talking about his mother-in-law who lives in the same building.

When she was able to, she would be the “good mother.” “What? Do
you need tomatoes? Do you need tomatoes? I have tomatoes! You
want apples? I have apples in my house!” So she’d give Marilyn all
these apples and then half hour later she’d say, “You know, I need
tomatoes.” After she had just given us hers she would expect me to
go out and buy some for her. But in the meantime she has become
the good one because she has given those apples to her.

The client families turn to kin for many types of instrumental
assistance. There is an underlying obligation of kin to assist each
other. Other sources may be preferred if assistance from kin would
threaten the status of husband or wife, or if more expert sources
are available elsewhere. But alternative sources do not always ex-
ist, and where they exist they are not always accessible. Thus al-
most all families turn to kin at some time.

Reciprocity strengthens kinship ties and binds kin together.
Clients rely on kin for many kinds of assistance. The right of kin
to give and thereby to initiate exchange processes adds to the hold
of kinship. Ritual and economic, psychological and social mesh in
exchanges among kin; cultural norms define expectations of reci-
procity as legitimate. The sequential processes of reciprocity and
the resulting imbalances increase the binding quality of kinship
ties, making them diflicult to change. Termination of a contractual
exchange, as in business, where the relationship is not defined as
permanent and there is less imbalance in the exchange may be
easier. A cycle of action and reaction in kin exchange exists that
cannot be interrupted without leaving some kind of imbalance in
the system; those involved in this imbalance will react to it. Thus
reciprocity reinforces the ties of kinship.

In assistance, as well as in the extent of geographic proximity
and communication, and the extensiveness of kin ties, almost all
client families are deeply involved with their kin.
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CHAPTER 5

Kin Groups

and Assemblages

Kinship can be studied in terms of the kin ties of a particular indi-
vidual or family, as was indicated in Chapter 4; various kinship
groupings can also be examined in terms of their organization as
systems. A shift of perspective from the individual to the group be-
comes necessary because many social groups, particularly those
that have persistence over time, have characteristics that cannot be
understood merely from knowledge of their individual members.
Moreover, relationships between kin may be influenced by their
joint participation in a kin group, and knowledge of the structure
and functioning of kin groups therefore is an important factor in
understanding the relationships of client families with kin.

We will discuss three types of kin groups in which client fami-
lies participate: ad hoc kin assemblages, family-kin businesses,
and family circles and cousins clubs. In each case the organization
of the group itself affects the relationships between the clients and
their kin.

As we have seen, the kin of each client family constitute a net-
work, not a group. But groups exist within this network. If the cli-
ent family participates in one or more kin groups, kin in their net-
work are probably also coming in contact with each other.! If the
kin of a client family come in contact with each other in various
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formal groups, the clients are not interacting with completely sep-
arate individuals, but the kin may influence each other in their
relationships with the client family.

Previous theories have held that corporate kin groups, more ex-
tensive than the nuclear family, could not exist in an urban indus-
trial society. Contrary to these assumptions, such corporate kin
groups have been found both in family circles and cousins clubs,
and in family-kin businesses. Questions are thus raised about the
implications that these groups have for other areas of kin relation-

ships.

AD HOC KIN ASSEMBLAGES

Ad hoc assemblages are one type of extended kin grouping.
They are kin groups because their boundaries are the same from
the perspective of all members, but they are not permanent. They
occur on a temporary ad hoc or occasional basis.?

These assemblages are a basic form of kin interaction. At some
time almost all families participate in them. They encompass a
variety of gatherings: (1) informal social meetings and formal
family reunions, (2) calendrical ceremonies, that is, those occur-
ring at particular times during the calendar year such as Thanks-
giving and Passover, (3) life-cycle ceremonials such as weddings,
bar mitzvahs, funerals, and (4) crisis gatherings where kin meet
to help solve a particular problem such as illnesses and feuds. They
include both invitational gatherings such as weddings and non-
invitational gatherings where initiative is left to those attending
such as funerals.

Ad hoc kin gatherings serve to define the boundaries and
bonds of the kin network since they constitute a visible statement
of kin choices and obligations; they augment the nuclear family’s
potential kin network by providing occasions where links in the kin
network are made; they tend to strengthen kinship ties by giving
them ritual and ceremonial expression; they provide an arena for
joint social participation of family members; many kin gatherings
are an occasion for the incorporation of a husband or wife into
the spouse’s kin network; finally, they serve as a significant refer-
ence group for the family. These basic functions will be examined
and illustrated.
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Fifty-seven per cent of the families that filled out the question-
naire indicated that they celebrated the previous Thanksgiving
with relatives. In view of assumptions made early in the study that
Thanksgiving was a nearly universal American holiday, and in
light of cultural traditions of it as a kin occasion, it may seem sur-
prising to find that only 57 per cent of the families celebrated this
event with kin, particularly in contrast to other areas of behavior
in which the client families are heavily involved with their rela-
tives. In light of interview and other data, however, this does not
appear so surprising. The lack of cultural familiarity and emotional
meaning of this gathering to the parents of many clients became
evident in interview data. Here, as in many other areas of kin re-
lationships, a gap in cultural values between generations is appar-
ent. Thanksgiving celebrations are generally sponsored by the
clients’ rather than their parents’ generation. Nevertheless,
Thanksgiving is an occasion for the participation of more than one
generation. It offers, therefore, an occasion for ritual and social ex-
pression of the solidarity of kinship ties across generations.

Boundaries of Thanksgiving Gatherings

The choices involved in selecting kin for ad hoc gatherings
vary with the type of gathering. Size of the gathering is important
for the selection process. Limitations on size, such as financial and
space limitations, may make it necessary to search for acceptable
objective criteria whereby boundaries may be drawn with minimal
offense, for example, the exclusion of children. Size and kinship
definitions of the occasion, however, go hand in hand. Certain
events such as weddings may entail expectations of more inclusive
participation. Thanksgiving, on the other hand, appears to be gen-
erally defined as a small and intimate gathering. In 98 per cent of
the gatherings fewer than 18 people attended, including all chil-
dren and the sponsor or sponsors. In a few cases the gatherings
were larger but, for the most part, they were celebrations of two,
three, or four nuclear families.

One question about how Thanksgiving gatherings serve to de-
fine who are and who are not kin for a family concerns which kin
are present at the gathering. Here the significance of a systematic
perspective becomes clear. Data on Thanksgiving gatherings were
obtained from client wives, who were asked to write down which
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kin were present. But in order to understand these data it became
necessary to analyze them from the perspective of the sponsor of
the gathering, who sometimes was the client, and sometimes not.

From the perspective of the sponsor, the genealogical range of
kin present at Thanksgiving gatherings was generally limited, al-
though in some instances it extended considerably. Of all the kin
present at Thanksgiving gatherings, over half were fathers, moth-
ers, brothers, and sisters of either the sponsor or the sponsor’s
spouse. Others were usually linked through these kin. However,
even though most Thanksgiving gatherings are among intimate
kin, the genealogical links are different from the perspective of
each individual, so that here also a choice process goes on. There
are no automatic criteria for deciding which kin to celebrate
Thanksgiving with; rather, this must be decided by each family
for each occasion.

When one examines the size and genealogical extension of ad
hoc kin gatherings from the perspective of all participants, not
merely from that of the sponsor, their function in linking and aug-
menting the kin network becomes apparent. For all participants,
sponsors, and guests, ad hoc gatherings of various types constitute
an occasion to demonstrate the solidarity of kinship bonds. Since,
as we have seen, the boundaries of the kin network shift, depend-
ing on the criterion, each kinship event is significant in defining
who are and who are not kin. The sponsor or the individual in
whose honor the gathering is held largely determines who attends.
At both invitational and noninvitational gatherings those who a#-
tend do so by virtue of their relationship to the sponsor. As a result,
two individuals who are genealogically remote may meet at a
gathering because each has close kin ties to the sponsor.

How ad hoc kin assemblages serve to augment the network of
kin contacts of the nuclear family is demonstrated most clearly in
large gatherings. But the same principle may be observed in
Thanksgiving dinners, even though contacts of genealogically dis-
tant kin are less likely to occur in small gatherings. Two Thanks-
giving examples should help to clarify this point. In each case the
client attended a gathering with kin who were more closely related
to the sponsor than they were to her.

In Figure 2 the top genealogy is a case in which client and her
husband and children celebrated Thanksgiving at her sister’s
home. Not only her sister’s husband and children, but also her sis-
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Figure 2. Genealogical Diagram of Kin Present at
Two Thanksgiving Assemblages
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ter’s husband’s cousins were present. In terms of genealogical posi-
tion alone, these cousins would not be likely to be defined as rela-
tives by the client but their joint participation at ad hoc assem-
blages was on a basis of kinship.

In the bottom genealogy, the sister’s husband’s mother was
present at the Thanksgiving celebration in the client’s sister’s home.
Again, the sister’s husband’s mother is genealogically not likely to
be defined as a kin of the informant, but they met because of com-
mon ties with kin.

Large Kin Gatherings

Such contacts between kin who are so removed genealogically
that they may not even define each other as kin, but who are both
related to a mutual kin, are frequent in large kin gatherings. Wed-
dings are a particularly useful example because the bride’s and the

oom’s kin are being linked for the first time. At one moderate-
sized wedding discussed by a husband and wife in an interview,
the husband’s father’s two sisters and his brothers and their wives
were present. The wife’s mother’s sister and brother were also
present. These kin of the husband and the wife had not been
brought together before the wedding, but they met at the wedding
because of having kin in common.

Augmentation of the kin network through kin assemblages was
evident in comparisons of genealogies and lists given of ad hoc
assemblage attendance. Those listed for a particular ad hoc gather-
ing were checked to see whether they were present in the geneal-
ogy already given by the client. In the majority of cases, particu-
larly for more intimate ad hoc gatherings, those present were listed
in the genealogy. But in a number of instances some kin were pres-
ent at ad hoc assemblages who were not included in the genealogy.
This example illustrates the fluctuation of the boundaries of the
kin network and the potential importance of ad hoc assemblages in
augmenting these boundaries.

Although large gatherings such as weddings, bar mitzvahs,
and funerals offer clear examples of contact of distant kin, in some
respects they may be less significant in the definitions of kinship
ties than small gatherings such as Thanksgiving, where this type of
contact occurs less frequently. When it does occur, the inti-
macy of the occasion may make a future relationship more likely.
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Moreover, some intimate calendrical gatherings are likely to be re-
peated from year to year, even though they do not have a formal
stable organization, and this repetition tends to strengthen the idea
that those present are kin.

Joint participation of genealogically distant kin at the same
gathering does not ensure that they will have a continuing relation-
ship apart from kin gatherings, but it does constitute a contact with
individuals on the basis of kinship. This contact augments the fam-
ily’s social world and is a potential basis for further relationships,
since it offers an opportunity for establishing and renewing con-
tacts. Interview data indicate that ad hoc gatherings do carry over
into continuing relationships and may heighten kinship solidarity.

When kin come together, particularly at a time of crisis or
heightened emotion, the event may be particularly significant in
developing feelings of solidarity. One couple, for example, ex-
plained that the husband’s brother had started telephoning his
kin regularly following his son’s bar mitzvah:

Friday night at eight we know that’s his call. . . . He calls the entire
family. . . . He calls his father, his sister, and his brothers . . . ever
since his son was bar mitzvahed . . . because his family got together
and he had a wonderful time, and ever since then he started to make
the calls. ... I thinkit’s nice.

Frequently it was reported that ad hoc assemblages led directly
to more formal or more frequent interaction among the kin present.
One of the commonest reasons given for organizing cousins clubs
was that a group of cousins got together at an ad hoc assemblage,
frequently a crisis or “rite of passage” gathering such as a funeral,
wedding, bar mitzvah, or the illness of a family member. Often,
after a considerable period of noncontact, those present felt it was
too bad they did not see more of each other, and attempts were
made to remedy the situation. For example, the founding of one
cousins club was described in this way:

We started it in 1951. . . . We felt that why shouldn’t we get together
at least once a month, or once every two months. At least we see one
another, and not just on occasions. Why should we see each other
just for a happy occasion, or a sad occasion, and why couldn’t we get
together more often, all of the cousins.

Thus Thanksgiving gatherings, as well as other ad hoc kin as-
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semblages, are occasions for joint social participation of the nu-
clear family members with their kin; they give ritual support to ties
of kinship and afford a basis for making and renewing contacts,
which frequently extend beyond the specific event. Moreover,
since ad hoc assemblages often augment the range of an individ-
ual’s kin contact through extending them to those having common
ties to a sponsor, they broaden the individual’s kin contact and ex-
tend his access to varied models of life style and achievement.

Ad hoc assemblages involve joint participation of the husband
and wife in a group that is usually a significant reference group
and one that is important for the family’s prestige. For example,
whether a family is able to give its son a lavish bar mitzvah or its
daughter an expensive wedding may be an index of its social sta-
tus. This, in turn, may lead to other invitations that continue to
define its status. These gatherings provide an occasion on which
the husband and wife are integrated into the spouse’s kin net-
work. When a husband and wife celebrate Thanksgiving together
with the wife’s family, they are acting as a couple and being de-
fined as a couple by their kin. This joint participation of the couple
atkin gatherings can contribute to the strength of the marital bond.

Participation in ad hoc kin assemblages may also give psy-
chological support to the individual, since it offers activity and
contacts that supplement those available within the nuclear family.
For example, one of the wives interviewed derived considerable
support through opportunities to sing and participate socially in
various kin gatherings, although her husband did not enjoy these
gatherings and did not permit her to sing at home. Thus an individ-
ual may be restricted in the performance of certain activities at
home, but with the support of kin at a gathering, may find expres-
sive outlets that would otherwise not exist.

These gatherings are social relationships in which client fam-
ilies participate with others, many of whom are nonclients. Their
own contacts with kin are mediated by the social and cultural ex-
pectations of others, as well as the psychological characteristics of
the participants. In order to understand how the environment im-
pinges upon the family, it is necessary to look at the organization of
this environment in its own terms. Here we have not only another
example of the involvement of families with their kin, but also an
indication of how kinship organization perpetuates this involve-
ment.
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FAMILY-KIN BUSINESSES

Like ad hoc kin assemblages, family-kin businesses can be ex-
amined from the point of view of their organization as a social sys-
tem, as well as from the perspective of the client family. Family-
kin businesses are significant because in them, occupational and
kinship roles overlap. Many theorists consider the economy one of
the major factors affecting family organization. If one wishes, for
example, to understand the effect that participation in a family-kin
business will have on a family, it is necessary to understand how
the business itself functions. The functioning of a business is, in
turn, affected by relationships among kin and may affect kin re-
lationships as well. Both the functioning of the business and the
relationships with kin that it supports will, in turn, have conse-
quences for the family. Thus one is inevitably drawn outside the
family to an examination of the social units that impinge upon it.

Family-kin businesses were found to exist at present, or to have
existed in the past, in a relatively large proportion of client fami-
lies. Of the husbands who responded to this item in the question-
naire, 30 per cent indicated that they were presently or had at
some time been involved in a business with kin outside their pres-
ent nuclear family. In most of these cases the husbands were no
longer associated with the business. Here, as with other areas of
kin activity, the importance of systematic examination of stages of
the family life cycle is evident. Business involvement with kin is
less frequent in the client group than other kinds of kin relation-
ships. However, since these business activities constitute an over-
lap of kinship and occupational roles in an urban industrial econ-
omy, they would be theoretically crucial for an understanding of
family and kinship, even if they occurred less frequently than they
actually do.

A series of interviews examined the types of relationships with
kin that are fostered in family-kin businesses, the ways in which
joint business activity influences kin ties, and the influences of
family-kin businesses upon the client family. Data were obtained
in these interviews on the organization and operation of the busi-
ness, on relationships with kin, and on roles and functions within
the client family.

Interviews covered a variety of types of family-kin business:
optical, diamond, drygoods, picture-framing, manufacturing elas-
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tic braid, fur trade, retail bathroom utilities, butchering, luggage
manufacture, textiles, luggage-cover manufacture, poultry sale,
garage, bowling alley, luncheonette, juke box distribution, grocery
store, dry cleaning, burglar alarm, candy store, contracting, and
air freight. In the 63 cases on which questionnaire data were ob-
tained, roughly a third were in retail business, nearly as many were
in manufacturing and service occupations. A smaller proportion
were in wholesale businesses. Most of these businesses were small
regardless of the type of activity. Twenty-seven per cent employed
only one or two persons; 58 per cent, fewer than five; 76 per cent,
ten or fewer. Someone other than the client husband was the head
of the business more often than the client was, but in roughly a
third of the businesses the client husband was head or joint head.
Most often these were single-generation businesses headed by a
member of the husband’s own generation. Where they were cross-
generational, they almost always included the generation above
that of the husband; descendants were almost never involved.

Business Functioning and Kinship Structure

It is difficult to evaluate the influences of kinship on a business,
in part because there are no satisfactory criteria for the successful
functioning of the business. Moreover, even where the business
was clearly seen as unsatisfactory by its members; for example,
where it was dissolved, a variety of factors other than kinship may
have affected its failure. Small businesses, in general, are often pre-
carious. In addition, these data are seen from the perspective of
one or two participants, and their views may not correspond with
those of other members of the business. Nevertheless, from inter-
view data it is possible to obtain insights into the effects of kinship
on business functioning.

As perceived by participants, family businesses are often
fraught with problems and are usually not outstanding successes.
The frequent change from one business to another reported in in-
terviews is one indication of the difficulties that arise in some fam-
ily-kin businesses. The essential problem in some businesses seems
to have been the inability to go out of business when circumstances
required, but frequently there were reports of a series of shifts of
business ventures with various kin, and frequent shifts from one
business to another.
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The great majority of husbands indicated in answers to ques-
tions in the questionnaire that the business was not going well
financially; only a few felt that it was doing all right financially.
Most felt that there was a lot of tension and conflict. Conflicts
among kin were frequent in businesses that were not doing well
financially, but were reported in a few cases even in those that
were successful. In any case, a conjunction of financial problems
with tension and conflict among kin is frequent.

Most husbands reported negative feelings about the experi-
ence of working with kin. From write-in answers to the question,
“From your experience, what are your feelings about working with
relatives?” a preponderance of negative feelings was evident. The
material was coded in terms of whether the response was generally
“negative,” “positive,” “mixed,” “neutral,” or “contingent.” In the
majority of cases, 33 out of 56 comments were definitely negative
with no positive statements at all. In only 11 cases were the com-
ments entirely positive. Cases that were categorized either as
mixed or contingent involved some negative statement either di-
rect or implied, and thus in 42 out of 56 cases, or 75 per cent, there
was some indication of negative feelings about working in business
with kin.

Many vivid descriptions were given of the problems of these
businesses. The following is a not uncommon statement of feelings
about business problems:

My business is atrocious. Sometimes I can’t convey how bad it is.
It’s deteriorating like wagon wheels, like horses and buggies. It’s a
dying industry . . . dying. See, you got yourself an old Persian coat
and made a lining out of it . . . but you’re not going to buy again. It’s
the style and mode of fashion . . . it was time to throw it out twenty
years ago. It’s like if I were to keep a car for 400 years. It’s a dying
industry, and I bemoan, and bemoan, and bemoan.

Negative feelings of this sort do not characterize all family-kin
businesses but they are typical of many. These negative feelings
may be a reflection of the fact that this is a client group, many of
whom have more pervasive individual and family problems. How-
ever, business problems may affect individual and family prob-
lems, as well as the reverse.

Lest the feelings of frustration and conflict that characterize
many of those who have at sometime been in business with kin
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give an unduly pessimistic picture, it is worth noting that business
families do not differ greatly from other client families in social
status, as indicated by income and education. In fact, they were in
somewhat better positions than most other clients.

The frustrations found in many family-kin businesses also do
not appear to reflect major differences in life style between busi-
ness and nonbusiness families. More husbands in business families
than nonbusiness families indicated that they had moderate or
few social activities. But this did not hold true for wives. Both
husbands and wives in business families were somewhat less likely
to list friends of the opposite sex than in nonbusiness families, but
these differences were small. In all other areas of friendship, busi-
ness and nonbusiness families did not differ. The parents in busi-
ness families did not differ appreciably in religious orientation,
as indicated by identification as Orthodox, Conservative, Reform,
or “just Jewish,” or as indicated by whether their present style of
cooking was kosher or Jewish style, from those in nonbusiness fam-
ilies.

Despite these general similarities in style of life and the indica-
tion that, if anything, business families may be slightly less dis-
advantaged than other clients; there may well be problems of busi-
ness organization that derive specifically from its being conducted
with kin.

Interviews indicated that in a variety of ways the diffuse obli-
gations among kin and the problems of separating occupational
and kinship status do affect the functioning of business, sometimes
in ways that create problems for the business. Kin relationships do
sometimes make it difficult to assign positions within the business
on an objective basis; kinship sometimes clouds the objectivity of
the hiring process and the setting up of salary and other benefit
conditions; obligations of kinship sometimes limit the flexibility of
the business, making it difficult to terminate employment when
this is required in view of external conditions. The hierarchy of
kinship positions that individuals have in relation to each other
sometimes carries over into the business hierarchy, making it more
difficult to maintain the business hierarchy if it does not corre-
spond to that of kinship. In general, therefore, there are problems
of segregating business from other kin relationships.

The assignment of statuses within the business is, in fact, often
influenced by the kinship positions of those involved. In this re-
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spect, there is a tendency toward informality of procedures, which
may typify small businesses generally, not merely those involving
kin. Frequently, for example, financial records were handled in-
formally. In 41 per cent of the businesses, records were handled by
the participants themselves or did not exist at all. One woman de-
scribed a situation of this sort, saying there was “nothing on paper
... whatever was left at the end of the week they split up. It was all
on a cash basis.”

This lack of formal organizational procedure opens the way for
the influence of kinship in filling positions originally and in assign-
ing tasks within the business. Hiring was sometimes definitely on
the basis of a kinship obligation. One man explained that his father
wanted him to go into the business of his brother, but that there
was no “special reason why he should want me . . . except for the
fact that he is doing me a favor.” Obligations among kin may also
be used as pressures to recruit. For example, in one case a man was
pushed to go into business with his family because of illness on the
part of some of his kin. Here, his obligation to kin in time of illness
was stressed in an effort to pressure him into entering the business.

The nonspecific, noncontractual character of many business re-
lationships is clear in the descriptions given by one husband and
wife of the husband’s business dealings with his family:

Wire: When we became engaged, he was earning the fabu-
lous sum of $60 a week. . .. We felt that as the business
grew, so would his salary . . . he was putting in 16 to 18
hours per day. And then the business did grow, and it
did prosper . .. and his salary didn’t grow. ...

HusBanD: Sometimes I didn’t even get paid....

Wire: Before we were married, let me not neglect this, she
[husband’s mother] merely took $50 a week out of his
$60 to buy him clothing, and this went on for months.
... This $50 per week that she took for his clothing re-
sulted in a half-dozen undershorts—seconds, faded—
that I threw out, a magnificent bathrobe that I later
discovered cost $2.00 at Klein’s . . . a half-dozen shirts.

Hussanp: They were broadcloth. . ..

Wire: When he says broadcloth, he’s being nice. This does
not even lie near broadcloth. She didn’t even spend $40
on all his junk.
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At a later point, this noncontractual business arrangement was
suggested again by the husband’s family in an effort to get him to
return to the business.

WrirE: And my mother-in-law came to me and said to me, “We're
willing to take him into the business.” . . . and I said, “What
will the salary be?” And she said, “Your mother would feed
you and the baby, and we would feed Abe [husband].” And
with a great deal of self-control, I said, “What about rent?”
And she said, “Oh, that we’ll see about.”

Feelings of exploitation were particularly strong in this case,
but similar statements were repeated in interviews with other fam-
ilies. As one man wrote in his questionnaire, “A relative expects
more from you than any other employer, and gives in return less.”

Obligations of kinship not only affect the hiring process, they
also affect termination of businesses. Size of business, competitive
situation, technological changes, and many other factors were
cited as problems for family-kin businesses. At best it is difficult
to predict business conditions and know when to change an enter-
prise. When kinship obligations are involved, however, this may
reduce the flexibility of the organization because it makes it more
difficult to discharge employees or to leave the business. One man
explained, for example, that he stayed for two and a half years in
his uncle’s business although he hated the job “because I didn’t
want to insult my uncle and disappoint my father.”

Thus there is a potential merging of business and outside obli-
gations among kin. These external obligations contribute to the
difficulty of maintaining objectivity and strictly contractual rela-
tions within the business. As one man explained, when you work
with kin “you are more or less obligated to defend and protect
them. You overlook errors and avoid arguments.”

These obligations may give an individual a certain assurance
and freedom in business. Since kinship ties are conceived of as life-
long, and in many respects unbreakable, behavior may be toler-
ated from kin that would be intolerable from nonkin. One man ex-
plained about working with a relative that “if he were not related,
I don’t think he would take me.” He went on to explain that he was
always “complaining and bitching and crying and sobbing” and
that his relative “certainly takes a lot of this nagging abuse that I
give him.” However, the emotional support derived from strong
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ties of kinship may not necessarily be beneficial for the overall
operation of the business.

The hierarchy of kinship positions may also color the business
hierarchy, making it more difficult to maintain the latter, particu-
larly when the two hierarchies do not correspond. Relationships
between generations, that is, father-son relationships, appear to
have a particularly strong carryover into business dealings. One
man described his brother’s problem in standing up for his rights
in business when working with his father:

One of his troubles was that he worked under my father, because my
father is an older person, and he gets quite irritable, and he does
things that are wrong in business, harmful, or wasteful. . . . And my
brother, well, he wouldn't talk fresh to my father, so he kept on bot-
tling it up. . . . [With another boss] he could tell him off, or some-
thing. But you have to have respect for your father. You don’t do
that. So, it was a difficult situation.

This man might also have had difficulties in dealing with an-
other boss, that is, a father figure, but with an actual father who
reacts to the individual as a son, not merely as an employee, there
are added pressures, making it difficult to segregate business re-
lationships from other levels of involvement.

Birth-order distinctions among siblings may also carry over
into business positions, affecting authority and decision-making.
Sometimes it was considered difficult when a younger brother was
in a business position senior to an older brother, or when a younger
brother had no hope of achieving partnership with his older
brothers.

The carryover of kinship statuses into the business hierarchies
may not always produce problems. However, it is extremely diffi-
cult to disregard the fact that one has a different status with the
same people in another relationsh(iip. When business and kin re-
lationships involve the same individuals, business dealings are fre-
quently inescapably pervasive in social life. As one woman
explained, “When there’s an argument, it’s a family affair, and
everybody has to know about it.” Or as another woman claimed,
“Things are brought back into the family, and this side’s story is
told and the other one’s story.”

This is a two-way process; the entanglement of kin and busi-
ness statuses has consequences for relationships among kin as well
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as for the business. From the point of view of business function-
ing, it means that kin who are not directly involved in the business
are told of the business affairs, and consequently apply sanctions
to those in the business. In one case, a woman’s husband had re-
ceived financial backing from her mother for a business venture.
Her mother felt that she had been exploited, and the wife, in turn,
heard of this through her sister. Here, communication among kin
meant that the mother’s reaction was reported to the wife and had
an effect upon the functioning of the business.

This feedback of the sanctions of kin to business activity, and
the lack of separation of business and other relationships with kin,
adds to the difficulties of making organizational changes. In one
case the husband left his wife’s father business, and as a result,
generally strained relationships pervaded the family social life:

Wire: The end was [a] very difficult period of time . . . very
strained relations. We just felt bad . . . my mother said that
time would . . . she thought it would get better. But there
was lots of bitterness. My father was quite bitter also, and
they had feelings or hopes that Joe would come back. They
really never gave up the idea till they saw that it was a
sure thing, the break . . . socially it was difficult. I mean we
couldn’t go places together . . . we would be there at the
same time, but we couldn’t go in the same car. It was a bad
time.

The repercussions of business for kin relationships and the
sanctions from kin for business activity may continue indefinitely
in social life outside the business. One woman explained that her
husband and his brothers had been in business with their father.
After the father’s retirement, the brothers had difficulty with the
business, which eventually failed. The father claimed, and still
claims, that the sons ruined the business. They continued to re-
ceive sanctions for this at almost every kin gathering; for example,
one time when “he blamed them outright in front of everyone, and
it was very embarrassing.” In this case, because of the lack of
separation of business and kinship, the business failure was with
them at all times. As the wife explained about her mother-in-law,
“She never let him forget it.” It is clear that it is extremely difficult
to segregate business and kinship relationships when these involve
the same individuals. This connection may be a source of support
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for the business but it also often introduces problems for business
functioning.

Family-Kin Businesses and Kin Relationships

The lack of segregation of kinship statuses from business posi-
tions not only affects the business but also other areas of relation-
ships with kin. Despite frequent comments that business dealings
with kin are a sure way of making enemies, there are indications
that business activity with kin tends to lend general support to obli-
gations of kinship and involvement with kin. By definition, those
who are in business with kin see each other daily and thus have
much kin interaction. Moreover, business dealings often require
financial assistance so that one would expect these families to have
received assistance from kin. There are indications, moreover, that
this involvement of kin in the business carried over into nonbusi-
ness relationships among these kin as well as other kin outside the
business.

A crucial factor is reciprocity. Even those families who are not
in business with kin have extensive economic and service relation-
ships with their kin, and the values of kinship give strong support
for binding obligations of reciprocity. Thus when business ven-
tures entail assistance from kin, as they often do, this assistance
creates an obligation for reciprocity and for continuing involve-
ment.

Reciprocity may be in the business itself or in other kinds of
assistance or service. One woman described how, when her father
retired, he “gave” his store to his brother and sister. A gift of this
magnitude presumably involves reciprocity on the part of the kin
at some later date.

Husbands who had at some time been in business with kin
not only claim to have received financial assistance from relatives
outside the business slightly more frequently than nonbusiness
husbands, but they also claim to have given assistance of all kinds
to kin somewhat more often. The differences are slight but, never-
theless, in view of general attitudes about reciprocity, it is clear
that business activity that requires the assistance of kin tends to
further the bind of reciprocal obligation.

Reports of conflict pervade many of the interviews with both
business and nonbusiness families. The sources of kin conflict are
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innumerable. Nevertheless, those in business with kin often report
that business dealings had been a specific source of conflict among
kin. As one wife explained, when her husband went into business
with his brother, “We almost lost a brother-in-law on account of
it.” Business activity may therefore increase not only kin contacts
and obligations but also conflicts. It must be noted, however, that
any small business, whether with kin or not, by intensifying con-
tacts may provide many opportunities for conflict.

The conjunction of occupational and kinship statuses may af-
fect the extent to which it is possible to express emotion within
the family concerning occupational activities. Ordinarily the hus-
band can express within his family the tensions that develop in his
work. But when, as in one case, his boss is also his wife’s father, it is
not surprising that this complicates the possibility of an outlet at
home for emotions built up on the job. In this case, the wife felt
that she was in the middle, as a go-between, for her husband and
her father. Although she was not formally involved in the business,
she was drawn into the relationship between her husband and her
father; as a result, there was a minimum segregation of business
and family.

The wife frequently heard criticism of her husband from his
boss, her father. The open channels of kinship communication
were used to discuss the business. Such direct criticism of the hus-
band’s job performance to his wife can hardly help having implica-
tions for the marital relationship; here it was considered an impor-
tant factor in the couple’s marital problems:

WirE: My parents couldn’t communicate with Joe. . . . They
couldn’t reach him, and they went to reach him through
me. . . . I was between them, and they were talking to
me to get to him, and he talked to me to get to them.
Yes, I was in the middle.

HusBanp:  She was the “intercom” wife.

Wrre:  So I heard now and then that he is a good worker and
all the qualities that he did have, but they felt that he
was not taking enough of an interest in the business. . . .
My father felt that he was not interested enough to
really break his head over it.

In this instance, the overlap between business, kinship statuses,
and the nuclear family did not necessarily reduce the expression of
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feelings about the business in the home; on the contrary, it may
have actually increased the amount of such expression. But it
made it difficult for the wife to take an impartial position. Her
position derived, in part, from her handling of the situation, but
the structuring of kin and business relationships contributed sig-
nificantly. The wife could not have been pressured into an inter-
mediary role in the same way by a boss of the husband’s who was
not also her own father. Moreover, because business and family
relationships overlap in the home of her parents as well, not only
her father but also her mother was involved in discussions of the
business.

Family-kin businesses are another area in which many fam-
ilies living in an urban industrial environment are deeply involved
with kin. Certain problems for the functioning of these businesses
appear to derive from their kinship structure. The general inability
to segregate kinship and occupational roles when these involve the
same people means that there is likely to be a great deal of carry-
over from one area of relationships to another. Even though busi-
ness activity is a source of considerable conflict among kin, this
conflict does not appear to produce complete ruptures in kinship
ties. Rather, since business frequently entails the financial or other
assistance of kin, it reinforces obligations of reciprocity and tends
to strengthen the momentum of kin interaction. The overlap of kin-
ship and business roles affects both business functioning and kin
relationships, and both of these, in turn, have consequences for the

family.

FAMILY CIRCLES
AND COUSINS CLUBS

Family circles and cousins clubs are corporate kin groups that
exist in the kin networks of client families. They may be considered
a type of descent group. The organization of these groups, as well
as the contacts they provide for the members, is another area in
which the family’s relationship with kin is affected by the way re-
lationships among kin are organized as such.

These groups differ from a loosely bound network, in that they
are definite groups with clearly defined membership boundaries.
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They are corporate groups because they have continuity over time,
are group-financed, engage in common activities, and have a defi-
nite authority structure. These organizations are significant for
theory since, according to previous hypotheses, they should not
exist in an urban industrial setting. Their discovery therefore im-
plies certain modifications of theory about kinship and society.

Organizational Structure and Purpose

Family circles and cousins clubs have some important struc-
tural differences which will be considered later, and also have
many common features. Both engage as a group in common activi-
ties, most often social and recreational. Most family circles and
cousins clubs meet regularly once a month from September
through May or June, either in homes of different members or in a
private room at a centrally located hotel. The preferred meeting
times are Saturday night or Sunday afternoon. The first part of
the gathering is devoted to a business meeting. Once a group has
completed its business meeting—this may take an hour or longer—
the rest of the evening is a party. Refreshments, often elaborate,
are served, and there may be modest drinking. During the party,
members visit and some tell jokes. If children are allowed to at-
tend, they might be asked to perform for the group. In some
groups the older members play poker and the young people dance.

Besides these regular meetings, the group usually sponsors
several other activities during the year, and to some of these addi-
tional kin who are nonmembers are invited. Many groups have a
spring or summer outing ata park or summer resort. In December
there is often a Hanukah party for the children or, depending on
the degree of religious orthodoxy of the members, a “Christmas-
Hanukah” party, with a gift-laden Santa Claus who gives presents
to the children. Many have theater parties, cookouts, and an in-
augural dinner dance.

In addition to the activities of the group as a whole, there are
sometimes activities for special subgroups. For example, some
large family circles have a ladies’ auxiliary, which carries out spe-
cial activities of its own such as fund-raising; some have special
youth organizations with different forms of recreation from that of
the older members. Youth auxiliaries and special youth meetings
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may be organized, particularly in the family circles, in an effort to
maintain the interest of the younger generation.

The amount of yearly dues varies from group to group, as do
other details of organization, but all that have been studied impose
some financial obligations on their members. Persistent failure to
pay dues theoretically results in exclusion from the organization,
although this does not always happen. Aside from dues, many
groups also have a “good and welfare fund” or a “sunshine club,”
which raises money at each meeting by donations or a raffle.
These funds are used for gifts or cash presentation to members
celebrating some important family event, for example, a wedding
anniversary, the birth of a baby, a bar mitzvah, or a graduation
from high school or college. Some organizations hold property in
the form of burial plots. However, these organizations do not hold
major economic resources in common or engage as a unit in earning
a livelihood.

Most of these organizations have a formal distribution of au-
thority. Elected officers usually include a president, vice-pres-
ident, treasurer, recording secretary, and social secretary. Some
groups also have a corresponding secretary and a trustee responsi-
ble for the care of the organization’s documents, or a sergeant-at-
arms who is sometimes empowered to levy fines against those
members who become too vocally dominant during a meeting. The
election of officers is usually held every year or two.

All of these organizations keep some records, with a constitu-
tion, the minutes of meetings, and financial records as the usual
minimum. Others may have a recorded family history, complete
with information on all known ancestors with a genealogy map
showing where they immigrated from. Some also regularly issue a
newsletter.

The attention given to these different documents varies with
the group. For example, a constitution might be written in ungram-
matical English on notebook paper, or it might be typed on legal
bond paper and phrased in the elegant jargon of the lawyer mem-
ber who was drafted to write it.

One of the family circles studied—we can call it the Goldman
Family Circle—has an eight-page constitution of the formal legal
type. This family circle is 32 years old and has 83 members. The
Goldman Family Circle’s constitution starts with the following
statement:
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The object of the organization is to create a close relationship be-
tween the members and to carry into effect programs that will mu-
tually benefit the entire family.

Proceedings are also formal during the business meeting and
the presiding officer may attempt to follow Robert’s Rules of
Order. But there is often considerable levity. For example, a state-
ment from the minutes of one cousins club reads: “Due to all the
hollering and noise, our newly-elected president wanted to throw
in the sponge and call it quits, but we moved her down.”

In examining kin networks we have seen how the boundaries
of the network differ from the perspective of each individual. Fam-
ily circles and cousins clubs, however, are clearly bounded groups.
They differ somewhat in their criteria for membership, but in both
groups an individual may become affiliated if his mother, father,
husband, or wife is a member or eligible for membership. Hus-
bands and wives may belong to the same group and have equal
rights in each other’s groups; an individual may also belong to
more than one group, which sometimes happens. Unlike many so-
cieties, not all families have descent groups within their kin net-
works. Data from the research questionnaire indicated that 31 per
cent of the client families have one or more kin groups with which
they could affiliate. Of those who could affiliate, 62 per cent ac-
tually did. If an individual does affiliate, the chances are good that
he or she will be an active member, that is, one who attends meet-
ings fairly regularly. Moreover, a fairly high percentage of those
who are active members have at some time held office.

The multiple affiliations that are possible with these groups re-
flect the character of the larger society. In a highly urbanized set-
ting a person may hold membership in several groups and the
other members of each group may not even be aware of his other
affiliations. The functions of the groups are highly specialized and
the groups do not, for example, control the transmission of prop-
erty. Therefore, multiple affiliations do not present problems for
their members as they might in other types of societies. Multiple
affiliations may even be reflected in a type of competitive familism
on the part of different segments of the kin network. For example,
one cousins club was started because a successful club existed on
the husband’s side of the family and, as a result of the wife’s at-
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tendance at her husband’s kin group, she felt she wanted to have
a similar organization on her side.

An individual who affiliates with an organization through a
spouse has rights equal to those of members who are affiliated
through a blood relative. One woman, for example, was an officer
in two descent groups on her husband’s side: she was secretary of
the cousins club on her husband’s mother’s side, and president of
the family circle on his father’s side. Thus membership in a descent
group does not necessarily pull the marital pair in opposite direc-
tions, with different loyalties, as it may when husband and wife
are not members of the same kin group.® On the contrary, their
joint participation and equal rights as members may serve to sup-
port the marital tie.

Although family circles and cousins clubs are similar in many
respects in their criteria for membership, they differ in others. In a
family circle, all of the lineal descendants and spouses of lineal
descendants of the acknowledged ancestral pair are eligible to
affiliate regardless of age or generation. The cousins club restricts
its membership horizontally to a set of first cousins and their
spouses, although in many cases their children become eligible for
membership at the age of twenty-one or when they marry, which-
ever is earlier. Thus generation and age are criteria for member-
ship in cousins clubs, whereas this is not true of family circles.

Cousins clubs tend to emphasize the ties within generations,
whereas family circles emphasize ties across generations as well.
Because age and marital status, as well as generation, are criteria
for membership of children, the exclusion of the children’s genera-
tion is not as strict as that of the parental generation. In one cousins
club, a daughter wished to attend but was not permitted because
it was “strictly cousins . . . no children under twenty-one, and no
parents.” The reason for this exclusion of children was: “The
wanted to have the freedom of expression and not be hampered by
the children; if they wanted to get silly and make a joke, they
shouldn’t be embarrassed.” But even though children may be al-
lowed to become members after they are twenty-one, the exclu-
sion of younger children may be strict. One woman had attempted
to bring her children to the cousins club when they were young
and “that strict rule was put in” by vote, preventing children from
attending meetings.
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From the perspective of the group, the question of how individ-
uals affiliate becomes one of how the group maintains its continuity
over time. Multiple memberships do not appear to create problems
for the individual, but from the point of view of the group, poten-
tial size of the group may become unwieldy.

Genealogies of organizations indicate that in almost all of the
family circles some potential members do not actually affiliate.
Thus an individual’s choice not to belong to the organization is one
way the group’s size may be limited. The group’s size may also be
limited if it splits into smaller segments, as sometime occurs. Cous-
ins clubs at least for a period do not have the same problem of lim-
iting size as do family circles because they automatically exclude
many individuals on the basis of generation. If a cousins club did
not ultimately admit the younger generation to membership, how-
ever, it would die out with the founding generation. But including
younger members means that over time the cousins club also be-
comes potentially large and, in a sense, similar in organization to a
family circle. Those cousins clubs studied contained only a few
members of the younger generation and it remains to be seen
whether these organizations will terminate with the founding gen-
eration or become more like a family-circle type of intergenera-
tional structure. The problems of expansion and group continuity
are therefore somewhat different from the point of view of family
circles and cousins clubs.

A variety of reasons were reported for choosing not to affiliate
or to continue active membership with both family circles and
cousins clubs. These included lack of time, the expense of main-
taining membership, and lack of interest in kin and preference for
friends, that is, a general shift away from kinship values. The same
type of motivation from the perspective of those within the organi-
zation regarding dropouts was phrased as, for example, selfishness,
lack of interest in the family, and emotional problems. Some rea-
sons for nonparticipation may be related to status differences be-
tween members who drop out and the majority of the group. One
woman, for example, stopped going to her family circle for rea-
sons apparently related to status. Her husband was a cab driver
and there was only one other cab driver in the group, but efforts
were made to prevent the drivers from sticking together during
meetings and the husbands, who resented this, did not enjoy at-
tending the meetings.
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Individuals of high status may also drop out because of lack of
interest in the organization and a feeling of difference between
themselves and other members. However, there is no evidence
that social status is a systematic basis for dropping out, so that
these organizations might become single-status groups. On the
contrary, many of them contain individuals of widely varying so-
cial positions.

One reason that some descent groups petered out was that
status competition, particularly over refreshments, became so in-
tense that no one could afford to continue his membership. This
source of breakdown, however, may be controlled by formal regu-
lations; in one case a rule was passed that “you’re not allowed
more than bagels and lox, and maybe coffee cake . . . but nobody is
allowed to show off.”

Generational differences are a major source of conflicts within
family circles that sometimes lead to dropouts or segmentation of
the group. These differences are often extremely great, since mem-
bers of the older generation are generally immigrants whose values
and ways of life are different from those of their married chil-
dren. Generational differences, the geographic dispersion of mem-
bers of the younger generation, and particularly their lack of
interest in family circles were often reported.

We are having problems with our family circle . . . a serious one.
Well, it seems that the relationships—many of the people with small
children, it is hard for them to get away. Others have moved out to
the Island and they are not coming in the way they would like it. So
the last meeting they were discussing the drafting of the cousins,
you know, really making a business.

Often, in addition to differences of interest and taste, the
younger generation are more removed genealogically. As one
woman said, “The relationship is so far away that there doesn’t
seem to be any meaning.” The original binding quality of a close
relationship among a group of siblings and their descendants tends
to be lost over time.

Linking kin, however, may tend to preserve ties even across
generations, particularly in family circles. A parent may be able
to sanction his child for participation in a way that is emotionally
meaningful. One informant, for example, indicated that he contin-

ued to go to his family circle meetings, although they held little
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interest for him, because he did not want to hurt his mother. Since
family circles depend on cross-generational bonds, they may be
weakened when pivotal kin of the older generation die.

Cousins clubs, however, which are not organized on an inter-
generational basis initially, are not subject to the same type of
generational splits. It was reported in several instances that a cous-
ins club was founded to take the place of a family circle that had
petered out or lost membership because of generational differ-
ences. The creation of a cousins club was sometimes seen as a way
of preserving the family unity by “a different approach.”

A major structural source of cleavage within family circles is,
therefore, between generations. Cousins clubs are not subject
to this source of conflict but they may have cleavages arising from
longstanding rivalry and jealousy, for example, among siblings.
One cousins club, for example, split up into segments because of a
dispute arising among several sisters, the mothers of the cousins,
who were not members, but who actively attempted to break the
solidarity among the cousins. In an effort to retain the unity, a point
was made of electing a president who “would be favorable to all of
them.”

Differences in age between family circles and cousins clubs re-
flect differences in the process by which they maintain continuity.
There are some new descent groups of both types, and there are
also some old groups of both types. But, on the whole, the family
circles studied tend to be older than the cousins clubs. Only 2 per
cent of the cousins clubs reported on in the questionnaires were
over twenty years old, whereas 31 per cent of the family circles
were over twenty years old. Thus despite generational differences
that may cause the family circle to split up or peter out, some ap-
pear to have a considerable possibility for continuity over time. On
the other hand, there are many more cousins clubs of recent origin
than family circles. Sixty-six per cent of the cousins clubs were five
years old or younger, whereas only 16 per cent of the family circles
were started as recently.

Implications of Descent Groups for Their Members

These groups contain nonclient as well as client members and
the meaning for clients and nonclients may differ. However, it is
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possible to obtain some clues about their meaning from consider-
ing their purpose and organization.

A large number of these organizations, particularly cousins
clubs, have begun within the past five years, which is indicative
of their vitality and their probable importance to their members.
These organizations are clearly not merely a holdover from the
past; on the contrary, they continue to have a significant function
since new ones are being started all the time.

Reasons for founding new organizations indicate their mean-
ing for members. A common reason for starting cousins clubs was
that kin met at an ad hoc gathering, particularly at a crisis event or
life-cycle ritual: funeral, illness, wedding, or bar mitzvah. As noted
earlier, this occasion served as a basis for renewed interest in
maintaining contacts with kin and led to agreements to meet on a
more formal basis.

Although membership is by choice, once one is a member, the
formal organization gives a basis for sanctioning members to con-
tinue participation. For many there may be wholehearted enjoy-
ment derived from the activities of these organizations. Neverthe-
less, the sanctions of the group are often strong and meaningful.

The strength of the sanctions that cousins clubs and family cir-
cles may impose upon their members is indicated in the following
sequence of events in one cousins club. One member, a young
man who was at the time in the Army overseas, had been sent a
package but failed to acknowledge it with an appropriate “thank-
you note,” validating his continued interest in the organization. A
formal motion to censure him was made and recorded in the min-
utes of the cousins club. (It is noteworthy that these minutes had
been saved for fifteen years.) The young man responded to the
reprimanding note very apologetically and proclaimed his strong
tie to his cousins.

The sanctions imposed by these organizations may not always
be as effective as they apparently were in this instance. But it is
typical for a descent group to apply strong sanctions for partici-
pation. In addition, sanctions may be imposed through individual
members. Here linking or pivotal kin, particularly of the older
generation, may be significant.

Interaction in these organizations and among their members
may enter into the process by which an individual defines his own
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state of emotional well-being; that is, these groups may serve as ref-
erence groups in defining the individual's emotional state. For
example, a woman was told that not coming to the meeting indi-
cated that she had an “inferiority complex,” but she, in turn, com-
pared her own emotional health favorably with that of her cousin:

One of my cousins, who is my mother’s sister’s daughter . . . she told
my mother recently, “Louise has an inferiority complex and that’s
why she doesn’t come to the meetings,” and my mother told me
about it, and, of course, I was hurt. I was hurt about it because I
don’t think I do. I think I'm a much happier person than my cousin
is. She’s very unhappy because she was left a widow with two ba-
bies. She’s only a young woman, younger than I. So, so I'm glad I
don’t go—the heck with it. It cost a lot of money . . . and there’s no
reward for us. We didn’t care for it.

These groups, therefore, can have considerable emotional sig-
nificance for their members.

The groups also serve as an important area of social participa-
tion for members. They may be an arena in which conflicts stem-
ming from relationships within the nuclear family are acted out
and given public expression. One wife, for example, attempted to
impeach her husband when he was president of the organization;
and later, when the wife was secretary, the husband attempted to
impeach her for inadequate note-taking. Although both attempts
were carried out with considerable jocularity, there was clearly a
double-edged significance. Conflicts that arise within the organi-
zation may also affect relationships within the family. In either
event, the organization affords an area for social participation in a
group that is built upon a network of longstanding emotional ties
among individuals, including those with siblings and spouses and,
in family circles, those with parents. There are frequent conflicts
and competition for status within the organization, often with dis-
putes over what appear to be fairly minor matters like dues. Al-
though this is an emotionally charged arena, it also allows the
marital pair to participate together.

As we have seen, one of the reasons for presuming that corpo-
rate kin groups would not exist in an urban industrialized society
was that these groups might limit the occupational and geographic
mobility of their members, thus making it more difficult to make
moves to other areas when necessary. This restraint is true in kin
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groups in other societies and has been considered one reason for
their breakdown as industrialization occurred.

The family circles and cousins clubs do not appear to contrib-
ute to this kind of conflict between kin and the occupational world.
They do not appear, moreover, to hinder the occupational ad-
vancement of their members.

Although status differences may be a reason for leaving an or-
ganization, these organizations continue to hold members of vary-
ing social positions. The occupational range of one family circle,
for example, is shown in Table 7.

Table7. Occupations of Presently Employed Members
of a Family Circle?

Occupation Number of Members

Drugstore owner

Taxi driver

Pharmacist

Certified public accountant
Lawyer

Dyeing service owner

Clerical

Real estate broker

Manufacturer of surgical supplies
Artist

Salesman

Candy store owner

Fur cutter

Fabric cutter

Partner in wholesale wool remnant business
Saleslady

Commercial physicist

Doctor

Stock broker

Total 26

* The total membership of this family circle is 77. Only
34 per cent (26) work, whereas the majority, or 66
per cent, are women and children who are out of the
labor force. The occupations were given by one of the
members.
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A similar range was found in many, although not all, the organi-
zations studied. Different groups differ in their occupational range,
but high-status as well as low-status individuals may continue to



156 The Kin Relationships of Client Families

hold membership. It is noteworthy that these groups are found
within an American subgroup that is generally characterized by a
high rate of social mobility.*

Interview data indicate a variety of ways in which kinship or-
ganizations may actually foster mobility. Because the groups’
boundaries are clearly defined, those within the group are un-
equivocally seen as kin to each other and thus lend symbolic sup-
port to ties of kinship. In addition, the descent group provides an
opportunity to sustain kin relationships in a way that may facilitate
requests for assistance in occupational advancement. For example,
in one group, two brothers helped their formerly unsuccessful
cousin by setting him up in business. This active assistance was
facilitated by joint membership in the cousins club. Since these
cousins lived in different neighborhoods and moved in very differ-
ent social circles, they would probably have had much less basis
for social contact without the descent group.

Potential conflict between group membership and geographic
mobility is limited, moreover, by the fact that these groups exist
in a large metropolis where extensive job opportunities that do not
require making a geographical move are more likely than in a small
community or rural area. When members are in independent busi-
ness or professional practice where success depends on remaining
in a given location and building up a clientele rather than being
able to accept an opening wherever it may occur, geographic mo-
bility may also not be required for success. Although there are
many constraints against making geographic moves, when they
do occur in the interest of occupational achievement, they are
generally accepted by the group’s members. An effort is then often
made to maintain contact with the group by continuing corre-
spondence and continuing to pay dues, or by formal newsletter.
Moreover, since husbands and wives belong to the same groups,
their loyalties are not split at times when moves must be consid-
ered.

Family circles and cousins clubs may also support occupational
achievement by giving instrumental help as an organization: the
group’s loan fund may help to support children’s education, or
special collections may be taken up when there is particular need
on the part of one member.

Perhaps a more important function of these descent groups is
as a reference group. Intense status competition creates a highly
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sensitive social environment for formal recognition of achievement.
These groups also provide some members opportunity for status
by association, while providing others status by deference.® They
also give individuals personal access to a variety of occupational
styles and role models that might otherwise not be available.

Since family circles and cousins clubs also exist in a group of
immigrant background, they may well have acculturative func-
tions for their members. These groups are not organized on the
basis of territory of immigration. Their formal purpose is not to
preserve a locally derived culture but rather to preserve ties of kin-
ship in a changing environment. But this preservation does not
necessarily mean that these groups are antithetical to changes in
other areas of social values and ways of life.

Here the differences between family circles and cousins clubs
are of great importance. The bonds of a family circle, which tran-
scends generations, are very different from the single-generation
ties of a cousins club in this respect. Most of the cousins clubs
studied were founded by a group of first cousins who were usually
the children of those who emigrated from Europe. The cousins for
the most part were those born in the United States. This one-
generation structure of cousins club is rare as a form of kinship
organization. It undoubtedly has a special significance in relation
to value differences that separate the immigrant generation from
their more Americanized offspring. The cousins club is apparently
one way to maintain the traditionally Jewish value of family
solidarity by organizing generationally, while at the same time ex-
cluding an older generation whose viewpoints and life styles are
very different. One man explained that he joined a cousins club
rather than a Landsmannschaft Verein (organization of those from
the same area in the country of origin) because “I was looking for
younger people; I wasn’t looking for older people . . . their ideas are
different and they have different ways of doing things; they stick to
the old ways of doing things.” Thus cousins clubs and family cir-
cles differ greatly in their probable implication for the accultura-
tion of their members. Family circles may be subject to cleavage
along generational lines because of differences between the gen-
erations in interests and styles of life. This implies that in the fam-
ily circles that survive there is a certain degree of continuity of the
values of the older generation, at least for a period. Although both
family circles and cousins clubs undoubtedly recognize the
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achievement of their members in moving toward Americanized
ways of life, their impact in this respect is undoubtedly very differ-
ent.

Cousins clubs serve as a way of uniting the younger generation
and maintaining their kinship solidarity. At the same time, they
may actually serve to strengthen the bonds of the younger genera-
tion against the older generation. This organized bond of solidar-
ity among the younger generation may help it as a group to break
away from the ways of life of the older generation, who are gen-
erally not allowed to participate in the cousins club.

Individuals, too, may be assisted in making a transition to a
new set of values. Cousins clubs may also offer collective oppor-
tunities for trying out new types of social activity, often things that
the nuclear family would not do alone. Elaborate preparations and
much energy may be devoted to collective efforts to ensure that the
new type of activity will be carried out in proper style. For exam-
ple, extensive time may be spent in surveying restaurants to deter-
mine the best for a group gathering. Families sometimes stated ex-
plicitly they participated in activities that they would not do alone.
Thus membership in a cousins club may give support for a fam-
ily’s attempt to alter its style of life:

They went to “South Pacific.” They get tickets every so often, and
the club pays for one-half of the couple, and they pay for the other.
So when they go out they have a good time. They went to the Rose-
land Ballroom and went to see “Ten Commandments” downtown.
There are lots of things that we don’t ordinarily go out of our way to
do, but they do it as a group.

Since these descent groups clearly function as an arena for
social participation and status presentation of the family, for exam-
ple, in competition over refreshments, they afford an opportunity
for recognition of achievement in style of life as well as in the occu-
pational sphere. The group may give explicit recognition to the
style in which the family entertains the descent group. In the min-
utes of one cousins club, for example, it is noted that “everyone
congratulated Cousin Ellie on her beautiful kitchen set and newly
painted apartment.”

These descent groups, therefore, undoubtedly have an impor-
tant role in the family’s ability to transcend generational differ-
ences and move into a new way of life. The functions of the organi-
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zations in this respect will, of course, vary greatly from one individ-
ual to another. But the major structural differences between family
circles and cousins clubs in their emphasis on bonds between, and
in, their generations mean that their general functions in the proc-
ess of acculturation are undoubtedly different.®
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CHAPTER 6

Kin Conflucts
and Knshyp Structure

THE POSITIVE IMPACT
OF KIN ON THE FAMILY

In the two previous chapters we have examined the values of kin-
ship, the family’s involvement with its network of kin, and kin
groups and assemblages. Throughout it has been clear that kin
play a significant role in the lives of client families. Kinship may
be a source of many problems and conflict, as we will see in the
next chapter, but at the same time the ties of kinship offer many
positive supports for the family. In considering change in the kin
relationships of a family in one area, the caseworker should, there-
fore, be attuned to the variety of areas of kin relationships and the
implications of kinship structure for the family.

A great many factors combine to influence, and are influenced
by, the extent of a family’s involvement with kin and the forms that
this involvement takes. The psychological characteristics of indi-
vidual family members are relevant. In addition, the geographic
features of the kin network and relationships among kin clearly
have significance in determining the quality of the family’s kin ties
and are reciprocally influenced. The factors that affect, and are
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affected by, kin relationship include the demography of the net-
work, that is, the birth rate, size of sibling groups, death rate of
family members, the life-cycle stage of the family, the geographic
proximity of kin, the social and cultural differences and similarities
among kin, the values of kinship, and the extent to which the kin
network of a family is connected through “linking kin.”

Whatever the underlying reasons that predispose to extensive
or less extensive involvement with kin and to involvement with
some rather than other kin, it is clear that most of the client fam-
ilies, even though they live in an urban industrial society, have
extensive contacts with their kin.

The many functions that kin may fulfill for the family have
been noted in examining particular areas of kin relationship. It
has been evident throughout that kin may impose powerful sanc-
tions upon family members. These sanctions may cover almost any
area of life, including formal participation in kin groups, assistance
and other forms of relationships among kin, and even the individ-
ual’s conduct of life within the family. Here value differences be-
tween generations, which frequently give kin in the older genera-
tion the view that they have a right to express themselves in family
affairs, enter into the openness of the family boundaries.

As we have seen, kin may contribute in many important ways
to the identity of the family and its members. Kin therefore serve
as a significant reference group. Family circles and cousins clubs
offer an arena for status presentation and a significant reference
group in which achievement may be recognized. Geographic prox-
imity and the availability of communication which technology
makes possible, for example, by telephone and rapid transporta-
tion, offer kin an opportunity for participating actively in each
other’s identities.

Kinship may not only support occupational mobility, but also
assist the individual in making the transition from the values and
ways of life of one society to those of another. This has been noted
in relation to cousins clubs but may also occur through individual
rather than group participation of a family with its kin. Here differ-
ences between generations in values and ways of life are offset by
solidarity among those of the same generation. In evaluating the
ways and the extent to which a family is involved with kin, it is not
only necessary to consider the values of the family members, but
also those of the kin and the sanctions they may impose. More-
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over, a concept of “structural dependency” is useful here. Struc-
tural dependency means that the nuclear family as a unit cannot
operate independently of other external systems. The family sends
its children to other institutions for education and the family is sel-
dom the main unit of economic production. Thus in many areas
the family must inevitably rely on outside institutions. It was clear
in the examination of assistance among kin that kin often offer sup-
port that might not be available through other channels, for exam-
ple, in contributing second-hand clothing and furniture to the fam-
ily, and in giving assistance during minor illnesses. Therefore, in
evaluating the impact of kin upon the life of a family, the alterna-
tive sources that might give equivalent support need to be con-
sidered.

It should be clear from this discussion that the caseworker, to
understand the impact of kin and their meaning for the nuclear
family, needs to consider the interpersonal factors of the relation-
ships among kin as such. In addition, the way in which kin relation-
ships are structured in different areas, for example, the difference
between single-generation and cross-generational kin groups, may
make a decided difference. The implications of relationships with
different kin for the family may vary greatly, and the effects upon
the family of kin relationships that are structured in different ways
may alter their meaning. In seeking to change one area of kin re-
lationship, therefore, the caseworker needs to be attuned to the
structuring of kin relationships and the variety of functions. Other-
wise, in changing one area, which may be closely connected with
another, the caseworker may undo vital supports for the particular
forms of change that are being made. For example, reduction of
ties with siblings and cousins cut the family off from occupational
and life-style models and supports, which could aid the members
of the family in reducing their own psychological dependence on
their parents. In the next chapter we will consider in more detail
the ways in which conflicts with kin and marital conflicts about kin
reflect the organization of kin relationships.

Levels of Conflicts with Kin

We have seen that client families are intensively involved with
their kin and that the supports of kinship contribute in many posi-
tive ways to the functioning of the family. But the ties of kinships
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are by no means always smooth and unequivocal; they are also a
major source of strain and conflict. Although problems with kin
were implicit in some of our descriptions of kin relationships, we
will now focus on them explicitly.*

In a client population special problems in relationships with
kin may arise. Perhaps similar problems occur in other groups and
being a client may merely represent a particular way of coping
with problems. In casework treatment, problems in relationships
with kin often arise and, although such problems are rarely part of
the initial presenting problem, handling them may be a treatment
goal. However, the evidence of definite regularities in the social
structuring of conflicts with kin underscores the need for viewing
these conflicts as more than the expression of the problems of indi-
vidual clients.

The points at which strain arises for an individual depend on
the way in which his social roles are organized, as well as on intra-
psychic strain stemming from his previous development. Relation-
ships with others do not occur randomly or as a product of individ-
ual inclinations alone; they are affected by the values, ideas, and
sanctions of those with whom the individual interacts. For a strain
deriving from a social role to be real to an individual, he must have
internalized feelings that make the obligations of his various roles
meaningful. But the source of strain springs from outside as well as
inside the individual.

This sociological perspective may be represented by the con-
cept of structural predispositions to strain. This concept means
that a given social structure will tend to cause strain in particular
ways, stemming from the organization of roles.

Role strain may be defined as the “felt difficulty in fulfilling
role obligations.” Role strain may arise, for instance, when the
obligations that inhere in two or more relationships within a given
role, or in different roles held by the same individual, are in some
way incompatible or conflicting. Conflicting obligations may
arise for the individual when different kinds of behavior are de-
manded in different roles. Another source of conflict may result
when an individual holds two or more roles requiring inconsistent
behavior with respect to the same individual, for example, the
father who is an employee of his son. Strain may also be built into
the organization of social roles when the obligations are such that
a choice must be made in allocating time and resources between
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two competing sets of demands. An example is the working wife
who must choose between devoting time to the job and to the
home; another is the family that must choose between the requests
of the husband’s and of the wife’s kin to spend a holiday with them.
A closely related form of conflicting obligation arises when two
roles have obligations that cannot be met at the same time, so that
scheduling is required to meet both, for example, visits to two sets
of kin. In one sense role strain may be considered normal because
most roles have a complicated array of obligations and these are
often conflicting.

In this chapter we will examine the way in which interpersonal
conflicts among kin are related to strains inherent in the organiza-
tion of kinship roles, that is, the obligations and expectations be-
tween those in specific kinship statuses.

As we will see, conflicts with and about kin are not randomly
distributed among all kinship statuses; conflicts with kin in certain
reciprocal statuses are more frequent than those with kin in other
positions. Moreover, conflicts between husbands and wives arise
more frequently about some categories of kin than about others.
For this reason the structuring of interpersonal conflicts cannot be
said to derive uniquely from the personality problems of the indi-
viduals involved, but also reflect the organization of kinship roles.

For present purposes “conflict” refers to antagonism or hostility
toward another person that is consciously recognized, whether or
not it is openly expressed. It is distinguished from strain, which re-
fers to a felt difficulty of fulfilling role obligations.

Overt conflict is only one form of expression of role strain.
Many kinds of strain do not lead to open interpersonal conflict. In
one sense overt conflict may be a mechanism for coping with role
strain. By allowing the overt expression of feelings, open conflict
may, in fact, serve as an integrative force for the group. By contrast
with indifference, it implies a definite form of social involvement
and may prove a means for resolving differences.® Although con-
flicts may be an expression of strain in the organization of social
roles, they are not necessarily a disruptive factor in social relation-
ships.

Conflicts may be conducted within a socially acceptable frame-
work. Hostile impulses may be expressed indirectly, for example,
by wit, so that overt conflict does not take place. Socially sanc-
tioned substitute objects may serve to channel the expression of
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feelings, which would disrupt relationships if expressed directly
against the original object. Scapegoating safeguards the original
relationship because aggression is channeled away from it. Thus a
new conflict situation arises with the substitute object. Nonethe-
less, the original unsatisfactory situation may remain unaltered or
become intensified.

It is often difficult to distinguish between conflict with the pri-
mary object of hostile feelings from that with a substitute object.
One can make the arbitrary assumption that the original objects of
hostility arise in early childhood and thus are likely to be parents or
siblings. But such an assumption implies that all other objects of
hostility are necessarily secondary objects and makes it difficult to
distinguish between hostilities and antagonisms that arise in the
course of later relationships from those that are merely displace-
ments of feelings toward parents and siblings. Moreover, even
where conflict represents the displacement of hostilities away from
the original object, the substitute object may be one toward which
some basis of antagonism also exists. Even if it is assumed that al-
most all conflicts in intimate relationships reflect some displace-
ment, one cannot assume sociologically that the choice of object is
random, especially if certain objects are chosen more regularly
than others. It is still necessary to account for the choice of a par-
ticular object as the focus of conflict.

Moreover, a conflict as a form of interaction must be examined
from the perspective of more than one party. In some instances the
initial impetus for a conflict with kin may arise from the kin, not
from the client family. The client in this sense may be the object of
hostile or aggressive impulses of the kin, either an object on whom
impulses arising elsewhere were displaced or a direct object. In
order to determine who is the initiator of a conflict, one would have
to know the sequence of events in any given conflict. Even without
this information, it is possible to assume that an interaction be-
tween two parties involves some entry into the relationship by both
parties, and that both can act as if the other were either the primary
or a substitute object of hostility. Even where the choice of object
may be considered accidental and another object might serve the
purpose of ventilating hostile impulses equally well, the sociologi-
cal consequences of the choice of object differ from one object to
another.*

In analyzing conflicts among kin the problem of distinguishing



166 The Kin Relationships of Client Families

direct from substitute objects becomes particularly complex, since
many of those involved have had lifelong relationships in parental
and sibling positions, that is, precisely those from which the source
of much displaced hostility is often assumed to arise.

From a sociological perspective it is not sufficient to analyze
conflict merely in terms of its underlying motivation. Aggressive
behavior has, in fact, been shown to be shaped by the organiza-
tion of the group.

Although hostile feelings that arise in close relationships are
likely to be intense, more frequent conflict is not necessarily more
likely in closer relationships than in less close ones. The very close-
ness of a relationship and the mutual feeling involved may induce
participants to attempt to avoid conflict.

When conflicts arise more frequently in certain relationships
than in others, one cannot be sure, without extensive observational
data, what the underlying motivations for these conflicts may be,
whether the hostile feelings arose in this relationship or represent
a substitute of object, or which party to the conflict instigated it.
One can, however, assume that something about the particular re-
lationship makes it a point where the motivations for conflicts are
either instigated or where hostile impulses instigated in some rela-
tionship find an outlet.

REGULARITIES IN KIN RELATIONSHIPS

In order to understand the way in which conflicts are related
to the structuring of kinship roles, it is necessary to consider pat-
terns of interaction with kin generally. Therefore, we will first
examine the specific kin statuses and the categories of kin in terms
of laterality, generation, and sex with whom there is most interac-
tion. This will serve as a basis for analyzing the relationship be-
tween conflicts with kin and the organization of kinship roles.

In considering the boundaries of the kin network we noted that
choices had to be made both in the recognition of kin and in the
selection of kin for certain activities.

A basic criterion of choice is the priority given to individuals in
different kinship categories. The data on kinship values indicate
that priorities are given to the marital as compared with the parent-
child tie, and that obligations to the nuclear family are stressed
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over those to others, even though these priorities may not always
be easy to maintain.

Another question is which kin are given priority among those
outside the nuclear family. A crucial issue here is how the marital
partners are integrated with each other’s kin and hence how the
nuclear family allocates priorities between the husband’s and the
wife’s kin.

Data on choices among kin were derived from the relative fre-
quency of interaction and sentiment with kin in various spheres of
activity. These included interaction more frequently than at big
family gatherings, telephone contact, giving and receiving of
household repairs, giving and receiving of baby sitting, knowing
most about life in the family, dropping in unannounced, having a
key to the apartment, being in a family business with the husband,
living within proximity, and sentiments, that is, those with whom
husbands and wives feel they have most in common, and those to
whom husbands and wives would want to leave their children if
they should be orphaned. In looking at regularities in categories
of kin with whom there is most interaction, data from all of these
activities were combined. The selection of which areas to include
in the questionnaire was not arbitrary. Based on the findings of
preliminary interviews, these areas probably cover reasonably
fully family activities that involve kin.

For all of these areas of activity, the overall combined rankings
of the most frequently mentioned categories of kin, when data
from husbands and wives were combined, are as follows: wife’s
mother, wife’s sister, wife’s brother, husband’s sister, husband’s
brother, husband’s mother, wife’s father, husband’s father. These
rankings were in terms of the absolute number of kin mentioned.
However, there are more kin in the sibling than in the parental
generation available for interaction. Therefore, the kin categories
with whom there is most frequent interaction were also ranked on
the basis of the proportion of living kin. Viewed this way there is
more frequent interaction with members of the parental genera-
tion than with siblings, as follows: wife’s mother, husband’s
mother, wife’s father, husband’s father, wifé’s sisters, wifée’s broth-
ers, husband's sisters, husband’s brothers. It is striking that with
either mode of ranking the wife’s mother appears first. From the
point of view of husbands and wives separately, the wife’s mother
ranks first for interactions of the wife, whereas the husband’s
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mother ranks first for the husband. From a family perspective,
however, in many activities entailing the allocation of family re-
sources there is most involvement with the wife’s mother.

The rankings of kin vary, depending on the activity. The wife’s
mother, for example, is the first in terms of the kin seen most fre-
quently by the wife at big family gatherings and kin with whom
she has most telephone contact. But the overall rankings give a pic-
ture of the comparative extent of involvement with different cate-
gories of kin.

Laterality

As we have seen, kinship systems differ in the relative emphasis
they place on ties to the husband’s as compared with the wife’s kin.
The way in which the marital partners are involved with each
other’s kin has a significant impact on the marriage. In the discus-
sion of affiliation with family circles and cousins clubs, it was seen
that the possibility of membership, with equal rights, in one’s
spouse’s kin group prevents the marital pair from being torn by
loyalties to different kin groups to the extent that is often true in
other societies. Instead, joint participation may offer a definite
support for the marriage.

However, in other areas of activity, constant choices are made
about the kin with whom to interact, a basic factor being whether
the kin are on the husband’s or the wife’s side.

Table 8 shows that both husbands and wives appear to be most
closely tied to their own kin: husbands list more kin on their own
side of the family than on their spouse’s side in many activities;
wives also list more of their own kin for almost all areas of interac-
tion examined.

However, husbands tend to be somewhat more closely tied to
their wife’s kin than wives are to their husband’s kin. For example,
in listing the kin with whom they have most in common, wives list
76 per cent of their own kin, whereas husbands list only 58 per
cent of their own kin. There are no areas of interaction or sentiment
where wives listed more of their husband’s than their own kin.
Husbands, however, listed slightly more kin on the wife’s than on
their own side of the family in household repairs received. In a
series of questions on assistance where husbands were asked to
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Table8. Laterality and the Structuring of Kinship Bonds

Per Cent Per Cent
Area of of Husband’s of Wife’s
Relationship Contacts with Contacts with
with Kin Husband’s Kin Wife’s Kin

Interaction
Have telephone contact 86 76
Household repairs:

Received from kin 44

Given to kin 64
Baby sitting:

Received from kin 76

Given to kin 86
Know most about life of

family 51 72
Drop-in unannounced 78
Have a key to the home 86
In family business 75
In proximity:

Present household 54

Past household 93

Same building 91

Walking distance 66
Other assistance 41 82
Sentiment
With whom have most

in common 58 76
Feel closest to:

Own relatives versus

spouse’s relatives 61 91
To whom would want

to leave children if

orphaned 58 85

Note: This table should be read as follows: Of the kin
listed by husbands as those with whom they have telephone
contact, 86 per cent were the husband’s kin, the remainder
were the wife’s kin. Contact is used here to refer both to
actual contacts and to sentiment. The table is based on
the absolute number of kin listed, not the proportion of
living kin.
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check the side of the family with which they were most frequently
involved, they checked their wife’s kin slightly more often than
their own. These areas of assistance included: getting a job, mak-
ing a major move, making a major purchase, and making house-
hold repairs.

Thus there is an indication of somewhat fuller integration of
husbands into the wife’s family than of wives into the husband’s
family. But there is an exception. Husbands list 86 per cent of tele-
phone contacts with their own kin, a higher proportion than wives,
who list only 76 per cent with their own kin. However, telephoning
may be designated as a representative role of the woman, who is
therefore responsible for a certain amount of contact with all kin.

Whatever its source, there is a definite skewing in interaction
and sentiment toward the wife’s side of the family, particularly
for the wife. The husband is most intensely involved with his own
kin in some areas, particularly family businesses, which are
specifically his activity, but he is more closely tied to his wife’s kin
than she is to his.

Sex

Sex is another basic criterion in terms of which social roles may
be organized and kinship ties delineated. Among the clients,
women listed more female than male kin in all areas of activities
about which data were obtained. The highest proportion of female
kin listed by wives were those from whom they have received
baby-sitting assistance, those who have a key to their home, those
with whom they talk on the telephone, and those to whom they
would want to leave their children if orphaned. Wives also listed a
high proportion of female kin as those to whom they give baby-
sitting assistance, those with whom they have most in common,
those who know most about the family, and those who drop in un-
announced. The lowest proportion of female kin were listed by
wives as those seen more frequently than at big family gatherings
and those living in proximity, but even here they listed slightly
more female than male kin. This priority of ties to females is also
seen in specific kin statuses where wives gave top ranking to their
own mothers and sisters.

Husbands also listed more female than male kin in most areas.
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Thus both men and women indicated that they had more interac-
tion and closer ties of sentiment with female than with male kin.
For wives this represents a same-sex tie; for husbands a cross-sex
tie. For specific kin statuses, husbands as well as wives gave top
ranking to their mothers. Husbands listed more females than
males in most areas of interaction and an equal number of males
and females as those with whom they have most in common. How-
ever, for those activities where clear distinctions of sex roles exist,
such as those from whom they have received household repairs,
husbands list more male kin. Husbands list the highest proportion
of male kin in the occupational area, indicating that they have
been in family business with far more male than female kin.

In activities where the nuclear family is the unit, the ties be-
tween female kin as links for the ties of others become critical. In
most family activities there is more contact with female than male
kin. In examining Thanksgiving gatherings, for example, there was
more frequent contact with kin on the wife’s side. However, this
meant the wife’s sisters more often than the wife’s brothers; the
wife’s brothers went to their own wife’s sisters” homes.

Generation

The comparative frequency of interaction with those in similar
and those in different generation positions also varies from one
area of activity to another. Moreover, variations during different
stages of the life cycle have a significant effect upon ties of kinship.
For example, those in the younger generation, as we have seen,
may perform shopping and errands in return for baby-sitting assist-
ance given by members of the parental generation. If those in the
parental generation are living, interaction occurs with them in a
higher proportion of cases than it does with those in the sibling
generation. In this sense the ties to parents are more binding than
those to siblings. Nevertheless, in terms of absolute number there
are more instances of interaction with kin of the sibling than of the
parental generation. Although in part a result of the biological
availability of kin, this interaction becomes a social fact of con-
siderable importance.

A notable feature in the generational organization of relation-
ships among kin is the horizontal extension evident in genealogies
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in which generation depth is limited by cutoffs of immigration.
The organizations of cousins clubs also reflect the importance of
single-generation kinship ties.

In some areas the strongest ties are those to one’s own children
rather than to one’s parents. Ninety per cent of the husbands and
90 per cent of the wives checked “children” in answer to questions
about whether they felt closest to their parents or to their children.
The closest ties are ideally those within the nuclear family. A shift
occurs when a child becomes an adult and moves into 2 new fam-
ily, substituting ties with his children for ties to his own parents, or
atleast modifying the intensity of these ties.

The ties of kinship extend across generations and are colored
by the differences between these generations as well as by the re-
lationship with those in still other generations. For example, the
cutoff of the clients’ parents from their own parents contributes to
a downward focus on children, which is especially strong on the
part of the parents of clients.

The regularities in these data show that kin interaction does
not occur at random. When examining actual choices, differences
in the frequency of interaction with kin in different categories are
evident. These differences are related to values about desirable
forms of kin contact. Differences varied with areas of activity, but
for many purposes there was a preponderance of involvement
with the wife’s family. Although this involvement certainly does
exist in many other societies, it is by no means a universal aspect of
kinship.

Aside from the issue of which factors determine one kind of
emphasis or another, the question arises of the consequence of
choosing to affiliate more closely with certain kin than with others.
We will see that the patterns of kinship organization show close
parallels to the patterns of conflicts with kin.

REGULARITIES IN
CONFLICTS WITH KIN

There are various levels of conflict. A conflict may be a feeling
of dissatisfaction or anger on the part of one party, which is never
made known to the other. A conflict may be an act of openly
acknowledged dispute between two or more parties. An open con-
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flict may ensue between two individuals as primary parties with
others supporting one side or the other, but not becoming active
participants in the open conflict. A conflict may bring into active
open dispute more than the two initial parties, or it may arise be-
tween more than two individuals. Finally, conflict may arise be-
tween two individuals about a third, who is not directly involved
but seems to be merely a convenient subject for attack.

Despite the complexities of determining the meaning of conflict
and the psychological factors in an individual that contribute to
the selection of an object of conflict, the frequency of conflicts
between those who hold particular reciprocal kinship statuses indi-
cates that in some way the conflicts are engendered by the organi-
zation of the roles. Therefore, it is important to examine the cate-
gories of kin with whom and about whom conflicts most frequently
arise.

A critical question about conflicts with kin is how they affect
the marital relationship. Bonds to kin outside the nuclear family
may be given differing priorities in different types of kinship sys-
tems; in some the tie between adult children and their parents
is expected to take priority over the marital relationship, in others
the marital bond is considered the “structural keystone” of the kin-
ship system. Relationships with kin may support or strain the mar-
ital relationship. Ties to kin may pull the marital partners in oppo-
site directions,’or kin may support the marital bond by defining it
as essential.

Conflicts with kin may strengthen the unity of the marital pair,
for example, when the kin are defined as an outgroup against
which the marital partners unite to battle. But conflicts with kin
may also disrupt marital harmony, for example, when kin are per-
ceived to make demands on the allegiance or time of one marital
partner, which the other partner resents or sees as inconsistent
with the demands of the nuclear family. It was important, there-
fore, to see if conflicts with kin also involved conflicts between hus-
band and wife.

The basic data on which this part of the analysis is based were
derived from two open-ended write-in questions to husbands and
wives about overt conflicts with kin and about arguments with the
spouse over kin. The questions followed each other in the question-
naire and clients frequently treated both as one, describing the
same conflict under both questions. Sometimes the conflict de-
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scribed as that with kin also involved a conflict with the spouse.
The two questions were analyzed together, and for each instance
of conflict a decision was made as to whether or not the conflict in-
volved marital discord.

In examining kin conflicts for their impact on the marital re-
lationship, distinctions were made between: (1) conflicts with
kin, including any conflict in which kin were directly involved but
excluding those in which marital discord between client husband
and wife was also reported; (2) conflicts with and about kin, in-
cluding conflicts where kin were directly involved and related
marital discord was also reported; (3) conflicts about kin, includ-
ing conflicts between the client husband and wife about kin in
which the kin were not directly involved in the dispute. Two of
these three types of conflict, conflicts with and about kin and con-
flicts about kin, involve a marital element. In the first type, the
conflict with kin was reported without any indication that the con-
flict with kin resulted from or led to a marital argument. The term
kin conflicts is used to refer to all three types of conflict. Those
conflicts where marital discord was involved, both with and about
kin, have been grouped in the analysis that follows and separated
from those in which no marital discord was evident.

Distribution of Conflicts with Kin

In a total of 147 client families, husband, wife, or both an-
swered the conflict questions in the questionnaire with sufficient
detail to permit further analysis. The 234 conflict situations they
described were classified according to which kin were listed and
whether the conflict with kin also entailed marital discord. In all,
husbands and wives listed 467 kin in various categories: mother,
father, sister, brother, sister’s husband, brother’s wife, and so on.

The categories of kin mentioned by both husbands and wives
were examined and compared with the data on interaction. The
specific kin most frequently mentioned in conflict situations is the
husband’s mother, whereas interaction is most frequent with the
wife’s mother.

In terms of generation and laterality, too, conflicts do not arise
most often with the categories of kin with whom there is most in-
teraction. Although most interaction occurs with the wife’s side of
the family, most conflict arises with the husband’s side. Table 9
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shows the distribution of kin mentioned in conflicts. It is striking
that in conflicts that do not involve marital discord husbands and
wives most frequently list their own kin; but in conflicts that do
involve marital discord, both husbands and wives agree that it is
the husband’s kin who are most frequently involved.

Similarly, although most interaction occurs with members of
the sibling generation, slightly more conflict arises with members
of the parental generation.

Kin listed in conflicts involving marital discord, specifically the
husband’s mother, account for the greater frequency of parental
generation kin mentioned in all contlicts. For conflicts not involv-
ing marital discord, sibling generation kin are most frequently
mentioned. The patterns of interaction and conflict in terms of sex
are consistent: both are most frequent with female kin.

It is worth noting that the focal point of conflict among client
families differs from that found in studies of other western urban
kinship systems. For example, among certain English families,
the wife and her mother have close ties, but the husband’s exclu-
sion by his wife’s relatives is a frequent source of marital conflict.
There it is the wife’s rather than the husband’s mother who is most
frequently involved in conflicts.®

Client’s values about kinship strongly emphasize obligations
to maintain ties with kin. Clients’ values also support the greater
involvement of the nuclear family, especially the wife, with the
wife’s rather than the husband’s kin. Thus values that support a
lateral skewing to the wife’s side coexist with values that empha-
size obligations to interact with all kin. It is not surprising that
when actual demands for time and resources are made, kin on the
wife’s side receive priority over kin on the husband’s side, who
then feel slighted.

It is easier to understand when conflict with kin will not result
in marital discord than to enumerate all the conditions under
which they will. They will not occur if one marital partner but not
the other is involved in a conflict with kin. They will not occur if
both partners agree about the lateral priority of obligations and
about the relative priority of obligations to the nuclear family and
to other kin in any given situation.

An examination of the content of kin conflicts helps to shed
light on the way in which role organization contributes to the
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greater frequency of conflicts involving marital discord that occur
concerning the husband’s kin.

Content of Conflicts

The vagueness and complexity of many descriptions of kin
conflicts made it impossible to classify all conflicts or make refined
statistical comparisons. However, by counting those conflicts that
could be classified, it became apparent that certain themes re-
curred in conflicts with the husband’s kin that arose seldom, if at
all, with the wife’s kin. These three recurrent themes help to ex-
plain why conflicts are distributed as they are among certain cate-
gories of kin.

One of these themes can be termed rejection-neglect. Rejection
typically involves hostility, criticism, and exclusion from gather-
ings; whereas neglect more often means failing to meet what are
considered obligations to be helpful, solicitous, interested, and the
like. Neglect, of course, is interpreted as implying rejection. Rejec-
tion or neglect can be felt by the husband, the wife, the marital
pair, or any of their kin. The husband’s kin may feel rejected when
obligations to the wife’s kin take priority over obligations to them.
An example of one case in which this arose is described by one
wife:

Husband’s parents invited husband to Thanksgiving dinner even

though they knew my parents had previously invited us. We went
to my parents’ house.

Another conflict in which the husband’s kin appear to feel the
wife’s kin have been favored at their expense arose over the nam-
ing of children. The wife described this by saying:

My mother-in-law’s brother would not call my children by their
proper name if they were named after someone on my side of the

family.

Sometimes the wife feels rejected by her husband’s kin, as in the
following example:

My husband was out of town and I wanted to borrow $5 for a few
days because I needed food for my children. I was refused. . .. I shall
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never ask for help from them again. I believe my husband’s brothers
could help me but refused because I am not liked by them.

At other times the wife does battle on behalf of her husband who
she feels is rejected by his parents. Thus a wife says:

It began between me and my father-in-law, about him not caring
when his son was emotionally ill. He went on his vacation and didn’t
even call till he was home several days.

A second theme of conflicts, which arises more frequently with
the husband’s kin, is interference. These conflicts include cases of
criticism, as well as actual participation in the affairs of the nuclear
family by the husband’s kin. A common example is the criticism
that the wife may receive from her mother-in-law for her care of

her husband:

Me and my mother-in-law [about] her son—that I made him ill and
that’s why he had to go to the hospital.

Another example is the following:

My husband’s sister is always making remarks about anything I do
that she thinks is not right and he comes home arguing with me. . . .
Example: children’s underwear not white enough. . . . My mother-in-
law always agrees with her.

Another client says:

My husband’s brother, because we had borrowed money from him
and because we were in business with him—was interfering in our
private and family life—I told him off.

These two themes of conflicts with the husband’s relatives
sometimes involve marital discord and sometimes do not.

The third theme of conflicts is the comparative loyalty of the
husband to his wife and to his relatives. The comparable issue of
the wife’s loyalty to her husband versus her kin does not emerge.

Conflicts of this type usually involve marital discord because
the wife feels her husband is too devoted to his kin to the detriment
of her own nuclear family. One client said she and her husband
had an argument about: “Whether or not to visit father-in-law on
Saturday in preference to going out together. Husband went
alone.” The loyalty theme is also quite clear in the following de-
scription:
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My husband and I had an argument over the fact that one of his
sisters talked about me to him and instead of talking to me and let-
ting me in on what was going on he just believed her and got mad
at me. . . . Result is my husband’s sister and I don’t speak to each
other now. Yet she was the only one I was friendly with.

The repetition of these three themes suggests a basic strain in
the relationship of the wife with her husband’s parents, particu-
larly his mother, which is manifested in a variety of ways. Marital
discord results when this strain involves a tug-of-war over the loy-
alties and commitments of the husband. The question of the hus-
band’s allegiance has various consequences. For the wife, it means
that she must make sure her husband’s relatives do not take advan-
tage of his loyalty to them. She must insist that he support her if
they criticize her, and reject their attempts to weaken her posi-
tion as wife and homemaker by intruding. For the husband’s rela-
tives, it is likely to mean that they suspect his wife of trying to
alienate him from them, of showing preferences for her side of the
family over his, of failing to take proper care of him, and the like.
The wife is particularly likely to resent their hold on him, because
in effect it reaffirms his status as a child in his parents” house in-
stead of a man in her house. Since her prestige depends on his, she
is doubly anxious to assert his independence, particularly his in-
dependence of his mother, who often continues to treat him as a
little boy.

Conflicts with the wife’s relatives rarely involve feelings of re-
jection, neglect, or interference, probably because values support
the greater involvement of the nuclear family, particularly the
wife, with the wife’s kin.

We find little evidence of competition between the husband
and the wife’s kin for the wife’s loyalties. It is possible that the
wife’s involvement with her kin is felt to be less of a problem both
by the husband and by the wife’s relatives. Her ties with her rela-
tives are less threatening, or are perceived to be less threatening,
to the nuclear family of which she is now a joint head than are the
husband’s ties to his kin. The wife is both allowed and expected to
rely on her mother and sisters for companionship, advice, and aid
in her tasks as housewife and mother. Her role as daughter and
sister in her family of origin is less in conflict with her role as wife
and mother than is the husband’s role as son and brother with his
position as husband and father. The husband may resent his
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wife’s attachment to her kin, perhaps feel neglected by her, and
perhaps feel outnumbered when she and her kin form coalitions to
press for a certain decision; however, he feels less threatened by
this attachment.

The husband’s kin may be involved in marital conflicts more
often than the wife’s for another reason: the wife is expected to
handle many social arrangements involving invitations, telephone
calls, and similar contacts with her husband’s relatives; she has
more opportunities to engage in open conflict with them than her
husband has to open hostilities directly with her kin. Much conflict
involving the wife’s kin is expressed openly only between husband
and wife, and since the wife’s kin are not directly engaged in it, the
wife is not forced to take sides with the same pressure as the hus-
band. And since his relatives have more reason to resent her be-
cause they compete with her for him, they are more likely to be in-
volved in conflict than her kin are.

If the husband’s divided loyalty were merely an expression of
personal problems, such as an unresolved Oedipal conflict, one
would expect a similar pattern of conflict involving the wife’s di-
vided loyalty between her husband and her father. However, no
such pattern emerges. The wife’s father is fourth in the ranking of
her kin mentioned in conflicts. Therefore, the distribution of con-
flicts must depend on other factors as well.

One might also presume that conflicts would arise most often
where interaction occurs most frequently. However, interaction
occurs most frequently with the wite’s relatives but conflict arises
most frequently with the husband’s. Perhaps patterns of conflict
depend in part on the extent to which the structuring of interac-
tion is not consistently supported by values. Clients” values that
support a priority of obligations to wife’s kin coexist with those that
support obligations to interact equally with all kin, with the result
that the husband’s kin feel they are not getting the attention due
them when interaction occurs more frequently with the wife’s side
of the family. The themes of conflicts with the husband’s kin reveal
this view.

These interpretations of the distribution of conflicts are only
suggestive. Conflicts have other kinds of content which we have
not discussed. We have examined themes only insofar as they offer
clues about why conflicts, particularly those involving marital dis-
cord, arise more frequently with the husband’s kin. However, it
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should be clear from this analysis that conflicts with kin, which are
one kind of problem that comes up in casework treatment, cannot
be fully understood without taking into account regularities in the
organization of kinship roles.
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CHAPTER 7

Casework Intervention

in Relationships with Kwn

Many client families are extensively involved with their kin, and
this involvement is consistent with kinship values. Kin offer posi-
tive supports for the family; they impinge upon it whether or not
they are a source of problems, and are thus an area of the family’s
life that caseworkers need to understand. Kinship is also of speci-
fic relevance to casework because family therapists are often in-
volved in changing relationships with kin.

Many families have conflicts with and about kin, and the struc-
turing of conflicts is related to interaction with kin in other areas.
We will now examine the kinds of problems in relationships with
kin that come up in casework treatment, and the directions of
change that caseworkers seek to produce to enable us to consider
the connection between patterns of intervention and regularities
in kin interaction and conflict.

Data on problems with kin and forms of casework intervention
come from interviews of the caseworkers of a random sample of
agency clients. Interview questions were based in part on prior
interviews with supervisors. (See Appendix. )
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PROBLEMS BROUGHT UP
IN CASEWORK TREATMENT

Both caseworkers and supervisors reported that many prob-
lems in relationships with kin came up in casework treatment.
Some of these reports were phrased as hypotheses about problems
that characterized the caseload as a whole, or certain segments of
it. Others were statements of relationships in specific cases. For
the moment both of these levels will be considered together.

The reports of supervisors and caseworkers can be examined:
first, for a general description of the locus and symptom of the
problem; second, for views about the consequences of this problem
for other areas of family relationships; and, finally, for ideas about
the factors that produce the problem.

Problems with kin most often concerned relationships with
parents of the husband or wife in the client family. Siblings were
also mentioned but less frequently than parents.

A great variety of concrete problems in relationships with kin
were described, for example, conflict among siblings about the
support of elderly parents. But the most commonly described
problem was that of overdependence of clients on their parents. It
was phrased as: “The woman can’t let go,” “utterly involved on
every level with their parents,” “a hostile-dependent relation,” and
“The client has no guilt about overinvolvement because her needs
are being fed.” The following are examples of caseworkers’ and
supervisors” descriptions of problems of this sort:

Overinvolvement with parents . . . is such a common business that
it is hard to think of it as occurring only in certain types of cases. In
many cases both the husband and the wife are utterly involved on
every level with their parents, both in day-to-day turning to them
and in more subtle forms of dependency which are more concealed.
Sometimes they say, “The parent is dependent on me,” “I take care
of the parents in case of trouble.” . . . [In one case the husband]
could not distinguish his own dependency on [his mother] from
his concern for her.

It was often claimed, for example, that the wife resented her
mother’s interference but, at the same time, accepted her assist-
ance, representing a hostile-dependent relationship:



Casework Intervention in Relationships with Kin 187

There is a hostile-dependent relation to the mother [of the wife].
They do not necessarily both live in the same apartment—the mother
may live next door and barges in.

Sometimes dependence and overinvolvement were considered
to characterize relationships with siblings, for example:

[A woman may be] involved with a large number of sisters . . . on
an ongoing basis, and may involve many kinds of antagonisms and
hurts, but the woman can't let go.

She uses her brothers in a dependent way.

But dependency was most often noted in relationships with par-
ents, whereas competition and rivalry were mentioned in charac-
terizing relationships with siblings.

Dependency and overinvolvement with either parents or sib-
lings was almost by definition viewed as a problem. If an individ-
ual resented involvement with his or her own kin and saw it as “in-
terference,” this resentment was usually considered a healthy
sign; especially if the ties were being broken to an extent; this
break was taken as a sign of the client’s “maturity,” “strength,” or
“growth.”

Caseworkers and supervisors hypothesized that one conse-
quence of strong bonds between parents and their adult children
was weakened marital solidarity. Consequences of parent-child
ties for the marital bond were examined both where the predom-
inant tie was with the husband’s kin and where it was with the
wife’s kin. For example, if the wife was seen to have a hostile-
dependent relationship with her mother but had incorporated the
mother’s matriarchal strength, it was claimed that she married “an-
other” weak man. Thus the husband was submerged by a strong
wife and a strong tie between mother and daughter. But the hus-
band was not excluded from acceptance by the wife’s mother, nor
did he feel himself to be outside the family. In describing this kind
of case, both supervisors and caseworkers noted repeatedly that
husbands did not express the resentment that one might expect
them to have: “The husband did not have the amount of feeling
about the overinvolvement.” If the predominant tie was with the
husband’s rather than the wife’s mother, the mother-son tie was
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usually seen to exclude the wife. In these cases the wife usually
resented the tie.

A variety of chains of reactions between husbands and wives
to their spouse’s ties with parents were reported. For example, if
the husband resented his wife’s tie to her family, his resentment
might reduce his wife’s guilt about the overinvolvement:

The client [wife] has no guilt or question about this because
spouse is reacting to it and feeling that the client is overinvolved.

Another dimension of dependence on one’s own kin was seen
to be reflected in “scapegoating” the spouse’s kin. In such cases the
spouse’s kin were the target of hostility displaced from the individ-
ual’s own family of birth:

Often dynamic personality difficulties get touched on in connection
with the relations between the client, parents, and spouse; often
these are very hostile. It is easier to blame a brother-in-law or a
sister-in-law and protect a brother or sister.

Where problems with in-laws are very frequent, with a very dis-
turbed wife who uses her husband’s family as an outlet for her
residual feelings about her own family, that is, her hostile feelings
toward her mother and her hostility toward her brothers and sisters,
it may be that there is partly a reality factor in the relationship with
her husband’s family in terms of the way they feel about her, but
[it] is partly an outlet for a projection of her feelings about her own
family and a vent for her hostility.

Mothers-in-law and fathers-in-law are very frequently used in this
way. With the mother-in-law, very frequently the daughter-in-law
will dread the mother-in-law . . . with other in-laws there are less
frequent qualms, but they do enter in. Often it is the feeling about
the husband’s mother as a mother-in-law and sometimes his father
as a father-in-law which is a very strong problem. They are not nec-
essarily all hostile feelings, they may be all powerful. There may be
no equilibrium with the relations with the mothers-in-law.

Kin relationships were also described as affecting relationships
between clients and their own children. Several types of grand-
parent roles that cause problems were described. In one case the
wife let her mother assume the main authority role:
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In some cases we see situations where a grandmother, mother’s
mother, is used as a kind of policeman over the grandchildren. The
mother is dependent on the grandmother to criticize. In these cases
the kids feel that the parent is a kind of older sibling and the true
parent is the grandmother. The father in these situations is usually
a confused figure. He is more related to the grandmother than to the
mother. The father usually condones the situation or it can’t take
place. True parental authorities are the father and the mother’s
mother, In these cases the men often married in order to get a
mother figure, sometimes the wife’s mother, and they definitely con-
done the intervention by the wife’s mother. The authority is carried
by the father and the grandmother.

In a rather different type of grandparental role an alliance
forms between wife and children against the husband and his
mother. Hostility toward the grandmother may be displaced on the
father, resulting in separation of the husband from his children
and weakened ties within the nuclear family:

Another type of syndrome is that where the husband’s mother and
the husband are the critical agents, and there is a splitting in allied
fronts. The mother and the children are against the outside. There
is friction between the husband and the wife over the degree of the
husband’s attachment to his mother. The children are in alliance
with the mother. They see the father’s mother as a hostile and nega-
tive force. They may be compelled to adore this grandmother by the
father and their hostility toward the grandmother has its open ex-
pression as it is directed toward the father. That is, the hostility to-
ward the grandmother is displaced to the father or it may work the
other way round, the hostility toward the father is displaced toward
the grandmother. The mother protests against the grandmother, but
does not admit that she is in alliance with the children against the
father and grandmother.

Another troublesome grandparent syndrome occurs when a
reversal of authority roles exists when the grandparents are old
and must be taken care of. The child may come to have a confused
view of the authority of adults through seeing grandparents in a
position without authority. Interestingly, this was regarded as
different from the “natural” reversal of parent-child roles in old
age:
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In cases of this sort the kids often see the grandparents—usually liv-
ing with the family—as intruders, as a second or third sibling. They
see the grandparents as being on the kids’ level. This produces a real
fracture in the kids’ attitudes toward authority. For example, one
case where a kid would talk jibberish, or what he considered to be
making fun of Yiddish, which he did not really know. This was a way
of making fun of his grandmother when she was mad, for ridiculing
the grandmother. He sensed from his mother’s attitude that she
treated the grandmother like a child. This is very different from the
kind of natural reversal of roles which occurs later in life when par-
ents are aging and the child helps them to get on. In these situations
kids may be sorry for the grandparents, and they may fear age and
be fearful of the whole aging process.

Competition with adult siblings was also seen by caseworkers
and supervisors to affect the nuclear family. It was claimed, for
example, that status differences between siblings were sometimes
stressed by husband and wife, when one spouse used the inferior
status of the other’s siblings to deprecate the spouse:

The wife resented the husband’s brothers, especially the fact that
they did not speak English. Also, she felt that they were most critical
of her. She feels that she is more Americanized, and in her family
there are dentists and pharmacists. She sees the occupations of his
brothers as being lower than hers.

Supervisors and caseworkers clearly considered a variety of
problems in relationships with kin as typical of the client popula-
tion. They recognized many ways in which kin relationships may
foster problems within the nuclear family. This is particularly sig-
nificant because the clients themselves rarely reported that prob-
lems with kin initially led them to seek casework help. Moreover,
the unhealthy elements in kin relationships were stressed more
than the healthy, undoubtedly in part because the interviews
raised specific questions about problems, but also because the
casework process is naturally problem-focused. There was little
comment on healthy dimensions of kin relationships.

Caseworkers and supervisors accounted for most problems in
relationships with kin in psychodynamic, rather than in social
structural, terms; they conceived of these problems as resulting
from the psychological characteristics of individual family mem-
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bers. They did not usually see them in relation to social values or
intergenerational differences in acculturation. The basic explana-
tion given for these problems was immaturity and dependency
resulting from earlier development of problems such as “ambiva-
lent development toward adulthood” and “unmet dependency
needs,” or “a strong unbroken tie between parent and child.” For
example:

The type of ties which exist in the present are indicative of a deep,
residual problem which is unresolved, in terms of ambivalent de-
velopment toward adulthood.

Interaction between clients and their kin was often described
in detail by caseworkers and supervisors. For example, a descrip-
tion was given of the interaction process by which ties to kin are
supported and a couple becomes “trapped” through accepting the
assistance of kin, even when a young couple with “healthy mo-
tives” desires a break:

It is only with the younger couples where one has the strength to
know what they want, and they don’t want interference, that they
make the move out of Brooklyn to the Island. But then, sometimes
they will get involved, because they will buy a house or something,
and be building up a debt which they can’t handle, and then the
relatives come to help out with money.

In some instances “reality factors” were pointed to as affecting the
relationship. For example, competition and rivalry between sib-
lings was seen as a result of “reality circumstances” when several
brothers were in business but the business was too small to support
all of them. A part of the treatment process may consist in trying to
distinguish the “reality” of other individuals’ reactions from the
client’s handling of them:

The mother may live next door and barge in. In casework this would
be treated as a question of how much the mother actually barges in,
as opposed to the question of how much the client places herself in
a position where the mother inevitably comes.

The predominant emphasis was on psychodynamics of the
client’s relationships. This was reflected in phrases such as “She
uses her brothers in a dependent way,” and “Mothers-in-law and
fathers-in-law are very frequently used in this way.” For both
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adult parent-child and adult sibling relationships the present rela-
tionship was considered a result of earlier development and was
seen primarily from the perspective of the client.

However, certain social structural hypotheses were implicit in
some of the observations of supervisors and caseworkers. For ex-
ample, relationships with kin and those within the nuclear family
were seen as structured differently when the couple is primarily
involved with the husband’s rather than the wife’s kin because the
husband tends to be accepted as having “married into” the wife’s
family, whereas the wife is not as easily accepted into the hus-
band’s family. For example:

In those families where the husband is tied, almost invariably he
marries as dependent a person as himself. Both seek what the other
can't give, love and mothering. The problem is that he can’t get it
from his mother. . . . The wife is often the hysterical kind, and has
strong feelings of being rejected. She doesn’t know that she wants
her husband more for his mother than for himself. If by chance
such a man’s mother has died, he is usually overprotective of his
children. He almost tries to take over the mother role. The wife pro-
tests but she can’t really do it because she is like a frightened kid.

In cases where it is the girl who is tied to her mother it is really dif-
ferent. In some cases the mother is a strong matriarchal figure, but
the wife really is stronger . . . the wife has both incorporated and
resented the strength of the mother. This is the type of case where
the wife says, “The main thing I wanted was not to do what my
mother did, but here I am doing it”; where they repeat the pattern
so much that they marry another weak man, and this goes on from
generation to generation.

Another social-environmental hypothesis is implicit in the view
that it is easier to break kinship ties when moving into a new neigh-
borhood, particularly into a new housing project where different
friendship patterns are likely to arise. One supervisor explained
that breaks in ties with kin become more “natural” in new housing
developments:

There are about 5,000 families in the project . . . [in the Kings Bay
area of Brooklyn]. . .. They are coming to have different kinds of
standards, and a different look at what has been. They have an easier
time breaking old ties with both family and others. A few of these



Casework Intervention in Relationships with Kin 193

never knew social life (other than with kin) before, but they are
finding it through the group work center and in the life of the proj-
ects. . . . They are in contrast to those in the Brighton area, where
there is a great deal of isolation of couples, they are not able to find
any kind of community life or any kind of social or recreational life
—they have healthy motives, but they don’t know how to go about
it. . . . This is the first awareness of what a kind of family life could
be like. Before, people always take the extreme kind of family ties
for granted, but this is an indication of what a new kind of family
life could be like . . . a whole new way of life is emerging, but this
way, they are able to make the break without having to think of mak-
ing the break. It becomes a conscious kind of breaking of the ex-
tremity of the tie, but it is a natural one. For instance, in group
[therapy] meetings in most areas, no matter what the subject, they
talk about problems with their parents, but in the Kings Bay area
they talk about their husbands and children. In Coney Island and
Brighton they always talk about their in-laws.

The general observation of the kin relationships that charac-
terize the client population as a whole may be summarized in the
statement, “In the large majority you would find close connections
with relatives, no matter when.” Most often, however, casework-
ers’ and supervisors’ explanations of problems with kin were
framed in individual psychodynamic terms, with few explicit in-
teractional concepts.

The patterns described by supervisors and caseworkers may
also be conceived as reflecting the structure of the kinship system.
A major factor in the operation of any social system is the way in
which individuals are motivated to perform their roles and thus
the personal needs that are developed and maintained in social
interaction. Where strains are inherent in conflicting cultural ex-
pectations, for example, between generations, these necessarily
also involve psychological problems for the individual. The addi-
tional understanding to be gained from conceiving of relationships
with kin as a type of social structure is that this highlights regulari-
ties that transcend the individual.

If these problems in relationships with kin are seen in broad
cross-cultural perspective, in comparison with kinship systems of
other societies, the typical features of these problems are high-
lighted. Casework treatment focuses to a large degree on the way
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in which the nuclear family is incorporated with or separated from
its kin, This emerges in problems about the comparative stress
given to adult parent-child and marital bonds. An examination of
casework goals for intervention in relationships with kin should
make these broad outlines even sharper.

FORMS OF INTERVENTION

The problems in relationships with kin which caseworkers and
supervisors reported as coming up in casework treatment were
often, although not always, the subject of therapeutic intervention.
Some problems with kin were considered too difficult to tackle;
others were not considered the client’s central problem; still others
were subsumed under psychological reorganization of the individ-
ual. But in many cases a definite goal of casework treatment was to
help produce alterations in the family’s current relationships with
its kin.

Current relationships with kin are distinguished from past re-
lationships, not because the past and present are separated in
treatment, but in order to emphasize that this type of intervention
is something more than a consideration of the early life influences
of parents and siblings upon the client’s personality development.
The importance of early developmental influences in the intercon-
nection of the nuclear family with its kin is well recognized as a
therapeutic topic. In this section, however, we will focus on inter-
vention in current social relationships.

The kin themselves sometimes but not necessarily were seen by
the therapists, but in all cases of intervention in kin relationships,
current relationships with kin were examined with the client in
treatment. The caseworker for each case in the sample was asked
specific questions about what, if any, kinds of intervention were
hoped for or carried out.

Caseworkers in the district offices indicated that some form of
intervention had taken place or was contemplated in relationships
with kin in 46 per cent of the cases in the sample. Because in-
tervention had not occurred or was not contemplated in current
relationships with kin, these relationships were not necessarily con-
sidered insignificant for the client’s problem. Often no interven-
tion was planned because the client was “not motivated,” or



Casework Intervention in Relationships with Kin 195

“lacked insight,” or because these relationships were too difficult
to handle. This sample included cases in which little progress of
any kind was considered to be possible in casework treatment. In
the Service to the Aged caseworkers indicated that in 62 per cent
of the cases there was, or would hopefully be, some kind of inter-
vention in relationships with kin. The higher percentage in the
Service to the Aged reflects the different problems dealt with in
this group and the fact that adult children of an aged couple are
often directly involved with the caseworker even when the aged
couple, or individual, is formally regarded as the primary client.
Financial support, a frequent issue in cases in the Service to the
Aged, immediately involves questions about obligations to kin. In
fact, the perspective from which the nuclear family is defined at
the life-cycle stage of aged clients is radically different from that of
younger clients.

Analysis of data from caseworkers on directions of intervention
with kin reveals certain regularities. The district offices and the
Service to the Aged will be considered separately because the pat-
terns in these two groups differ somewhat. Data from caseworkers
on intervention were analyzed in terms of specific kin, that is,
husband’s father, mother, brothers, sisters, stepparents, and other
relatives, and similar kin for the wife. Tabulations were made of
the number of individual kin with whom intervention of a given
kind occurred. For all the client families there were 161 kin re-
ported with whom there was some form of intervention. Although
the number of cases is small, the patterns replicate internally and
also reflect data on problems with kin obtained directly from
clients.

Instances of intervention were classified as follows: (1) restric-
tion—any form of intervention that explicitly entailed reduction
in current involvement with kin; (2) expansion—any form of in-
tervention that explicitly involved increased involvement with
kin; (3) redefinition—a form of intervention that was described in
terms of psychological redefinition of the relationship. A few state-
ments could not be classified under any of these categories and
were called “other.”

Most intervention (47 per cent) involved redefinition of the
relations with kin. “Restriction” was explicitly mentioned with 40
per cent of the kin as compared with 9 per cent of the kin with
whom there was expansion. The high proportion of cases of re-
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Table 10. Direction of Casework Intervention by Generation

Number Per Cent
of Kin of Kin

Restriction

Parental generation 45 70

Client’s own generation 17 27

Other generations 2 3
Total 64 100
Expansion

Parental generation 1 7

Client’s own generation 12 80

Other generations 2 13
Total 15 100
Redefinition

Parental generation 42 55

Client’s own generation 33 44

Other generations 1 1
Total 76 100
All forms of intervention

Parental generation 88 57

Client’s own generation 62 40

Other generations 5 3
Total 155* 100

* Six cases that could not be classified in the categories above
were omitted in all tables for the sake of simplicity.

definition indicates that caseworkers saw problems primarily in
psychodynamic terms and did not explicitly discuss other changes
that would result. Reports of psychological redefinition often im-
plied restriction of kin interaction, but these were not counted as
such unless explicit statements about interaction were made. The
coding criteria were strict in requiring both restriction and expan-
sion to be explicit. The much greater frequency of restriction than
expansion is clearly consistent with caseworkers’ views that
healthy, desirable kin relationships involve breaking the “extrem-
ity” of kin ties and replacing them with marital bonds.

Further regularities in these forms of intervention emerge in
terms of the specific categories of kin with whom they occur. The
generation of the kin is related to the most frequent type of inter-
vention. Restriction was most frequent with members of the cli-
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Table11. Direction of Casework Intervention by Sex

Number Per Cent
of Kin of Kin

Restriction

Male 19 30

Female 44 69

Sex not specified 1 __%
Total 64 100
Expansion

Male 4 27

Female 9 60

Sex not specified 2 13
Total 15 100
Redefinition

Male 30 40

Female 45 59

Sex not specified 1 1
Total 76 100
All forms of intervention

Male 53 34

Female 98 63

Sex not specified 4 3
Total 155 100

ent’s parental generation and much less frequent with kin of the
client’s own generation. Restriction almost never involved de-
scendants. This distinction reflects not only the stage of the life
cycle of the client group, but also the fact that many problems are
seen to involve dependence on the parental generation. Although
there were few cases of expansion, the pattern is consistent with
the other data; expansion was almost nonexistent with members of
the parental generation; the few cases in which it did occur were
with those of the client’s own generation. Redefinition was some-
what more frequent with the parental than with the client’s own
generation or others, but was more evenly distributed between
generations than the other types of intervention (Table 10). Thus
ties to the sibling generation are apparently not considered to
cause as many problems as those to the client’s parental generation.

All types of intervention were more frequent with female than
with male kin. Sixty-three per cent of the kin whose relationships
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to the clients were the subject of casework intervention were fe-
male, as compared with only 34 per cent who were male. The type
of intervention did not vary by sex ( Table 11).

Intervention is also related to laterality. More intervention oc-
curs with the wife’s than with the husband’s kin: 71 per cent are
on the wife’s side as compared with 26 per cent on the husband’s
side. This pattern holds true for all forms of intervention. Expan-
sion was never mentioned with the husband’s kin and was almost
entirely with the wife’s kin, mainly the wife’s siblings (Table 12).

Table12. Direction of Intervention by Laterality

Number Per Cent
of Kin of Kin

Restriction

Wife’s side 47 73

Husband’s side 16 25

Laterality unclear 1 2
Total 64 100
Expansion

Wife’s side 13 87

Husband’s side - -

Laterality unclear 2 13
Total 15 100
Redefinition

Wife’s side 50 66

Husband’s side 25 33

Laterality unclear 1 1
Total 76 100
All forms of intervention:

Wife’s side 110 71

Husband’s side 41 26

Laterality unclear 4 3
Total 155* 100

* Cases that could not be classified as restriction, expan-
sion, or redefinition are omitted from this table to simplify
presentation.

When all forms of intervention are considered together, the
most frequent intervention is in the relationship with the wife’s
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mother and next with the wife’s sisters. The relationship with the
wife’s father is treated less than half as often as that with the wife’s
mother. The relationship with the wife’s mother is dealt with al-

most three times as frequently as that with the husband’s mother
(Table13).

Table13. Intervention with Specific Categories of Kin

Number of
Instances
Wife’s mother 43
Wife’s sisters 36
Wife’s father 20
Husband’s mother 16
Wife’s brothers 13
Husband’s father 13
Husband’s brothers 10
Husband’s sisters 5
Wife’s other kin 3
Husband’s other kin 2
Total 161

This more frequent intervention with kin on the wife’s than on
the husband’s side and the greater frequency of intervention in
relationships with the wife’s than with the husband’s mother are
in keeping with the structural hypotheses of caseworkers that the
effect on the marital relationship of strong ties with the husband’s
kin is different from that of strong ties with the wife’s kin. They
highlight the observation of some caseworkers and supervisors, as
our data show, that the strongest unbroken ties of kinship are likely
to be on the wife’s side; that both husbands and wives readily ac-
cept strong ties to the wife’s family, whereas wives often resent
their husband’s ties to his kin. Thus the underlying implicit logic
of intervening most frequently in ties with the wife’s kin is to seek
to alter the strongest ties of kinship.

The kin with whom intervention occurs in the cases in the
Service to the Aged differ from those in the district offices. In al-
most all cases intervention was in relationships with descendants;
it was never in relationships with members of the ascending gen-
eration and only very infrequently in relationships with members
of the client’s generation. However, these data clearly reflect the
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same processes from the point of view of those at a different stage
in the life cycle.

The numbers are extremely small because the population con-
tained only 33 cases, and there was not sufficient information for
coding all of these. However, the patterns of intervention are simi-
lar to those found among the other clients. Here also restriction
was more frequent than expansion, restriction occurring in six
cases as compared with only two of expansion. Expansion occurred
in efforts to increase children’s obligations to assist in the support
of aged parents. Again redefinition was the most frequent category,
OCC'lll'l'll'lg 1 seven cases.

The underlying therapeutic assumptions about changes in re-
lationships with kin were revealed in interviews with caseworkers
and supervisors. Almost all of these changes entailed an alteration
in the personality organization of the individual clients. For exam-
ple, “restricting” interaction with the wife’s mother implied help-
ing the wife become more independent psychologically so that she
might be better able to cope with her mother’s interference.

In some instances, however, an effort was made early in treat-
ment to make what may be considered direct “situational” altera-
tions. Individuals were helped to accept these changes, but the
situational changes preceded a more thorough “working through”
of the psychological ramifications of the change. This type of inter-
vention was true of some residence changes; for example, helping
a family arrange for an aged parent to move to an institution, or
making a decision to avoid having an elderly parent move in with
them, or helping young couples decide to move out of a parental
home.

The focus in many instances was to help clients alter their feel-
ings toward kin, thus enabling them to function more independ-
ently. This direction was described as helping clients to feel less
“guilty” toward parents and helping clients learn ways of “setting
limits” on interaction with kin.

These forms of casework intervention imply the support of
greater structural and functional independence of the nuclear
tamily from its kin, leading to more independent action in author-
ity, decision-making, child rearing, economic and financial ar-
rangements. The norms that caseworkers implicitly or explicitly
hold up as ideals to their clients indicate that it is healthy and nor-
mal for the nuclear family to function primarily as an independent
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unit. The right of kin outside the nuclear family to participate in
nuclear family functions is minimized. Casework intervention
therefore involves altering the kinship values of clients.

In some cases intervention entailed redefining priorities of ob-
ligations to the husband’s and wife’s kin. For example, in a conflict
over the division of financial responsibilities of the husband and
his siblings toward his parents, the wife felt her husband’s siblings
were not taking their share of the responsibilities. An effort was
made to help the husband recognize his wife’s feelings in order to
equalize obligations of the siblings to their parents and reduce the
priority given to the husband’s parents over the wife’s parents and
the nuclear family. Such shifts of priority are difficult to separate
from reducing involvement with the family of origin of both
spouses because these alterations usually occur through reducing
obligations to one side, not through increasing obligations to the
other side.

The processes of alteration of the bonds of solidarity within
the kinship system are remarkably similar whether the caseworker
is dealing with regular clients or the Aged. It might be expected
that the perspective of the caseworker would shift when dealing
with older clients, that the goal would be to help them realize some
of their hopes for continued involvement with their adult children.
But the reverse is true. Intervention, whether classified as restric-
tion or redefinition, most often involves helping the aged parents
realize their children’s right to independence in their new families.
The processes of helping an aged client make this type of change
may be somewhat different from helping younger clients become
more independent of their parents, but the desired result is similar.
Intervention of this sort with aged clients was described as helping
them become more “independent” of their children, helping them
to expect less of their children, and helping them to “interfere”
less in their children’s households. Sometimes substitute interests
in nonkin activities were sought. In one case the caseworker tried
to channel a client’s energies into a Golden Age Club so that he
would be “less a source of pressure on his children.”

Statements of some of the caseworkers in the Service to the
Aged illustrate this type of change: the goal in one case with an
elderly woman was to “help her look at her dependency and effort
to manipulate [her daughter]. [Help her see that] she has the
strength to function without her husband. Help her use this [in
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separating from daughter]. Help her see what needs [presum-
ably unhealthy] she wants satisfied by the daughter.”

In one case a residential change was described as follows:
“Help son and grandson to see that mother’s self-determination
must be honored, even though I can understand their concern,
that she will have to come to the decision herself, with help, if it
isnecessary for her to enter a home.”

In another case, the parents were helped “to become more in-
dependent and adequate, not so dependent on daughter.” In one
case the effort was “to help [the aged] mother see why her de-
mands are unrealistic. Help [her] ventilate tremendous hostility
she has toward daughter.” In another case the [aged] mother was
considered to be “dominant, controlling, controls family even from
bed,” and the goal was “to get her to express some of her negative
feelings, see that family is overly dependent. [Aged] father sup-
ports her control, get him to see this.” In another case the “relation-
ship with daughter was most important to [the aged mother]. She
can verbalize anger at daughter, and what she wants from her.
Try to make her see that this is something she can't really get
from her daughter.”

In some cases the process of loosening parent-child ties is en-
couraged from both sides simultaneously. For example, a case-
worker reported that she tried to “help the mother see the daugh-
ter isn’t as incapacitated as the way she treats her would indicate,
why she is so possessive. Help daughter look at her dependence,
help mother look at the idea of home for the aged.”

Thus whether the process is seen from the perspective of cli-
ents in the middle stages of life, or from that of older clients of the
generation of clients’ parents, the goals of therapeutic intervention
in relationships with kin are similar. A major part of the process
may be seen as realigning the bonds of solidarity, primarily
through reducing bonds with members of the family of childhood,
that is, parent-child and sibling bonds, and thereby aiming to
strengthen marital bonds and the family of marriage.

CLIENT PERCEPTIONS
OF INTERVENTION

Clients’ perceptions of intervention in relationships with kin
are similar to those of caseworkers and supervisors. In interviews
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clients were not asked specifically about their perceptions of
therapeutic intervention or how they viewed changes in relation-
ships with kin occurring in the course of treatment. It was felt that
to do so might confuse the interviewer’s role with that of the ther-
apist’s and that an apparent evaluation of casework therapy in the
research interviews might complicate the ongoing treatment re-
lationships. Nevertheless, these changes were sometimes brought
up spontaneously by clients, so that some clues about their per-
ceptions are available. In addition, some items on clients’ views
about casework intervention in kin relationships were included in
the client questionnaires sent to husbands and wives in each family
in the sample.

Clients and caseworkers hold similar views about the forms of
change in kin relationships that occur in treatment. Items from
the questionnaires were classified according to the categories used
for the caseworkers’ statements: restriction, expansion, and redefi-
nition. The client data do not correspond completely to the content
of the categories from the caseworker interviews because only the
checked answers to the questionnaire statement were obtained
from the clients, whereas the caseworker data were from open-
ended interviews. But the general criteria for classification were
the same.

These findings parallel those from the caseworkers. The state-
ments with the highest proportion of “Yes” answers fall in the re-
definition category; a high proportion of “Yes” answers also fall in
restriction. Most of the items in both redefinition and restriction
received more “Yes” answers than those in expansion. Although
fewer “expansion” items were included in the questionnaire than
those in the other categories, the expansion items that were in-
cluded did not receive a high proportion of “Yes” checks.

The two items that explicitly mentioned a shift from kinship
bonds to marital bonds, “I feel I am less involved with them and
closer to my husband [wife],” and “I feel my husband [wife] is
less involved with them and closer to me than before,” both re-
ceived a high proportion of “Yes” answers (Table 14).

On the basis of these questionnaire data, the overall directions
of casework intervention in relationships with kin that are most
frequent as perceived by clients appear similar to those reported
by caseworkers and supervisors. Moreover, it is clear from this
table that many clients do perceive some sort of change in relation-
ships with kin to be occurring as a result of casework treatment.
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Table14. Clients Perceptions of Changes in Kin Relations
During Casework Treatment®

Per Cent of Clients

Checking “Yes™
Restriction
I feel I am less involved with them and closer to my
husband [wife]. 56 (317)
1 feel my husband [wife] is less involved with them
and closer to me than before. 43 (289)
I don’t depend on them so much any more. 39 (317)
I confide in them less. 43 (284)
I see them less often than before. 23 (291)
I find X am less involved with family circle or cousins
club than I was. 14 (254)
Expansion
1 see them more often than before. 12 (315)
1 confide in them more. 9 (293)
Redefinition
My husband [wife] and I feel freer to express our
differences about relatives to each other. 67 (300)
I'm better able to accept them as they are. 61 (299)
My husband [wife] and I don’t have as many fights
about relatives as we used to. 55 (296)
1 don’t feel so guilty about them anymore. 38 (283)
I realized this relationship was taking too much out
of me. 34 (268)
T've learned to accept their help without feeling so
bad about it. 21 (266)
I realize I've made things harder for them than I
had thought. 15 (278)

* The percentages indicate those who checked “yes” in response to the following
question: “Have any of the following things changed in your relationship with rela-
tives—including your relatives, your husband’s [wife’s] relatives, and your married
children—as a result of coming to the agency? This was followed by the items
listed in the table.

Clients sometimes see changes in-treatment as learning appro-
priate norms from the caseworker, that is, what kinds of kin re-
lationships they should have. Some feel that they were initially ig-
norant of proper kinship behavior which they had been taught
through casework. One case in which the wife reduced her sibling
ties in conjunction with trying to strengthen her marital relation-
ship illustrates the clients’ view that they are learning appropriate
norms for kin relationships from the caseworker:



Casework Intervention in Relationships with Kin 205

I used to be the one to call [my sisters], before I went to the Jewish
Family Service. I voiced all my complaints and so on to them. I
didn’t have the opportunity, or let’s say, the understanding that
these things should be discussed with my husband, and he, by the
same token, was resentful that I used to go to my sisters instead of
discussing things with him. He felt that close relationships—in fact,
all the brothers-in-law used to resent that—that we kept that close,
that everything was discussed among ourselves, and they felt left
out. Then we found out it wasnt a good thing, it wasn’t right, it
wasn’t fair. So as soon as I started to get a different relationship with
my husband, that’s when the phone calls on my part left off.

Another client explained that, during treatment, he saw
changes in the family’s relationship with his wife’s mother. As a
result of casework, he and his wife became aware of the problem
they had with the wife’s mother, who lived in their household. For
him one result of therapy was understanding a residence norm,
that “two people who are married should live alone,” of which he
had not previously been aware. However, he did not see any way
of achieving this ideal:

Hussanp: Il tell you, my mother-in-law is a problem to us. I
mean it’s a situation which we can’t help. But we have,
well . .. she’s a nice woman. . . . But what else can you
do with the situation? . . . It’s more so since she’s been
ill, but . . . it seems like she’s always been a problem,
but we never realized it. We never looked at it as a
problem, all these questions that they ask at the Jewish
Family Service. . . . We began to realize, we realized
that there are many things in a household, and two peo-
ple who are married should live alone, and, well,
when there’s a third person, things are just never the
same, and we never realized it. I knew there was some-
thing to it, but we never really thought of it *til this,
and, but this is a situation that can’t be helped, so we
just go along with it.

One change that clients perceived to be occurring as a result of
casework was that kinship ties were being modified by substituting
friendship ties. One client, for example, felt her caseworker em-

phatically supported this type of chan ge:

Mrs. F. [caseworker] knows about these new-found friends of ours.
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She’s all for it. She thinks it’s very good because, as I said, we didn’t
have friends before. We hardly had any visitors besides family, and,
you know, family is sort of forced on you, you know? You can’t
choose them, they’re there.

In some situations clients did not view the changes in kin re-
lationships occurring during treatment as a result of explicit learn-
ing of norms but felt they gained the “strength” to make these
changes through therapy. In one case, for example, the husband
stopped working in business with his wife’s father during the
course of therapy. Although he claimed that leaving the business
was not directly brought up with the caseworker and that the con-
dition of the business itself was also a factor, both the husband and
the wife agreed that treatment had been significant in enabling
him to make the change:

WrrE:

HusBAND:
WrrE:

HusBAND:
WirE:
HusBAND:

WiFE:

HvusBanp:

He [husband] went out [of business with my father]
through being in therapy.

During therapy. ...

I think so, yes. He wouldn’t have had the strength to
do it without it. Right?

Well, I don’t know. It’s one of these things. Who knows?
Well, I know a year or two before. . ..

No, but I mean it’s something like, if you have such and
such, you know that you're cured. But I mean, the situ-
ation is ponderous. My father-in-law, as far as I was
concerned, was desperate. I mean, it was just no, no
place to go but out, and....

But you felt that way a couple of years prior to that,
and you just thought. . . . I remember him [husband]
being in a very depressed mood, sitting in the dark in
a chair, saying, “How did I get into this?” He just felt
he was at the mercy of my father whom he didn’t re-
spect, and he thought, “How did I get to be under his
... and not standing up on my own two feet?” . . . terri-
ble mood. But at that time he didn’t get up and say,
“I'm walking out. I'm going to work for myself.” Thats
why I think it was through the therapy he got strength
todoit.

Well, that might be true. . . . I don’t ever remember in
therapy discussing leaving . . . as such . . . it was a big
surprise to the worker [when I] came in and an-
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nounced, “I left.” But I, I mean to say, it was during the
therapy, and, of course, the assumption jumps to the
mind that it did that. I'm quite satisfied that that’s the
way itis.

This family also reported another change in relationships with
kin that resulted from their treatment. Here they felt the change
stemmed directly from having gained insight into the quality of
certain relationships with kin so that they were not so “gratified”
by them. The change was not a general reduction of all involve-
ment with kin but a realignment of kin ties, cutting contacts with
both the husband’s and wife’s parents and with a sister of the hus-
band who lived with his parents, and strengthening ties to the
other siblings who were less involved with the parents:

WrrE: In general, I feel that my mother-in-law . . . tells me
more than she would even her daughter. ... Ina way

it'’s a compliment . . . [but now that] we’re more
aware of what’s going on . . . [we are] not so grati-
fied. ...

InteERvIEWER: What does she talk to you about?

Wire: The other children. She tries to complain about Mar-
ian or Helen [husband’s sisters], but we've learned
a little bit lately, that now we’re closer to the other
sisters [those not living with husband’s parents]. ...

Huseanp: We've spread our therapy around. ...

Wire: ... like we cut it from my parents, we also cut it from
his parents, and realigned, had a little bit of a clearer
picture of what was going on there too. . . . As you
can see, living with the mother, there’s such a lot of
friction between them [husband’s mother and hus-
band’s sister], and we hear from both sides, and we
can't start to tell them what’s wrong with them.

Both questionnaire and interview data therefore indicate that
clients as well as caseworkers see changes that occur in relation-
ships with kin as a result of casework intervention.

Caseworkers and supervisors, and clients, regardless of life-
cycle stage, agree that therapeutic intervention often involves
changes in the family’s relationship with kin. Although these
changes may be described in psychological terms, and brought
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about through psychological modifications that enable the indi-
vidual to alter his kin relationships, research results reveal system-
atic regularities in the directions of this intervention from the per-
spective of a kinship system. Although caseworkers and supervisors
had many significant hypotheses about kin relationships, the fact
that systematic regularities exist in the directions of intervention
was not evident prior to research. Most often intervention entails
or aims to produce a realignment of kinship bonds, moving away
from strong adult parent-child and adult sibling bonds toward
strengthening ties within the nuclear family of marriage, particu-
larly the marital bond.

Insofar as this general pattern holds true, casework is implicitly
seeking to aid clients in moving toward the type of kinship struc-
ture that has been hypothesize§ as typical of the American middle
class, in which independence of the nuclear family from kin is
ideal. The effort to shift the kin relationships of clients also implies
that the initial kin relationships diverge from those that have been
considered representative of the middle classes in a western urban
industrial society. In view of the immigrant background of these
clients, and cultural differences between clients and those in their
parental generation, the question arises whether this direction of
intervention represents a part of the process of acculturation from
Eastern European Jewish traditions.

Because all kinship systems require role changes during the
individual’s life cycle, it is also possible that casework intervention
is enabling those who for some reason have special problems to
make life-cycle transitions in their kin relationships and to shift
from bonds in their family of childhood to those in their family of
marriage.

The regularities in intervention have some interesting parallels
with and differences from regularities in interaction and conflict.
Intervention is generally most frequent with the categories of kin
with whom there is most interaction. However, intervention does
not occur most frequently where clients perceive most conflict.
Perhaps some of these discrepancies and similarities are related in
part to caseworkers” values about kinship and their own experi-
ence with kin. Therefore, we will now examine the comparative
values and experiences of caseworkers and clients. In the last chap-
ter we will reexamine the data on interaction, conflict, and inter-
vention in light of these comparisons.



CHAPTER 8

Caseworkers and Clients:
Contrasting Kinship Values

and Experience

We have found that therapeutic intervention involving relation-
ships with kin outside the nuclear family most often involves re-
definition or restriction of interaction with kin; rarely does it mean
expansion of kin contacts. It can therefore be assumed that case-
workers are attempting to alter the kinship system of the nuclear
family in consistent directions.

Interviews with caseworkers and supervisors clearly revealed
that implicit therapeutic assumptions exist about desirable forms
of kinship structure. These include, for example, the notion that
the “healthy,” “mature” person will have the “strength” to set lim-
its on interaction with kin. It is also assumed that it is most desir-
able for the nuclear family to reside alone, not in the same house-
hold with grandparents or other kin.

The source of these therapeutic assumptions, however, is not
entirely clear. They might reflect objectively validated knowledge
that one type of kinship system is more desirable than another be-
cause it is more likely to be associated with certain preferred forms

209
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of nuclear family relationships. At the same time, implicit cultural
assumptions undoubtedly underlie these therapeutic ideas and
the observed regularities in directions of intervention. The social
and cultural background and experience of caseworkers inevi-
tably enters to some degree into the therapeutic process. It is there-
fore important to know the ways in which caseworkers and their
clients differ in background, kinship experience, and values.

Comparisons between caseworkers and their clients indicate
that while caseworkers and clients are generally similar in back-
ground, certain significant differences exist. Caseworkers are
younger and more frequently single. Because the research ques-
tionnaire was returned by a similar proportion of husbands and
wives, the staff sample includes a higher proportion of women
than is true of the clients; of the staff, three-fourths are women and
only one-fourth men. A higher proportion of the staff were born in
the United States than is true of clients. In addition, the parents of
staff are somewhat more often native-born than clients, although
the majority of the parents of both staff and clients were foreign-
born. Educational achievement and occupational status are, of
course, also different; all the staff had received graduate training
beyond the bachelor degree, which was true of only a small propor-
tion of clients and of virtually none of the client wives. The religious
orientations of staff and clients also differ, 19 per cent of the staff
being non-Jewish, whereas the clients included in the research
sample were Jewish (the 2 per cent non-Jews being married to a
Jewish partner). Although slightly over half of both clients and
staff identify themselves as “just Jewish,” more of the clients (40
per cent) identify themselves as either Orthodox or Conservative
than is true of staff (14 per cent). Clients also more often indicated
that they attended religious services either on High Holidays or
regularly than did caseworkers. These data are summarized in
Table 15.

The sample selected for research purposes, Jewish families pri-
marily of Eastern European origin or descent, married and living
in currently intact households, does not represent the entire agency
caseload because it excludes single clients and those who are
neither Jewish nor married to a Jew. In some respects this max-
imizes differences between caseworkers and clients; single clients
might be somewhat more like the single caseworkers than would
the married clients. Nevertheless, this group of married clients rep-
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Table 15. Social Background of Caseworkers and Clients

Per Cent of Per Cent
Caseworkers®  of Clients®

Thirty-five years old or younger 50 22
Unmarried 35 0
Born in United States 86 78
Fathers born in United States 30 8
Mothers born in United States 33 13
Education beyond college 100 7
Orthodox® 5 14
Conservative 9 26
Reform 10 5
“Tust Jewish” 56 53
Other 19 2

Attend religious services on High
Holidays, other holidays, or

regularly 45 62
* The caseworker sample contains 123 members of the profes-
sional staff.

* The client sample includes 420 individuals, 210 husbands and
210 wives. These percentages are based on those who answered
the question in each instance.

¢ Includes Hassidic clients; there were no Hassidic staff.

resents the vast majority of agency cases. Therefore, the compari-
son between caseworkers and clients in the research sample is with
those clients typifying most caseloads.

The kinship values of clients, as derived from both interview
and questionnaire data, were discussed in Chapter 3. These client
values will now be compared with comparable questionnaire ma-
terial from caseworkers. Data are also included on the values of
client in the Service to the Aged. The expressed values may be in-
fluenced by a variety of factors. Among the caseworkers, for ex-
ample, kinship values may contain a melding of personal reactions
and professional ideology. The values of both caseworkers and cli-
ents are influenced by such factors as age, marital status, birthplace
of parents, religious orientations, and other social characteristics
and experiences.

Whatever the source of the values of either clients or case-
workers may be, the fact of their similarity or difference is signifi-
cant. The therapeutic process represents a melding of both per-
sonal and professional experience and knowledge, so that existing
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differences from any source have a potential significance for ther-
apy. It is important, first, therefore, to determine what differences
and similarities exist. The size of the staff does not permit exten-
sive analysis of the factors such as age, sex, and professional ex-
perience that influence values, but after mapping out the compari-
sons of caseworkers and their clients it is at least possible to specu-
late on some of the factors that may underlie these differences.

COMPARISON OF KINSHIP VALUES

The Values Form, “Opinions About Family Life” presented to
husbands and wives, was included in identical form in the ques-
tionnaire given to all members of the agency’s professional staff.!
For a discussion of the caseworker sample and the procedures of
analysis in this part of the study, see the Appendix. The grouping
of items here parallels that in Chapter 3 on the kinship values of
client families.

Marriage

The procedures by which marriage partners are selected and
the definitions of whom it is appropriate or permissible to marry
are a keystone of the kinship system. Caseworkers and clients
differed considerably in their views about the marriage process.
The Aged differed from the caseworkers even more strongly than
the other clients.

One question related to that of the role parents should take in
the selection of marriage partners concerns whether children
should reside at home until marriage, thus affording parents an op-
portunity to oversee the dating process. On this point caseworkers
and clients differed greatly. To the statement, “Children should
not leave home before they get married,” 63 per cent of the clients
agreed, whereas only 3 per cent of the caseworkers agreed. The
Aged agreed even more often than other clients, in 72 per cent of
the cases (Table 16). As we have seen, those clients who hold this
view believe that there is a sanctity in the home, that parents must
control their children’s dating, and that a child who leaves home
before marriage reflects adversely on the quality of the home.
Caseworkers emphatically do not agree with this view. Here case-
workers had a lower proportion of no opinions than clients.
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A related question concerns the type of break in family ties
that is expected for men and women at marriage. As we have seen,
kinship systems in which the young bride goes to live with or near
her husband’s kin are likely to impose a more radical transition at
marriage for the bride, whereas in other cases it is the husband
who must make the greatest break. We have also observed a re-
peated tendency in client kin relationships of skewing toward the
wife’s side. The traditional saying, “It is true that a daughter’s a
daughter all her life, a son’s a son ’til he gets a wife,” implying a
greater continuity in the wife’s than the husband’s kin ties after
marriage, was used to probe this issue. It was also a point on which
caseworkers and clients differed significantly. Clients were fairly
evenly split in responses to this item, agreeing and disagreeing in
approximately the same proportion of cases. The Aged agreed
somewhat more frequently than the other clients. Caseworkers, on
the other hand, disagreed with this statement in 78 per cent of the
cases. Insofar as this statement may represent a carryover of the
Eastern European tradition of the kest, or support of the son-in-

Table 16. Values on Marriage

No Dis-
Statement Respondent Agree Opinion agree

PERCENTAGES

Children should not Aged 72 15 13 { 39)
leave home before Clients 63 9 28 (381)
they get married. Caseworkers 3 4 93 (122)
(0.001 level)*

It is true that Aged 46 14 41 ( 37)
“A daughter’s a Clients 40 19 41 (381)
daughter all her life; Caseworkers 8 14 78 (123)

a son’s a son 'til
he gets a wife.”
(0.001 level)

* A “significant difference” simply means that the difference in responses between
caseworkers and clients is not likely to be a result of pure chance fluctuations. If
the difference is significant at the 0.001 level, a difference of the magnitude shown
in the table would occur by chance alone no more than once in a thousand. A
difference at the 0.05 level would occur by chance alone no more than five times
in one hundred. Differences that might cccur by chance more than five times in one
hundred are labeled “not significant”; see Tables 17, 21, and 22. In each of these
tables the reader may still wish to see the direction of the relationship.
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law by the wife’s family, for those who agree with it, this view is
not held by most caseworkers. Clients who disagreed with the
statement sometimes did so on the grounds that it was merely an
old saying, and the same reasoning may apply to the caseworkers.
Whatever their reasons may be, caseworkers are less prone than
either clients or the Aged to see greater continuity in the daughter’s
than the son’s ties to parents after marriage. In this sense case-
workers hold a more bilaterally symmetrical view of marriage than
clients.

Residence

The marriage process implies questions about residence, or
where it is appropriate to live in relation to kin at different stages of
the life cycle. Following marriage the issue becomes whether one
should live in the same household with or near the kin of either
spouse, and if one should live with or near kin, which kin this
should be. On these questions caseworkers and clients again dif-
fered considerably. However, on the issue of combined house-
holds, caseworkers, clients, and the Aged held similar views. In all
three groups, combined households were generally seen as unde-
sirable, although this was slightly less true of the Aged than of
other clients. In views about residential proximity, and about
which kin one should live near, however, caseworkers and clients
differed. Again the Aged consistently differed from the casework-
ers in the direction of the clients, but even more strongly.

To the statement, “I¢ is usually nice for a young married couple
to live near their parents,” 61 per cent of the Aged agreed, 40 per
cent of the clients agreed, and only 14 per cent of the caseworkers
agreed. Similarly, there were differences in views about whether
“It is good for a young mother to have her mother close by to help
her learn how to take care of her baby,” with 67 per cent of the
Aged agreeing, 48 per cent of the clients agreeing, and only 21 per
cent of the caseworkers agreeing (Table 17). Thus clients are
clearly more likely than caseworkers to favor residential proximity
to kin, and the Aged are even more likely to favor it.

On the issue of which kin one should live close to, clients and
caseworkers again differed. One question in this respect is whether
a newly married couple should live closer to the wife’s or the hus-
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band’s kin. At a later stage in life, the question becomes whether
a widow would prefer to live with a married son or a married
daughter. Caseworkers and clients differed in the response to the
idea that “A widow would usually prefer living with a married
daughter than with a married son.” Living with a married daugh-
ter in preference to a married son implies a skewing that is com-
parable from another perspective to a preference to live near the
wife’s rather than the husband’s kin after marriage. This statement
was agreed to by 65 per cent of the clients. Whereas only 28 per
cent of the caseworkers agreed, the Aged agreed slightly more fre-
quently than the clients (Table 17).

Thus caseworkers and clients not only differ in their views
about the desirability of living close to kin, but also in ideas about
greater proximity toward the wife’s than the husband’s kin.

Table 17. Values on Residence

No Dis-

Statement Respondent Agree Opinion agree

PERCENTAGES

If a mother and married Aged 66 18 16 ( 38)
daughter live in the same Clients 72 14 15 (379)
household, there’s usually Caseworkers 72 9 20 (123)
trouble.

(not significant)

It is usually nice for a Aged 61 24 16 ( 36)
young married couple to Clients 40 12 47 (380)
live near their parents. Caseworkers 14 18 68 (123)
(0.001 level)

It is good for a young Aged 67 17 17 ( 36)
mother to have her own Clients 48 11 41 (380)
mother close by to help Caseworkers 21 25 54 (123)
her learn how to take
care of her baby.

(0.001 level )

A widow would usually Aged 68 24 8 ( 38)
prefer living with a Clients 65 30 6 (376)
married daughter than Caseworkers 28 49 23 (122)

with a married son.
(0.001 level)
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Obligations for Kin Interaction

On questions about general obligations to interact with kin,
clients and caseworkers again differed significantly, and the Aged
were consistently more kin-oriented than other clients.

One item dealt with attitudes about reducing interaction with
kin: “It’s selfish for someone to cut himself off from his relatives.”
To this, 76 per cent of the Aged agreed, 63 per cent of the clients
agreed, and only 16 per cent of the caseworkers agreed; 66 per cent
of the caseworkers disagreed, whereas only 3 per cent of the Aged
disagreed. Another phrasing of the general question of obligations
to interact with kin was: “Regardless of what brothers or sisters
have done, one should never stop talking to them.” Even among
the caseworkers nearly half tended to see a permanency in brother
and sister ties as binding and unbreakable, but clients were sig-
nificantly more kin-oriented than the caseworkers. Clients agreed
with this statement in 72 per cent of the cases, as compared with 47
per cent of the caseworkers who agreed. Of the Aged 84 per cent
agreed (Table18).

In another item, “It is a thing of pride and joy to have a family
circle or cousins club,” the desirability of formal kin organizations,
which necessarily entail an obligation to interact, was questioned.
Here both caseworkers and clients had a fairly high proportion of
“no opinion,” but clients were significantly more likely to see for-
mal kinship groups as desirable than were caseworkers; 71 per
cent of the Aged agreed, 58 per cent of the clients agreed, while
only 16 per cent of the caseworkers agreed. Thus through several
different areas of kinship obligation, clients were significantly
more kin-oriented than caseworkers.

Mobility

One important question about kinship is what implication ties
of kinship have for social mobility; whether extensive obligations
to kin interfere with occupational mobility when it requires geo-
graphic separation from kin. In this instance the responses of case-
workers and clients to the different items in the Values Form were
not as obviously consistent in direction as in other areas, but again
significant differences exist.

One item concerned the value of education: “No sacrifice is
too great for the education of a son.” If a high value on education
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Table 18. Values on Obligations for Kin Interaction

No Dis-
Statement Respondent Agree Opinion agree

PERCENTAGES

1It’s selfish for someone Aged 76 22 3 ( 37)
to cut himself off from Clients 63 15 21 (375)
his relatives. Caseworkers 16 19 66 (122)
(0.001 level)

Regardless of what Aged 84 5 11 ( 37)
brothers or sisters Clients 72 9 19 (380)
have done one should Caseworkers 47 11 42 (123)
never stop talking to
them.

(0.001 level)

It is a thing of pride Aged 71 26 3 ( 38)
and joy to have a family Clients 58 34 9 (375)
circle or cousins club. Caseworkers 16 57 28 (122)
(0.001 level)

is considered an indication of a more general value of social mo-
bility, clients are in this respect more mobility-oriented than case-
workers. The Aged agreed in 70 per cent of the cases, clients in 52
per cent, and caseworkers in only 7 per cent (Table 19). Clients
therefore place considerably more stress on the absolute value of
education than caseworkers. The caseworkers may view other
things as more important than educational success, or the term
sacrifice may be one against which the caseworkers react, taking
it to imply too great an educational striving at the expense of other
values. It may also be that the urgency of educational values
diminishes as education is actually achieved and can more or less
be assumed; the Aged, who have the least formal education,
value it most. Although both the Aged and the clients place greater
value on education than the caseworkers in response to this item
and are in this sense more mobility-oriented, the question of geo-
graphic separation from kin for the sake of mobility was not spe-
cifically raised in this question.

When the issue of ties to kin is explicitly introduced, clients
are again significantly more kin-oriented than are caseworkers. To
the statement, “It is better to take a good job near your parents and
relatives than to take a better job where you will have to move
away from them,” the responses of caseworkers and clients dif-
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fered to a statistically significant extent. Clients more often agreed,
in 24 per cent of the cases, with the idea that it was preferable to
remain near kin than did caseworkers, of whom only 11 per cent
agreed. Of the Aged, 51 per cent agreed. Both among casework-
ers and clients, the majority disagree that it is better to remain near
kin regardless of job consequences. On this item, however, clients
are less likely than caseworkers to give occupational success pri-
ority over proximity to kin, despite the greater emphasis that cli-
ents, especially the Aged, place on the value of education. Clients
value education more strongly than caseworkers, but at the same
time they are less likely than caseworkers to give occupational suc-
cess priority over ties of kinship.

Another statement used in this connection was: “It should be
enough satisfaction to parents if a son is a success even if he moves
away from them.” In this instance caseworkers and clients again
differed in their responses. The differences were significant at the
0.001 level. Here the direction of response appears different from
that in the previous question. Both caseworkers and clients agree
more frequently than they disagree with the idea that it should be
enough satisfaction if a son is a success even if he moves away.
Clients, however, agreed with this statement somewhat more fre-
quently, in 81 per cent of the cases, than did caseworkers, who
agreed in 67 per cent of the cases. The Aged also agreed in 81 per
cent of the cases. In this case it would appear that the clients are
placing slightly less stress on proximity to kin than are the case-
workers. The direction of difference between caseworkers and cli-
ents on this item and the previous item therefore appears to be in-
consistent. In this statement, however, the stress is perhaps mainly
on success and the satisfaction parents should have with this suc-
cess, whereas the previous question poses more pointedly the prob-
lem of geographic mobility versus ties to kin.

Therefore, it appears that in some respects clients place more
emphasis on educational achievement and occupational success
than do caseworkers. But when posed specifically in terms of
moving away from kin for the sake of success, clients remain more
reluctant to give up proximity to kin than caseworkers.

Another question about kinship and mobility concerns ties to
kin in different social positions. An item used to get at this issue
was: “Even if some relatives are better off than others, that
shouldn’t stop them from getting together as often as they can.”
Here the question of reduction of kin ties because of status differ-
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ences was phrased directly. Both clients and caseworkers agree
that being better off should not be a reason for failing to get to-
gether with relatives. However, clients agree more frequently than
caseworkers in 91 per cent of the cases, whereas caseworkers
agreed in 76 per cent of the cases. Here clients and the Aged were
almost the same, 89 per cent of the Aged agreeing. The differences
were statistically significant at the 0.001 level.

Despite the apparent inconsistencies between some of the mo-
bility items and the logical inconsistencies in client attitudes be-
tween emphasizing both education and proximity to kin, when the
phrasing directly points to the key issue as that of proximity to
kin, in this area, as elsewhere, clients are more kin-oriented than
caseworkers.

Table 19. Values on Mobility
No Dis-

Statement Respondent Agree Opinion agree

PERCENTAGES

No sacrifice is too great Aged 70 16 14 ( 37)
for the education of ason.  Clients 52 12 36 (378)
(0.001 level) Caseworkers 7 9 84 (123)

It is better to take a good Aged 51 31 17 ( 35)
job near your parents and  Clients 24 13 62 (378)
relatives than to take a Caseworkers 11 4 85 (123)
good job where you will
have to move away from
them,

(0.001 level)

It should be enough Aged 81 16 3 ( 37)
satisfaction to parents if Clients 81 8 11 (379)
a son is a success even if Caseworkers 67 13 20 (122)
he moves far away from
them.

(0.001 level)

Even if some relatives Aged 89 8 3 ( 36)
are much better off than Clients 91 7 2 (381)
others, that shouldn’t Caseworkers 76 22 2 (122)

stop them from getting
together as often as they
can.

(0.001 level)
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Kin and Nonkin Institutions

Another important issue concerns the range of social functions
that are carried out on the basis of kinship. Here again differences
exist between caseworkers and clients in their views about the ex-
tent to which the nuclear family should rely on kin as compared
with other institutions, and in expectations about what economic
dealings with kin will entail.

One item used to probe views about the desirability of carrying
out economic activities with kin as compared with impersonal in-
stitutions was: “If you have to borrow money, it is better to do it
from a relative than from a bank.” The responses of caseworkers
and clients differed to a statistically significant extent, but not in
the direction one might expect in view of values in other areas.
Clients, despite their greater emphasis on obligations toward kin,
more frequently disagreed with the idea that it is better to borrow
from a relative than from a bank; 67 per cent of the clients dis-
agreed, whereas only 50 per cent of the caseworkers disagreed.
The Aged disagreed about as often as the other clients but agreed
much less frequently (Table 20). In light of the interview data
from clients, it seems likely that this item reflects views about the
problems inherent in economic dealings with kin, rather than
directly reflecting views about obligations toward kin. Here, as
compared with some other areas, nonkin institutions are readily
available. The client’s attitude that it is better to borrow from a
bank than from a relative does not necessarily imply that economic
obligations of kinship would not be strongly felt. If this is so, the
caseworker’s view may be taken to reflect a lesser degree of antic-
ipation on conflict in economic dealings with kin.

A second item yields results that are consistent in this respect:
“When relatives go into business together they are likely to end up
enemies.” Here the question does not pose an alternative between
kin and nonkin institutions, but rather concentrates specifically on
the likelihood of conflicts in business dealings with kin. Here again
the responses of caseworkers and clients are significantly different.
The Aged agreed that the kin would be likely to end up enemies in
53 per cent of the cases, the clients agreed in 48 per cent of the
cases, and the caseworkers agreed in only 19 per cent. In one sense
this response might be considered to represent a lesser degree of
pro-kin orientation on the part of clients, but from the interview
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data, it would seem that the clients, and particularly the Aged, al-
though generally more geared toward maintaining interaction and
obligations toward kin, also are more likely to expect conflict in kin
relationships.

When the question was posed more specifically in terms of the
safety of trusting a relative as compared with an outsider in busi-
ness dealings, the Aged were most likely to feel it safer to trust a
kin, the clients next most likely, and the caseworkers least likely
to feel a kin safer than an outsider. With the statement, “In busi-
ness dealings it is usually safer to trust a relative than an outsider,”
47 per cent of the Aged agreed, 41 per cent of the clients, and
only 22 per cent of the caseworkers. Thus when statements are

hrased in terms of the possibilities of trusting nonkin, clients are
definitely more kin-oriented than caseworkers.

Two other questions posed the issue of the comparative re-
liance that can be placed on kin and nonkin, specifically friends.
On both of these questions the clients were more kin-oriented than
the caseworkers, and the Aged were most kin-oriented of all. To
the statement, “Friends can’t give you the love you can get from
relatives,” there was agreement from 63 per cent of the Aged, from
32 per cent of the clients, and from only 7 per cent of the case-
workers. In response to the statement, “One usually has more in
common with relatives than friends,” the values of caseworkers
and clients were again different, to a statistically significant extent,
and in the direction of greater reliance on kin by clients. Of the
Aged, 47 per cent agreed; of the clients, 29 per cent agreed; and of
the caseworkers, only 7 per cent agreed. Here again, therefore, the
clients are more kin-oriented than the caseworkers, and the Aged
most kin-oriented of all.

Values about reliance on kin and nonkin institutions and ex-
pectations about economic relationships with kin fit the picture
that has emerged in most areas. The fact that clients, and particu-
larly the Aged, are more likely than caseworkers to anticipate con-
flicts in economic relations with kin is not really inconsistent with
their greater general involvement with kin. Perhaps in part be-
cause of more frequent economic dealings with kin, clients are
more likely to see these relationships as potentially difficult, but
this awareness does not necessarily reduce the degree of involve-
ment with kin. In a sense, clients, and particularly the Aged, see
less basis for trusting generally; they are less likely to trust out-
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siders than are caseworkers, but they also see less reason to trust
kin. Nevertheless, when questions are posed in terms of compara-
tive reliance on kin as compared with friends and other impersonal
institutions, clients are more kin-oriented than caseworkers.

Table 20. Values on Kin and Nonkin Institutions
No Dis-

Statement Respondent Agree Opinion agree

PERCENTAGES

If you have to borrow Aged 3 32 65 ( 34)
money, it is better to Clients 22 11 67 (380)
do it from a relative Caseworkers 23 27 50 (123)
than from a bank.

(0.001 level)

‘When relatives go into Aged 53 28 19 ( 36)
business together they Clients 48 25 28 (378)
are likely to end up Caseworkers 19 36 46 (123)
enemies.

(0.001 level )

In business dealings it Aged 47 29 24 ( 34)
is usually safer to trust Clients 41 25 34 (380)
a relative than an Caseworkers 22 32 46 (121)
outsider.

(0.001 level )

Friends can’t give you Aged 63 16 21 ( 38)
the love you can get Clients 32 13 55 (378)
from relatives. Caseworkers 7 3 89 (121)
(0.001 level)

One usually has more in Aged 47 25 28 ( 36)
common with relatives Clients 29 12 59 (374)
than friends. Caseworkers 7 7 86 (122)
(0.001 level)

Husband-Wife versus Parent-Child Bonds

The relative priority that different kinds of kinship systems ac-
cord the marital, as compared with the parent-child, bond at dif-
ferent stages of the life cycle varies greatly. A number of questions
were used to elicit values concerning the priority of parent-child
and marital bonds. Although, particularly when phrased as an
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open choice of loyalty, more clients gave priority to the marital
than to the parent-child bond, the proportion of clients giving pri-
ority to the marital bond was generally lower than the proportion
of caseworkers who gave such priority. The Aged more frequently
gave priority to the parent-child bond than the other groups.

To one question the responses of caseworkers, clients, and the
Aged were almost exactly the same. This question posed a definite
issue of an overt choice of a woman between her husband and her
mother in a disagreement. With the statement, “A woman should
take her husband’s side even if her mother doesn’t think he is
right,” the majority in all the groups agreed, and the proportion of
agreements for all three groups was almost the same (Table 21).

When the issue was phrased in terms of where the woman
could get most warmth and understanding, from her husband or
her mother, but not in terms of a specific choice between the two,
significant differences were found between caseworkers and cli-
ents, although even here the majority of clients gave priority to the
marital bond. To the statement, “A woman can often get more
warmth and understanding from her mother than from her hus-
band,” only 9 per cent of the caseworkers agreed, whereas 23 per
cent of the clients agreed, and the Aged agreed even more fre-
quently in 36 per cent of the cases.

The issue of priority between the marital and the parent-child
bond was also raised in another item that approaches the situation
from the perspective of the mother in terms of the comparative
pleasure that she derives from her children and her husband.
With this statement, “It is natural for a mother to get more pleas-
ure from her children than from her husband,” caseworkers and
clients again differed to a statistically significant extent. Case-
workers virtually never accorded the mother-child bond priority,
agreeing in only 2 per cent of the cases, as compared with 20 per
cent of the clients and 34 per cent of the Aged. Here again a ma-
jority, even among the clients, gave priority to the marital bond,
but clients were significantly more likely to emphasize the mother-
child bond and the Aged were the most likely of all to do so.

Another values statement posed the issue from a man’s point
of view in terms of his tie to his own mother: “A man can often get
more warmth and understanding from his mother than from his
wife.” Here again the responses of caseworkers and clients were
significantly different. The majority both among clients and case-
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workers gave priority to the marital bond; but more clients, 16 per
cent, than caseworkers, 8 per cent, agreed that the man could get
more warmth from his mother than from his wife. The Aged
agreed most frequently, in 27 per cent of the cases. The clients
agreed with the item about the mother-son tie somewhat less fre-
quently than with the one about the mother-daughter tie, reflect-
ing the lateral skewing evident in so many areas of interaction,
but in both cases they placed more priority on the parent-child
bond than did the caseworkers.

The responses to questions about the priority given to specific
kinship ties as compared with others therefore yield quite con-
sistent differences between caseworkers and clients. Both clients
and caseworkers give priority to the marital bond when an open
choice of alliance of a woman between her husband and her
mother is raised. But when the issue is the general strength of the
parent-child, as compared with the marital bond and not one of
overt alliance, clients consistently give more emphasis to the par-
ent-child bond and caseworkers give more emphasis to the marital
bond. The Aged consistently give most emphasis of all to the
parent-child bond.

Differentiation of the Nuclear Family from Kin

Related to the question of the relative priority accorded mar-
ital and parent-child bonds is the question of the roles that various
kin take within the nuclear family. Even though clients as well as
caseworkers are most likely to give priority to the marital bond,
the more frequent emphasis on the strength of the mother-child
bond by clients, and particularly the Aged, implies that clients
will be likely to expect the mother to have an active role in the
household of her married daughter. A strong mother-daughter
bond that is seen as natural and desirable implies some active in-
volvement of the mother in her married daughter’s household,
even if this bond is not given priority over the marital bond.

One item designed to measure the scope of the mother’s role in
her married daughter’s household was: “A woman can usually get
better advice about child rearing from books than from her
mother.” In this case the responses of caseworkers and clients were
significantly different, but with the clients less frequently seeing
the mother’s advice as superior to books. Of the clients 46 per cent
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Table 21. Values on Husband-Wife Versus Parent-Child Bonds

No Dis-
Statement Respondent Agree Opinion agree

PERCENTAGES

A woman should take her Aged 70 19 11 ( 37)
husband’s side even if Clients 73 16 11 (374)
her mother doesn’t think Caseworkers 67 21 12 (121)
he is right.

(not significant)

A woman can often get Aged 36 45 18 ( 33)
more warmth and Clients 23 20 58 (379)
understanding from her Caseworkers 9 12 79 (121)
mother than from her
husband.

(0.001 level)

It is natural for a mother Aged 34 24 42 ( 38)
to get more pleasure from Clients 20 18 63 (377)
her children than from her = Caseworkers 2 7 92 (123)
husband.

(0.001 level)

A man can often get more Aged 27 30 43 ( 37)
warmth and understanding  Clients 16 18 66 (377)
from his mother than Caseworkers 8 15 77 (123)
from his wife.

(0.05 level)

agreed that better advice usually came from books, whereas onl

31 per cent of the caseworkers agreed with this (Table 22). The
Aged agreed in almost exactly the same percentages as the other
clients on this item. In this instance it would appear that clients
are more prone to rely on a nonkin source than are caseworkers.
However, this item specifically questions the relative quality of the
advice from a mother and from books, not whether the mother’s
advice would be offered or expected. From interviews it appears
that clients are likely to question the quality of the mother’s advice
on grounds of generational differences and feelin gs that her advice
may not be up-to-date, but that they still expect the mother to be
advising. On this item caseworkers had a high proportion of no
opinions, and those who did answer one way or the other agreed
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as often as they disagreed. Although clients are more likely to grant
an active role of the mother in her daughter’s household, they are
also more likely to expect that the best child-rearing advice will
come from a source other than the mother. This response may be
somewhat parallel to the reactions to questions about business
dealings with kin, in which clients are more likely to expect active
economic interaction with kin but also more likely to see this in-
volvement as a source of conflict.

Another question about the scope of a mother’s role in the
household of her married daughter was: “A mother has reason to
be hurt if her daughter doesn’t listen to her advice about taking
care of the house and children.” Caseworkers and clients again
differed significantly in their responses. Although both clients
and caseworkers most frequently disagreed with the idea that a
mother has reason to be hurt, caseworkers disagreed with this more
frequently than clients. Caseworkers disagreed in 91 per cent of
the cases, whereas clients disagreed in 71 per cent of the cases. Of
the Aged only 53 per cent disagreed. Both clients and the Aged
more frequently agreed that a mother had reason to be hurt than
did caseworkers. Thus when viewed in terms of expectations of the
role that a mother should take in the household of her daughter,
both clients and caseworkers believed that ideally she should not
expect to intrude in advising her daughter about child rearing and
house care. Nevertheless, clients were more ready than casework-
ers to see that the mother might have reason to be hurt if her ad-
vice was not heeded. At least from the point of view of the mother,
there are implied legitimate expectations of a fairly active role in
the household of her married daughter.

Inherent in questions about the scope of the mother’s role is
the more general question of the degree to which the nuclear
family is expected to operate as an independent unit. Moreover,
extensive separation of the nuclear family from kin implies a pri-
ority of the marital bond. A statement used to obtain information
on this general question was: “Parents should make dll the de-
cisions about child rearing even if grandparents don’t approve.”
This item clearly poses the issue of the role of the grandparents
and the extent to which child-rearing functions should be carried
out by the family of marriage. On this item caseworkers and clients
did not differ significantly, and the views of the Aged were similar
to the others. Both caseworkers and clients agreed in a large ma-
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Table 22. Values on Differentiation of Nuclear Family from Kin

No Dis-
Statement Respondent Agree Opinion agree

PERCENTAGES

A woman can usually get Aged 47 21 32 ( 34)
better advice about Clients 46 22 31 (370)
child rearing from books Caseworkers 31 39 31 (121)
than from her mother.

(0.001 level)

A mother has reason to be Aged 19 28 53 ( 36)
hurt if her daughter Clients 16 13 71 (378)
doesn’t listen to her Caseworkers 6 3 91 (123)
advice about taking care
of the house and children.

(0.001 level )

Parents should make all Aged 84 5 11 ( 37)
the decisions about Clients 93 2 4 (380)
child rearing even if Caseworkers 89 7 4 (123)
grandparents don’t
approve.

(not significant)

Even a nonobservant couple Aged 68 16 16 ( 38)
should keep a kosher house  Clients 51 15 34 (377)
for the sake of more Caseworkers 11 20 69 (120)

observant parents if it
means a lot to the parents.
(0.001 level )

jority of the cases, 93 per cent of the clients and 89 per cent of the
caseworkers, that parents should make all decisions about child
rearing. Of the Aged, 84 per cent agreed. Thus when stated in ex-
treme terms of a choice between grandparental and parental in-
fluence in child bearing, caseworkers, clients, and the Aged all
agreed on independent functioning of the nuclear family.

Another item designed to elicit the valued areas of independ-
ent functioning of the nuclear family raised the question of
whether or not the nuclear family should alter its religious observ-
ance for the sake of parents. To the statement, “Even @ nonobserv-
ant couple should keep a kosher house for the sake of more ob-
servant parents if it means a lot to the parents,” caseworkers and
clients again differed significantly. Clients agreed more often than
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did caseworkers that a couple should keep a kosher house for the
sake of parents, agreeing in 51 per cent of the cases, whereas only
11 per cent of the caseworkers agreed. The Aged agreed most fre-
quently of all, in 68 per cent of the cases. Thus although casework-
ers, clients, and the Aged all agreed that ideally parents should
make independent decisions about child rearing regardless of the
reactions of grandparents, clients were more ready than case-
workers to allow for other areas of alteration of the nuclear fam-
ily’s activities through the influence of kin.

Although in child rearing, perhaps the most critical area of
family functioning, the ideal is independence from kin for both
caseworkers and clients, clients are more prone to see the likeli-
hood of parental involvement in child rearing than are casework-
ers, and more willing to see kin involvement in the affairs of the
nuclear family in other respects.

Obligations Toward Aged Parents

The extent to which the nuclear family is differentiated from
kin is affected by obligations toward aged parents. Obligations
toward the aged vary greatly in different kinds of kinship systems.
Caseworkers and clients tended to differ in their views, with cli-
ents being more likely to stress obligations toward the aged, the
respondents in the Service to the Aged being most likely of all to
st}zess these obligations, and caseworkers giving them least em-

asis.

P A potential conflict exists in the allocation of resources between
aged parents and children. An item used to measure this was: “A
family should be willing to sacrifice some of the things they want
for their children in order to help support their aged parents.” To
this statement the responses of caseworkers and clients differed
significantly. Clients agreed more often than caseworkers that re-
sponsibilities toward aged parents might even take priority over
those to children; of the clients 74 per cent agreed, whereas of the
caseworkers only 54 per cent agreed. The Aged agreed most fre-
quently of all, in 84 per cent of the cases (Table 23).

One basic question about obligations toward aged parents con-
cerns the way in which these responsibilities are distributed
among siblings, another point at which kinship systems differ
greatly. When an eldest son receives the main inheritance, for ex-



Caseworkers and Clients 229

Table 23. Values on Obligations Toward Aged Parents

No Dis-
Statement Respondent Agree Opinion agree
PERCENTAGES
A family should be willing Aged 84 8 8 ( 38)
to sacrifice some of the Clients 73 13 13 (379)
things they want for their ~ Caseworkers 54 21 25 (123)

children in order to help
support their aged parents.

(0.001 level)

If you have more money Aged 92 8 - ( 37)
than your brothers and Clients 89 7 4 (378)
sisters, you should be Caseworkers 81 12 7 (123)

willing to contribute
more to the support of
your aged parents.

(0.05 level)

It is humiliating for Aged 59 14 27 ( 37)
parents to be supported Clients 38 13 49 (375)
by their children in Caseworkers 18 13 69 (122)
later life.

(0.001 level)

Parents are entitled to Aged 63 16 21 ( 38)
some return for all the Clients 48 13 39 (380)
sacrifices they have Caseworkers 33 9 58 (120)
made for their children.

(0.01 level)

ample, he is also likely to be given the major responsibilities for
the parents. It was assumed that in the absence of major formal
distinctions in inheritance among siblings on the basis of either sex
or birth order, a critical issue in distributing financial responsibili-
ties for parents would hinge on the comparative financial means of
siblings. The item used for this was: “If you have more money
than your brothers and sisters, you should be willing to contribute
more to the support of your aged parents.” Here there was general
agreement, on the part of the Aged, 92 per cent, clients, 89 per
cent, and caseworkers, 81 per cent, that those who are better off
should be willing to take more responsibility. The clients were
somewhat more likely than the caseworkers to see financial advan-
tage as a basis for added responsibility and the Aged were most
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likely to take this view. This item, however, deals with the alloca-
tion of responsibility, not with whether responsibility for parents
exists.

A related question concerns whether parents should feel ready
to accept financial assistance from their children. On this issue the
responses of caseworkers and clients again differed significantly,
but with the Aged, the least willing to accept financial assistance
from children. To the statement, “It is humiliating for parents to
be supported by their children in later life,” only 18 per cent of
the caseworkers agreed, whereas 38 per cent of the clients and 59
per cent of the Aged agreed. From interview data it is evident that
financial assistance is not the ideal form of support for parents.
Because of Social Security and other nonkin forms of aid in financ-
ing old age, the ideal is clearly not to be supported by one’s chil-
dren. However, a central obligation to parents revolves around
giving them a chance to have joy in their children’s successes, im-
plying continuing interaction. Thus the ideal of financial inde-
pendence in old age does not mean social independence. Case-
workers were perhaps least willing to accept the notion of
humiliation if financial assistance were necessary, but this does not
imply a generally stronger sense of overall obligation to aged par-
ents.

When the question was phrased not in terms of finances but
rather as an issue of parents getting “some return” in their old age,
caseworkers and clients again differed significantly, but the clients
were more willing to grant the parents the right of such a return.
To the statement, “Parents are entitled to some return for all the
sacrifices they have made for their children,” 48 per cent of the
clients agreed, whereas only 33 per cent of the caseworkers agreed.
The Aged agreed most frequently of all, in 63 per cent of the cases.
In this instance caseworkers and some of the clients may have
reacted against the notion of sacrifice. Nevertheless, when phrased
in terms of some general, not necessarily financial, obligation to-
ward parents, clients are again more oriented toward kinship re-
sponsibilities than caseworkers.

Thus when the issue is one of the distribution of responsibility,
caseworkers and clients do not differ; and when it specifically
concerns finances, caseworkers are less willing to see financial
support as humiliating. But when the issue is phrased generally as
one of overall obligations toward parents in old age, clients are
again more oriented to kinship obligations than are caseworkers.
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Contrasts Between Caseworkers and Clients

Consistent differences exist between caseworkers’ and clients’
values pertaining to different areas of kinship. Caseworkers and
clients do not differ in their views about all aspects of kinship, but
they do have differences in many areas which are consistent in
direction, with the clients more kin-oriented than the caseworkers.
The values of the Aged, although not compared with tests of sta-
tistical significance, were also consistently different in the direc-
tion of being more kin-oriented than the caseworkers, and even
more strongly so than the other clients.

When phrased in extreme terms, both clients and caseworkers,
and even the Aged, believed that the nuclear family should func-
tion as an independent unit in child rearing, and that in case of
open differences a wife’s primary loyalty should be to her hus-
band not her mother. Moreover, there was general agreement that
combined households were not the ideal. Thus caseworkers, cli-
ents, and the Aged all emphasize a good measure of independent
functioning of the nuclear family, more than might be the case
in some kinds of kinship systems. However, clients and especially
the Aged consistently gave more leeway for involvement with kin
than the caseworkers.

In all the areas of kin relationships examined, there were sig-
nificant differences between caseworkers and clients, despite a
basic core of agreement about separate households and the im-
portance of the marital bond. Clients are more likely to accord
parents a right to oversee their children’s dating through residence
at home until marriage. Clients are more likely than caseworkers
to see residential proximity to kin, short of combined households,
as desirable. Clients are more likely to stress obligations to main-
tain interaction with kin. Although clients are somewhat more
likely to stress the importance of educational and occupational ad-
vancement, they are also less willing than caseworkers to give up
ties to kin for the sake of success. Although clients were more likely
than caseworkers to anticipate conflicts in economic dealings with
kin, they were also more likely to stress reliance on kin than on
nonkin sources. Despite the core of agreement about the marital
bond, moreover, caseworkers and clients differed consistently in
the degree to which they stressed the parent-child as compared
with husband-wife ties. They also differed in their allowance for
the involvement of parents in the affairs of the nuclear family.
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Finally, although clients do not see financial support in old age as
desirable, they are more likely than caseworkers to stress the right
of aged parents to some form of return from their children.

From responses to the Values Form, therefore, caseworkers
and clients appear to hold consistently different views about the
most desirable form of relationships with kin. These contrasts are
between caseworkers and clients as groups. Of course, views of all
caseworkers are not different from those of all clients. The views
of a given individual in different areas are also not necessarily con-
sistent. In a specific therapeutic relationship the caseworker may
be generally more kin-oriented than the client or more kin-oriented
on a specific point. Moreover, the sampling of caseworkers is
different from that of clients. The caseworkers represent almost
the entire professional staff of the agency at the time. The client
sample is of married clients, and although these constitute the vast
majority of cases in the family agency, in values young single clients
might be more like caseworkers. In addition, almost all the case-
workers responded to every question on the Values Form, whereas
some of the clients, particularly husbands, did not answer the val-
ues questions. However, there seems little reason to suppose that
those clients who did not answer the values questions would be
more likely to be similar to the caseworkers than different. Thus
one can conclude that the observed value differences between
caseworkers and clients are sufficiently representative of the two
groups that they are likely to occur in a fair proportion of actual
therapeutic relationships. Moreover, insofar as the Aged are simi-
lar to the parents of at least some clients, it is likely that the clients
are in a value position between that of their parents and their case-
workers.

These differing notions about desirable kinds of relationships
with kin may stem from a variety of sources. Differences in their
age, marital status, birthplace, and the birthplace of parents all
undoubtedly contribute to these differences. Also differences in
the degree to which caseworkers have moved away from a social
background not totally dissimilar to that of clients, through edu-
cation and changes in other areas of belief, for example, religious
orientations, may contribute. Value differences undoubtedly also
reflect professional points of view that caseworkers have come to
adopt through their specific training. They may also stem from the
particular kinds of problems that clients have faced. In this respect
it is significant, however, that three-quarters of the caseworkers
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have had some sort of therapeutic treatment. This treatment may
have been in part related to training, but caseworkers and their
clients are not sharply separated by the experience of having
sought professional help with problems.

It is impossible completely to sort out the various factors that
contribute to these value differences. The source of a values differ-
ence undoubtedly has implications for practice; differences that
stem from professional training may have different consequences
from differences in early background. However, regardless of the
source, one can assume that to some degree there is a melding of
individual and professional experience in a therapeutic relation-
ship, so that the fact of a difference, from whatever source, will
have implications for the treatment relationship.

COMPARISON OF KIN RELATIONSHIPS

Caseworkers and clients differ not only in kinship values but
also in the kinds of interaction they have with their kin. In a great
many areas caseworkers are less involved with their kin than are
clients. At some points caseworkers and clients have similar pat-
terns of kin interaction and in a few respects caseworkers are more
involved with kin than clients, but by and large the differences are
in the direction of greater involvement on the part of clients. No
comparison between values and action is attempted for specific
items of behavior because the data in the two areas are not always
exactly comparable. But the broad differences between casework-
ers and clients in values are paralleled in the direction of differ-
ences in actual behavior. Interaction with kin, however, is a prod-
uct of the characteristics of the kin as well as those of caseworkers
or clients, so that comparisons of behavior go beyond the individ-
ual in a way not equally true of values. For example, although so-
cial interaction influences values, views about the desirability of
living near kin may be held by caseworkers regardless of what their
kin think, but actual residential proximity to kin depends on a
choice of the kin as well as on a choice of the caseworkers. Thus
the way social factors impinge upon values and actions is some-
what different. Nevertheless, caseworkers and clients differ in
values and actions in a broadly consistent direction.

As we have seen, differences between caseworkers and clients
may be due to a variety of factors. But even though at a later stage
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caseworkers might be involved with their kin in a way similar to
that in which clients are at present, the fact that they have not yet
reached the same life-cycle stage may have implications for the
therapeutic relationship, for example, affecting their evaluation
of their client’s kin contacts. Regardless of their source, differences
that exist imply that to some extent caseworkers and clients in-
habit different social worlds.

We will compare highlights of kin interaction of caseworkers
and clients but we cannot make a comparison in all the details with
which the kin relationships of clients have been studied. Although
comparable questionnaire data exist, no personal interviews were
conducted with caseworkers about their kin relationships. The
purpose is not to do a full-scale comparative study of the kin re-
lationships of caseworkers and clients, but simply to determine
whether there is evidence of consistent differences in a variety of
areas, sufficient evidence so that one may presume that differences
of actual experience as well as differences of values enter into the
therapeutic process. In view of the complexity of the analysis of
kin interaction, the data from the Aged have not been included in
this portion of the analysis. For the same reason tests of signifi-
cance have not been employed here. The analysis at this point rests
on consistency of a number of differences rather than the statisti-
cal significance in a particular instance.

Geographic Proximity to Kin

Differences in values about the desirability of living near kin
are reflected in actual residential behavior. In terms of several
measures, clients exhibit greater residential proximity to kin than
do caseworkers. Although very few client families are presently
living with kin, a fairly large proportion have actually done so in
the past, despite views that combined households cause problems.
Caseworkers have lived in the home of relatives since their mar-
riage less often than clients. Moreover, those clients who have
stayed in the home of relatives are more likely to have stayed for a
longer period of time than have caseworkers; very few of the case-
workers who have lived with kin since their marriage have done so
for longer than a year ( Table 24).

Both caseworkers and clients are more likely to have lived in
the home of relatives than to have had relatives living with them,
but again clients have more frequently had kin in their household
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than is true of caseworkers. Moreover, when kin have moved into
the respondent’s home, the duration of their stay has been longer
for clients than for caseworkers. The form of combined households
reflects the stage in the life cycle; young couples most often move
into the home of their parents, whereas aged kin are more likely to
move into the household of their children. But both of these types
of combined households have been more frequent, and of longer
duration, among clients than among caseworkers. We are compar-
ing clients only with married caseworkers, who are more likely to
be similar to clients, but even here differences exist.

The reasons for combined households with kin differ some-
what between caseworkers and clients. The most frequent reason
given by clients for moving into the home of kin was “lack of
housing,” while the most frequent reason given by caseworkers
was a “geographic move”; 42 per cent of the clients mentioned lack
of housing, while only 11 per cent of the caseworkers mentioned
it; and 35 per cent of the caseworkers mentioned a geographic
move, while only 1 per cent of the clients gave this as the reason.
The emphasis on lack of housing on the part of clients may reflect

Table 24. Proximity to Kin

Per Cent of Per Cent of

Form of Proximity Caseworkers Clients
Lived in the home of kin at

some time in the past since

marriage. 37 (76)* 48 (203)
Residence in the home of kin

lasted longer than one year. 16 (28) 43 (88)
Kin lived in respondent’s home

at some time in the past since

respondent’s marriage. 24  (79) 31 (203)
Residence of kin in respondent’s

home lasted longer than one

year. 33 (15) 52  (50)
Lived in a town or city where no

relatives resided. 72 (117) 22 (201)

*In the statements on the duration of joint residence with kin, the
figures in parentheses refer to the percentage of cases that resided
with kin for more than a year, not of the total number of those that
responded to the questionnaire. The last item refers to the experience
of client wives only. The other items refer to the family unit.
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their stage of the life cycle and the specific historical period when
many of them married. The reasons given for having kin move in
with the family differ less for caseworkers and clients than those
for going to the home of a kin, the largest single category in both
cases being illness or pregnancy. Again, however, caseworkers
more frequently mention the reason for the stay being a “geo-
graphic move” than do clients, and clients mention “old age” as a
reason for a kin moving in more often than caseworkers. Thus
there is evidence that caseworkers and clients differ both in the
amount of combined residence with kin and in the reasons for it.

On another dimension of geographic proximity to kin, case-
workers and clients differ considerably. Of the caseworkers, 72
per cent have lived in a town or city where none of their relatives
lived, whereas of the client wives only 22 per cent have ever lived
in a city where no kin resided. This question was not asked of cli-
ent husbands. They may have spent more time owing to military
service away from kin than wives. But, in any event, the difference
between caseworkers and client wives is striking. In general, one
may conclude that most clients have experienced a far greater
degree of geographic proximity to kin than is typical of casework-
ers.

Communication, Social Contacts, and Assistance

When involvement with kin through communication, face-to-
face contacts, and assistance is compared for caseworkers and cli-
ents, differences are again apparent. Although caseworkers are by
no means cut off from their kin, differences that appear are most
often in the direction of less involvement on the part of casework-
ers than clients. Thus the differences in values are paralleled in
action.

When questioned about what may be considered the minimum
essentials of kin contacts, caseworkers and clients were similar in
some respects; caseworkers as well as clients most often maintain
some form of telephone contact with kin. In this, caseworkers are
more like client wives than client husbands, who indicate main-
taining telephone contact less frequently than caseworkers. How-
ever, when the question shifts from whether any telephone contact
is maintained to the intensity of telephone involvement, case-
workers show a lesser degree of telephone involvement with kin
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than do client wives. Here again client wives and husbands differ.
When asked if they talked to at least one relative once a day,
only 10 per cent of the caseworkers and 11 per cent of the client
husbands indicated that they did, whereas 44 per cent of the client
wives reported daily telephone contacts with kin. Respondents
were not only asked to list the frequency with which they had
telephone contact with specific kin, but also to indicate who called
whom. For some kin both “I call” and “they call” were checked.
Such instances were considered a “mutual” phone relationship.
The existence of mutual phone relationships is similar for all
groups. Those who maintain phone relationships with kin are likely
to have mutual ones.

Thus both caseworkers and clients have some degree of tele-
phone communication with kin. Sex differences in telephone be-
havior apparently exist, with client wives maintaining most inten-
sive telephone contacts. Differences between male and female
caseworkers were not examined, but the very low percentage of
caseworkers who talk to kin once a day implies that caseworkers,
whether male or female, are less likely than client wives to have
continuous phone contacts with kin.

Another dimension along which the intensity of kin involve-
ment can be measured concerns whether kin have easy, informal
access to the family’s home. On two questions in this area clients
indicated more kin involvement than caseworkers. Of the clients
46 per cent indicated that kin had a key to their apartment,
whereas this was true for only 27 per cent of the caseworkers.
Similarly, 66 per cent of the clients indicated that kin drop in
unannounced, whereas this was true of only 29 per cent of the
caseworkers. (Here, as at a number of other points where the data
refer to activities of the nuclear family as a unit rather than the ac-
tions of an individual family member, information was collected
from the wife only.)

Another basic question about kin relationships centers on the
comparative involvement of an individual or family with kin and
nonkin in various areas. On two questions indicating the compar-
ative involvement with kin and friends, caseworkers were less kin-
oriented than either client husbands or client wives. Here, in fact,
client husbands indicated a proportionately greater degree of in-
volvement with kin as compared with friends than was true for
client wives, client husbands possibly having less time available
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for contacts with individuals they consider “friends” than client
wives. In any event, caseworkers indicate proportionately least
involvement with kin as compared with friends.

Although differences that exist were most often in the direction
of lesser kin involvement on the part of caseworkers, there were
some areas of social involvement with kin where caseworkers and
clients were similar. Clients and caseworkers were similar in
the proportion indicating that they had taken a trip or spent a va-
cation with kin. Possibly, however, the factor of having the finan-
cial means to take a trip or spend a vacation away from home is
relevant. Of all the trips taken, caseworkers indicated a lower pro-
portion was with kin compared with friends than is true of clients,
97 per cent of client trips and vacations having been with kin,
whereas this was true for only 53 per cent of the caseworkers trips
and vacations. Thus although a similar proportion of caseworkers
and clients have been involved with kin through trips and vaca-
tions, caseworkers are again comparatively more involved with
nonkin than is true of clients. Clients and married caseworkers
were similar in the proportion indicating that their children visit
the children of relatives and stay overnight alone. Undoubtedly
children form an additional link to kin, so that married casework-
ers with children may have more similarity to clients than other
caseworkers. Thus caseworkers are also not isolated from their
kin, but in a number of areas they are less kin-involved than clients.

A similar picture emerges when assistance is examined. The
great majority of both caseworkers and clients report having re-
ceived some service or monetary assistance from kin, 95 per cent
of the clients and 88 per cent of the caseworkers. Thus casework-
ers, like clients, are enmeshed in reciprocity with kin. However,
there are apparently differences in the extent to which assistance
has been received from kin. A number of specific kinds of assist-
ance, for example, baby sitting, shopping and errands, financial
help, were included in the questionnaire. The kinds of assistance
given and received are, of course, colored by life-cycle and eco-
nomic status. Some of the assistance items, such as baby sitting,
would not apply to single caseworkers. It is not surprising, there-
fore, that caseworkers report having received fewer different kinds
of assistance from kin than is true of clients. Of the caseworkers,
only 37 per cent checked three or more of the assistance items,
whereas 55 per cent of the clients did so. Regardless of whether
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this is due to the inapplicability of some assistance items to single
caseworkers, and whether or not young caseworkers will become
more like clients in the future, differences exist at present; and
again they are in the direction of less extensive kin involvement on
the part of caseworkers.

In terms of assistance given, both caseworkers and clients are
again anything but isolated from their kin. Of the clients, 94 per
cent and of the caseworkers, 93 per cent report having given some
kind of assistance to kin. Moreover, caseworkers and clients gave
almost the same number of different kinds of assistance.

On certain other areas that may be considered basic kinds of
kin ties, caseworkers and clients are again similar. They are simi-
lar in the proportion reporting having received help from a relative
during an illness. To the hypothetical question about whom you
would want to take care of your children if they should be or-
phaned, the vast majority of both caseworkers and clients said kin
rather than nonkin. Although caseworkers indicated kin slightly
less frequently than clients, they were nonetheless kin-oriented
when asked about critical areas of obligation.

In one area of assistance caseworkers were notably more kin-
involved than clients, giving child-rearing advice. Of the clients
only 36 per cent indicated that they had been asked for advice on
child rearing by kin, whereas of the caseworkers 63 per cent made
this claim. The special professional role of caseworkers is un-
doubtedly relevant, and implies that although professional values
and education may tend to reduce certain kinds of kin involve-
ment, when a kind of expert status is achieved it may substitute for
other kinds of kin obligations, that is, instead of talking to kin on
the telephone everyday or giving them a key to one’s apartment,
the caseworker gives expert advice. The expert status may substi-
tute for a more generalized type of intimacy in kin relationships,
but it implies that expertise is used to discharge basic minimum
obligations of kinship, which are still accepted. Consistently case-
workers less frequently ask their kin for child-rearing advice than
do clients. Of course, many do not have children, but again what-
ever the source, the difference exists. Moreover, the professional
expertise aspect of the caseworker’s role in child-rearing advice is
highlighted by the fact that even though many do not have chil-
dren and few, only 8 per cent, ask for child-rearing advice, 63 per
cent have given it ( Table 25).
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When the comparative involvement in kin and nonkin in assist-
ance is examined, caseworkers and clients are again different. As
in the case of face-to-face contacts, caseworkers are likely to be
more involved with nonkin institutions than are clients. Certain
basic obligations exist for both caseworker and clients in the areas
where kin are conceived as a main source of assistance—help dur-
ing illness and obligations toward children in the event of a family
tragedy. Moreover, there are some areas such as cooking and
housecleaning where caseworkers and clients are similar in relying
on kin only to a limited extent. However, for some kinds of assist-
ance clients turn most frequently to kin, whereas caseworkers turn
most frequently either to friends or nonkin institutions such as
hired help. For example, while both caseworkers and clients have
relied upon the help of kin when making a move, caseworkers
have turned to friends or neighbors for such help more often, in 22
per cent of the cases, than have clients—only 2 per cent of whom
have done so. Similarly, 34 per cent of the caseworkers have relied
on hired help in child rearing, as against only 15 per cent of the
clients; and 29 per cent of the caseworkers have used hired help
for cooking and housework, as against only 9 per cent of the cli-
ents. Thus in some areas the proportions of clients and caseworkers
who rely on kin are similar but caseworkers are more likely to turn
to nonkin sources, whereas clients are more likely to manage alone.
In other areas clients turn more frequently to kin, and less fre-
quently to nonkin than do caseworkers; of those caseworkers who
have been given household furnishings 57 per cent received them
from kin and 72 per cent of the clients received them from kin,
but 43 per cent of the caseworkers received such items from
friends or neighbors, whereas only 28 per cent of the clients did so.
Thus although there are some basic similarities in relationships of
assistance with kin, differences that exist almost always show less
kin involvement, and comparatively more nonkin involvement on
the part of caseworkers. The one exception is the caseworkers’ spe-
cial area of “expert” assistance in child-rearing advice.

From the standpoint of communication, social contacts, and
assistance, therefore, caseworkers as well as clients are not “iso-
lated” from their kin; certain minimum obligations are accepted
and carried out by both, and professional knowledge may even be
the basis for special involvement with kin as a role of expert. But
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Table 25. Communication, Social Contacts, and Assistance

Per Centof Per Cent of Per Cent of

Husbands Wives Caseworkers
Telephone Communication
Maintain some form of telephone
contact with kin, 78 (179) 96 (209) 93 (120)
Talk to one or more relatives at
least once a day. 11 (140) 44 (201) 10 (118)
Have some mutual phone
relationship with kin. 64 (151) 60 (201) 59 (113)
Face-to-Face Contacts
Kin have a key to apartment. s 46 (200) 27 (121)
Kin drop in unannounced. . 66 (203) 29 (118)
Kin know more than friends
about the family’s life. 72 (159) 52 (197) 32 (117)
Have more in common with
relatives than friends. 44 (156) 28 (197) 12 (119)
Have had more trips and
vacations with kin than friends, * 97 (186) 53 (118)
Have taken a trip or spent a
vacation with relatives. . 59 (189) 63 (116)
Children have visited
relatives’ children. . 54 (179) 50 (28)
Assistance
Family has received some
service or monetary assistance '
from kin. . 95 (209) 88 (121)
Family has given some service
or monetary assistance to kin. . 94 (210) 93 (118)
Relatives have helped during
an illness. . 64 (202) 54 (117)
If children were orphaned,
would want kin rather than
nonkin to take care of them. 97 (102) 91 (129) 83  (40)
Have asked kin for child-
rearing advice. : 32 (197) 8 (44)
Have been asked child-rearing
advice by kin. * 36 (201) 63 (113)
Household furnishings have
come more from kin than
friends. . 72 (83) 57 (68)

* Data on this item were collected from the wife only. She was taken as represent-
ative of the nuclear family where activities refer to the family as a unit.
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when the intensity and informality of kin ties are considered,
caseworkers generally show less kin involvement than clients, and
at a number of points caseworkers show comparatively more non-
kin involvement than do clients. Thus differences are consistent
with value differences and differences in geographic proximity be-
tween caseworkers and clients.

Kin Groups and Assemblages

When examining kin groups and assemblages, the unit of anal-
ysis shifts from the nuclear family or individual to the kin group it-
self. In order to understand which kin attend a Thanksgiving
gathering, for example, it was necessary to shift the point of refer-
ence from the client who provided the data to the sponsor of the
gathering, that is, the person at whose house the event was held
because the sponsor generally has a more direct influence on at-
tendance than other participants. The sponsor was sometimes but
not always the client. But to understand the gatherings in which
clients participate it was necessary to focus directly on the social
events because the characteristics of these gatherings are deter-
mined by many individuals, not just by the clients. Thus when
comparing the kin gatherings and formal kin groups in which cli-
ents and caseworkers participate, one is not merely comparing
individual or family characteristics of caseworkers and clients, but
rather characteristics of the kin networks in which they partici-

ate.
P The existence of a family circle or cousins club in the kin net-
work of an individual, regardless of whether the individual is a
member, is a clear example of a characteristic of the network itself.
In this respect clients and caseworkers differ only slightly. Of the
238 families in the total client sample, 31 per cent had one or more
family circles or cousins clubs within their kin network to which
they were eligible to belong. Most families had only one organiza-
tion with which they could affiliate, but some had more than one.
Although a slightly lower proportion of caseworkers, 25 per cent,
had one or more organizations with which they could affiliate, the
difference is not striking (Table 26). Moreover, the places where
descent groups are found within the kin network of caseworkers
is very similar to the patterns observed for clients. Kin groups are
distributed almost equally between the caseworkers” father’s and
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Table 26. Kin Groups and Assemblages®

Per Cent of Per Cent of
Clients Caseworkers
Have one or more family circles
or cousins clubs in kin network
at present. 31 (238) 25 (123)
Kin group is five years old
or younger. 41 (76) 41 (34)

Had family circles or cousins
clubs in network in past that
no longer exist. 15 (381) 10 (113)

Kin on respondent’s side of
network see kin on spouse’s

side:
When respondent’s family
is present 42 (410) 48 (63)
When respondent’s family
is not present 14 (410) 27  (63)
Spent last Thanksgiving with kin. 57 (238) 71 (121)

* For the analysis of kin groups and assemblages, where the unit was
the kin group, not the respondent’s family, data from all clients,
including those in the Service to the Aged, were combined.

mother’s sides of the network; the same is true for clients. Most
caseworkers having formal kin groups report only one, but, similar
to clients, some have more than one, 6 out of the 30 caseworkers
who had such organizations reported that more than one existed
within their own or their spouse’s kin network. In addition, the
ages of the organizations that caseworkers report are similar to
those of client descent groups. Caseworkers, like clients, report
that new organizations are starting within their networks; of the
34 organizations reported by caseworkers 41 per cent were five
years old or younger, and of the 76 organizations reported by cli-
ents 41 per cent were five years old or younger. Thus in the net-
works of caseworkers as well as in those of clients one may as-
sume that such organizations have continuing, vital functions at
present; although a particular organization may cease to exist, new
ones are being formed all the time. The network characteristics of
clients and caseworkers also do not appear to have differed greatly
in the past. Of the client husbands and wives 15 per cent reported
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that they had had one or more family circles or cousins clubs in
their kin networks in the past that no longer exist; this was true for
10 per cent of the caseworkers. Thus although a slightly lower
proportion of caseworkers report having or having had a descent
group within their network, the differences are only slight, and
less striking than the similarities between caseworkers and clients
in the location and age distribution of descent groups.

Another characteristic of a family’s kin network concerns the
extent to which kin within the network interact with each other. A
question about this interaction was whether kin on the respond-
ent’s side of the family see kin on the spouse’s side. The behavior of
the nuclear family is important; a family may, for example, invite
the husband’s kin to gatherings with the wife’s kin. But it also de-
pends on the kin, particularly when the kin of a family see each
other when the family is not present. Clients and married case-
workers report with almost exactly the same frequency, 42 per cent
of the clients and 46 per cent of the caseworkers, that kin on the
husband’s side and kin on the wife’s side see each other in the
presence of the nuclear family. On the other hand, caseworkers
more frequently report that their kin see each other independently,
apart from the nuclear family, 14 per cent of the clients as com-
pared with 27 per cent of the caseworkers.

In terms of one specific kind of ad hoc kin gathering, Thanks-
giving, caseworkers report more frequent celebrations with kin
than is true of clients; of the client families 57 per cent said they
celebrated last Thanksgiving with kin, whereas 71 per cent of the
caseworkers had done so. In view of indications that celebration
of Thanksgiving is less familiar among older, less “Americanized”
families, and, for example, that the sponsors are generally of the
client’s rather than their parent’s generation, it is not surprising
that caseworkers whose parents were somewhat more often Amer-
ican-born than those of clients would more frequently celebrate
Thanksgiving with kin. This finding may therefore reflect the spe-
cific cultural connotations of Thanksgiving rather than modes of
kin assemblage in general. But it is an example of one area in
which gatherings within a kin network are evidently increased
rather than reduced with acculturation. Spending Thanksgiving
with kin is more specifically a characteristic of the individual or
family than is true of the existence of a formal kin group in the
network, but it also depends on characteristics of kin in the net-
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work. These differences, therefore, do not indicate that casework-
ers come from networks in which social interaction among kin is
less extensive than in the kin networks of clients.

COMPARISON OF
CONFLICTS WITH KIN

Caseworkers talk about their conflicts with kin in terms some-
what different from those employed by most clients. Under certain
therapeutic circumstances, clients, of course, are likely to pick up
the professional vocabulary and assumptions of their caseworkers.
But the habit of looking at life in terms of “dynamic” psychologi-
cal constructs is undoubtedly more firmly engrained in casework-
ers.

The Language of Conflict

No formal content analysis was made of answers to the write-in
questions about conflict with kin posed in the questionnaire. But
certain phrases recur in the caseworker’s replies that do not
typify the client answers. Caseworkers describe their feelings
about conflicts with kin in such terms as “conflicted,” “guilty,”
“ambivalent,” “hypersensitive,” “resolved.” They are sensitive to
the impact of the conflict on their own feelings; for example, it
“heightened my own guilt over my sense of responsibility,” and “I
had a guilty feeling but did not express my anger.” The behavior
and attitudes of others in the conflict are described in terms such as
“reacted with anger,” “overreacted,” “immature,” “retaliative,”
“controlling,” provocative,” “destructive,” “martyrlike.” In some
instances diagnostic labels or evaluations are employed; for ex-
ample, an “unhealthy psychological influence,” “obsessive,” “para-
noid.” But more typically the personality patterns of other parties
to the conflict are described and interpreted in terms of what are
presumed to be their “true” motivations and personality problems;
for example, needing to “separate her feelings,” “denying prob-
lems,” not being able to “understand the meaning of behavior,”
“colored by his own anxiety,” having “feelings blocked,” showing
signs of “withdrawal” and “projection,” revealing “insecurity in
her relationship with me,” having “rigid standards,” and not being
able to “carry the role.”
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Different levels of feeling are distinguished, as implied in the
term “their basic feelings,” or “on a deeper level they were con-
flicted.” This professionally phrased approach to kin conflicts is
exemplified in one man’s description of his sister-in-law as “slightly
paranoid which, combined with her narcissism, makes her some-
one it is not easy to want to see too often.” The importance of
expression of feelings is frequently explicit. “Not avoiding differ-
ences,” for example, was good, as was having “expressed my feel-
ings.” Related to this expression is a high value placed on self-
assertion, One female caseworker, describing a conflict with her
mother in terms of the need for self-assertion, said, “I wanted the
right to be stepped on and didn’t want to stand up for my rights
just because she wanted me to.” At the same time descriptions of
how feelings were expressed during conflicts are likely to be fairly
abstract, for example, “angry verbalization,” “verbally,” “a great
deal of verbalization—no action,” “silent resistance,” or through
“diminished contact.”

A notion of the possibility of healthy development, almost
therapeutic in tone, through conflict experience and resolution is
sometimes stated. A conflict was said to have “helped us to bet-
ter understand what our relationships are,” another resulted in an
“emotionally meaningful change,” or conflict may entail learning
to “handle” a problem or “understand the factors involved.” Some-
times the caseworker seems to have deliberately taken an almost
therapeutic role in a conflict, such as one who “planted a thought
I knew they would work on.” Reports of the therapeutic gains of
kin in a conflict are sometimes noted, such as the parents of one
caseworker who, as a result of a conflict, “gained some insight into
the basis of their original reluctance” to accept help from their
children. Sometimes it is the caseworker who experiences “growth,”
as with one for whom the conflict described was a “lifelong repeti-
tious pattern, I now handle differently.” Other times growth is sim-
ply reported as having “learned to live with it.”

A few clients talk of their conflicts with kin in terms that closely
approximate the professionally phrased vocabulary and concepts
with which caseworkers describe their own kin conflicts. One cli-
ent specifically reports a learning experience from treatment as
follows: “Counselor helped me understand my displacement of
anger. . . . I have learned how important it is to recognize one’s
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anger for what it really is, and to be able to discuss subjects with
persons directly motivating, if possible.” In a similar vein another
client reports that a conflict with kin “helped to bring buried hos-
tile feelings to the surface so that they could be understood.”

But phrasing of this sort is rare in client descriptions of kin
conflicts. Clients almost never employ psychological diagnosite
labels in describing their kin, except when reporting a specific
diagnosis made by a therapist. They rarely make elaborate dis-
tinctions of levels of underlying feeling or motivation. Even when
the emotional problems of kin are invoked to account for their be-
havior, the usual wording diverges somewhat from that of case-
workers. A caseworker might speak of “her need to separate her
feelings,” but clients typically use more global terms for emotional
distress; for example, a “disturbed man,” “emotionally upset,” an
“emotional upheavel,” “the man is emotionally sick,” “going
through a difficult period,” “in a very disturbed state at the time,”
a “peculiar personality.”

Client descriptions of the attitudes and behavior of those in a
conflict are likely to be more concrete than those of caseworkers.
Sometimes the difference appears merely a subtle one of word-
ing: when a caseworker speaks of “immaturity,” a client says,
“childishness,” when a caseworker mentions “overreacting” a cli-
ent says, “The reaction was out of proportion to the situation.” But
these differences also go beyond wording and hinge upon the level
of conceptualization. When a caseworker speaks of “displace-
ment,” a client says, “She can’t blame him, so she puts the blame
on me.” When a caseworker describes kin as “controlling,” “pro-
vocative,” or “destructive,” a client uses such terms as “head-
strong,” “nagging,” “interfering,” and statements such as: “she
bosses me,” “makes accusations,” “passes nasty remarks,” “as per
usual used vile language and behaved disgustin gly.”

Although caseworkers by no means express approval of all the
actions of their kin, they sometimes employ psychological inter-
pretations of the behavior of others in lieu of moral judgment. Cli-
ents on the other hand are highly judgmental in many of their
reports. For example, “She should not interfere as she does”; “An in-
justice has been done to me”; “He treated my mother shabbily”;
“They are selfish and mistaken; “He should not put me through
the paces”; “She made unreasonable arguments and demands”;

3



248 Casework Intervention and Kinship Structure

“He used improper epithets”; “It was an uncalled-for remark”;
“They are ignorant to doing the right thing”; “My wife was one
hundred per cent right and my sister was a loudmouth.”

In describing their own feelings in conflicts with kin, clients
generally use more concrete everyday terms than caseworkers.
When a caseworker speaks of feeling “conflicted,” “guilty,” or
“ambivalent,” a client reports such states as “remorse” and “regret”
or feeling “annoyed,” “upset and angry,” “bad,” “disgusted,” “fed
up,” very hurt and terribly disappointed,” “sick,” “exasperated,”
“very hurt inside,” “let down,” “surprised,” “terribly unhappy,”
“completely rejected,” “unloved and unprotected,” “abused,” “in-
furiated,” “fatalistic,” “rotten.” When a caseworker speaks of
“learning to recognize my anger,” a client says, “I feel like mur-
dering the woman—can’t stand her—never could. Tart, cold, brit-
tle, tactless, unfeeling bitch!” A caseworker speaks of the “right” to
assert oneself when a client says, “My husband was a doormat”; “I
can’t have the wool pulled over my eyes”; “He sits back and lets
others take arguments for him.”

Although caseworkers place great value on recognition and
expression of “true” feelings, they often use generalized, neutral
terms in reporting how people expressed their feelings during con-
flicts where clients give more definite descriptions. When a case-
worker speaks of “angry verbalization,” a client speaks of “emo-
tional outpourings,” “animosity,” “giving it to them,” “disparaging
remarks,” “slights,” “accusing me of lying,” “deliberately inflict-
ing hardships,” “accusations of who did most good deeds and
favors.”

Although caseworkers are sensitive to the impact of a conflict
on the “underlying” emotional states of those involved, clients
seem to assume the emotional impact of one person on another
and describe it in dramatic terms. A recurrent report is that some-
one was made “sick” by the use and abuse that another person in-
flicted. As one man claimed, my wife felt “my mother is responsible
for all her emotional trouble.”

Caseworkers and clients also talk of the solution or termination
of conflicts in different terms. Clients rarely talk of “growth,”
“emotionally meaningful change,” or insight, but rather of more
concrete developments such as having “my wife and my father
make an effort to refrain from antagonizing each other” or decid-
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ing “the whole thing was ridiculous.” When a caseworker talks of
“handling a lifelong repetitious pattern” differently, a client re-
ports being on “guard against a repetition” or trying to “get out of
a rut.” Some clients simply invoke the bonds of kinship to cut
across differences, as one woman said of her mother-in-law, “She’s
a selfish woman, but she’s his mother.”

In short, a distinct professional vocabulary of emotion and in-
terpersonal relationships may be detected. The exact frequency
with which this vocabulary is employed by caseworkers and cli-
ents in describing kin conflicts has not been determined. There is
overlap; some caseworkers use concrete everyday terms in report-
ing kin conflicts, and a few clients employ distinctly professional
concepts. Moreover, the vocabulary of even a single individual is
not always uniform in the extent to which professional terms are
employed. But this particular vocabulary of emotion is specifically
related to the caseworker’s professional training and is undoubt-
edly much more frequent among caseworkers than among clients.
In other words, caseworkers do apply the terms of their profession
in thinking about their own experiences of conflict with kin.

In view of their professional training, and the fact that 75 per
cent of the staff report having had some psychoanalytic or psycho-
therapeutic treatment (although no staff member reports having
received treatment from a caseworker), it is not surprising that
caseworkers should look at their own kin conflicts in terms that re-
flect their training and experience. But what does this mean about
the way in which conflicts with kin are conducted? Does the inser-
tion of professionally phrased thinking alter the form, frequency,
or resolution of kin conflicts?

The Structuring of Kin Conflicts

For the clients, regularities in kin conflicts mirror regularities
in other kinds of kin interaction; interaction is most frequent
with the wife’s kin, but kin conflicts where marital discord is also
present are most frequent with the husband’s kin. Thus the focal
points at which conflicts erupt are related to the general structur-
ing of kinship bonds.

When one examines the kin with whom conflicts most fre-
quently occur for the caseworkers, the results are strikingly similar
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to those for the clients. Moreover, the mirror-image relationship
of conflict and other areas of interaction is also found among case-
workers.

For married caseworkers as well as clients, ties in many areas
are more extensive to the wife’s than to the husband’s family. Only
married caseworkers can be compared with clients in this respect.
In the case of both married caseworkers and clients, when kin
lived with the respondent’s family, or when the respondent’s fam-
ily lived with kin, it most often involved the wife’s kin (Table 27.)
The lateral skewing toward the wife’s side is also evident in a num-
ber of other areas, such as baby sitting and household assistance,
where contacts are more frequent with the wife’s than the hus-
band’s kin for both caseworkers and clients. Thus the lateral em-
phasis in kin relationships is similar for caseworkers and clients.

Table27. Laterality and Conflict

Per Cent of Per Cent of
Husband’s Kin Wife’s Kin
Laterality and Interaction
Kin family lived with Clients 30 (98) 61 (98)*
Caseworkers 26 (27) 59 (27)*
Kin that lived with Clients 32 (70) 54 (70)*
family Caseworkers 26 (19) 53  (19)*
Laterality and Conflct
Kin in conflicts not Clients 55 (306) 45 (308)
involving marital Caseworkers 51 (82) 49 (82)
discord
Kin in conflicts Clients 62 (373) 38 (373)
involving marital Caseworkers 67 (63) 33 (63)
discord

* These percentages do not add up to 100 because the remaining cases, where both
the husband’s and the wife’s kin resided with the respondents, have been omitted
from this table for simplicity of presentation. The figures in parentheses represent
the number of units, families or kin, on which the percentage is based, that is,
household units for residence and specific kin for conflict.

Caseworkers and clients are also similar in terms of which kin
are most frequently parties to conflicts. Here also the comparison
is of necessity only between married caseworkers and clients. Kin
conflicts that do not entail marital discord are distributed fairly
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equally between the husband’s and the wife’s kin for both case-
workers and clients. But those conflicts with kin that also entail
marital strain are most often with the husband’s kin both for case-
workers and clients; for caseworkers 67 per cent and for clients 65
per cent of the kin involved in such conflicts were on the husband’s
side. Moreover, the specific kin most often mentioned by both
caseworkers and clients is the husband’s mother. She is mentioned
by both caseworkers and clients almost twice as frequently as
the wife’s mother, who ranks second in both cases. Therefore, both
the lateral skewing toward the wife’s side in interaction generally,
and the lateral skewing of conflicts toward the husband’s side are
similar for clients and married caseworkers.

Thus caseworkers and clients may employ a different vocabu-
lary in talking about their conflicts with kin, but the more formal
structuring of these conflicts is strikingly similar, at least for mar-
ried caseworkers and clients. Similarities appear in other respects
for both married and unmarried caseworkers and clients.

Because caseworkers differ from clients in values, and yet have
kin networks that are similar in many respects, one might conclude
that caseworkers stand in a different position in relation to their
kin from that of clients. Because of their special position, one
might expect caseworkers to have more kin conflicts. On the other
hand, their lesser involvement with kin might diminish the
sources of friction to offset some of the tension stemming from hav-
ing moved away from kin in values.

There is no indication, however, that caseworkers and clients
differ in the frequency of their kin conflicts. Questionnaire re-
spondents were asked to check a series of items to indicate
whether these had been a source of conflict. These items included:
children’s behavior, keeping kosher, ways of housekeeping trips or
vacations, borrowing money, what kind of wedding or bar mitzvah
to have, politics, gifts, invitations to family gatherings, financial
support of a relative, living arrangements for a relative. Some of
these items, for example, children’s behavior, do not apply to sin-
gle caseworkers and, therefore, the caseworkers as a whole had
slightly less chance of reporting several topics of conflict than did
clients. The rank order of the frequency with which various top-
ics are checked is somewhat different for the two groups; invita-
tions ranked high for both groups, but children’s behavior was
checked less frequently and politics more often by caseworkers.
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Despite these differences the two groups are similar in the propor-
tion checking different numbers of items as a source of conflict.
Of those who answered the question, 33 per cent of the clients and
33 per cent of the caseworkers indicated that none of these par-
ticular topics had been a source of conflict, 23 per cent of the cli-
ents and 18 per cent of the caseworkers indicated that one of these
items had been a source of conflict, and 44 per cent of the clients
and 49 per cent of the caseworkers indicated that two or more of
the items had been a source of conflict. Thus clients and case-
workers, both single and married, are similar in the frequency with
which they indicate that several topics have been a source of con-
flict with kin.

It proved extremely difficult to categorize conflicts in terms of
whether they had been resolved. Various levels of resolution may
be distinguished in reports, with one often shading into another.
Sometimes the conflict simply seems to have receded from prom-
inence, as when “time was the healer.” Sometimes the overt event
of conflict ends without any basic change in the differing positions
of those involved, for example, “The event is over, but basic dif-
ferences are unchanged.” In such cases it is often expected that the
source of conflict will arise “again and again.” Other times the un-
dercurrent of friction remains nearer the surface, despite some
lessening of open tension, for example, when “feelings have sim-
mered down,” but have not been “resolved.” Sometimes an overt
conflict seems to have produced some salutory release of tension
without a basic change, for example, “no resolution, but we all felt
better afterward.” Sometimes resolution consists of one party com-
ing closer to the position of the other through “compromise,”
“overriding,” “coming through,” “both sides yielding,” or even
“total agreement.” Thus a modification of the position of the parties
involved may occur mutually and equally, or with one party shift-
ing position more than the other. But in all of these cases there is
some perception of a positive solution and continuity of the rela-
tionship. Bolstering the relationship may also occur without a basic
shift of position simply when the parties “agree to disagree.” Other
times resolution may entail termination of the conflict-producing
relationship through slight “estrangement” or even a permanent
rupture, for example, it “terminated a rather distasteful contact
with finality.” Because of such complex shadings it did not prove
feasible to code and count the comparative frequency with which
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conflicts of caseworkers and clients were resolved. Again vocabu-
lary differences were evident; caseworkers were inclined to talk
in terms of “resolution,” further complicating the comparisons on
this particular point. It is impossible to say, therefore, whether the
professional experience and training of the caseworkers aids them
in making more frequent resolutions of their conflicts with kin than
is true of clients, but for caseworkers as well as clients resolution
also depends on the kin.

In terms of one measure of conflict resolution, however, the
temporal duration of the conflict, caseworkers and clients do not
differ greatly. Here again the coding is complex, because the re-
ported duration sometimes refers to the overt dispute and some-
times to the duration of underlying tensions. But in terms of stated
duration the two groups do not differ very much. Reports of the
duration of conflicts range from “minutes” to years, and some state-
ment of indefinite conflict such as “continuously,” “constantly,”
“forever.” Such continuous conflicts were categorized with those
lasting more than a year. Caseworkers reported a slightly greater
proportion of very short conflicts than did clients. Of the casework-
ers 32 per cent reported that the conflict described lasted “min-
utes,” “hours,” or “days,” while 20 per cent of the client conflicts
were of this duration. On the other hand, caseworkers and clients
were very similar in the proportion of their conflicts that lasted
over a year, 35 per cent of the caseworker conflicts, and 33 per cent
of the client conflicts. Thus the formal dimensions of the conflicts
described do not differ greatly for caseworkers and clients. The
comparison on this point is between clients and all caseworkers,
both married and unmarried.

Despite these similarities in the formal structuring of the kin
conflicts of caseworkers and clients, there are indications that case-
workers are likely to take a different position in relation to their
kin than is true of clients.

The issues of caseworker kin conflict are often very similar to
those of client kin conflicts, but caseworkers take a different stand.
One value item, for example, on which caseworkers and clients
diverged radically concerned the right of an unmarried child to
reside away from home before marriage. Clients most often felt
that “children should not leave home before they get married,”
whereas almost no caseworkers believed this. However, some
caseworkers report that this is a real issue between themselves and
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their kin. One caseworker, a single woman, reports such a conflict
as follows:

[The conflict was] between myself and parents re question of my
establishing my own home. Question revolved around fact that I
was not married and their negative feelings regarding this in view
of the fact that I would be living in same city. [Feelings were ex-
pressed] rather heatedly. [It was resolved] by my taking own apart-
ment—parents finally acquiesced. . . . It seemed a natural phenome-
non—I expected this conflict to take place and have been pleased
by the way it was resolved and subsequently, better relationship.

Thus in some instances the beliefs that caseworkers react
against in their conflicts with kin may be very similar to the values
held by clients. The differences between caseworkers and clients
may therefore sometimes parallel the differences between case-
workers and some of their own kin.

THERAPEUTIC RELATIONSHIPS AND
KINSHIP DIFFERENCES

The observed differences between caseworkers and their cli-
ents in kinship values and experience are of definite relevance for
treatment relationships. The two groups differ markedly in many
respects, and these differences are largely consistent in direction,
with clients showing more pronounced kinship orientation in both
values and interaction than their caseworkers.

On certain value points, specifically those concerning mini-
mum independent functioning of the nuclear family, both groups
see separate residence as the ideal and emphasize the marital bond
as primary over ties to kin outside the immediate family. But be-
yond this core of agreement clients allow more leeway for involve-
ment with kin, even at the expense of the marital tie, and lay
greater stress on obligations of kinship than is true of their case-
workers. The Aged, moreover, are consistently even more strongly
kin-oriented than other clients.

These differences in values are also paralleled in actual ex-
perience with kin. The relationship between belief and action in
each specific area was not determined, for instance, whether those
respondents who believe it desirable to live near kin actually do so
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more frequently than others. But comparing the two groups, the
differences between caseworkers and clients in experience are
consistent with differences in values. Clients have experienced
more geographic proximity to kin, more informal daily communi-
cation, and more informal social interaction with kin. Casework-
ers, however, are by no means isolated from their kin; they also
accept and carry out many acts of reciprocity with kin. They may
even discharge some of these obligations through use of their pro-
fessional skills in the role of an expert adviser. But, generally, case-
workers show less informal involvement with kin, and compara-
tively more involvement with nonkin.

Certain features of the kin networks of caseworkers and clients
are, however, very similar, despite some differences in age, mari-
tal status, and social backgrounds of the two groups. The existence
of kin groups within the network and interaction among kin in the
network, whether or not the respondent participates, are similar
for caseworkers and clients. Thus the broader setting of kin inter-
action may be quite similar for the two groups.

Conflicts with kin reflect these points of similarity and differ-
ence. The vocabulary of emotion used by caseworkers in describ-
ing conflicts and that of clients appear to differ considerably. But
the formal structuring of conflicts, in terms of the kin with whom
they are most likely to erupt, is very similar. Moreover, in both
groups the locus of most frequent conflict reverses the point of
most frequent interaction; conflicts that also entail strain in the
marital relationship are more frequent with the husband’s kin
whereas interaction is more frequent with the wife’s kin. The kin
conflicts of caseworkers and clients also do not differ greatly in
frequency or duration. Thus the differences between caseworkers
and clients in kinship values, and the differences in the extent of
kin involvement, do not appear to derive from major differences
in their kin networks, or to result in different forms of kin conflict.
Although professional training and experience alter ways of talk-
ing about kin conflicts, they do not appear to have much effect
upon the locus or form of conflicts.

Although no direct data are available from the kin of either
caseworkers or clients, one may speculate about the position that
members of each group have in relation to the values of their kin.
It seems likely that the values of the caseworkers’ kin, at least their
parental kin, are often similar to the values of the clients; and the
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values of the clients’ kin, at least those in their parents’ generation,
may be similar to the values of the Aged. Both caseworkers and
clients have probably experienced value differences between
themselves and their kin, and each has undoubtedly dealt with
relatives who place even greater emphasis on ties of kinship than
they do themselves. In some cases the value differences between
caseworkers and clients may be the very points at issue between
caseworkers and their own kin. Insofar as clients are similar to
real individuals in the lives of caseworkers, the differences be-
tween the two groups that arise in therapeutic relationships may
be of special significance. The kinship values of caseworkers may
be similar to those of the grown children of clients, thus adding
another potential emotional element in the therapeutic relation-
ship.

PThese kinship values and experiences are part of the social and
emotional equipment with which therapist as well as client enters
the therapeutic relationship. Kinship is only one specific area in
which the experiences of caseworker and client are relevant for
their relationships. Although no observational data were obtained
on therapeutic interaction itself, we can point again to the data
indicating that certain types of changes in kin relationships are
sought by caseworkers in treatment. The direction of change in
kin relationships that is sought in treatment, that is, more frequent
reduction than expansion of kin involvement, is consistent with
the value and experience differences between caseworkers and
their clients; caseworkers, therefore, are in effect attempting to
change clients’ kin relationships to accord more completely with
their own kinship values and experience.

The differences that have been observed are between case-
workers and clients as groups. They may or may not arise in any
particular treatment situation. We are not able to demonstrate that
those caseworkers who are least kin-oriented are most likely to
steer their clients toward reduction of kin involvement. The ob-
served directions of intervention are for a sample of cases and have
not been analyzed for specific caseworkers. But the differences
between the groups imply that in many instances value and ex-
perience differences will arise between a particular caseworker and
client.

It is impossible for present purposes to consider the determi-
nants of these differences. In addition to differences in social
background, such as the frequency with which parents are native-
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born or foreign-born, age and marital status are undoubtedly rele-
vant. As noted above, although the married clients in the research
sample typify the agency caseload, single clients may be more like
single caseworkers. It is entirely possible that when they have ex-
perienced the kinship-binding effects of marriage and children,
single caseworkers may come to be more like most clients than
they are at present. Moreover, the analysis of kin interaction was
complicated because certain comparisons could be made only be-
tween married caseworkers and clients, for example, whether in-
teraction and conflict center on the husband’s or the wife’s side.
At some of these points, moreover, married caseworkers and cli-
ents are similar. However, the value differences between case-
workers and clients do not disappear when only married casework-
ers are compared with clients; married as well as single caseworkers
have values that are different from those of clients. The source of
a particular value or experience may make a difference in terms of
its meaning to the individual. But whatever the source of differ-
ences in values and experience between caseworkers and clients,
whether they stem from age, marital status, social background, or
professional training, these differences are potentially relevant for
their relationship in treatment. The possible implications of these
differences in the specific treatment combinations in which they
actually do arise clearly merit consideration.

One may distinguish two major dimensions of the treatment
relationship that may hypothetically be influenced by the con-
gruence of kinship values and experience between caseworker
and client. The first, communication and rapport, includes:

For the caseworker:

Liking of client

Ease of communication with client

Ease of training client in therapeutic role
For the client:

Liking of caseworker

Ease of communication with caseworker

Ease of learning client role

The second dimension, diagnosis and evaluation, includes:

For the caseworker:
Evaluation of symptomatology
Evaluation of motivation
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Evaluation of change

Forthe client:
Evaluation of the problem
Evaluation of caseworker’s skills
Evaluation of benefit from treatment

Communication and Rapport

The determinants of ease of communication and rapport in any
social relationship are obviously complex. One may presume that
a minimum degree of common symbolism is a prerequisite for
meaningful communication.? But greater similarity of values and
experience does not necessarily produce easier understanding.
The grasp of another person’s experience probably requires more
involved presentation and explanation when it is dissimilar to
one’s own. But as those who specialize in working with dissimilar
cultures have noted, the process of transcending such differences
may itself be highly illuminating, leading to special levels of un-
derstanding that do not ordinarily become as explicit between
those of similar background.? The norms of certain kinds of thera-
peutic relationship, in fact, specifically preclude the intrusion of
personal preferences based on such things as similarity of back-
ground, views, and experience.*

Some data from the caseworker questionnaire, however, indi-
cate that congruence of values and experience may contribute to
the caseworker’s feeling of ease in working with a client. Case-
workers were asked to indicate the type of client they find it easiest
to work with in terms of a number of dimensions of social back-
ground and interaction style, including education, religion, nativ-
ity, ethnicity, income, fee payments, age, and verbal and expres-
sive style. On all of these dimensions, except age and verbal and
expressive style, the majority indicated that the characteristic
made “no difference” in the ease of working with the client. The
caseworkers thus in a sense expressed a therapeutic norm against
preferences based on social background.® Even on the two dimen-
sions that may be considered essential components of a verbally
based treatment relationship, verbal fluency and expressiveness,
some indicated that it made no difference. However, those who
did express an opinion that it was easier to work with one kind of
client than another consistently selected clients who were similar
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in background to the caseworkers as a group. Thirty-eight per cent
found it easier to work with well-educated” clients, but only 1 per
cent preferred “poorly educated”; 18 per cent selected “not reli-
gious” clients as easiest to work with, but no one selected “reli-
gious”; 14 per cent indicated “native-born” were easiest, but no one
indicated “foreign-born”; 15 per cent checked “Jewish,” but only 1
per cent checked “non-Jewish”; 17 per cent selected “middle in-
come,” but only 1 per cent “high income” and 10 per cent “low in-
come”; 9 per cent found “fee clients” easiest, but, 3 per cent found
“nonfee clients” easier. The main preference in age was for young
adults, with adolescents and middle aged next, and elderly and
young children being selected by practically no one. Thus where
differences are indicated, the clients considered easiest to work
with are those who happen to be similar to the social background
of the majority of caseworkers ( Table 28).

From the data presented here one may presume that the spe-
cific differences in kinship values and experience that have been
observed do in some instances contribute to the caseworkers’ feel-
ing of experiential rapport with a client and hence the ease of the
working relationship. But it is also significant that in most cases an
effort is probably made to avoid letting such factors make a differ-
ence in the relationship.

The degree to which the client perceives the therapist’s experi-
ence and values to be congruent with his own may also affect the
client’s sense of ease of communication, liking for the therapist,
as well as evaluation of the therapist’s skills. But again differences
as well as similarities may be a basis for establishing rapport; for
example, the client may see the caseworker as a model of a differ-
ent but attractive way of life. The ease with which the client comes
to learn the norms of the therapeutic relationship is undoubtedly
also affected by initial similarity of outlook of therapist and client.
These data are also paralled by the work of others showing the
difficulties of traversing class differences in expectations about
roles in therapy.®

Diagnosis and Evaluation

The congruence of values between caseworker and client is
also relevant for the process of diagnosing the client’s problems
and evaluating motivation and change. In any diagnostic process
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Table 28. Caseworkers” Perceptions of the Ease of Working with
Various Types of Clients

“Which of the following types of clients
do you find it easier to work with?”

Per Cent Per Cent

Well-educated 38 Fee clients 9
Poorly educated 1 Nonfee clients 3
No difference 61 No difference 88

100 (119) 100 (119)
Religious 0 Young children 2
Not religious 18 Adolescents 15
No difference 82 Young adults 38

T Middle aged 10

100 (120)  pygery 1
Foreign-born 0 No difference 34
Native-born 14 "

0 (10

No difference 86 100 (109)

oo Verbally fluent 79

100 (121) Inarticulate 0
Jewish 15 No difference 21
NOn-IeWiSh 1 100 1 19
No difference 84 (119)

T Expressive 82

100 (118) Placid 0
High income 1 No difference 18
Low income 10
No difference 72

100 (119)

that which would be pathological with the therapist’s culture must
be distinguished from that which appears pathological but is ac-
tually typical and normal within another cultural group. As others
have pointed out, this distinction has complex ramifications and
is often hard to make.” Errors may be made in two ways; that which
is atypical of the therapist’s culture may be judged as pathological
when it merely represents the normal way of another culture; or a
pathological act may be assumed normal on grounds of cultural
relativity when this is not actually the case.® In the specific area
of kinship, a caseworker may evaluate a client’s sense of obligation
and ties to kin as a form of immaturity and dependency when, in
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fact, these ties are common among the client’s kin and hence do
not have the pathological significance that might be ascribed by
those whose values are less kin-oriented.

The client’s initial presentation and understanding of the prob-
lem will also be set within the framework of value assumptions
about what is normal in family and kin relationships. If casework-
ers and clients diverge in values they may, at least initially, have
very different views about the problem. The purpose in seeking
help is, of course, to obtain a new perspective on one’s problems,
but this process does not necessarily mean taking on the values
of the therapist. If the caseworker reacts to that which is cul-
turally normal for the client as if it were pathological, the develop-
ment of understanding on the part of the client may be impeded.
There has been a good deal of consideration in the casework field
of the role of value differences in the treatment relationship: when
it is important to respect the values of the client, and when to act
as an agent of acculturation in helping a client to change values.®
Here the notion of “self-determination” in the solution of problems
isrelevant.

Perhaps the most critical factor is the extent to which value
differences are explicitly recognized. It is extremely difficult to be
aware of one’s own values because they are built into omnipresent
cultural assumptions. Although it may be relatively easy to per-
ceive cultural assumptions when confronted with dramatic differ-
ences between widely disparate cultures, it is much more difficult
to be aware of socially derived assumptions when working within
a more subtle range of variation. Insight into personal values may
help the caseworker clarify his role in treatment just as other self-
knowledge helps in understanding one’s relationships with others.
But acquiring cultural self-knowledge also requires systematic
effort.

A critical question is the way in which implicit cultural as-
sumptions enter into professional thinking. The finding that case-
workers and their clients differ in their experience and views about
obligations toward kin poses questions of why restriction of kin-
ship contact was so frequently sought in casework treatment. Is
this a product of cultural assumptions or of scientific knowledge?
Is it known that one form of kinship structure is preferable in given
respects; for example, that it is more likely than another to rein-
force desired forms of marital and parent-child relationships?
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Even if there is no proof that one form of kinship organization is
better than another, it may still be reasonable to attempt to change
relationships with relatives. It may be useful for caseworkers to act
as agents of one value position in society, and help clients move
from the ways of life of one subgroup to those of another. But it is
important to be able to distinguish professional thinking that em-
bodies implicit cultural assumptions and that based on objectively
validated knowledge.

Because of the difficulties of becoming aware of personal im-
plicit cultural assumptions as well as those embodied in profes-
sional thinking, it is useful to have concepts and research that
serve as guides, indicating areas of possible difference. Casework-
ers usually look at relationships with kin through psychological
rather than sociocultural concepts, making it difficult to see regu-
larities in the ways they are modifying systems of interpersonal
relationships. The findings discussed in Chapter 7 on systematic
patterns of changes that casework treatment helps to produce in
relationships with kin are therefore useful in pointing out regular-
ities that might otherwise not be observed. The concept of kinship
structure, derived from anthropology and sociology, helps to map
out certain areas of behavior where differences between societies
have been observed. It points to the existence of cultural values
and differences in social behavior in a number of areas, including
whom it is considered appropriate to marry, household composi-
tion and where one lives in relation to kin, rights and obligations of
kinship, economic relationships with kin, and expectations about
which kin one should have the most intimate ties with at different
stages in the life cycle. Examining differences in values and ex-
perience in the specific area of kinship moreover adds a new per-
spective on the general question of social background differences
and similarities between therapist and client.

It is probably not the degree of congruence in kinship values
and experience but the extent to which the caseworker has knowl-
edge and understanding of the client’s position that is most sig-
nificant in treatment. If a caseworker is able to predict the client’s
values and reactions, differences may not be a barrier to the treat-
ment process. However, such understanding when differences do
exist, can undoubtedly be furthered by greater knowledge of the
cultural background of these differences.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 8

1. As a result of an expression of inter-
est in participating in the research by
several members of the agency board,
a form of the questionnaire compara-
ble to that given to caseworkers was
developed and sent to them. Their
responses are of considerable interest
since they represent another segment
of the agency; the issue of value simi-
larities and differences between
agency board and staff generally is
clearly one that has significance for
agency functioning. Space precludes
detailed presentation of the board re-
sults. However, it is interesting that,
in general, the kinship values of board
members were closer to those of case-
workers than they were to those of
clients. The exceptions were mainly
on items having to do with economic
obligations toward kin. Here again
there were too few cases to allow
comparisons in terms of statistical sig-
nificance.

2. For a general theory of social sys-
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Parsons, Talcott, The Social System,
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grande, Joseph B., editor, In the Com-
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New York, 1960.

. Fromm-Reichmann, Frieda, Princi-
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“universalism.”
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CHAPTER 9

The Dynamics of
Change mn Kinship Systems:

Implacations for Casework

We began our analysis by examining the kin relationships of client
families through looking at their kinship values and at a variety of
areas of kin interaction. Certain regularities in the relationships of
clients with their kin were observed, both in the forms of interac-
tion with kin and in patterns of conflict: conflicts are particularly
likely to arise in the relationships between those in certain kin
categories. We have also presented data indicating that in many
instances casework intervention entails an attempt to change re-
lationships with kin. Finally, we have seen that caseworkers and
clients differ in their values about kinship and to some extent in
their experiences with kin. We will now reexamine these findings
and consider their implications for casework practice.

INTERVENTION,
INTERACTION, AND CONFLICT

Regularities

Systematic regularities in casework intervention in the rela-
tionships with kin come into sharper focus when they are viewed

264
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together with the findings on kin interaction among client families.
In some respects intervention is similar to the direction of the in-
volvement of clients with their kin, but in other respects it is strik-
ingly different. Intervention of all forms, particularly restriction of
involvement with kin, is more frequent with members of the
parental generation than with kin in the client’s own generation.
In terms of absolute numbers more areas exist in which interac-
tion is most frequent with members of the client’s own generation
than with the parental generation. But when the proportion of liv-
ing kin in the two generations is considered, it becomes evident
that a special priority is attached to interaction with parents. Thus
intervention is most frequent where the bonds of relationships
with kin are strongest, that is, with kin in the parental generation.
Both kin interaction and intervention are more frequent with fe-
male than with male kin. The side of the family of the kin most
often involved in different areas of interaction varies from one
activity to another; activities that are usually male, notably family
business, most frequently involve the husband with his kin. But
in most other areas, interaction is more frequent with the wife’s
than with the husband’s kin, so that the total interaction of a nu-
clear family is larger for the wife’s than for the husband’s kin. In-
tervention is more often with kin on the wife’s side than on the
husband’s, just as is kin interaction. Thus intervention is most fre-
quent with the categories of kin with whom most interaction or
greatest strength of involvement arises.

Intervention, however, does not entirely parallel conflicts
with kin. Conflicts most often arise with female rather than male
kin, which is parallel to the directions of intervention. Conflicts are
also more frequent with kin in the older than the client’s own gen-
eration, and this direction again is parallel. However, a striking
difference in the direction of intervention and the categories of
kin with whom there is most conflict arises with respect to lateral-
ity. Intervention is more frequent with the wife’s than with the
husband’s kin, the wife’s mother being the kin on whom interven-
tion most frequently focuses; but the husband’s mother is the kin
with whom there is conflict considerably more frequently than is
true of the wife’s mother.

Of all conflicts reported by husbands and wives, more involve
the husband’s kin than the wife’s kin. Both husbands and wives
report having more conflicts with their own kin. But skewing to-
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ward the husband’s side is evident when the perspectives of hus-
bands and wives are examined separately; wives report an almost
equal number of conflicts with their own and their husband’s kin,
but husbands report considerably more conflicts with their own
than with their wife’s kin. Moreover, when those conflicts with
kin that also involve marital discord are examined, the husband’s
kin are mentioned more frequently than the wife’s kin by both
husbands and wives. Thus it is conflicts with the husband’s, not
the wife’s kin, that most often either cause or reflect strain in the
marital relationship as seen by clients. This pattern coexists with
the direction of interaction in which the husband is more fre-
quently involved with the wife’s kin than the wife is with the hus-
band’s kin; the husband is more readily accepted into his wife’s
family than she is into his family.

Intervention, however, most frequently seeks to restrict or re-
define the ties to the wife’s family and therefore does not focus on
those kin relationships that are associated with greatest marital
conflict as recognized by clients. One is reminded of the statement
of the supervisor that husbands often do not have the resentment
caseworkers expect them to have about the wife’s ties with her kin.
What caseworkers call the “strong, unbroken” ties are most often
the focus of intervention, not ties that clients most often associate
with marital conflict.

Regularities in the direction of most frequent interaction, most
frequent conflict, and most frequent caseworker intervention are
shown in Table 29.

Table 29. Comparison of Kin in Client-Kin Interaction,®*
Conflict, and Casework Intervention

Sex Generation Laterality
Most frequent Female Sibling Wife’s kin
interaction
Most frequent Female Parental Husband’s kin
conflict
Most frequent Female Parental Wife’s kin
intervention

* Conflict is, of course, also a form of interaction but the term “inter-
action” is used here for areas of interaction other than those directly
described as the subject of conflict in questions about conflict.
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If the locus of conflict reflects points of strain in kin relation-
ships, why is it then that intervention does not most typically focus
on these points? A number of answers may be suggested. First, it
is possible that clients are unable to recognize the areas of conflict
that most seriously disrupt the marital relationship; that the con-
flicts they report are symptomatic of difficulties in other relation-
ships but not the true “underlying” conflicts. It is possible that the
objects of conflict are not those which initially produced the hos-
tility; the wife may, for example, select her mother-in-law as a
target for feelings that were initially generated in the relationship
with her own mother; that is, she may “scapegoat” her mother-in-
law. This transfer of objects may apply especially to conflicts about
kin in which the kin themselves are not involved. However, as we
have argued above, when the kin are involved directly in the con-
flict it must be seen as a phenomenon of interaction; the frequent
conflicts between certain kin statuses cannot be considered to de-
rive entirely from the motivations and emotions of one individual.
One can assume that something in the relationship between the
husband’s kin, particularly the husband’s mother, and the wife
makes this relationship a frequent focus of conflict.

It is also possible that conflicts with kin as reported by clients
do not represent “problems.” It is conceivable that some of these
conflicts may be a form of disputation that clients do not consider a
problem but a normal situation that is preferable to withdrawal.
Conflicts stemming from differences in values and attitudes, or
differences of interest in the allocation of time and attention could
be seen as a healthy manifestation of the ability to express differ-
ences openly. In this sense conflict may be a process of interaction
whereby changes are produced and differences resolved. If it is
true that conflicts are a way of resolving differences, it would fol-
low that those relationships in which there is greatest conflict
might be those in which resolutions were already being worked
out, and therefore least in need of casework attention.

One may assume that in order to alter ties with kin in the proc-
ess of life-cycle development, a certain degree of open conflict is
essential to assert independence and alter the childhood role re-
lationships. The conflicts of adolescents with parents, for example,
may be regarded in part as this type of role-change conflict. How-
ever, one might ask whether such maturational conflicts with the
family of childhood would also lead to conflict in the marital re-
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lationship. On the contrary, it seems that conflicts that were part
of a healthy process of role change and separation from the family
of childhood would tend to support the solidarity of the marital
relationship rather than lead to conflict in it.

It is also possible that the most frequent kin categories in case-
work intervention reflect the wife’s rather than the husband’s per-
spective. Although both husbands and wives may be seen by
caseworkers, and are sometimes seen jointly, the fact remains that
more wives see caseworkers for more interviews than do husbands.
However, even from the wife’s perspective, the conflicts with kin
that most often also entail marital conflict are with the husband’s
kin rather than with her own kin. Thus in emphasizing the rela-
tionship of the wife to her own kin in casework intervention, the
focus is not on those areas of conflict with kin that most often also
entail marital conflicts as seen by wives.

It is also possible that the focus of kin intervention derives in
part from the value assumptions of caseworkers, either implicit or
explicit, personal or professional. Thus the emphasis on interven-
tion at the point of “strong, unbroken” ties, rather than at the
points of maximum conflict with kin is consistent with values that
emphasize the importance of reducing and breaking from more
traditional types of kin relationships.

It is important that the direction of intervention not only paral-
lels value differences between caseworkers and clients, but also
parallels differences between clients and the Aged, who may be
assumed to be somewhat similar to the client’s own parents. Cli-
ents hold an in-between position; they are less kin-oriented than
the Aged but more kin-oriented than caseworkers. Moreover, some
of the conflicts with kin may reflect the process of evolving new
role definitions in the course of acculturative or social class
changes between generations. Thus the support that caseworkers
offer for less kin-oriented values and behavior, consistent with
their own kinship values, may also represent a support for a proc-
ess of acculturation that is under way between generations, apart
from intervention. Because intervention focuses on the kin with
whom there is most frequent interaction or greatest involvement,
it must also affect the values that support this distribution of con-
tacts. Thus caseworkers may further foster acculturative changes
by attempting, implicitly, to change the clients’ norms of kin re-
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lationships; however, acculturative changes cannot account en-
tirely for the lateral skewing of conflict. Although slight differ-
ences of age of parents and proportion of parents currently living
exist between husbands and wives, differences in birthplace and
background do not appear sufficient to warrant the assumption
that cultural differences between husband’s kin and the nuclear
family are greater than those between the wife’s kin and the nu-
clear family. Thus if conflicts were primarily acculturative dis-
putes over role definition, they would be distributed equally be-
tween the husband’s and the wife’s kin.

It is also important that the reduction of kin involvement in
intervention generally parallels changes that occur in the life cycle.
One could, in fact, assume that just as individual therapy may
represent an attempt to help the individual move beyond stages
in his development at which he has become inappropriately fixed,
intervention in relationships with kin represents an effort to help
the family members move through the stages of kinship organiza-
tion and role change which are usual in that group. Clients may
have become fixed in roles representing earlier stages of the devel-
opmental cycle, and it is these kin relationships that have the most
serious consequences for the marital relationship and the health of
the nuclear family, and hence the greatest need for therapeutic
intervention.

In this case, the greater involvement of the wife with her kin
may represent a more arrested kinship development than the hus-
band’s relationship with his kin. Lateral skewing toward the wife’s
family may derive in part from the Eastern European Jewish tra-
dition of the kest. Thus marriage itself may represent a sharper
break in the life of the husband than of the wife so that if separa-
tion from the family of childhood is to be desired, the husband’s
kin ties may be less in need of further change. From the traditional
point of view the developmental norms for the family would not
be exactly the same for husbands and wives. The idea, implicit in
casework intervention, that at marriage husbands and wives
should go through an equal emancipation from the childhood fam-
ilies represents a view of a kinship system with less skewing to-
ward the wife’s side than was apparently the case for the tradi-
tional Eastern European Jewish family in the shteil. Therefore, in
emphasizing equal emancipation of husbands and wives from
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their families of childhood, caseworkers may be implicitly en-
gaged in helping clients shift from one type of kinship system to
another.

Casework intervention most often seeks to restrict or redefine
rather than to expand relationships with kin, particularly those
with parents; this pattern corresponds to the developmental proc-
esses of a kinship system in which primary ties and allegiance to
the family of childhood shift to those of the family of marriage.
The lateral emphasis on intervention in relationships with the
wife’s kin also corresponds to this pattern because the greatest in-
volvement is found in this area. Thus the directions of casework
intervention correspond to value and experiential differences be-
tween caseworkers and clients, to acculturative process, and also
tolife-cycle changes.

Implications of Structural Perspectives

One may ask: Is this direction of casework intervention in re-
lationships with kin appropriate? First of all, it is necessary to
note that this analysis is based on caseworkers™ reports of what
they hope to do and what they had actually done, but it is not
based on any external measure of whether these sought-after
changes actually occurred. Insofar as the perceptions that clients
have of casework goals and changes correspond with those of
caseworkers, one may assume that these directions of change oc-
cur in many instances. However, the data do not permit firm con-
clusions about which types of change resulting from treatment
are most frequent and are most readily and lastingly sustained
after treatment. Nevertheless, the regularities in the goals of
treatment are striking enough to be highly suggestive.

Intervention that supports life-cycle developmental processes
in kin relationships, which have for some reason been momentar-
ily blocked, may be entirely appropriate; it may parallel efforts to
help an individual move from one developmental stage to another.
Intervention that supports acculturative changes, that is, changes
over time and between generations, working toward a new style
of kinship organization for the younger generation, may also be
highly appropriate. Both of these levels of intervention may sup-
port or stimulate “normal” processes of change, which have not
moved sufficiently smoothly.
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However, if casework is in part supporting life-cycle and ac-
culturative changes in kinship organization, this support should
be recognized explicitly. Our interviews with caseworkers indi-
cate that at present these changes are not generally seen as
changes in family and kinship organization. Even if the direction
of change is usually appropriate, it is likely that it stems in part
from unrecognized value assumptions made in the treatment pro-
fession. The directions of intervention may not be based on ex-
plicit goals that rest on knowledge of the developmental stages or
consequences of different types of family kinship structure. Rather,
caseworkers view the changes sought in treatment most often in
terms of concepts of individual psychological development. Al-
though individual reorganization is, of course, also involved, it is
only part of the picture.

If changes in kin relationships are seen only as individual
psychological processes, the social world of the family becomes an
undifferentiated blur. But if the caseworker considers concepts of
social structure as well in arriving at a diagnosis, he should be bet-
ter able to observe and evaluate differentiating aspects of the fam-
ily’s social relationships, including sources of both strength and
difficulty. Although at best it is hard to distinguish between abnor-
mality and a cultural pattern different from that of the observer,
it is impossible to make this distinction if the cultural pattern is
unknown. The more frequent intervention in ties with the wife’s
than with the husband’s kin, for example, raises questions about
the significance of relationships with different kin for the family.
The difference between ties to the husband’s as compared with the
wife’s kin can be more fully understood in terms of a pattern that
the husband and wife and their kin all consider socially valuable.
A knowledge of the frequency of ties between female kin within
various social groups and under varying social conditions provides
a better basis for evaluating whether a particular client conforms
to the modal pattern. Moreover, if an attempt is made to change
the relationship between the wife and her kin, the outcome can
best be estimated if considered from the perspective of more than
one individual, so that all the factors that facilitate or inhibit change
in each individual are taken into account. It is useful, for example,
in considering the crisis of achieving independence for the newly
married wife, to consider also the crisis of relinquishment for her
parents.
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Despite the general preponderance of ties to the wife’s kin,
ties of the husband to his male kin prevail in areas of specifically
male activity, This difference raises the question of the extent to
which the ties of the wife to her female kin stem from the division
of labor by sex within an industrial society; the wife’s ties to her
female kin may in some cases derive as much from common in-
terests and activity as from individual dependency.! This kind of
tie also can be judged best in a specific case if the common social
patterns are recognized. The dependence of a particular family
on its kin for assistance is better understood as part of a pattern
of reciprocity that is supported by the kin. Extensive communica-
tion of a family with its kin can better be evaluated in terms of the
views of both the family and its kin about the rights of kin to ini-
tiative and access in communication. The meaning for a family of
participation in a family circle as compared with a cousins club
can be better understood if the differences between the two types
of organization, which derive from their different generational
composition, are recognized.

Casework intervention should also benefit from a more thor-
ough understanding of the interconnections within the family
and the kinship systems. If these connections are known, the prob-
able effects of changes in one area on other areas may be estimated
more accurately. However, the degree to which one area is linked
with another may vary. Again implicit therapeutic assumptions
are inevitable. It is commonly assumed that a change in the mari-
tal relationship will affect the children. It is often implicitly as-
sumed that reduction of dependence of a husband and wite on
their parents will strengthen the marital bond. Greater knowledge
and more careful scrutiny of assumptions about how one area of
kinship and family affects another should help the caseworker
estimate the outcome of changes.

It would be useful, for example, to have greater knowledge of
which kinds of kin involvement disrupt and which kinds support
the marital relationship. In attempting to alter the “strong, un-
broken” ties of the wife to her family, the caseworker may be try-
ing to assist in a developmental process that presumably leads
from parent-child attachments to marital ties. However, some
kinds of parent-child attachments may not constitute an interfer-
ence; they may instead actively support the marital tie. For ex-
ample, the acceptance of a husband into the wife’s family may
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help to define the marriage as a socially accepted and significant
bond and thus to support it in much the same way in which the
ritual and economic involvement of the two families to a marriage
did in some traditional peasant kinship systems. Insofar as the
client picture of those kin relationships that most frequently strain
the marital tie is accurate, it suggests that the extensive involve-
ment of the wife with her kin, particularly mother-daughter and
sister-sister ties, does not place strains upon the marital relation-
ship in quite the same way as do ties of the husband to his kin,
particularly his mother. The caseworker should be better able to
estimate whether reducing ties between a wife and her female kin
will, in fact, strengthen the marital relationship if the way in
which these ties are viewed by the family and its kin is known.

Some kinds of kin relationships, which may on some level ap-
pear to represent a change from an early stage of attachment to
the childhood family to one of emancipation and a more mature
relationship, may not produce this effect because of the clash with
kin. For example, points of battle between the wife and the hus-
band’s family and the husband and his own family may not repre-
sent movement to a more independent nuclear family, but rather a
continuing dispute over the validity of the marriage.

The effects of other kinds of kinship ties on the marital bond
also need careful scrutiny. It is clear, for example, that family cir-
cles and cousins clubs differ from many types of descent groups
because the spouse is incorporated as a member of the group.
Thus the groups do not produce conflicting loyalties or serve to
pull the marital partners in opposite directions, as often happens
in societies where husbands and wives belong to different descent
groups. Moreover, ties to kin of the parental and the client’s own
generation do not appear to have the same kind of implication for
the marital relationship. Business contacts between the husband
and his male kin do not have the same consequences either for
the husband or for the marital relationship as contacts that involve
the husband as a subordinate of his wife’s father. Thus various
types of activity with kin must be differentiated before concluding
that extensive kin involvement places a strain on the marital re-
lationship. For some clients it may be inappropriate to apply the
more general cultural assumption that it is desirable to work to-
ward a “close” marital bond; for example, a kinship system that
stresses the mother-daughter tie may be most congenial for some.
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In estimating the outcome of changes sought in treatment,
the caseworker will also be aided by looking for links of change
within the kinship system. Differences in values between client
families and their kin, for example, are undoubtedly a source of
change in relationships. A client may be receiving differing sanc-
tions from various sources for the way in which he plays kinship
roles. For example, cousins clubs, organized on a single-genera-
tion basis, may support changes and movement away from the
ties to parents and the traditional values of parents, whereas this
may not be equally true of family circles, which are organized on
a cross-generational basis. Moreover, the sanctions of kin and the
sanctions of caseworkers for the same behavior may diverge radi-
cally. In order to understand the impact of these various sanctions,
that is, the effect that interaction in one area will have in produc-
ing changes in another area, one must be able to examine and
weigh the balance of the various forces both within and outside
the family, both within and outside the individual, which are
impinging upon kinship behavior.

In planning changes it is important for the caseworker to be
able to evaluate both the positive and negative functions of re-
lationships with kin for the family. If this task is not clearly set,
the built-in emphasis on acculturative and life-cycle changes, as
well as the different social perspectives and values of caseworkers
and clients, may lead caseworkers to cut off some relationships
that may, in fact, support the very changes they are seeking to
assist. As we have seen, cousins clubs may very well have the
function of supporting the younger generation in working out a
new set of values and models for family life while still retaining
strong ties of kinship.

Cousins club membership may therefore support the changes
in relationships with parents that caseworkers also seek to support.
However, if cousins club membership is considered to be an un-
differentiated form of immature dependence on kin, parallel to
some forms of dependence on parents, the caseworker may un-
wittingly cut off valuable allies.

Kin may provide many positive functions for the nuclear fam-
ily: emotional support and assistance, a significant reference
group and aid for occupational mobility, assistance in child rear-
ing, augmentation of the role models available to children, and
support in defining the marital relationship as an important bond.
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Kin groups may be an arena of joint participation for family mem-
bers, ritual recognition of life-cycle transitions, and support for
the process of social mobility and acculturation. These positive
functions of kinship need to be weighed against the problems of
conflict, interference, and overinvolvement with kin arising in
specific cases. In attempting to reduce the negative aspects of
kin relationships, one should not lose sight of the positive func-
tions. Although the possible consequences of a change in one area
cannot be precisely predicted on the basis of present knowledge,
they should at least be seriously considered lest an ameliorative
change in one area undo a valuable support for family life.

SOCIETY AND INTERVENTION
IN KIN RELATIONSHIPS

Kinship in Urban Industrial Society

The findings of this research have a number of significant im-
plications for theories of kinship and society. However, the modi-
fications that these findings imply for both anthropological and
sociological theory will not be presented in detail in this volume.
Here we will regard the theoretical implications of these findings
only as issues about kinship and society have bearing on casework
intervention.

These data on the kin relationships of client families indicate
that extensive involvement with kin is typical of many. The fre-
quency of daily contact, the extent of geographic proximity, the
participation with kin on ritual occasions and in formal kinship
organizations, the reliance on kin for various kinds of assistance,
the sense of obligation to assist kin, all present a picture unlike that
of an “isolate” nuclear family living independently from its kin.
Some previous models have posited that the kinship system of the
urban middle classes in an industrial society is based on a nuclear
family that is structurally and functionally independent of its kin.
It is clear that both the values and the actual behavior of clients
diverge from these models.

The reasons for this divergence may be several. It is possible
that a client group has special problems in acculturation and life-



276 Casework Intervention and Kinship Structure

cycle transitions in kin relationships, resulting in greater involve-
ment with kin than might characterize a nonclient group of similar
background and socioeconomic status. It is also possible that the
picture of client kinship is characteristic of Jewish groups of East-
ern European origin or descent. At a number of points the kin re-
lationships of client families show similarities to Eastern Euro-
pean traditions; for example, the lateral skewing of ties toward the
wife’s family, although not unique to Eastern European Jewish
tradition, is characteristic of it. The particular type of formal kin-
ship organization and religious practices that bring kin together
or keep them apart, that is, keeping kosher, are special to the Jew-
ish group. However, the findings on client kinship may not apply
to Jews of other occupational and educational levels. The case-
workers cannot be taken as representatives of a social level differ-
ent from the clients because they are drawn from only one occu-
pational group. The comparison of the values and kin interaction
of caseworkers and clients was made for purposes of examining
implications for their relationships with each other in treatment.
Nevertheless, it suggests that within the Jewish group those of
higher educational and occupational status may be less wedded to
traditional kinship values, although behavior and values may not
always correspond. The extent of kin involvement found in this
group may also typify those at the middle stages of the life cycle,
when the need for assistance in such matters as baby sitting is at
its height, and when parents as well as siblings are often still liv-
ing. The Aged who were studied are mainly immigrants; in this
group age and Eastern European background are blended and it
is possible that when the clients themselves are older they may not
be as kin-oriented as the present group of Aged. However, even
those who postulate that the aging process entails disengagement
from social roles do not extend this to relationships with kin. On
the contrary, persistent close bonds toward intimate kin, particu-
larly children, have been shown to remain intact until the end of
life, although they may shift in quality with age.? It is also possible
that this degree of kin involvement characterizes those segments
of the population in an industrial society who live in large metro-
politan areas where occupational advancement does not neces-
sarily depend upon geographic moves, thus permitting a high
degree of proximity to kin that does not interfere with occupa-
tional advancement.
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It is impossible to say which of these various factors is the most
influential determinant of the forms of kin relationship that have
been observed for this group. Whatever the most significant de-
terminants of client kin relationships may be, these findings add
additional evidence to the growing body of data indicating that
various kinds of interaction with kin outside the nuclear family
are not as infrequent as previously assumed.

Other studies have shown that extensive interaction with kin
occurs in urban industrialized societies. Elaborate kin involve-
ment with various forms of service and assistance has also been
documented for other ethnic groups within urban industrial so-
cieties, including Italians in England and the United States,
French Canadians, and Negroes and Puerto Ricans in the United
States. These studies have shown that kinship may play an impor-
tant part in the life of a nuclear family, and that the family itself
may diverge from a nuclear family model. The finding of exten-
sive involvement with kin in the client group is, therefore, not un-
precedented. In fact, client kinship may be typified by a greater
degree of segregation, both ideally and actually, of the nuclear
family as a functional unit than is probably true in some other in-
stances. In any event, our findings add to growing evidence that
supports the conclusion that extensive involvement with kin can
occur in an urban industrial society.?

Interaction with kin within a network, however, is different
from formal kinship organizations. Extended kin groups that have
a structure persisting through time and a formal organization of
authority and decision-making among families living in an urban
industrial society add a new dimension to previous observations.
Large groupings with a formal organization have been observed
elsewhere, for example, in African cities, but the special types of
organization and criteria for membership that allows the inclusion
of spouses in each other’s kin groups is seemingly unparalleled,
although they may eventually be documented elsewhere.

It has been argued that descent groups tend to break down
with industrialization; that the economic activity of descent
groups is disrupted when the society offers individual members
opportunities for profit and thereby undermines the economic
control of the kin group. However, family circles and cousins
clubs do not appear to be declining, and, in fact, many new or-
ganizations, particularly new cousins clubs, are being formed.
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These organizations do not maintain their power by control over
strategic economic resources. Although they are technically cor-
porate because they hold some common property and have a
structure that allows for group authority, decision-making, and
continuity through time, their activities are primarily social and
recreational. Thus they may not constitute an exception to the
view that large kinship organizations tend to break down with
changes that undermine their economic power, but they do indi-
cate that certain kinds of large, corporate kin groups can maintain
vitality in an urban industrial society.

Some models of kinship in urban industrial society have
stressed the limited scope of kinship in organizing economic activ-
ity under these conditions.* Family businesses with kin, how-
ever, constitute a definite overlap between kinship and economic
activities. Many of these businesses are fraught with problems,
although some are successful. It is impossible to determine from
the present data whether these problems derive specifically from
their kinship organization or from the general economic position
of small business. But certain problems of authority, decision-
making, and organizational flexibility do appear to stem from the
difficulty of disentangling kinship and business ties. The small
size and general informality of many of the businesses studied may
contribute to the difficulties of concomitantly maintaining “objec-
tive” contractual relations and kinship obligations.

These small family-kin businesses are not the basis for organiz-
ing large-scale economic activities. They are often shortlived, so
that their kinship foundation does not usually serve as a way of
building up a community reputation and an organization that
transcends the lifetime of the founding individuals.® However,
their existence points to the importance of considering the role of
kinship in small-scale as well as large and more powerful busi-
nesses. Although their existence is precarious and their future un-
certain, these businesses do constitute an instance in which kin-
ship is a basis for organizing economic activity in an industrial
society. Moreover, these businesses are another area of vital kin
contact for the families involved.

Although these data do not lead to any overall conclusions
concerning the relations between kinship and society, they do add
additional weight to questions about whether extensive involve-
ment with kin is really incompatible with an urban industrial so-
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ciety. In light of findings on other groups one cannot conclude
that the present results are unique to a client group, even though
they may have special qualities related to the Eastern European
Jewish traditions and the special problems of those who have
sought casework help. This analysis should therefore lead to an
examination of implicit assumptions about the forms of kin rela-
tionship that are most appropriate under given conditions.

Questions about the connection between forms of kinship and
societal conditions have direct bearing on casework practice be-
cause changes in relationships with kin are sought in treatment.
Assumptions about “healthy” or “normal” kinds of kin relation-
ship are inevitably made. Such assumptions are necessary, but
they should at least be clear, and they should be based on the best
knowledge available of the range and variability of kinship forms.
Even educated speculation about the probable future forms of
kinship is better than unrecognized assumptions that any one
form is necessarily either normal or a direct expression of the
client’s problems. Even when if it is recognized that differences be-
tween generations and acculturative changes contribute to the
problems with which caseworkers are working and even if the
caseworker directly supports or assists acculturative changes, as-
sumptions regarding the direction in which these changes are
moving still need careful examination. Although generational dif-
ferences are a point of strain in the kin relationships of clients and
such strains may be presumed to be part of an acculturative proc-
ess, it is by no means clear that the only viable alternative mode of
kinship organization toward which acculturation may be headin
is that represented by previous models of the nuclear family “iso-
lated” from its kin, or by the kinship values that typify casework-
ers. Despite points of strain in kin relationships in the course of
acculturation, viable forms of involvement with kin may be pos-
sible.

Questions of the connection between kinship and society also
have important policy implications in areas where family organi-
zation must be taken into account, such as housing, urban renewal,
poverty programs, public health planning, aftercare programs.
Those concerned with social planning necessarily make assump-
tions about the present and future forms of family and kinship that
are associated with various social conditions.” Knowledge that
adds to or checks these assumptions is thus of concern to them.
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Life-Cycle, Acculturative, and Social Changes in Kinship

An understanding of the way in which societal conditions af-
fect kinship is also of immediate importance for casework because
changes occurring in treatment take place in a moving field, not
against a static background. Sources of change other than treat-
ment, however, are sometimes not as explicit as those presumed to
stem directly from the treatment process. No matter how “stuck”
a client may be in a particular stage of development, no matter
how “locked” in conflicted role systems, change on some level is
always present; life-cycle and social changes are inescapable.
When one focuses squarely on family organization, stages of
change in family roles throughout the family life cycle are im-
mediately obvious, if for no other reason, than that family compo-
sition shifts continually; the roles of parents and children who
have married and moved out of the home are necessarily different
from those of parents and children still in the home. Thus explicit
examination of stages and processes of family development, and
the various social, psychological, and cultural pressures for
change should accompany consideration of therapeutic changes
in family roles.

In this respect it is important to distinguish life-cycle changes
from acculturative changes and from changes stemming from
other sorts of social changes. Even for the more kin-oriented clients,
the ideal is some degree of independent functioning of the nuclear
family, and the emphasis is on the marital bond as the primary
kinship bond of the adult. The transition at marriage from child-
hood kinship ties to those of adulthood must occur and is to some
degree abrupt. Efforts to aid the transition from childhood kinship
ties to those of marriage, however, should not be based on assump-
tions that confuse life-cycle and acculturative changes, presum-
ing that the ultimate form of the family toward which accultura-
tive changes are moving is that which can be derived from an
extension of a model of a “mature,” “independent” individual.

Changes in relationships with kin may stem from various
sources. A schematic outline of some sources of change other than
therapy is presented in Table 30. Changes stemming from move-
ment from one society to another and from one social position or
class level to another within a society are grouped under “accul-
turative” changes for purposes of schematic simplicity, although
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there are undoubtedly differences in the ways in which these dif-
ferent kinds of changes occur. The distinction between kinship
changes deriving from social class mobility and those stemming
from movement from one society to another clearly needs further

study.

Table 30. Some Sources of Change in Family-Kin Relationships

Life-Cycle Changes

Changes resulting
from shifts in the

life-cycle stage of
family members

1. Changes in family
roles with indi-
vidual develop-
ment

2. Shifts of family
composition with
addition and
departure of
family members

Acculturative Changes

Changes stemming from
movement of family

members from one society

to another or from one
social position to
another

1. Changes over time in
the kinship values
and expectations of
family members
adapting to the new
society or to new
social positions

within the society

2. Differences between
family members,
especially between
age and generation
groups, in kinship
values and expecta-
tions resulting from
different life experi-
ences and different
degrees of assimila-

tion of the surrounding

culture

Social Changes

Changes stemming
from shifting social
and economic condi-
tions within the
present society

1. Changes in kinship
values and roles
resulting from
technological,
economic, and other
societal changes,
e.g., new means of
communication and
transportation,
urban expansion,
suburban develop-
ment, economic
growth and decline,
depression and war

The changes that stem from some of these sources are fairly

clear, and their recurrent forms may be predicted with reason-
able certainty. The change during the course of the life cycle from
the family of childhood to that of marriage is clear and reasonably
predictable for most individuals. The change from an Eastern
European form of kinship to a more “Americanized” form is less
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clear because neither the Eastern European baseline nor the
Americanized form toward which acculturation is moving is en-
tirely clear. The probable changes in kin relationships that may
derive from more readily accessible communication and trans-
portation facilities, or from movement from urban to suburban
areas, or from social class mobility are at best speculative. But it is
indisputable that these various sources of change can influence
the same relationships that caseworkers are seeking to alter.

The caseworker will have added strategic tools if the larger
social changes, of which casework is but one part, are known and
if the casework process itself can be analyzed and viewed as one
of the many factors inducing changes in the family’s kin relation-
ships.

THERAPEUTIC STRATEGIES

Therapeutic strategies are part of the social and cultural set-
ting in which they exist.® The current concern with family diag-
nosis and family treatment is itself a product of particular social
and cultural conditions. The emphasis on the individual as part of
a family group probably reflects changes away from a period of
more pronounced individualism. At the same time, the emphasis
on the marital relationship as the keystone of the family, and on
successful sexual and other areas of marital relations as critical
determinants of parent-child relationships and the family’s func-
tioning in general, is also a cultural product. In another society
the problem of being “unfilial” might be the counterpart of “im-
maturity” in our own professional thinking, and the goal might be
to strengthen the parent-child rather than the marital bond. Thus
the emphasis on the marital bond in much present-day family
diagnosis and treatment is itself a reflection of one kind of kinship
system. An alternative emphasis is not necessarily desirable, but
further understanding of present forms of family diagnosis and
treatment may be gained by viewing them in light of other kinds
of kinship systems. This comparison is of immediate practical
relevance in family diagnosis and treatment of diversified subcul-
tural groups. Particularly in working with these groups in which
the marital bond is not given central priority, the kinship assump-
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tions of family diagnosis and treatment may need careful scrutiny
and possible modification.?

The Unit of Diagnosis

A central premise of this analysis has been that the unit of
diagnosis cannot effectively end with the nuclear family. The fam-
ily needs must be examined in relation to other external systems.
The transactions between systems, the inputs and outputs be-
tween the family and its environment, are an essential part of un-
derstanding what goes on within the family. The argument that
an understanding of kin relationships is essential for family diag-
nosis rests in part on the observed fact that casework intervention
often does seek to change kin relationships.

But the reasons for understanding the quality and extent of kin
involvement apply to any family, whether or not they are deeply
involved with their kin. When these findings on the kin relation-
ships of client families are placed in the broader framework of
environmental diagnosis of the family, the extent of interaction
with kin and the ways in which kin impinge upon the nuclear fam-
ily clearly demonstrate the importance of understanding trans-
actions between the family and other systems. This demonstration
in the kinship field should point the way to a comparable trans-
actional focus on other areas of the family’s environment, such as
friendship, occupation, and schools.

It has not been possible to develop any complete diagnostic
scheme, either of the type or extent of kin involvement, or of the
connections between one area of kinship and another. However,
certain concepts that have been used throughout this analysis
should aid the caseworker in understanding a particular family.

One basic idea is that social interaction, specifically relation-
ships with kin, may be regarded as a system that exhibits system-
atic regularities, reflective of the broader society, even if the sys-
tem cannot be correlated with specific societal conditions in
exactly predictable detail. Another concept is that behavior toward
kin is guided by kinship values, that is, beliefs about the ways in
which individuals in particular kinship positions ought to act. Re-
lated to this concept is the idea that actions of individuals in par-
ticular kinship roles are connected to values by the reactions of
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others; that is, the sanctions others exert in an attempt to influence
behavior to conform to their expectations. The idea that different
kinds of kinship systems stress different kinship bonds in varying
degrees, and that kinship systems vary in their lateral emphasis,
should serve as guides to the examination of critical dimensions
along which one kinship system may vary from those of another.
Finally, the notion that strain in interpersonal relationships derives
not only from the personal characteristics of the individuals in-
volved but also from the ways in which their relationships are
socially structured should have immediate use for practice.

Because social work deals with interpersonal relationships,
concepts about culture and social interaction must ultimately be
part of the framework of its practitioners. Although present knowl-
edge is incomplete and no consistent and clearcut conceptual
scheme exists, the ultimate necessity of systematic understanding
of social interaction should not be obscured. This analysis pre-
sents many complexities, perhaps more than can conveniently be
grappled with in casework decision-making. Nevertheless, we be-
lieve it offers a more important statement about the kind of subtle-
ties of human relationships that must ultimately be brought sys-
tematically into the framework of clinical practice than would a
prematurely definitive scheme that leaves out many of the intri-
cacies of social reality.

We have argued that family diagnosis must not end with the
nuclear family, because the family is no more a closed equilibrium
system than is an individual. The nuclear family is but one of the
groups in which family members spend time and have an emo-
tional investment; for husbands it is often second to occupational
pursuits, at least in time spent. The family is emotionally intimate,
and its historical duration for the individual is often greater than
other groups; it is expected, in our society, to be the locus of
emotional expression and emotional support for adults as well as
for children. But as a determinant of individual behavior, other
groups may be of equal or even greater importance than the fam-
ily; the logic of family diagnosis thus applies equally well to diag-
nosis of the interpersonal relations of the individual in all his social
encounters. A change in the behavior of an individual will be met
by reaction of others, both within and outside the family, par-
ticularly when they are directly affected by the change; and their
reactions will be crucial for the outcome of this change. For ex-
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ample, when the marital bond is strengthened by reduction of
“dependency” on a parent, the parent will unquestionably react
to this shift. It is true that a similar process of change may be
undertaken when a parent is not actually present but is merely
an internalized image; but when parents and other kin are part of
a family’s present life their reactions must be seen as part of the
social reality, and as the source of meaningful sanctions.

Knowledge of the relationships between the family and its
external environment are vital for an understanding of the indi-
vidual and the family, and for an estimation of sanctions that are
likely to support or contradict changes sought in treatment; this
knowledge applies to kin, to occupationsl associates, to friends
and other nonfamilial relationships. When embarking upon a pro-
gram of change in any of these areas, it would be desirable to cal-
culate the likely reactions to this change, both adverse and favor-
able.

Individual and family problems have their source outside as
well as inside the individual and family. Conflicts in marital re-
lationships may be as much a function of current interaction with
parents as of internalized feelings about the marital partner. An
accurate estimation of the sources of problems requires a theoret-
ical base broad enough to scan the many influencing factors.

We have documented the morally binding quality of relation-
ships with kin. Family members may be locked in roles with their
kin that are a product of the total constellation of the family and
its kinship system. Moreover, because the kinship system is itself
interconnected, changes in one area may produce changes in
another area, for example, reduction in interaction with kin may
lessen dependency and strengthen the marital bond, but it may at
the same time reduce contacts with reference groups that con-
tribute significant models for occupational achievement.

If the interconnections between the family and its environ-
ment are not estimated, and the connections within this environ-
ment not taken into account, the outcome of change cannot be
accurately anticipated. It is clear that the understanding of the
family and planning for changes within it must systematically take
account of the family’s environment. The complexities are infinite,
and the list of variables that may be relevant in a particular case
are long. But systematically weighing the possible effects of the
environment, is in the end less costly than embarking on changes
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that may be aborted by unconsidered factors in the family’s en-
vironment. The logic is the same as in the argument that changes
in individual treatment may not be efficient if they fail to take ac-
count of the ways in which the individual’s problems are main-
tained by certain types of family relationships.

The relevance of the kinship system is incontrovertible. It
may not be of the same importance in each family, but it is always
relevant to examine what effects it actually has in a particular case.
The problem of extending diagnostic thinking is relatively sim-
ple; it is essentially one of training,

The Unit of Treatment

The problem of the unit of treatment is more difficult. Those
concerned with treatment of the family as a unit are constantly
faced with questions about the conditions under which the entire
family or various segments of the family are the most appropriate
unit of treatment. When family members are interacting with each
other in ways that maintain the problem for which help is sought,
their interaction itself must be altered if a change is to be effective.
The nuclear family or household group is relatively accessible to
treatment, because it is sufficiently intimate so that the problems
of one individual are seen by participants to reflect upon other
members. Motivation for change as a group, or change in inter-
personal relationships, is relatively common; although in actual
practice husbands are still much less frequently involved in treat-
ment than are wives. Moreover, compared with other social sys-
tems, the family does not have a highly institutionalized structure.
The single family does not persist in time beyond the life cycle of
its members; it does not have a formal table of organization with
codified positions and job descriptions, and it is relatively small.
As compared with some other social groupings, it is more acces-
sible to treatment as a unit.

Many have pointed out that the community and the entire so-
ciety are the source of individual, family, and social problems. In
a broad sense the family is radically altered by large-scale social
changes, possibly even more than it can be by casework interven-
tion. Urban renewal, housing policies, technological development,
and economic changes all have widespread and lasting effects on
the family and its relationships with kin. In the long run interven-
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tion strategies of all sorts may be modified in relation to other
social changes. The boundaries between welfare institutions and
the entire strategy of existing treatment facilities are products of
our present social organization that can undoubtedly be modified
in beneficial directions, and will themselves be changed by chang-
ing social conditions, including changes in the kinship system.
But this does not necessarily alter the immediate strategies of
casework therapy.

The strategies by which social units can be treated with any
likelihood of influence are limited. The family is amenable to
change as a unit, as may be some occupational situations; for ex-
ample, casework may alter the organization of a family business.
Therapists of various types have been employed in industry to
assist in fostering personal adjustment to produce behavior de-
sired for the occupational system. But given the present organiza-
tion of social welfare institutions, casework most often deals with
occupational problems by altering the individual, not the system.
The most basic changes in individual personality and family re-
lationships go along with the connections of the family and the
occupational system: the role of husband and wife in the home,
the amount of joint participation of family members, the overlap
of membership groups of individuals in the family are all affected
by the degree of segregation or overlap of the occupational and
the family world. At present large-scale social changes in the
occupational system may be beyond the scope of casework, al-
though ultimately casework may find it necessary to become more
closely allied with those concerned with implementing broader
social changes.

The kinship system is intermediate between the nuclear family
and the occupational system in its degree of accessibility to modi-
fication by casework intervention. Some parts of the kinship system
are more amenable to change than others—its interconnections are
not all equally tight. An individual may receive significant gratifica-
tion and ego support from participation in a family circle or cousins
club, or the organization may support ties to siblings and parents
that impede independent functioning of the nuclear family. The
caseworker may tackle the individual’s participation in the kinship
organization, but it would be extremely difficult to alter the organi-
zation itself or even the client’s role in the organization through
changing the organization, given present definitions of the case-
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work role. The caseworker should be aware of the diagnostic impor-
tance of the organization and its relevance for the family members
and their other areas of kin interaction. Perhaps a group of kin
could even be an effective unit of group treatment. This unit would
differ radically in some of the characteristics of externally imper-
sonal relationships that pertain in group therapy as most often
practiced today. But it has been shown that groups in which indi-
viduals are actually related to each other in outside life, such as hus-
band-wife groups, can be highly effective.* A group of kin might
be an effective unit of treatment precisely because they are inter-
related, and changes in one would have actual relevance for
changes in the others. But the treatment unit should not necessarily
be a wide segment of the kin network wherever changes in kin re-
lationships are desired. However, the possibility that this unit
might be effective in some instances is no more far-fetched than
the notion that the family rather than the individual is sometimes
the appropriate unit of treatment.

The three-generation family is sometimes involved in treat-
ment, for example, when it is a household unit. But this unit is not
common at present. Parents generally are more likely to be
brought in than adult siblings of the husband and wife. It may
well be that changes in adult parent-child relationships can be
more effectively accomplished by treatment of a three-generation
family unit. But problems in the social definitions of therapy and
its social and symbolic significance may make this difficult. Hus-
bands are less readily involved in casework treatment of families
than wives, in part because of social as well as therapeutic expec-
tations that define the family’s emotional problems as the sphere
of the wife’s activity and responsibility (not only in the sense of
responsibility for “causing” problems).

Given the present social definitions and symbolic connotations
of casework, clients’ parents are likely to be even more difficult
to bring into treatment than are husbands. Social differences have
been shown to exist between caseworkers and their clients in criti-
cal areas such as kinship values. Others have shown that social
differences can complicate therapeutic relationships between psy-
chiatrists and their patients,'* and the same applies to casework
therapy, although such differences can also be used as levers for
change.’® Differences between the caseworkers and those in the
clients’ parental generation are likely to be even greater than those
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between caseworkers and clients, as indicated by the data on the
Aged, who are themselves clients and thus may be less distant
than the actual parents of many clients would be. Techniques can
be developed for bridging gaps in values and experience, but
these may be complicated if the older generation represents a way
of life from which the caseworkers themselves are also moving.
Greater knowledge of the subtleties of culturally influenced role
expectations may assist in bridging differences with clients as well
as in facilitating treatment of the three-generation unit when it is
considered appropriate.

It should be clear from knowledge of kinship that even the
“family” unit is not necessarily the nuclear family. Is it the house-
hold unit? Is it the nuclear family but not the entire household
unit? Is it the nuclear family and a parent living in the same build-
ing or within walking distance? Is it the nuclear family and the
family of a sibling with whom the husband is in business or the
family of a sister with whom the wife shares many household
activities, including child rearing? The most meaningful social
boundary of the family is not automatically that of the nuclear
family.™ But because of cultural assumptions that the nuclear fam-
ily is the normal household unit, it is often assumed that this is
the family. Systematic questioning about the most appropriate
composition of the unit of “family” treatment is always in order.
Questions of this sort are not logically different from considera-
tions about treatment of the family as a group. The notion that
under some conditions it might be beneficial to treat more ex-
tended segments of the kin network sounds removed from present
thinking, but is a possibility that should not be arbitrarily ex-
cluded. In any event, a thorough review of the social and cultural
assumptions underlying the drawing of family boundaries for
therapeutic purposes should help to avert unrecognized biases
and arbitrary exclusion of factors that have a significant effect
upon the nuclear family’s life.

The importance for casework of kinship and other external
systems in which family members currently participate does not
rest alone on the feasibility of including them in the unit of treat-
ment, any more than the importance of the family for the individ-
ual’s problems rests on whether or not the family can be treated as
a group. Regardless of the strategies of treatment in a particular
case, an understanding of the family relationships of an individual
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is always essential to understanding the individual's problems.
Whether kin have a great or negligible effect upon the problems
of a particular family, and whether there is any possibility of treat-
ing a unit more extensive than the nuclear family, an understand-
ing of the family’s relationships with kin is always of diagnostic
relevance.

Just as it may be essential in medical practice to have a broad
repertoire of knowledge of systems that may possibly be signifi-
cant in a particular illness, the caseworker should be helped, even
at the risk of greater uncertainty, by a conceptual scheme that per-
mits a broad coverage of a great many potentially significant fac-
tors. In any particular case, only some of these many dimensions
may be of immediate concern. But unless the practitioner’s frame-
work is broad enough to encompass most of the areas that are
likely to affect the family, and to require at least cursory examina-
tion and elimination in any particular instance, critical conditions
may be overlooked.

The caseworker faces the challenge and responsibility of un-
derstanding, diagnosing, and treating a particular family. This
research has been designed to contribute not answers to specific
problems but a broad framework of concepts, which should pro-
vide a more comprehensive and effective base from which to make
decisions.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 9

1. Sweetser, Dorrian Apple, “Mother- 2. Cumming, Elaine, and William E.

Daughter Ties Between Generations
in Industrial Societies,” paper read at
the 34th Annual Meeting of the
Eastern Sociological Society, Boston,
April, 1964; also Young, Michael,
and Peter Willmott, “Mothers and
Daughters” in Family and Kinship in
East London, The Free Press, Glen-
coe, Ill., 1957, p. 43; Dore, Ronald
P., City Life in Japan: A Study of a
Tokyo Ward, University of California
Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles,
1958, p. 133,

Henry, Growing Old: The Process of
Disengagement. Basic Books, New
York, 1961, pp. 51-63. Similar find-
ings have also been reported by
others. See, for example, Sussman,
Marvin B., “Family Continuity: Se-
lective Factors Which Affect Rela-
tionships Between Families at Genera-
tional Levels,” Marriage and Family
Living, vol. 16, May, 1954, pp. 112-
120.

3. For further reading references, see

Bibliography.



The Dynamics of Change in Kinship Systems 291

4. Bennett, John W., and Leo A. Des-

pres, “Kinship and Instrumental Ac-

tivities: A Theoretical Inquiry,”

American Anthropologist, vol. 62,

April, 1960, pp. 254-267; Parsons,

Talcott, “Some Principal Character-

istics of Industrial Societies™ in Struc-

ture and Process in Modern Societies,

The Free Press, Glencoe, IlI., 1959,

pp. 132-168; Abegglen, James G.,
The Japanese Factory, The Free

Press, Glencoe, Ill., 1958.

5. Despres, Leo A., “A Function of
Bilateral Kinship Patterns in a New
England Industry,” Human Organ-
ization, vol. 17, Summer, 1958, pp.
15-22,

. Parsons, Talcott, op. cit., pp. 132~
168.

. For a discussion of certain policy
implications of kinship, see Marris,
Peter, Family and Social Change in
an African City: A Study of Re-
housing in Lagos, Routledge and Ke-
gan Paul, London, 1961; also Mogey,
J. M., Family and Neighborhood:
Two Studies in Oxford, Oxford Uni-
versity Press, London, 1956; Town-
send, Peter, The Family Life of Old
People, The Free Press, Glencoe, III.,
1957; Gans, Herbert J., The Urban
Villagers: Group and Class Life of
Italian-Americans, The Free Press of
Glencoe, New York, 1962.

8. Wallace, Anthony F. C., “Institu-

tionalization of Cathartic and Control

Strategies in Iroquois Religious Psy-

chotherapy,” in Opler, Marvin K.,

Culture and Mental Health. Macmil-

lan Co., New York, 1959, pp. 63-96.

9. For a description of a group in which

the marital bond is de-emphasized

compared with ties to kin of the same
sex, in which, for example, men talk
things over with brothers, and women
with sisters and mothers, see Gans,
Herbert J., op. cit.
10. For one discussion of this point,

see Kahn, Alfred J., “The Social Scene
and the Planning of Services for
Children,” Social Work, vol. 7, July,
1962, pp. 4-14; also see Wilensky,
Harold L., and Charles N. Lebeaux,
Industrial Society and Social Welfare,
Russell Sage Foundation, New York,
1958.

11, This point has been demonstrated

in the group treatment program of
the Jewish Family Service. For rele-
vant reports, see Sherman, Sanford
N., “Group Counseling” in Neurotic
Interaction in Marriage, edited by
Victor W. Eisenstein, Basic Books,
New York, 1956, pp. 296-301; Leich-
ter, Elsa, “Scope and Versatility of
Group Counseling in Family Case-
work,” The Use of Group Techniques
in the Family Agency, Family Service
Association of America, 1959; Wal-
tuck, Murray, “Group Counseling of
Marital Partners by Joint Therapists,”
Journal of Jewish Communal Service,
vol. 37, Winter, 1960, pp. 228-235;
Leichter, Elsa, “Group Psychotherapy
of Married Couples’ Groups: Some
Characteristic Treatment Dynamics,”
International Journal of Group Psy-
chotherapy, vol. 12, April, 1962, pp.
154-163; Sherman, Sanford N., “The
Choice of Group Therapy for Case-
work Clients,” Social Work Practice,
1962, Columbia University Press,
New York, 1963, pp. 174-186.

12. Hollingshead, August B., and Fred-

rick C. Redlich, Social Class and
Mental Illness. John Wiley and Sons,
New York, 1958.

13. Kadushin, Charles, “Social Dis-

tance Between Client and Profes-
sional,” American Journal of Soci-
ology, vol. 67, March, 1962, pp. 517-
531.

14. For another statement of this

point, see Leichter, Hope J., “Bound-
aries of the Family as an Empirical
and Theoretical Unit” in Exploring



292 Casework Intervention and Kinship Structure

the Base for Family Therapy, edited Family Service Association of Amer-
by Nathan W. Ackerman, Frances L. ica, New York, 1961, pp. 140-145.
Beatman, and Sanford N. Sherman.



EPILOGUE

A Note on the Process
and Application of Research

i a Practice Setting

Now that the storms of this interprofessional collaboration have
subsided it is difficult to reconstruct the reasons for the intense
emotion that surrounded some of them. Yet here, as in many in-
terdisciplinary undertakings, collaboration had its trying as well
as its rewarding moments. Since others are continuing efforts of
this sort, it may be useful, in the spirit of the traditional epilogue,
to look back at a few of the issues that arose and to consider their
resolution. Basic to most of these issues is the question of how to
establish a workable division of labor between professions.
Because this study was conducted in a family casework agency
with a research staff comprised mainly of social scientists, collab-
oration between casework and social science occurred in two re-
spects: between clinician and researcher, and between those work-
ing primarily with psychological and those with sociocultural
concepts. Although the research undertaking, was jointly sponsored
by Russell Sage Foundation and the Jewish Family Service, the
research staff was physically located at the agency and its mem-
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bers were therefore outside professionals within the bureaucratic
organization of another profession. Moreover, the agency’s case-
workers were engaged in treatment with the families to be studied.
Within this context several issues about collaboration arose
that we will consider briefly here: (1) who should formulate the
research problem, (2) who should collect the research data, and
(3) when and how the research results are to be applied to prac-
tice. More specific aspects of procedures—sampling, research in-
struments, and data analysis—are discussed in the Appendix.

WHO FORMULATES
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

Issues about who is to formulate the problem often arise in col-
laborative research, particularly when it has a bearing on an area
of practice. Those responsible for having research conducted in an
agency must ultimately decide what is significant for the purposes
of their organization. Executives must assume a responsibility in
presenting the research undertaking to those who watch over the
agency’s activities. They may frequently be called upon to justify
the existence of research as well as its specific content. In addition,
a researcher may be seen as someone who brings to the task a set
of technical skills, but the content of the researcher’s training and
interests may be largely overlooked. In this case the research staff
was initially seen more as researchers than as social scientists.
Under these circumstances it is not surprising that the task of
formulating the research problem may not be seen as belonging to
the researcher.

Yet in our experience the major responsibility for the formula-
tion of a research problem inevitably lies with the researchers.
This is true because a research problem is not fully formulated
at the beginning of research.

Problem formulation is a continuing part of the research proc-
ess. At each stage new information appears; new clues are discov-
ered; new avenues suggested, explored, and either dropped or
pursued further. In this case the problem on which the research
finally focused was not the same as that initially proposed; it
emerged from several stages of inquiry and preliminary data col-
lection. This step-by-step reformulation of the problem is a neces-
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sary, although seldom reported, aspect of inquiry in any relatively
unknown area. It requires sufficient flexibility to allow for the in-
corporation of new leads. Because this reformulation is continuous,
it is likely that only those who are actively engaged in the research
will have sufficient time to participate in its transformations. Re-
searchers may have problems in communicating these shifts to
those not involved in the research on a daily basis. Indeed, one
source of inflexibility may derive from overcommitment to an early
formulation of the problem because it has been presented pub-
licly.

}in this case the issue was complex because the researchers not
only brought in technical research skills but also sociocultural
concepts and theories about human behavior that entailed per-
spectives different from the psychological formulations with which
the caseworkers were more familiar. If the researchers and the
caseworkers had begun with more similar theoretical perspectives,
some of the issues about problem formulation might have evolved
differently. Yet we feel the basic question of the necessity for con-
tinuous reformulation of the problem would remain.

The significance of this continuing process of problem reformu-
lation was not, however, clear to any of those involved in the re-
search at the beginning. The researchers themselves sought the
participation of the agency staff in the selection of the problem for
study. Throughout the research process there were discussions
between the researchers and the agency executives. In addition, a
research committee consisting of executives, supervisors, case-
workers as well as members of the research staff met regularly in
the early stages to consider what the research problem should be.

In collaboration between professions two related tendencies
can frequently be observed. On the one hand, each profession is
likely to be concerned with establishing and holding on to those
areas that constitute its unique competence. Related to this desire
to mark out areas of special jurisdiction a sort of misplaced defer-
ence may ensue, with each profession hesitating to step into those
activties where an overlap of competence exists. These tendencies
were evident in early attempts to formulate the research problem.

The initial assumption was that the problem was to be formu-
lated from an agency viewpoint in terms of concern with family
diagnosis and family treatment. However, in the early meetings
with the research committee it proved difficult for caseworkers to
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formulate researchable questions, that is, questions framed so that
they could be examined through the collecting of research data.
Although committed to research in princple, it was difficult for the
committee members to point to specific areas where their own
knowledge could be enhanced through research. The researchers
for their part were hesitant about formulating problems in their
own terms because they wished to respect agency needs and to
make use of the caseworker’s special competence. Also the re-
searchers were handicapped initially by lack of familiarity with
the client population and with casework theory and practice. But
it was not until the researchers themselves took the first step at
problem formulation that the casework staff was able to participate
effectively with the researchers by reacting to possible research
problems.

A first attempt at problem formulation consisted in looking at
various life-cycle changes to determine the family’s ability to
adapt to “normal” developmental transitions. The social science re-
searchers conducted an initial series of interviews in which an
attempt was made to examine the factors that contribute to the
family’s ability to make life-cycle adaptations. These initial inter-
views revealed the frequency and emotional intensity of contacts
with kin, and it became clear that it was difficult to understand the
family’s adaptations to life-cycle changes without knowledge of
external factors. The significance of contacts with kin was high-
lighted for the social scientists by theories about kinship and so-
ciety. This step led to further questioning of the significance of
kin for casework practice. These questions were examined from
data in initial interviews and, in turn, required further data.

At this stage the agency staff entered the process of problem
formulation in another way. The research staff interviewed super-
visors to obtain specific hypotheses on relationships with kin and
how these come up in casework treatment. At this time the re-
search inquiry shifted from general questions of what kinds of
knowledge can contribute to understanding the family as a system
to specific questions about the family’s relationships with kin.
When questions, developed out of the researcher’s own interviews
with clients, were put to members of the agency staff, it proved
easier for them to state hypotheses and formulate further ques-
tions, many of which proved invaluable. Thus the agency staff
participated directly in the formulation of the research problem,
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but not simply by specifying it in advance. The major task of
problem formulation was carried out by the researchers.

WHO COLLECTS RESEARCH DATA

In a casework agency, where the staff consists of highly trained
interviewers, it might seem appropriate to rely on caseworkers to
conduct research interviews. Yet in this instance interviewing was
an area in which both the caseworkers and the researchers had
special competence.

The social scientists did not hesitate to assert their claim to
interviewing skills. As researchers they felt it was essential to
conduct interviews themselves. This stand related in part to the
process of problem formulation in a relatively new area of in-
quiry. Although researchers vary greatly in preferences about data
collection, many find that they can work best if they have collected
some of their data themselves, feeling there is no substitute for the
ideas that come from first-hand contact.

Moreover, when open-ended interviews are used in the for-
mulative stages of research, the data obtained depend on the built-in
conceptual scheme of the interviewer. In early interviews in cli-
ents” homes, for example, the researchers had a chance to observe
contacts with kin who telephoned or dropped in unannounced.
These contacts were given special notice by the researchers, be-
cause of their familiarity with studies of kinship. Without these
concepts the significance of kin would probably have gone un-
noticed as it had in previous casework interviews. It would have
been difficult, moreover, to translate these concepts to caseworkers
because the researchers themselves were not aware of the special
significance of kinship in the client population prior to initial data
collection.

Yet while the interviewers were firm in asserting the importance
of conducting their own interviews and their competence in doing
so, the difference in the data obtained by researchers and case-
workers because of their differing conceptual schemes remained a
source of underlying uneasiness for some members of the casework
staff. It is easy for each profession to assume that the data collected
through its particular concepts have some special order of “reality”
that other data do not have. The researchers did collect much of
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their data through their own interviews, being convinced that they
could not obtain adequate data on kinship as a form of social or-
ganization from interviews conducted with reference to psycho-
logical concepts. Although these interviews were transcribed ver-
batim and compared in detail with the data obtained on the same
family in casework interviews, members of the agency staff con-
tinued to feel that social science interviewers were going to miss
the “true” psychodynamic factors. Ultimately psychiatrists were
brought in to interview some of these families in order to de-
termine if significant data had been missed in either the social
science or the casework interviews. But the psychiatric interviews
did not substantially alter the picture, since the purpose of the re-
search was to describe the social organization of relationships with
kin, not the psychodynamics of the individuals involved. More-
over, the psychiatrists were interviewing as researchers specifically
instructed to interview about relationships with kin; they were not
engaged in treatment relationships with the families. Under these
circumstances it was perhaps naive on the part of those involved
to assume that the mere label of “psychiatrist” would produce
some special order of data.

Questions as to who can best collect what kinds of data can
be decided only with respect to the purposes of a particular in-
vestigation. The frame of reference of the interviewer will in-
fluence the material obtained in open-ended interviews in at least
two ways: first, the concepts of the interviewer and the expect-
ancies conveyed to the person being interviewed will influence
the data that emerge; second, the interviewer’s concepts will be
applied to the data already obtained and this will influence inter-
pretation of these data as well as the kinds of data that emerge
subsequently. For research purposes this implies that interviewers
should be intimately familiar with the conceptual framework that
is to be examined in the research. In our case some issues that were
discussed as questions of interviewing skill were actually more
questions of conceptual preference. The purpose was to expand
the sociocultural concepts that would be useful to casework, not to
examine kinship from the standpoint of its intrapsychic meaning,
For this purpose interviews by the social scientists were essential.
Perhaps the goal of a future project should be to examine kinship
both from an intrapsychic and from an interpersonal perspective.
Interviews by caseworkers or psychiatrists would be necessary.
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In any event, if a researcher works best through collecting his own
data, then this preference should be honored wherever possible.

Connected with the issue of who should interview was an as-
sumption on the part of some members of the casework staff that
sociocultural data would not be emotionally meaningful. It should
be clear from the interviews presented in this volume that this as-
sumption was unwarranted. We have chosen to examine this ma-
terial in terms of interpersonal rather than psychodynamic con-
cepts, but emotional import is abundantly evident. Emotions are
not the domain of psychodynamic concepts alone; such concepts
are merely one way of looking at emotions.

A related assumption of the casework staff was that a treatment
relationship is necessary for the revelation of significant emotions.
Undoubtedly certain orders of material are revealed more easily
in a therapeutic relationship than in one set up for research pur-
poses. But in both cases the data obtained probably depend in
good measure on the expectancies conveyed by the interviewer.
Moreover, the needs of research for the pursuit of a particular
area of inquiry may not coincide with the flow of topics that is
most beneficial for a treatment relationship. The research inter-
views, for example, tended to contain more discussion of things
that were not problems than was true of the casework interviews.
Thus it may be easier to obtain many kinds of data in interviews
specifically set up for research purposes than in those set up for
treatment. In addition, material from the caseworkers’ treatment
interviews was available to the researchers, so that this issue was
resolved with the decision to have special research interviews.

This decision, however, raised another concern, that of the pos-
sible effects of research interviews on the clients and on the thera-
peutic relationship with the caseworker. Research interviews were
set up initially through a series of cautious trials. The first families
to be interviewed were selected through extensive consultation
with caseworkers and supervisors as to the suitability of a family for
research participation. Although more cases were suggested by
caseworkers than actually used, the research staff relied heavily on
casework judgments in deciding which cases to include. The sug-
gestions tended toward families of somewhat longer than average
agency contact, reflecting confidence in the therapeutic relation-
ship in these cases. The research interviews were clearly distin-
guished from therapeutic interviews in explanations given to
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families, and it proved feasible to maintain this distinction. The in-
terview material was discussed in detail with the caseworkers and
it was concluded with full confidence that the research interviews
did not interfere with treatment relationships. This conclusion was
so firm that at a later stage families were selected for research in-
terviews from a random sample, in terms of research criteria. Case-
workers were asked whether they had reservations about the fam-
ily’s participation in the research, but in almost all instances the
caseworker considered the family selected by the research staff to
be suitable. Again, there were no indications that research inter-
views interfered with treatment.

Questionnaires were also used in collecting data directly from
clients. Here also there was some consideration as to whether the
questionnaires should be administered by the caseworkers, but it
was decided to separate the questionnaires entirely from the treat-
ment relationship by mailing them to clients directly from the re-
search department. Again there were no indications that the ques-
tionnaires were detrimental to the treatment relationships.

At this juncture, after a successful demonstration of the feasi-
bility of conducting separate research interviews with families in
treatment, it is hard to imagine why the idea should initially have
seemed so unusual. But at the time it was new. However, it is now
clear from our experience there was nothing in the research inter-
views per se that was harmful. Moreover, life is not suspended
during most forms of treatment; other experiences continue. If
properly set up, even when conducted at the same agency where
one is in treatment, research participation can simply be regarded
as another experience.!

WHEN AND HOW RESEARCH
IS APPLIED TO PRACTICE

Although a number of the findings of this research have been
presented in this volume, the purpose has been to consider the
ideas that emerged in the research rather than either findings or
methods. This form of presentation rests on certain assumptions
about the process by which research findings are applied to prac-
tice.
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The Application of Concepts versus
the Application of Findings

A basic assumption is that it is not the concrete findings of a
particular study that have application to practice, but the concepts
deriving from these findings. In any research on social relationships
the results of a single investigation, whether experimental or de-
scriptive, can never stand alone; they must add to or modify a con-
ceptual framework.

How many of the details of a research operation should be incor-
porated into the conceptual framework of the practitioner? From
the researcher’s point of view, the evidence in a particular investi-
gation must be made accessible to future investigators. But the
clinician is probably less concerned with the details of mustering
evidence than with the general conclusions that derive from the
research, and some notion of the degree to which these formulations
are supported. Thus it may be unnecessary for the practitioner to
become acquainted with many of the details of an investigation.

Moreover, the scope of any single investigation is necessarily
limited, compared with the knowledge needs of the practitioner.
As a result, the necessity of rigorous specification of the area of ob-
servation in any empirical research undertaking may seem unneces-
sarily circumscribed to the clinician. In some respects the goal of
rigorous scientific testing of concepts conflicts with the urgent
clinical need for developing ways of understanding the family.

One possible contribution of research is to make predictions and
test their accuracy. The researcher may say to the practitoner, “If
you want to achieve A, you are likely or unlikely to achieve it by
doing B.” But another important contribution of the researcher is to
say, “Wait a minute, perhaps you know less than you think; perhaps
you are making assumptions of which you are unaware.” No prac-
titioner can be too pleased with an admonition to “wait,” but the
caution may alert the practitioner to find new knowledge from his
practice experience. For a practitioner “tentativeness” may arouse
anxiety, since he needs to believe that his knowledge is relatively
complete and certain. But the tentativeness of research and the fact
that it may point to areas where knowledge is uncertain, in the long
run, may be more helpful to practitioners in making a more percep-
tive and meaningful diagnosis of the family than more simplified
and complete conceptual formulations that have so-called “uni-
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versal validity.” A system that oversimplifies may ultimately prove
more detrimental to the understanding of the family than the un-
certainties required in recognizing incomplete knowledge as such.

From the casework point of view, part of the initial interest in
our research related to developing typologies for use in family diag-
nosis. There are many levels on which contributions to diagnosis of
the family may be made. The development of typologies for diag-
nosing family process and types of family disturbance is only one
such level. A typology is, on the one hand, a scheme of classification
and as such does not require empirical research. On the other hand,
a typology is an implicit statement of correlation. The ability to pre-
dict the outcomes of changes in one area of family relationships
requires extensive knowledge of the empirical clusterings of areas
of family behavior. As the complexity of the area of family rela-
tionships under examination became apparent, the possibility of
developing a classification of manageable simplicity became more
remote. It is worth noting that even those who have attempted
to outline the dimensions that should be examined in a family diag-
nosis have developed schemes of such length that they are exceed-
ingly time-consuming and cumbersome to apply. And we have
extended the problem further by pointing to factors outside the nu-
clear family that need to be considered. Perhaps, in fact, classifica-
tion is not the most urgent goal in understanding the family for
treatment purposes.

In any event, this book does not offer a complete scheme for
family diagnosis, or even a complete scheme for the analysis of kin
relationships. It does point to dimensions where significant varia-
tions in family relationships exist and to forms that such variations
may take. It should give the caseworker increased understanding of
one of the areas of relationships that ultimately should be included
in any system for diagnosing the family.

Throughout the analysis we have indicated the ways in which
this research is relevant to practice. We have noted, for example,
that certain general concepts such as that of kinship system and
values apply to examining problems in relationships with kin and
more broadly to the understanding of all the social relationships
with which the social worker is concerned. We have pointed to the
utility of distinguishing life-cycle from acculturative changes in a
family’s relationships with its kin. We have noted the utility of
considering the form of family-kinship organization that is likely
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to be compatible with various kinds of economic and ecological
conditions, and the importance of examining assumptions about
optimal forms of the family in light of expanding scientific investi-
gation of kinship organization. Finally, we have pointed to the prac-
tice issues that stem from differences in kinship values and experi-
ence on the part of caseworkers and their clients. These questions
have relevance for the particular population studied and others
as well. The question of whether one’s own concepts about family
composition represent an optimum to strive for in other groups is
one that arises in treatment with families of many kinds of back-
ground. It would apply, for example, with equal pertinence to fam-
ily therapy with a matriarchal family in which the basic unit is one
of mother-daughter rather than husband-wife. Should an attempt
be made in such a case to alter the basic family organization by
bringing the “husband” into treatment?

When the conceptual framework of the research is itself novel
to the practitioner, one level of application consists in communicat-
ing new concepts to the practitioner, although these may not have
been formulated as a result of the particular investi gation but rather
constitute a framework in terms of which questions were initially
posed. In this research, the communication of social science con-
cepts and assumptions was in itself one application of research ideas
to practice.

Feedback to Practice During Research

It is frequently assumed that application of research occurs only
after its completion. Yet significant forms of feedback may occur
during the course of research itself. Indeed, new models for think-
ing about application of research are needed in this respect. Many
segments of the agency’s professional staff were involved in one
way or another in research participation. Their participation in-
cluded serving as members of the research committee, contributing
hypotheses and ideas in interviews where the research staff asked
the caseworker about clients, comparing casework and research
information on the families interviewed, arranging and explaining
the purposes of research interviews to clients, as well as participa-
tion through filling out the research questionnaire.

Contacts with the researchers and with the research process
often served to communicate research ideas to the agency staff, as
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well as making a contribution to the research. When research in-
volved fairly widespread participation in this way, the feedback
in the course of research may be one of its most direct sources of
impact on an agency, possibly even greater than at the final stage
of reporting research where the participation of agency staff is
likely to be less inclusive.

Examples of this kind of feedback included the discussions be-
tween caseworkers and researchers about the families interviewed.
The information obtained through the research process, in a role
different from that of therapist, with the guidance of concepts dif-
ferent from those usually employed by the caseworkers, often proved
useful to the caseworker. Such discussions stimulated new areas of
questioning about more healthy areas of family relationships and
the perspective of another discipline.

Data from questionnaires also proved useful to caseworkers in
giving background information on the client, sometimes being ob-
tained more readily than it could be in casework interviews. One
by-product of the research was, in fact, the institution of the rou-
tine questionnaire procedure for collecting information on all cli-
ents entering continuing treatment. In the course of research col-
laboration the utility of information of this sort for both casework
and administrative purposes, as well as the feasibility of collecting
it, came to be recognized. At one point an effort was made to de-
velop procedures for examining the data from the routine agency
questionnaire in terms of certain social science concepts. A guide
for analysis, termed the “Social Sanction, Value-Orientation, and
Reference Group Chart,” was developed for examination of ques-
tionnaire data. Although this chart proved too complex to become
a routine agency procedure, its development and the discussions
of it served further to introduce ideas from the research to mem-
bers of the agency staff.

Another example of feedback during research was a Social
Science Seminar for agency executives, and later one for super-
visors, that grew out of early discussions with executives and mem-
bers of the research committee. This Seminar included joint social
science casework interviews with individuals from another culture,
Thailand, which facilitated examination of the relevance of cul-
tural material and comparisons of the strategic usefulness of social
science and psychological concepts.

Feedback from research to practice also occurred when staff
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members filled out the questionnaire, thus becoming more familiar
with the research purposes and ideas.

Feedback through direct reporting of research results to staff,
at meetings of the entire staff and in various groups, was also im-
portant. It is significant that feedback of research does not have
to wait until research has been completed, but is instead a constant
concomitant of the research process itself.

The Task of Applying Research

A great deal has been written about who should conduct prac-
tice-based research, how problems should be formulated, who
should gather data. Much less has been said about how research find-
ings are applied to practice. Often an implicit assumption is made
that “findings” will automatically be applied merely by their exist-
ence. But such an assumption overlooks the question of the channels
by which findings of research are communicated to those who are to
apply them in practice. Ultimately application of knowledge to
practice depends on integration of that knowledge into the con-
ceptual framework of those actually carrying out treatment. But
this does not happen automatically because findings exist or even
because they are presented in verbal or published form.

As we have seen, feedback of research to practice can occur
during the research through various forms of collaborative con-
tact between practitioner and researcher. Communication of ideas
deriving from the research occurred in this case through contacts
with a variety of segments of the agency staff. Although the re-
searchers asserted the importance of conducting interviews them-
selves, the practitioners were to some degree participants in the
research at a number of points, either through contributing data
or ideas. In this way the more general research questions took on
meaning for them. It may not often be feasible for the practitioner
to conduct his own research, but when this is done it probably re-
sults in the most immediate form of application. Even when the
clinician cannot actually carry out the research, the application of
research findings and concepts depends on some active effort on the
part of practitioners. If provision for this effort is not specifically
built into the research planning, it is not likely to occur.

New knowledge is certainly not the realm of research alone.
Rather, research can raise questions that will alert the practitioner
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to look, in his practice experience, for data from which new con-
cepts and theories may be developed. It is our hope that the ma-
terial presented in this volume will stimulate such endeavors.

NOTE TO EPILOGUE

1. For a discussion of this point and a search Experience with Caseworkers
report on the early phases of the re- and Clients,” Journal of Jewish Com-
search, see Leichter, Hope J., and munal Service, vol. 36, Spring, 1960,
Judith Lieb, “Implications of a Re- pp- 313-321.



APPENDIX

Research Methods

A fuller discussion of the methods used in this study will be presented
in separate papers. At present we will consider the highlights of the
methods employed in data collection and analysis.

Various levels of data were collected using the following procedures
and instruments: questionnaires, tape-recorded open-ended interviews
that were later transcribed verbatim, interviews structured by interview
guides, home observations, caseworkers’ reports about the client and
case record information, one-way screen observations of interviews,
participant observation, interview genealogies, kin contact logs, and
documents. The analysis combines these various levels of data. The re-
search demonstrated that it is feasible to employ a wide variety of pro-
cedures within an agency setting.

Data were mainly obtained from three basic sources: (1) from cli-
ents about themselves, (2) from caseworkers about clients, and (3)
from caseworkers about themselves. Data were also collected from cli-
ents with specific experiences relevant to special aspects of the research.

THE CLIENT QUESTIONNAIRES
Three different procedures of questionnaire administration were

successfully used during the research, with three types of question-
naires.!
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First, questionnaires were used at an early stage of the research to
obtain certain demographic data needed for research planning. Case-
workers were asked to obtain the data from the client. The caseworker
filled in the questionnaire—a short, single-page form.

Second, for research, administrative, and casework reasons, a ques-
tionnaire was initiated, which is now a routine agency procedure, and
given to all clients in continuing treatment. This questionnaire is filled
out directly by the client and returned to the caseworker or fee clerk in
the district office. The caseworker gives out the questionnaire and is thus
directly involved in the procedure. The questionnaire asks for certain
routine background information.

A third questionnaire, for specific research purposes of obtaining in-
formation on relationships with kin, was mailed to a random sample of
clients in active treatment. This questionnaire was sent with covering
letters from the agency administration and from the director of re-
search. Caseworkers were asked to indicate if there were any casework
considerations that would preclude sending questionnaires, but there
were virtually no reservations. These questionnaires were mailed from
the Research Department and returned by mail from the clients directly
to the Department; thus the caseworker and the casework process were
not involved.

For the research questionnaire, a random sample was selected from
the clients of the agency with intact families, that is, where both hus-
band and wife lived in the same household, and where at least one of
the marital pair was Jewish. Because the agency provided family case-
work service, the families in the sample constitute the most typical por-
tion of the agency’s caseload. The sample consisted of 298 families se-
lected from 1,226 such families who were on the agency lists at that
time, November, 1960. (See Chapter 2 for the sociocultural characteris-
tics of this sample.) Comparisons with random samples of the agency’s
families drawn for other purposes indicate that this research sample
was similar to other samples in the background characteristics of its
families.

Questionnaires were also sent to an additional group of clients from
the agency’s special Service to the Aged, in order to make possible com-
parisons with a group at a later stage of the life cycle. At the time there
were only 128 cases in this Service, and of those, only 55 were intact mar-
riages. Questionnaires were therefore sent to all of these intact families,
because a further sample would have made the number of cases too
small.
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Each family received two questionnaires, one for the husband and
one for the wife. The husband’s form and the wife’s form were modified
versions of the same questionnaire. It was deemed feasible to send
questionnaires to both husbands and wives, because the family was re-
garded as the client for agency purposes. The differences between the
forms for husbands and wives were designed to avoid duplication of
data where possible. These modifications will be discussed further be-
low.

The questionnaires were returned by one or both individuals in 210
families. In 25 cases the wives returned the forms but the husbands did
not; the total number of individuals returning the questionnaires was
therefore 395.

In the Service to the Aged, questionnaires were returned by both
individuals in 28 families, that is, by 56 individuals. The total returns
from both the regular clients and the Service to the Aged were 238 client
families, or 451 individuals. Therefore, 67 per cent of the families to
whom questionnaires were sent returned them.

A special survey of reactions to these questionnaires was carried out
by a member of the research staff through interviews with caseworkers
about the clients in this sample. In general, the proportion of returns
was reasonably high, comparing favorably with results under other cir-
cumstances. Findings indicated that those who returned the question-
naires tended to have characteristics that would indicate somewhat
more positive reactions toward, and more involvement with, the agency
than those who did not return them. Thus positive experience in treat-
ment may be an important motivation in research participation. This
conclusion was also confirmed through research contact with clients in
the course of follow-up letters and telephone calls to those who did not
return the questionnaires at first; in a few cases clients indicated that
they had not returned the questionnaires because of negative reactions
to their agency contact.

It is conceivable that the less positive attitudes of those clients who
did not return the questionnaires stem in part from cultural differences
between themselves and their caseworkers. If this is true and if differ-
ences in kin relationships exist between those who did and those who
did not return the questionnaires, these could well be in the direction of
even greater kin involvement on the part of those who did not return the
questionnaires. There do not seem to be equally compelling reasons for
presuming that those who did not return the questionnaires would be
less kin-oriented than those who did. Thus it does not seem likely that
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the picture of kin involvement of clients has been overstated as a result
of biases introduced through questionnaire returns.

Items for the questionnaires were developed initially from material
collected in open-ended interviews with nine client families. These fam-
ilies were selected through discussion with caseworkers. The items were
then pretested on 13 families who were administered the questionnaires
in interviews. These families were selected on the basis of data obtained
in interviews with caseworkers.

The questionnaires provided two levels of data: responses to close-
ended and to open-ended questions. Not all clients answered all items
completely or clearly, so that the number of responses for some items
may be fewer than the number of questionnaires returned. However,
the number of “no answers” did not vary from one item to another in
ways that would suggest systematic bias.

CLIENT INTERVIEWS

Data on the kin relationships of client families were also collected
through intensive interviews with 22 families during pilot and later in-
terviews. A total of 174 interviews, all of one hour or longer, were con-
ducted with these families. The interviews were conducted by members
of the research staff.

Explanations about the request for research participation were ini-
tially given to these families by their caseworkers, who emphasized that
they would be making a contribution to the agency and its understand-
ing of the family by their participation. The research interviews were
clearly distinguished from therapeutic interviews by both the casework-
ers who introduced the researchers and by the researchers themselves
in their explanations to the families. It proved feasible to maintain this
distinction of research and treatment roles with the family.

Families were interviewed and observed in their homes. These in-
terviews were tape-recorded and transcribed verbatim and the tran-
script distributed to the caseworker treating the family, to members of
the research staff, and to agency executives. In this way the caseworker
thus could know what had occurred in the research interview. Data
were obtained in each case from the caseworker when the caseworker
and the researcher compared information on the family. The researcher
also had access to the case record, but it generally proved more profita-
ble to discuss the family with the caseworker than to read the record.
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Caseworkers often had information relevant to the research that was not
recorded in the case record.

In addition, a total of 18 psychiatric interviews were conducted
with 10 of these interview families. With the client’s permission the psy-
chiatric interviews were observed by the research staff through a one-
way screen, making it possible to compare the data obtained by inter-
views with varying approaches. Interviews were also conducted with
families having the special experience of being in business with kin or
being members of family circles and cousins clubs. Twenty-one families
were interviewed about family-kin businesses. Data from interviews and
observations were obtained on 25 family circles and cousins clubs.

These interviews provided extensive data on several levels: (1)
tape-recorded statements of clients about their kin interaction, (2) ob-
servations of clients in their home and in some cases with kin present in
the home, (3) clients” written records of their kin contacts recorded in
the kin contact logs, and (4) genealogies.

Families were selected for the first pilot interviews in terms of sug-
gestions made by caseworkers about the cases that would be suitable
for research interviews. These families tended to have been in treat-
ment somewhat longer than average. At a later point, after it had been
demonstrated that research interviews did not interfere with treatment
relationships, families were selected for interviews primarily in terms of
research criteria. The families chosen for interviews were selected so as
to obtain as many varied examples as possible of kinds of involvement
with kin. Statistical analysis was done from questionnaires, not from in-
terviews. The interviews were used to add qualitative depth to the
questionnaire findings, and initially to formulate items for the question-
naires so that sampling questions were not critical for the interviews.

ANALYSIS OF
DATA ON KIN RELATIONSHIPS

The analysis is primarily descriptive and is based on both interview
and questionnaire data since different issues arose in various portions of
the analysis. Questions about specific areas of data are considered here
in the order presented in the text to enable easy reference. Comparisons
between groups and tests of statistical significance were employed only
at special points in the analysis.
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Kinship Values

Data on kinship values were derived from interviews and from a set
of mainly normative statements in the questionnaires called: “Opinions
About Family Life.” Clients were asked to respond to these statements
in one of five ways: “strongly agree,” “agree,” “no opinion,” “disagree,”
“strongly disagree.” For convenience of analysis, answers of “strongly
agree” and “agree” were combined, as were “strongly disagree” and
“disagree,” leaving three categories.

Analysis of the values items in the questionnaires was based on the
frequency of the various categories of response taken in conjunction
with explanations of the meaning of responses to these items given in
interviews, and client reports in interviews of how kin acted in various
situations. No inter-item correlations were made on the consistency of
response within the values items. Rather the analysis was based on the
face meaning of the item in terms of certain theoretically defined group-
ings, for example, marriage systems, obligations to interact with kin. As
will be discussed below, client responses to the values items were com-
pared with those of caseworkers. No attempts were made to correlate
the values responses of particular clients with their behavior in the area
to which the values items referred because the behavioral data were not
always exactly comparable to the values items.

Interpretation of the significance of values responses is complex be-
cause of the multiplicity of levels of values. Clues are needed about the
reasoning that goes into agreement or disagreement, as well as the level
of verbalization or action implied in the responses. A particular re-
sponse may be given, for example, because the client believes this is the
way things should be and lives in accordance with this belief, or be-
cause opposite experience has strengthened the belief that things should
be different. The availability of extensive interview data on the values
items, however, helped to clarify the probable significance of responses
in questionnaires.

” <«

The Extensiveness of Kin Ties

Data used to examine the extensiveness of kin ties were collected
through standard anthropological genealogical techniques in interviews
and also through the questionnaires. Some genealogy was collected
from all of the 22 families interviewed. One such genealogy was in-
cluded in the presentation to indicate the amount of knowledge of kin
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that is possible. However, it became evident during interviews that once
a basic genealogy had been mapped out, further probing, for example,
by questioning about the kin present at specific events, would almost
always add kin not initially included in the genealogy. The significance
of this flexibility of the boundaries of the kin network has been consid-
ered in Chapter 4. From the standpoint of methods, this flexibility meant
that any estimate based on even a fairly full initial genealogy was likely
to be incomplete. This pattern became apparent only after many of
the first series of interviews had been completed. Thus in counting the
number of kin, data were used only from those genealogies in which
some attempt had been made to “probe for limits,” primarily in the sec-
ond series of interviews.

The collection of genealogical data in interviews, even when no at-
tempt was made to probe for limits, proved so time-consuming that it
was decided to collect certain genealogical data from the question-
naires. Although the collection of genealogies in interviews is standard
anthropological technique, collecting genealogical data through ques-
tionnaires constituted an innovation and therefore it was necessary to
devise special procedures. The categories of kin present vary enor-
mously from one family to another, depending, for example, on the
number of siblings of parents and whether there have been divorces
and remarriages. Thus it is impossible to include all theoretically possi-
ble categories of kin in a questionnaire. The questionnaire results rep-
resent what may be considered a skeleton genealogy and inevitably
underestimate the number of kin in a family. However, the inclusion of
the same categories for each family made it possible to estimate network
size in a way that is consistent from one family to the next with more
families than could be interviewed, thus extending the conclusions from
interviews to a larger number of families.

Proximity and Communication

To obtain data on geographic proximity of kin required drawing
boundaries of the household and of geographic areas that are meaning-
ful for social interaction. The boundaries were difficult to draw for sev-
eral reasons: physical boundaries of an apartment or house may not
correspond to the boundaries that define the social unit of many house-
hold activities such as cooking and shopping; the perception of what is
within walking distance differs from person to person, depending, for
example, on age; the definition of the New York City area may not cor-
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respond to its actual geographic or political boundaries. In fact, it ap-
pears that one of the most meaningful definitions of New York City
boundaries is the area of local telephone calls. Definitions of boundaries
were thus left to be interpreted by the respondent in open-ended ques-
tions.

The problems of coding write-in information on kin proved great
here as elsewhere in the questionnaires, particularly because nonspecific
categories such as “my brother’s family” or “my cousins” were often
given, resulting in what is unquestionably an underestimation of the
number of kin in geographic proximity.

To avoid duplication, data on the kin living in proximity were ob-
tained only from the wife, but on the basis of interview findings, it does
not seem likely that the husband would have reported these particular
data differently.

Most of the client families had a high proportion of their kin living
in the New York City area, so that only limited data were obtained on
communication by mail because other forms were more important, es-
pecially telephoning and visiting.

A number of interview families were asked to keep Kin Contact Logs
or records of who telephoned or visited whom in a one-week period.
(See example in Chapter 4.) These data provided a detailed, ongoing
record of certain kinds of kin contact. A record of this sort gives data
that come closer to those obtainable in first-hand observations over a
period of time than those that can be obtained in after-the-fact inter-
view reports, thus offering an additional level of data on kin contacts.

Assistance and Reciprocity

Interviews often provided the opportunity to observe the impor-
tance of kin assistance and reciprocity, for example, when kin dropped
in during an interview to bring something to the family, or when they
telephoned for information or advice, or to make arrangements con-
nected with giving assistance. Data from the questionnaires provided
information on the frequency with which specific kinds of assistance
were given to or received from kin. Some items included checklists to
indicate the relative frequency with which clients received assistance
from kin, friends, and institutional sources such as hired help, employ-
ment agencies, banks, social workers.
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Kin Groups and Assemblages

In the analysis of ad hoc kin assemblages, family-kin businesses, and
family circles and cousins clubs, the unit of analysis was not the nuclear
family but the kin group. Here the focus was on the composition and
function of the group or organization itself. Thus although certain data
were obtained from clients, they refer to organizations that are not made
up entirely of client families. Their existence and the kin relationships
that they structure are not determined alone by client families and
thus cannot be seen merely as reflecting the problems of a client group.
In this portion of the analysis, therefore, the data from the regular case-
load were combined with those from the Aged.

Data on kin gatherings were obtained in interviews where they
were brought up by clients as important kin events, for example, wed-
dings and bar mitzvahs. Data from the questionnaires on ad hoc kin
assemblages were obtained for only one such gathering, the previous
Thanksgiving. These data were obtained from the wife. Religious holi-
days, such as Passover, were not selected because it was felt that their
celebration or noncelebration might depend more on religious orienta-
tions than on relationships with kin. A gathering presumed to be rela-
tively small was selected to avoid burdening clients with writing a long
list of kin in questionnaires that were already long.

For purposes of this study, family-kin businesses were defined as
those where kin are partners and those where one kin is employed by
another. On the basis of data from the interviews and the research
questionnaire a number of families having family-kin businesses were
identified. Eleven of these families were then selected to be interviewed
specifically on their family-kin business. They were interviewed about
a variety of types of business experience from which to formulate hy-
potheses about family-kin businesses and kin relationships, in particular,
the ways in which joint business activity influences kin ties and the in-
fluence of family-kin business upon the nuclear family, as well as the
effects of kinship on the functioning of the business. Data from the
questionnaires on family-kin businesses were obtained only from hus-
bands although interview data were obtained from both spouses wher-
ever possible.

Data about the existence of family circles and cousins clubs in the
family’s kin network and whether the family participated in such groups
were obtained in the questionnaires.
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Detailed data on 25 of these kin groups, including genealogies and
documents such as constitutions, minutes of meetings, family histories,
and financial records were obtained from a series of special interviews
and observations.

Kin Conflicts and Kinship Structure

Data on kinship bonds were derived from responses of the sample
families to the questionnaires. Several questions of sampling arose in
analyzing these data. In a few instances data were derived from check-
lists of kin categories, but most of the data were derived from lists of
kin provided by the respondents. Thus the selection of kin was not
biased by a prior choice of categories, except where choices among kin
who had at some time been in the same nuclear family were analyzed;
and here the theoretical basis for looking at choices within these cate-
gories is clear.

The issue of sampling of activities is more crucial. The areas in-
cluded in the questionnaires were based on preliminary interviews. It
is possible, however, that kinship bonds might be different if other
areas of activity had been analyzed. If a bias does exist, it can be taken
into account by future researchers because the activities are specified.

Two open-ended questions on conflicts with and about kin were
included in the questionnaires. These two questions were analyzed as
one. The unit of analysis was the conflict situation as described by the
clients. The kin categories mentioned in these descriptions of conflict
situations were analyzed. As indicated by the quoted material in the
text, the answers to these open-ended questions were often quite full.
The analysis was enlightened by interviews where conflicts were often
described in considerable detail.

CASEWORK INTERVENTION
IN RELATIONSHIPS WITH KIN

Data on the ways in which relations with kin come up and are dealt
with in casework treatment were obtained from two sets of interviews
conducted with various agency personnel. All supervisors and heads
of district offices, a total of 19 individuals, were asked to give their im-
pressions of the types of relationships with kin, and particularly the
problems in these relationships, that are typical of the client population.
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They were asked how these problems come up in casework treatment
and how they are dealt with. Their hypotheses were used to formulate
questions for caseworkers.

Caseworkers were asked about specific cases, not the agency case-
load generally. After giving some background information on the fam-
ily, the caseworker was asked to discuss the kinship relations of that
family, its problems in relations with kin, and the solutions that the case-
worker had either attempted to bring about or saw as goals. An inter-
view guide was used for the caseworker interviews.

A random sample of 200 cases from the four district offices was se-
lected from those cases in the agency statistical files. Later, 33 cases
from the Special Service to the Aged, the entire population of clients
in this Service at the time, were added.

A total of 79 caseworkers were interviewed, each discussing from
one to six cases, depending on the number of cases that fell into the case-
worker’s caseload. From the regular sample of 200, it was possible to
obtain information on 178, Information on the remaining 22 cases could
not be obtained for a variety of reasons related mainly to turnover of
either clients or staff. Some information was obtained on all the cases in
the Service to the Aged on the records at the time.

Some data on intervention were also collected from responses to the
research questionnaire items on agency contacts and from other inter-
views with clients, although these data were not specifically sought
in interviews with clients.

CASEWORKER-CLIENT COMPARISONS

Data for the comparisons of the kinship values and experience of
caseworkers and clients were obtained from a modified version of the
client questionnaires sent to caseworkers. The modifications were de-
signed to take into account the single status of many caseworkers. Some
specific items on professional training and experience were added to
the caseworkers’ form, and certain questions on their agency contacts
were omitted as appropriate only to clients. In other respects, the basic
questions were the same for caseworkers and clients.

These questionnaires, which were confidential, were also adminis-
tered to members of the agency professional staff. It was considered
important that the questionnaire not be taken as an administrative in-
quiry into their personal lives, and that it not be connected with the ad-
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ministrative or supervisory process. This was ensured by having the
questionnaire returned by the caseworker directly to the research de-
partment; 123 individuals, or 99 per cent returned it. This high return
can be taken as an indication that confidentiality was successfully en-
sured, as well as of willingness to devote time to the research participa-
tion. Interest in the research was also indicated by members of the
agency board who volunteered to participate through filling out a com-
parable questionnaire.

Tests of statistical difference were used in analyzing the compari-
sons between the values responses of caseworkers and clients because
the forms of the answers were comparable. Chi square (X2) was used
to test the statistical significance of the differences between caseworkers
and clients. Differences, among the clients in the Service to the Aged,
the regular clients, and the caseworkers were not tested for statistical
significance because there were too few cases in the Service to the Aged
to make such tests appropriate. Analysis of the Aged data rests on the
consistency of difference from one area to another, rather than on the
statistical significance of any one difference.? No specific tests of the re-
liability of the Values Form were made because the analysis rests on
data from interviews, as well as from questionnaires.

Caseworkers had a higher proportion of no opinions than clients
on 19 items, but on 15 items the clients had a higher proportion of no
opinions than the caseworkers; on one item they were equal. OQut of the
35 items 26 differences were significant at the 0.001 level, four items
were significant at the 0.01 level, two at the 0.05 level; and three were
not significant. Therefore, the Values Form had tapped values where
caseworkers and clients were to a considerable degree different. The
analysis was based on comparisons of specific items. No intercorrelation
of items was done. Instead, the items were arranged and analyzed in
terms of their face value, and the logical relation of the content to spe-
cific dimensions of the kinship system. Five items were omitted from
this portion of the analysis on the ground of face content, mainly because
the content did not, upon reflection, fit into the specific questions about
kinship with which the analysis dealt. Some of these items deal with
relationships within the nuclear family, related to kinship, but not di-
rectly at issue, for example, “A father should be the strongest authority
in the home.” The omission from the analysis was because of logical
content, not statistical significance; on all of the five omitted items,
the differences between caseworkers and clients were significant at the
0.001 level. The value differences between caseworkers and clients
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transcend the specific topics of kin relationships that are the present
concern.,

In most items where significant differences between caseworkers
and clients were found the Aged also differed from the caseworkers,
even more than the other clients. As already indicated, tests of signifi-
cance were not employed for the data from the Aged because of the
small size of the sample. The significance tests refer throughout to the
differences between caseworkers and clients. But the direction of the
differences among caseworkers, clients, and Aged is consistent for a
high proportion of the items. Conclusions based on comparisons with
the Aged therefore rest on consistency of differences rather than their
statistical significance.

At other points in comparing experiences with kin such statistical
comparisons could not be made because the data were not always com-
parable, particularly for comparisons between single caseworkers and
married clients. An attempt was made to determine whether differ-
ences between caseworkers and clients derived from factors in the case-
workers’ sociocultural background, such as age, sex, marital status, or
position within the agency. Although no consistent differences appeared
among the caseworkers on any of these dimensions, the size of the sam-
ple and the small number of individuals in certain positions made it
impractical to pursue this analysis in detail.

Value differences between caseworkers and clients did not appear
to derive entirely from the greater youth of caseworkers or from their
more frequent single status. The analysis does assume, however, that
although it may not be possible to determine the source of these differ-
ences in detail, whatever their source, they have consequences for the
therapeutic relationship.

NOTES TO APPENDIX

1. Copies of the questionnaires may be 2. For a discussion of the chi square
obtained by writing to the Jewish formula employed, as well as a gen-
Family Service, 33 West 60th Street, eral discussion of the use of the chi
New York, N.Y. 10023. No detailed square, see McNemar, Quinn, Psycho-
discussion of its contents is given here. logical Statistics, John Wiley and

Sons, New York, 1949, pp. 212-242.






Selected Bibliography

This bibliography is intended as a guide for the reader interested in
learning more about the specific topics discussed in the book and about
the general background of current interests in social work research.
The first section includes works on the relationships between the social
sciences and social work, a subject central to the theme of this book.
The second section includes works that give more background on the
culture and traditions of the American Jews than was possible to de-
scribe in the text. The third section lists studies of the effects of urbani-
zation and industrialization on kinship patterns, including both com-
parative works and works on specific cultures. Publications that have
developed from the work of the personnel of the Jewish Family Service
in the field of family diagnosis and treatment are listed in the fourth
section. The final section includes publications and papers resulting
from the authors’ and their associates’ work on the project.

Except in the last section, no attempt has been made to include all
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