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PREFACE

‘Family*, one of the most fﬁndamental unité of
almost all human societies, has been changing since time
iﬁmemorial. The immense variety 6f cultures all over the
world contributed to different kinds of family 1life in
different parts of the globe. It includes, on the one
extreme, the extended families consisting of three or more
generations of married brothers or sisters, and on the cther
end the nuclear families comprising of a husband, wife
and their unmarried children. 1In between these two
extreme types there are several other varieties of families:
matrilineage households, where siblings of both the sex
living together with the sister®s children and men merely
visit their wives in latters*® homes; polygamy one man having

several wives or one woman, several husbands, etc.

In all these forms of families the basic functions

of the married couple are sexual relations and upbringing

of their children. In this process of living together

and child-care the economic cooperation is a must. The
men and women of a family cooperaté through division of
labour. This division of labour based on sex is a universal
phenomena. Again, the gender based division of labour is
not uniform. In some cases the sharing of work is rigid;

Generally, child-rearing, household chores, and crafts
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closely associated with household, tend to be performed
by women, whereas the activities which take place outside
the home such as war, hunting, and other services done

by men, Apart from this economic division of labour,
marriage has got some social and in some cases religious

obligations also.

The change in the broader society, especially the
change in mode of production -- from entirely manual labour
based (hand-made) activities to that of the factory mode
(mechine-made) of production -- was a turning point in the
history of *division. of labour® of the human society. With
his physical strength and socio=-religious sanction, man
always had an upperhand in the happenings of family life.
Woman, due to her physical weakness, especially during the
time of pregnancy and child birth more or less depended on
man. But the developments in the field of industry put
an end to this kind cf strict sex-role differentiation.
Another most significant development in the society is that
of the emergence of new democratic values. The principles
of equality and dignity of labour influenced the social
and political institutions. .The modern democratic govefnments
recognised the value of human rights and are committed to

uphold them.

These two factors, the factory mode of production and
the modern democratic values of life, threatened the rigid

sex=based division of labour in the society. Women are no
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longer fully dependent upon men. The economic independence
of women -- working outside the house and earning an

independent income -~ gave them new impetus in their life.

Under these circumstances the social life and the
economic co-operation within the family also has been
undergoing a change. Women's awareness of their rights,
men's acceptance of the women'’s liberty, the security to

the family life provided by the modern éovernments etca,
| drastically affected the marital and familial relationship.
Again this change varies in nature and in degree. The Western
World being completély modernized - - the equality of sexes
in the family and society is now fully recognised. But
compared to the West in the developing parts of the world

the customs and traditions are having a stronger hold over

the human relationships.

The above discussion makes it ciear that there is a
change in the internal dynamics of the institution of family.
The pattern ¢f authority and decis?on-making-pfOCesS in
the family are the important areas which had been more profound-

ly affected by these modern developments. These relationships

within the family and outside has been changing drastically.

The study of power relationships, under various
headings like "power", "authority"”, "dominance®, "control*,

"inf luence" and the 1like, in contemporary families has beén
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a méjor area of investigation for the past quarter of

a century in the United States, Since the publication

of the work "Husbands and Wives" (Blood and Woolfe, 1960),
a number of investigations have been conducted in this
area. Based on Blood and Wolfe's "resource theory of
family power" several efforts have been made, by family
researches and cther social scientists both in U.S.A,
and other parts cf the world to test and re-examine this

‘resource theory modeil.

In the light of these developments, in the present
study an attempt has been made to analyse the patterns
of authority and décision-making processes in the families
cf Britain, Japan and India. However, a generalisation of
the changing patterns of authority and decision-making
processes in the familieg of these three societies is nearly
impossible and it is the same even if we confine ourselves
cnly to individual countries. The bewildering complexity
of the cultures of these societies, the existence of
considerable variation between regions, hetween rural
and urban areas, between classes, and finally, between
different religiocus, ethnic, linguistic and caste groups

vastly limit the scope of the study.

In the case of British family, for example, the
present study is mostly based on the data derived from

Ehglénd and Wales and confined to6 the wﬁiée’péﬁﬁiétion.



In Indian case it is mainly the Hindu population and
(for modern family analysis) only the middle and upper-
class urban educated samples are made use in the study.
When compared to Britain and India the case of Japan is
slightly different. That is, the Japanése soclety is
almost homogenecus. However, the rural-urban, farm-non-
farm, educated-uneducated differences remain same as in

other cases.

As for as the various types of families are concerned
present work concentrates on extended and nuclear, stem(ie)
and nuclear, and joint and nuclear families in Britain,
Japan and India respectively. Keeping these in mind the
éomparison of traditional and modern patterns of authcrity
and decision-making processes with special reference to
husband=-wife and parent~child relatiocnships within each
countries and similarities and differences between the
societies have been analysed. However, it should be nbted

that this study is based on secondary data.

The study has been divided into four chapters.
The first, the introductory chapter, deals with the
conceptual ana methodologiéal problems in the field,
Thebchanging socio-economic conditions of the society and

its effects on family and vice-versa are analysed in the
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latter part cf the chapter and the significance of

this type of cross—cultural study is also e xamined.

The second chapter, concerned with Britain, makes
an overall assessment of the authority and decision-
making patterns in the families of aristocracy and the
labouring classes both before and after the industrial
revolution. The modern family power felationships
are also analysed with a view to bring out the recent changes
in the authcrity and decision~making process in the

fa“Li.ly.

The third chapter is on Japan. The power structure
of the families during the Qgg era (1600-1868), and the
period after Meiji Restoration (Since 1868) have been
analysed. In the postwar Japanese sociéty, wiﬁh intensive
moderniszation and westernization, happenings in the marital
and family power role relationship have been dealt with in

the rest of the chaptere.

The fourth chapter is devoted to the Indian family.
The traditional Hindu Joint family and the nature of authority
and decision-making process in it as well as the modern
families, particularly urban based, and the dynamics of
oower relationship in those are being dealt with in this
chapter. And conclusion forms the last part of the

ii ssertation.

A select bibliography is given at the end consisting

£ books and articles consulted for. this researche.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTTIG OGN

Family, the most fundamental unit of all human

societies, has been an area of interest for anthropologists,

historians, and other social scientists in their studies on

human culture and social structure. However, family study,
as a systematic sub-discipline of larger social and
behavioural science in general and sociclogy in part;cular
is by most measures a relatively young'f‘ield.1

The continued interest of sociologists and social
anthropologists in the dynamids of social change and the
interrelationship of social institutions and processes has
resulted in an abundance of literature on the relation
between the family and society. But most of the studies
undertaken so far seem to have been usually confihed to the
relationship betwcen modernization and family structure.
In other words, the debate has revolved arocund the theme
of the "fit" betuccn the conjugal family and the institu-
tions of industrial society, and the changes which take

place in the family system of traditional societies, under

1 Ronald E. Cromwcll and David H, Olson, "Multidiscipli-
nary Perspectives of Pouwer", in Ronald E. Cromwell and
Bavid H, 0Olson, (ed.), Power in Families (New York,
1975), po. 15.




the impact of industrial urbanization. In short, the
central conceptual issue in the sociology of the family,
until recently, was limited to a single question, that is,
"industrialization breaks up the extended family systems

of traditional societies and replaces with them structural-
ly isolated conjugal f‘amilies".2 To a certain extent this
preoccupation continues. Paradoxically the theoretical
significance of this problem has not engendered an empiri-
cal preoccupation with the details of the transition from
"traditional™ to "modern" family structure. The assump-
tions and hypothesis, based on which elemsnts of change

in family structure have been analysed during the past

were not supported by empirical studies c:onduc:ted.:3 Thus,
"until the sixties, theoretically, the dominant perSpéctive
fhroughout sociology was functionalism. And consequently
issues pertaining to power and authority Qithin any aspect

of social structure — including the.family — were seldom

2 David Podmore and Bavid Chaney, "Family Norms in a
Rapidly Industrializing Society : Hong Kong", Journal
of Marriage and the Family, May 1974, p. 400.

3 This view has been particularly associated with Talcott
Parsons' work on the American family, But it is important
to note here that "a considerable body 'of data is nou
available which points to the existence of some kind of
extended family structure in industrial societies of the
West and moreover, the accumulating evidence that the
conjugal family system was quite common in Europe and
North America prior to industrialization throws into

doubt the related notion that industrialization led directly
to the emsrgence of the conjugal family in those parts

of the world®, Ibid.



raised".4 The functionalist approach toward analysing
family pouwer is grossly circular and is combined with a
view of social order that is essentially static. There
are mainly two different theories about family pouwer rela-
tions at that time. One states that "families do what the
culture tells them to do";'according te the other, "they
do what their own characteristics dictate®. Furthefmore,
it also assumed that in a stable society,ithe two sources -
of power will coincide.5

According to fhe functionalist approach, in the
family the younger male learns to be task-oriented, and
the younger female person-oriented. The domestic orienta-
tion of female is felt to be the critical factor in under-
standing her social position. This orientation is contrasted
to the extra-domestic, political and military spheres of
activity and interest primarily assoclated with male.
Through pursuing significant tasks, the male gains legit%mate'

authority; whereas the female is effectively barred from the

4 John Scanzoni, "Social Processes and Power in Families',
in Wesley R. Burr, Reuben Hill, F, Ivan Nys and Ira L,
Reiss, (eds.) Contemporary Theories About the Family
(New York, 1979), p. 2965.

5 Robert 0. Blood, Jr. and Donald M., Wolfe, Husbands and
Wives (New York, 1960), p. 13.




most significant tasks, and she must necessarily be sub-
ordinate.6 This observation has its corollary in the fact
that sexual asymmetry locates the causes of female subordina-
tion. ™Man — the hunter, superior in strength, ability,

and the sxperisnce derived frOﬁ using tools and weapons,
'maturally' protects and defends the more vulnerable female
(and children), whose biological equipment destines her for
motherhood and nurturance".7 Finally, this biological deter-
ministic explanation made them to beiieve that, "women lead
lives that appear to be irrelevant to the formal articulation
of social order. Their status is derived from their stages

iﬁ a life cycle, from their biological functions, and in
pafticular, from their sexual or biclogical ties to particular
men".8 Thus, the basic assumption of the functionalist theory
is that, social structure is static and there is always order
in it. M"The roles and behaviour deemgd appropriate to the
sexes were expressed in values, customs, laws and social roles.

- A

They also, and very importantiy, were expressed in leading

John Scanzoni, ne. 4, p. 297,

Gerda Lerner, The Creation of Patriarchy (New York,
1986), p. 17.

8 Michelle Zimbalist Rosaldo, "Woman, Culture and Society 3
A Theoretical Overview", in Michelle Zimbalist Rosaldo
and Louise Lamphere, (eds.), Woman, Culture and Society
(California, 1974), p. 30.




metaphors, which became the part of the cultural construct
and ekplanatory system".9 Furthermore, they also assume
that "women may be important, powerful and influential,
but seems that, relative to mem of their age and social

status, women everyuwhere lack generally recognized and

culturally valued authority. In every human culture, women

10

are in some way subordinate to men". In other words,

"everywhere men have some authority over women, that ig,
they have a culturally legitimated right to her subordina-

tion and compliance".'11

Ideally, it should be possible to explain both
interpersonal and intraorganizational power within a single
and general theory. In practice, houwsver, interpersonal
power relationships in the family are often determined by
several factors, such as the changing socio-economic condi-
tions within the society, the relative resources (education,
ocgupational status; socio~econamic status) of family memberq

etce.

9 Gerada Lerner, n. 7, p. 212.

10 Michelle Zimbalist Rosaldso, n. 8, p. 17. Emphasis
added.

11 Ibid., p. 21. Emphasis added.



Now it is well known that the balance of pouer betuween
men and women, for several reasons, has been changing. This
change can be very well noticeable within the Western industria-
lised societies and also to some extent within the industrialis-
ing urban centres of the developing societies. Thus, this rapid
industrialization and urbanization process have been leading
to the change in the 'authority pattern' or the 'traditional
cultural pouer structure' of the families.

In the late 1950s and early 1960s, "power" becamg and
continues to be, a common and importagt referent in the pﬁrsuit
of knowledge about structured interaction in families. This
focus on the study of power relationships and decision making
patterns in contemporary families, during the last twenty-five
years, resulted in abundant research studies in the marriage

and family literature.12

Conceptual and Methodoloqical Issues in the
Study of Family Power Structure

'Pouwer' is one of the most fundamental aspects of all

social interactiom. Therefore, it has been ef interest to

many disciplines, and has proven to be of significance in

12 For a detailed decade-wise revieuw of literature in this
area see, Constantina Safilios-Rothschild, "The Study of
Family Power Structure: A Review 1960-1969", Journal of
Marriaoe and the Family, November 1970, pp.539-52.
Gerald W, McDonold, "Family Power: The Assessment a
Decade of Theory and Research, 1970-1979", Jourpnal of

Marriage and the Family, November 1980, pp.841-54,




understénding the interpersonal dynamies in all types of

relationships. Houever, the multidiseiplinary nature of

this concept has also proven it to be one of the most

complex and elusive concepts to describe, measure and

understand. Each discipline has struggled with these issues,

and each has ended up using different concepts and research

methods, which further resulted in various concepts and

methods, that in many cases has little resemblance to sach

other and that rarely relate to the concepts or to the

dynamics of pouwer.

13

In general, there are innumerable distinctive pers-

pectives of power. For Weber, "It is the probability that

a person in a social relationship will be able to carry out

his or her own will in the pursuit of goals of action,

regardless of resistance",

T4 In Marxist sociology, "pouwer

is regarded as a structural relationshih, existing independently

of the wills of individuals",

15 That is, the existence of

power is a consequence of class structure of societies. Thus,

13

14

15

David H. Olson and Ronald E., Cromuwell, "Poyer in Families",
in Ronald E, Cromwell and David H. Olson, (eds.), n. 1,
PP. 3=4.

Nicholas Abercrombie, Stephen Hill and Bryan S, Turner,
(eds.), The Penguin Bictignary of Sociology (Harmonds-
worth, 1984), p. 166.

Ibid.




according to this approach, power can be understood by
analysing the relationship between (a) economic and class
relations, (b) class struggle, and (c) the mode of production,
within the societies. In contrast to these two approaches,
Parsons defines pouer

"as a positive social capacity for achieving communal

ends; pouer is analogous to money in the economy as a
social system ... Pouer is thus regarded as yidely
diffused through society rather than beimg concentrat-
ed in a ruling elite ... permitting the uwhole
community to participate to some degree in thes
political process",16 '

Thus, according to this approach pouwer has not been seen as
necessarily involving conflict and coercion.

This confusion in defining power becomes all the more
apparent uwhen we look into the abundant literature on marital
and family power. Several authors have expressed concern
about this area of studye. Variﬁus approaches to the dynamics
of power emergence in families continue to!be both concep-
tually and methodologically imadequate. Even though there
appears to bs coqsiderable agreement regarding the genera}
nature of powsr and its multidimensional character, the
complexity of pouer has rarely bsen fully explored. In addi=*

tion to the variety of different conceptual domains of power,

16 1Ibid.



there are also considerable differences in the way power has
beem measured. In fact, Cromuell and Olson, in the preface

to their Power in Families rightly remarked that "the numerous

studies in the field concealed and confused more than they
revealed and clarified®, '’
At one extreme, it has been stated: "Every social act
is an exercise of pow:r, every social relationship is a power
equation, and every social system is an orgahization of
power".18 At the other extreme, concepts such as "inflwence",
"control", M"authority", "dominance", "asser£iveness", "deci-
sion-making", "family power", "power structure", have all been
used to describe pouer.19 Furthermore investigators in this
area have not only used different conceptual and operational
definitions for each of these terms, but sometimes the same
definition has been used for different terms, and even different
definitions for the same terms. Further, most of these studies
give an idea that "in general, with very few exceptions in
survey studies, only decision-making has been measured and the

-

findings are discussed as if réferring to familial poyer or

authority."20

17 David H, Olson and Ronald E, Cromwell, n. 1, p. xv.
18 Hauley (1963), cited in ibid., p. 5.

19 For details see Olson and Cromuwell, n. 1, p. 5; Safilios-
Rothschild, n. 12, p. 539.
20 Safilios-Rothschild, Ibid., p. 540.



presented by French and Raven (1959

10

Basically, a predominant model of social pouwer, as

)%1 has been widely used

in the study of sociological and secial psycholegical pheno-

mena, Later, the family sociologists have employed this

social pouer framework, as a useful theoretical base, in

their investigations of the general domain of family power,

as well as the more delineated areas of conjugal power and

.

parental power. Therefore, initially, many of the major,

concepts, theoretical models and measurement tools utilised

in family power study have been borrowed from small groups

and social pouer research conducted by social psychologists.

22

Currently the best theoretical and methodelogical approaches

on the power dynamics in the marital and family system are

available from family socioloqy, social psycholoqgy, child

development, and family process literatures,

Power has been defined by French and Raven as stable

potential influence in a dyadic relation betwesn two persons.

21

22

French, J.R., and B. Raven, "The Bases of Social Pouwer",

pp. 150-167 in V. Cartuwright (ed.), Studies in Social Power
(Michigan, 1959). Initially Hallenbeck (1966), made use of
this theoretical model to the marital dyad and have been
further delineated for family study by Smith (1970) and later
on used by almost all family scholars in family power studies.

Cromwell and Olson, n. 1, p. 16.
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They recognized the multidimentional nature of social power
and delineated five dimensions, or bases of social power:
(1) reward pouer ~ based on the ability of the person
possessing power to provide rewards for the perscon influenced;
(2) coercive power — based on the powerfuwl person's ability
to mediate punishment for the person influencéd; (3) leqgiti-
mate power — based on the influenced peréon’s belief that the
powerful person has the right to control his/herlbehaviour or
e
-opinions; (4) referent power — based on the influenced
person's feeling of oneness, or desire for such an identity,
with the pouwerful person, and (5) expert power — based on the
influenced person's perception of superior khouledge and skil}
in the powerful person.23 Thus, their comcept of pouer
involves mainly the willingness of one party to be influenced
by the other and his perception of the influencing one.
The first major work which initially sparked interest

in the substantive area of "family pouwer™ was Bleood and Wolfe's

Husbands_and Wives (1960)%2% 1In this influential study the

authors elaborated a "resource theory of family pouwer".

23 French and Raven, n. 21, cited in Phyllis N, Hallenbeck,
"An Analysis of Power Dynamics in Marriage', Journal of
Marriage and the Family, May 1966, p. 200.

24 Blood and Wolfe, n. 5.
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According to this theory, the relative power of husbands and
wives in making family decisions depgnds upon the relative
resources {(such as education, employment, occupational status,
inceme etc.) which each spouse brings into the marriage. Thus,
"the power to make decisions (which will affect the life of
the family) stems primarily from the resources'uhich the
individual can provide to meet the needs of his marriage partner
and to upgrade his decision-making skill®,2>

 Following this "resource theory model" a large AZmber
of studies have been undertaken both in USA and elseuwhere.
Several family scholars and other social scientists, have
involved in testing and retesting this reéource theory model,
and derivative models. Several cross-cultural studies also
have been undertaken and a number of theoretical and methodolo-
gical issues in family power research have been develOped.26

In her review of family power research, Safilios-Rothschild

defines family power as a multidimensignal concept which can be

measured through the "outcome of decision-making, the pattern

of tension and conflict management, or the types of prevailing

25 Ibid., p. 44.

26 For details see Hyman Rodman, "Marital Pouwer in France,
Greece, Yugoslavia and the United States ¢ A Cross-National
Discussion, Journal of Marriage and the Family, May 1967,
pp. 320-24,




13

division of labour".27 Similarly Olson and Cromwell described

power as "the ability (potential or actual) of an individual(s)
to change the behaviour of other members in a social system.
Family power, a property of a family system, is the ability
(potential or actual) of individual members to change the
- behaviour of other family members".28 Further, they divided
power into three distinct domains: pouer bases, power processes
and power outcomes.
a

The bases of family power domain consists primarily
of the resources an individual possesses which may increase
his/her ability to exercise control in a given situation. The
domain of family power processes includes all interactional
aspects of family members, such as general family discussions,
decision-making, problem-solving, cqnfligt resoluﬁion. and
crisis management. And the domain of family power outcomes

includes issues involving who makes decisions and "who wins.

And they also point out that more reséarch have focused on

27 Safilios-Rothschild, n .12, p.540

28 Olson and Cromuell, ne1, p.5.
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family power outcomes when compared to the other two domains
of power, and more importantly, the domain of family power
proéesses is the most neglected area of research.29

Gerald W, McDonald, in his decade review of family
power research gave an elaborating picture of family pouwer.,
Based on Olson and Cromuwell's division of power domains,
McDanald observed that apart from economic resources,lthe
sources of pouwer also include the Follouiﬁg normative and non-
economic compOnents: the cultural definitions of authority,

: e

the relative dependence of the persoﬁ subject to it, the
personality of the authority possessor-and the perceived
value which others attribute to it. The methods or techniques
éuch as control attempts, assertiveness, negotiation, persua-
tion and influence, uwhich are used in the family interactions
come under 'power processes'. And 'pouwer outcomes' represent
the action of an individual who exercises the final and real

30

authority. He puts this whole analysis into a simple

diagrams

29 Ibid., p. 6.
30 McDonald, n. 12, p. 843.
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The Interrelatedness of the Units of Analysis

P—

nd Dimensions of Pousr for Family Powsr Research

Social Pawer

Family Pouer
Marital| [Parental Offspring Sibling| [Kinship
Pouwer Power Power Pouer Poyer
[Pouer ODomains|
Bases Processes Outcomes
Resources Control attempts Control

2.
3.
4.
S.

normative

definitions 2
(authority) ¢°

gconomic
affective
personal

cognitive

influence
persuasion

assertive-
ness

1. decision-making
2. implementation

3. defining of
social/family
realities

Source: Gerald W. licDonald, "Family Pouer ¢ The Assessment
of a Oecade of Theory and Ressarch, 1970-1979",
Journal of ilarriage and the family, November 1980,

Pe

844.
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Thus, a number of family scholars, following social
power theorists, have identified resources and authority as
bases of pouwer in marriage. For example, Wolfe stated that
"two conditions are necessary.for 0 to have power over P
(a) P must have needs or goals which he feels can be
satisfied or attained with the help of anothér's but not
without such help; (b) P must perceive 0 as having

resources which might be made more available to him."31

4w
According to Blood and Wolfe a resource is "anything that
one partner may make available to the other, helping the
latter satisfy his needs or attain his goals.“32 There is

no limit for resources at one's disposal. It may vary from
none or a few to a large number., While power resources are
often conceived as being exclusively econoﬁic but it might
also include a number of non-economic and normative resources.

The strength of each resource, however, is derived from the

perceived value uhich others attribute to it. Thus, the pouer

31 Donald M. Wolfe (1959: 101), cited in Boyd C. Rollins -
and Stephen J. Bahr, "A Theory of Power Relationships in
Marriage", Journal of Marrigge and the Family, November
1976, pp. 620-21. The actors arse generally denoted as
A and B or 0 and- P,

32 Blood and Wolfe, n. 5, p. 12.
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of one spouse has been viewed in relation to the pouwer of the
othere In other words, marital power is the relative ability

of the two marriage partners to influence the behaviour of
each other. Furthermore this relative ability of the spouses
depends upon the relative authority and relative resources at
their disposal, and, more significantly, depeﬁds on the rela-
tive perceptions of the spouses towards the authority and

33
resgurces.

But if we take into account the Rollins and Bah;'s
view that "pouwer and control are rélevant constructs in
marriage only when conflict exists between the marriage
partners"?4 we have to further revise.our definition of
family or marital power. According to this approach the
concept of power becomes relevant only when a conflict of
goals exists betueen two or more persqns or groups. In the
case of family, for example, during the process of decision-
making, there may appear a conflict 0} goals betuween the

marriage partners based on their relative potential pouef.35

33 Wolfe, n. 31; French and Raven, n. 21, and Blood and
Wolfe, ns 5, etc. 9Similar view has been expressed,

34 Rollins and Bahr, n. 31, p. 621.
35 Ibid., p. 620,
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However, it has been now found that such a conflict is not a
necessary precondition for the power relations in the Family.36

Rbdman's study of cross—-national data and consequent
development the "theory of resources in cultural context!
further highlights the fact that "decision-making behaviour
is influenced by the interaction between resources and
cultural definitions"?’ That is, the balance of marital
powar is influenced by both the interaction of relative
respurces of husband and wife, and the cultural and sugt
cultural expectations about the distribution of marital power
or authority. This wmodel is thus called as normative resource
theory.38

Thus the available data on the family pouwer structure
suggest that, even though there are slight differences, among
the scholars, about the use of different‘terms and concepts
for defining pouer, at the same time, there appears to be
general agreement on several deFinitibnal issuess

Broadly speaking, majority of these family scholdrs,

in general, followed a definition of power, which is consistent

36 For details see cDonald, n. 12, pp. 843-44,
37 Hyman Rodman, n. 26, p. 323.



19

with the wvay power has been defined by social psychologists,
as well as by theorists in sociology.39 More specifically,
most of the investigators, following Ueber, defined power as
the ability of an individual within a social relationship to
carry out his/her own will, even though there may be resistance
from cﬂchera.4D Some of the general agreementé among social
researchers on basic aspects of definition are as follous:

(1) Social power is a person's potential for exerting

-

a force toward change in another person's behaviour;
(2) social pouwer is not based simply upon a quality, or
qualities, possegssed by the pouwerful pérson; rather it is
determined in a majority of cases by complex conditions
governing the interdependence of individuals in a social
relationship;41 (3) Power is the ability (potential or actual)
to achieve desired goals or outcomes, whether by changing the

behaviour of others, or producing "intended effects®; (4) Power

has been seen as a system property, rather than the personal

-

39 French and Raven (1959), n. 21; Wolfe (1959), n. 31;
Blood and Wolfe (1960), n. 5; Rodman (1967), n. 26;
Hallenbeck (1%66), n. 23.

40 Max uWeber, The Thcory of Social and Economic Organization
(New York, 1947), p. 152.

41 Thomas Ewin Smith (1970: 861), cited in McBonald,
"Determinants of Adolescent Perceptions of Maternal and
Paternal Pouwer®”, Journal of Marriage and the Family,
November, 1979, p. 758,
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attribute of an individual; (5) power has been treated of as
a dynamic process, rather than static, and therefore involves
reciprocal causation; (6) power has bsen conceived of as both
a perceptual and a behavioural phenomenon; (7) pouesr has been
‘defined, by emphasizing the relative ability of the two
persons to influence the behaviour of each other. In other
words, power always involves asymmetrical relatiOns; though
the pousr of an individual in one "interest sphere" may be
compensated by the power of the other in another "intersest
sphere", thus across interest spheres, pouer rslations may

be characterised as being symmetrical, or equalitarian;

(8) power is multidimensional in natufe, including socio-
structural, interactional and outcoms compunents.42

There are sevsral conceptual and methodological short-

comings in the existing researches on family perr structure
which resulted in the variability and incomparability of
findings and a partial picture of the powser structure in the
family. One of the major conceptual problem is the continued
usage of the concept of "family power” by majority of
scholars.43 But in practice, as we have noticed above, most

of thess studies avoid systematically the possible power of

42 HMcOonald, n. 12, pp. B842-43.
43 Ibid., p. 841. '
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‘children and other members of the kinship network, and N
concentrate their analyses on the unit of husband-wife dyad
only.44 Furthermore, even within this husband-wife dyad
unit, most of the investigators exclusively relied only on
wives' ansyers and opinions in their analysis of family pouer
structure.45

Another important area of confusioﬁ is due to the
failure, on the part of the scholars, to differentiate biﬁueen
various related concepts such as familial, or marital decision-
making, authority, influence, control and so forth. Ffor
example, authority as defined by Weber (1947), refers to pouwer
that is legitimated by social norms that prescribe who should
have powsr. But we cannot view authority as synonymous with

either power or contr01.46 Actual pouer is different from

authority because the norms may not operate in any given social

44 As already noted most of the theoretical models, concepts
and measuring tools used in the analysis of family pouer
are initially borrowed from the small groups and social
pover studies conducted by social psychologists. One of
the major limitations of most of these analyses is that
it has been restricted to interaction or acts between onl
two actors at a time (regardless of the size of the group
usually designated as A and B or P and 0. Same has been
followed by the family scholars.

45 Too much reliance on wives' opinions is mainly due to the
cenvenience of the investigator: (1) generally much more
willing to be interviewed; (2) easy to locate, and (3) lou
cost of interview. But it is found that, when both husbands
and wives have been interviewed, considerable discrepan-
cies have %ﬁsgbreported between husbands' and wives' ansuers

¥ 2% (83 45) Yy AMS6 NF M7 TW-2%Y6
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situation. Control is also conceptually differentiated from
attempts to exert control since the latter may not result in
the actual exercise of control. In other words, the ability
to influence has often been confused with the actual exercise
of that ability. But in reality, an ability does not have to
be exercised. For example one might have high relative pouwer
over another but makes no control attempts on his/her

47

behaviour at all. As already menticned, with very feu

exceptions most of the studies continue te focus on onea;spect
of family power, that is, the decision-making power. Houwever,
in spite of a number of studies, there exists numerous methodo-
logical shortcomings. For example, most of the studies
measured the family pouwer through the calculation of an over-

all decision-making score giving equal weight to each decision

and neglecting the importance of the decision to each

about the prevailing decision-making. For details see
Safilios-Rothschild, n. 12, and also by the same author,
"Family Sociology or Wives' Family Sociolaogy? A Cross-
Cultural Examination of Decision-Making", Journal of
Marriage and the Family, May 1369, pp. 290-301.

46 \Wesley R. Burr et. al. "An Empirical test of Rodman's
theory of resources in cultural context"™, Journal of
Marriage and the family, Auqgust 1977, p. 506.

47 Rollins and Bahr, n. 31, p. 620.
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respondent and its frequency in each f‘amily.48

Furthermore,
there is ambiguity about the comparability and validity of
various methods of measuring power and decision-making,
Since most of the family researchers have -been influenced by
the small group and social power theorists and social psy-
chologists in their task of measuring the process of pouer-
related phenomena, they followed the behavioural observation
techniques, such as survey and structured intervieuw schgdule,
But these methods, in most of the cases, failed to understand
and measure a total pomer dynamics in the family. Having
decision-making as the main (most often the only) indicator
of pouer relations in the family, and furthermore depending on
+fay
one member's views in the analyses, failed to bring out the
wider range of power dynamics in the family, Olson and
Rabunsky stated that uhile individuals' reports about family
power are useful indicators of "subjeptive reality", they are

not, valid measures of "objective reality“.49

48 For details see Sharon Price-Bonham, "A Comparison of °
Weighted and Unweighted Decision-Making Scores™, Jgurnal
of Marriage and the Family, November, 1976, pp. 629-40.

49 David H., Olson and Carolyn Rabunsky, "Validity of Four
Measures of Family Power", Journal of Marriage and the
Family, May 1972, p. 231, Ftor details see James L, Turk
and Norman W. Bell, "Measuring Power in Families",

Journal of Marriage and the Family, May 1972, pp. 215-22.
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Another major difficulty is the too much reliance on Blood and
Wolfe's (1960) ‘resource theory model'. Since then it has
been used by scholars all over the world in their studies on
family power structure., But families face different decision-
making problems in different societies, we cannot depend on
the same measuring instruments for different societies. For
example, in order to test Blood and Wolfe's "theory of

resources, marital pouwer in the family has to be seen in

relation to the follouing socio-economic characteristicsﬁx
husband's education and occupation in relation to wife's
educapion and employment status, and family income etc. But
in maost of the cuitures 1yomen are structurally deprived of
equal opportunities to develop their capacities, resources

50

and competence in competition with males®, In such cultures

it is "the importance and flexibility of cultural norms are
probably two factors that affect the extent to which husband

and wife perceptions of authority differt, >

Further, the
studies on blue-collar families indicated that the segregated

conjugal roles continue, despite the fact that there is no

50 Dair L. Gillespie, "Who Has The Power? The Marital Struggle®,
Journal of Marriage and the Family, August, 1971, p. 448,

51 Rollins and Bahr, n. 31, p. 625.
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disparity with regard to the rescurces. In these families
spouses are morg likely to contribute equal socio-economic
resources than are those in the middle and upper-middle
classes. Working outside the home and earning income by
women do not affect the traditional patterns of role, both

men and ubmen.adhere to the traditional segregation of tasks.52

Socio-Economic Changes and the Family
For the past two hundred years there have been .
drastic changes in the institution ofvfamily. The cﬁanges
that have been occurring in the broader social set up (such
as religious, cultural, political, social and economic aspects
aof human life), more importantly, the significant changes in
human values towards marriage and family life have led to the
dramatic and pervasive changes in family structure and
relationships. At the same time many of these family changes
have in turn contributed for the chang?s in ths broader socisty.
Traditionally, the household was the maim unit of

-

economic cooperation, there were very few activities outside

52 Karen Seccombe, "The Effects of Occupational Conditions
upon the Division of Household Labour ¢ An Application
of Kohn's Theory", Journal of Marriage and the Family,
November, 1986, p.840. :
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the home, and the family was both a unit of production and
consumption, with the men, women and children dividing the
labour and pooling their produce. There was a oclear-cut
seXxual division of labour, where the husband generally
directed the sconomic activity of the family, while the
wife méintained a primary role in looking aftef the home and
children. However, women and children often made an important
contribution to the family productivity through participating
in the agricultural activities of the Family,>S

Thus, generally the older male members of the family
maintainéd absolute control over the family economy and
managed all other activities of the household., The women
and younger members of the household were not ailowed to
own Oor maintain any economic enterprise independently.\ They
uere‘made to follow the authority of the el&ar members énd
other norms of the family. This type of family structure
with a scarcity of economic alternativés oatside the househoid
made the women and young people economically completely

dependent on and subordinate to the elder members in the family.

In the case of women the subordination and economic dependsncy

53 Kathleen Gough, "The Origin of the Family"™ Journal of
Marriage and the Family, November, 1971, pp. 760-71.
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continues through most part of their life; and in the case
of male children, until their fathers pass the family
economic organization on tno them.54
However, with the rise of the state and particularly
after the development of capitalism and industrialization
there emerged other institutiops and organizations in the
society., For example, the school, the Facfory, the bank etc.
challenged the monopoly of the institution' of family ﬁgver
the man's life.>>
Increasing school enrolment and educational achieve-
ments by the individuals modified the behavioural and
structural aspects of the families. The liberal democratic
ideas about life and the new opportunities obtained through
education provided the younger generations with an ability
to acquire economic independence. FEducated young men and
women began working outside the boundaries of the households

in the new wage ececnomy system.56

54 Gerda Lerner, n.7, p.218;

55 Kathleen Gough, n.53, p.766; for details see F. Engels,
The Oriqin of the Family, Private Property and the State
(Moscow, 1977).

56 Arland Thornton, "Reciprocal Influences of Family and
Religion in a Changing World" ' . Journal of Marriage
and the Family, May 1985, p.382.
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The participation of married women in the work
force, outside the households, and the children in schools
led to the decline in the amount of time parents and children
spend together at home. It also represents a shifﬁ in the
locus of control from family (parents or elder members) to
the public institutions. It also modified their peer group
relations and increased their knowledge and s8kill for
maintaining the family, Parents or elder members of the
family find it difficult to observe, supervise and socia;ize
them. In other words, it reduced the authority of elder
members over the younger generations. Transactions with the
economy outside the household modifies the pattern of inter-
action between the sexes and youth becomes emancipated with
respect to choosing a SpOU88057 The external organizational
participation increascs the wife's power within the family.

Another major development in the society is the

tremendous advance in the field of health and medicine. It

not only reduced the disease and death in the family but also

57 Ibid.
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provided effective techniques of contraception £0 the family
mempers. Decrease in mortality and increased use of birth
control methods affected the size and prosperity qf the
family. The social welfare measures and the security of
life provided by the médern states further affected the
traditional control of f‘amily.58 | |

The rapid industrialization and urﬁanizaticn
processes generally increasedvthe standa?d‘oflliving”ani
also brought many ideas and opportuni£ies that were unavai-
lable in the past. It also resulted in a rural-urban
differences in the society. The attraction of city life
and the new opportunities (educational, employment etc.)
resulted in :ural-to-urban migration. Specifically, a
number of young people took jobs outside the family as
wage labourers and migrated to urban areas while their
parents remained in the existing rural Family units.59

The above discussed changes in the social set up

and in the family directly resulted in an redefinition of

58 1Ibid.

59 Ibid., p.383.
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parental authority. For example, in many traditional
settings, marriage is closely regulated by slders, that

i$, in majority of cases, marriage is arranged by the
elders, without considering the §entimgnts qf tﬁe couple

to be married. But the changing socio-economic aspects

of life, gave the younger generation the ability to
overcome this parental authority and decide their future

as they like. It went to‘an extent of remaining single,
having children born out of wedlock etc., in usab0 an&m
other advanced societies of the Western world, and there

is a change of the attitude of the parents towards their
children with regard mate choice in the developing societies
of the world. Thus the modern socio-economic forces are
influencing and modifying most of the social and familial
relationships of human society. Houever, it is important to
note here that a large number of factors, such as social
class, ethnic group, religion, age at.marriage? number of
children in the family, child-spacing interVals, rural and

urban differences, customs of residence and descent (extended

60 Ibid., p. 384.



31

or nuclear and patrilineal or matrilineal) etc., will affect
the family power relations. Irrespective of the level of
industrialization and urbanization of the society, these
socio-demographic factors affect the power dynamics in the

f‘amily.el1

Moreover, in certain parts of the world and
particularly, in certain sections of each and every society,
the traditional cultural norms still hold'good on the conjugal
role relations and on family powsr structure.62 These factors
A
stand as formid,ble difficulties in the uay of any direct
comparisons betueen the family power structure of different
countries. Yet the most valuable cross-national results can
be obtainable by making comparative study of the factors
which affect family power structure in each country. For
example, how is the husband's pouwer affected by the wife's

education, income, employment status, religion etc? Houw does

power vary over the family size and with the age, sex and

61 Rebecca L. Warner, Gary R. Lee and Janet lLee, "Social
Organization, Spousal Resources and Marital Pouer : A
Cross=Cultural Study", Journal of Marriage and the
Family, February, 1986, pp. 121-28.

62 0David Podmore and Bavid Chaney, n. 2, pp. 404-=5.
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number of the children in the Family?63

In the light of the above discussions it is clear
that the authority pattern and decision-making process in the
family are changing all over the world. 1In the foilouing
pages an attempt is made to analyse and compare the factors
which are affecting family power structure of Britain, Japan
and India. The significance of such a cross-national comparison
lies in the fact that the British, the Japanese and the
Indian cultures differ Qith regard tosprevailing familyﬁw
ideologies, as well as in various aspects of family moderniza-
tion, and finally, in the level of industrialization, urbaniza-
tion and the societal complexity. Such a comparison of
various sources and the extent of family pouwer structure and
the factors affecting it, will recognise the extent to which
new structures and relationships ane coming up and traditional
ones persisting in the family power structures in industrial
(Britain and Japan) and industrializiég (India) societies.

Finally, these three societies, Britain, Japan and

India, are of particular interest for this cross-cultural

63 Robert 0, Blood, Jr. and ReubenHill, in collaboration with
Andree Michel and Constantina Safilios-Rothschild, "Compara-
tive Analysis of Family Pouwer Structure : Problems of
Measurement and Interpretation", in Reuben Hill and Rene
Konig, (ed.), Families in East and West (Paris : The Haque,
1970?, p. 535,
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comparison because of their unique characteristics, It is
well-known that the processes aof industrial and urban develop-
ment are not uniform throughout the world. FfFurther, it is
also uneven among the Western societies themselves. Faor
example, fFrance and USA achieved their current state of
industrialization ahd urban growth much later‘than Britain.
In addition, France pever became urbanized to the extent of
England. A considerable number of French population is still
-~

living in villages and agriculture is their main occupation.
In the case of Italy and the United States, urban grouth and
industrial development are heavily concentrated in their
northemregions leaving the south more or less rural and ‘'under-
developed' even in the present days.64

Britain, the cradle of industrial revolution, reached
its peak of industrialization and urbanization in the
nineteenth century. Its long and successful democracy is

also of an interesting feature in this regard. The political

domination of Britain over most part of the world made it the

64 Robert A. LeVine and Merry I. White, Human Conditions :
The Cultural basis of Educational Development (London,
1986), p. 61.
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spirit behind the industrial development in these nations.
Japan is a very interesting combination of both
Eastern and Western cultures, the traditional and modern
values and the agrarian and the industrial economies. One of”
the significant features of industrial development of Japan
is that, it is the only country in Asia to become fully
westernised in a very short span of time. .Since the World
War II, and with the adoption of new Civil Code in 19472*
Japan is experiencing an intensive modernization process,
Exposure to Western culture and science and technology
modified the traditional ig system of family life in Japan.
India, predominantly a rural and agrarian society,
was under the direct Uritish rule for more than two hundred
years. The rich and complex traditions of the society, the
ignorance and superstitious beliefs’of the people, and the
British imperial interest kept Indian society in a state of

LY

underdevelopment for a lohg period of time., Since the
independence in 1§47, India has been progressing in seuerél
fields., Both the democratic government and its prOQressiue.
policies in agriculture, industry, education and other fields

made India as one of the biggest democratic and industrial

powers among the nations of the Third World,



35

These varying degrees of industrial and urban
development, and the differences in social and cultural
values of these three societies make it significant and
interesting to study their conjugal organization, the
authority and decision-making patterns, and their possible
relationship to other social and demographic processes,
These factors are highly relevant to marital and family
life and the dynamics within it.. And this kind of »cross-
cultural comparison, for the above reasons, ars of
particular importance.in testing the social theory

developed with regard to Western social phenomena.



Chapter Two

THE PATTERNS OF AUTHORITY AND DECISION-MAKING PROCESS
IN BRITISH FAMILY

During the past two hundred to two hundred and fifty
years, Britain had transformed from a predominantly agrarian
and rural society to a predominantly gomplex industrial and
urban uorld.1 In about a century, that is, between 1830 and
1939, both the landscape and society of Britain had under-
gone a tremendous change.z By the middle of the nindteenth
century the typical Englishman had ceaged to be a country-
dueller. By 1911 about 80 per cent of the population of
Britain were living in urban Centres.3

This rapid urban grouth was the result of many
developments. #ost influential among them were the rapid
grouwth in the population, the limited employment opportuni-
ties on the land, the lack of prospects éor employment in
the rural areas, exploitation by some squires and farmers,
lower wages, and the scarcity and poor conditions of rqral
housing. These circumstances, along with some of the urban

attractions like greater variety of urban jobs, the higher

1 Ronald Fletcher, The Family and Marriage in Britain
(Harmondsworth, 1966), p. 39.

2 Andrew Wheatcraft, "General Editor's Preface", in G.E.
Mingay, The Transformation of Britain, 1830-1939
(London, 1986), p. xi.

3 G°E. Mingay, Ne 2’ po 1¢
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wages and the chances of finding accommodations made the
countrty people {particularly the young) to desert their
native heaths.4

This transformation had affected the largest numbers
of individuals in the most visible fashion. The suddenness
of the shift from rural agrarian to urban industrial condi=-
tions, the absorption of rural laboupy force into the urban
industries, the continuity of urban centres with a pre-
industrial culture —- all of these very much affected goth
the material and social life of the pecple. One of the
immediate effects of this was the sharp distinction betueen
'work! and 'life'. It affected the family economy, disturb-
ing customary relations between husband and wife and parents
and children within the Family.5

But, it is very difficult, however, to speak about
the family in Britain either 'before' or ‘'after' the
'industrial revolution' in any clear and definite sense.
This 'industrial revolution' has, of course, not been confined
to Britain; nor it is completed., Now it is well knoun that

the process of industrial and urban development is in full

4 Ibid.

5 Michael Young and Peter Willmott, The Symmetrical Family
(London, 1973), p. 73.
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swing throughout the world, and rapidly affecting more and
more societies and transforming the entire human COndition.6
It is a never ending process all over the world., It is also
difficult to specify a starting point for this process and
Beales states that, 'it is impossible, too, éo find a begin=
ning or an ending of these developments".7

Another major difficulty to discus§ the family of
pre-industrial Britain is that there is hardly any historical
studies in the families of thét time. Until recently family
sociologists in Britain had little interest in the study of
the past. Peter Laslett remarks that,

"Sociologists of the family have evidently been
satisfied with contemporary materials and have tested
their hypotheses about familial attitudes, the
institution of marriage, and even the size and struc-
ture of the dom:stic group itself, with no more than

. 8
occasional refercnce to the past®,

Although, in very recent times, we can come across a
few works by the sociologists on particular aspects of family
structure, communal relationships, and kinship ties of the

past, "Historians have still to devise an approach to family

Ronald Fletcher, n. 1, pp. 39-57.
H.L. Beales, quoted in Ibid., p. 56,

Peter Laslett, "Introduction: The History of the Family",
in Peter Laslett and Richard Wall, (eds.g, Household and
Family in Past Time (Cambridge, 1972), pe 2.
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studies", urites Neal A. Ferguson, "that is capable of re-

constructing and interpreting with flexibility the diverse

historical experiences of the wide variety of English family

types".9

Most of the sociologists had a very general supposi-

tion that in the past the domestic group was larger and more

complex and the boundaries of this were already knouwn and

settled.

10 They were analysing the present with the presump-

e 2

‘tion that the process of wrban and industrial development —

'modernization' — always brought simplification in the social

relationships based on kinship, the decline of the tribe and

the clan change in the complicated rules which have governed

the marital choices, the decay of familial authority and the

progressive reduction of everything towards the rational, un-

complicated and small scale familial life.,

11

But, on the contrary, the data available now on these

aspects shows that this kind of assumption and any generaliza-

tion based on it are faulty 'and misleading.

12 For examble,

10

11
12

Neal A, Ferguson, "Women in Tuentieth Century England", in
Barbara Kanner (ed.), The Women of England from Anglo-
Saxon Times to the Present (London, 1980), p. 349.

C.C§5Harris, The Family and Industrial Society (London, 1983),
Pe .
Peter Laslett, n. 8, p. 5.

Peter Laslett and his colleagues had shoun that there was no
direct connection between the industrialization and decreass
imn the averaae size of household, The larqe joint or
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in Britain, if we look into the family, even in the period
preceeding the more rapid transformation of Britain to a
predominantly industrialized and urbanized society, (say
since nineteenth century), it would be difficult to specify
a 'type' of British family which was common amongst all the
people of Britain and uhiqh was subsequently changed in a
straight forward and uniform way by'thé ef fects of industriali-
zation. The changes that have occurred in the field of agri-
~

culture, following the industrial revolution, had not
uniformly affected even the agrarian classes themselves.
Furthermore, the development of capitalistic enterprise and
incipient mechanization in various occupatiopns were also
uneven. All these factors made it impossible to generalize
'the British family' during these times. '

Thus, in order to understand the British family over
the period of time, a systematic analyses of the changes
which took place in the British soéiety during those years

have to be made. This had .to be done by keeping in minhd the

various socio-economic variables of the British society:-thse

extended family have never existed as a domestic group
at any point of time in England. See, Chapter 4, 5, 6
and 7 in Laslett and Wall, n. B.

13 Ronald fletchery, n. 1, p. 57.
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various classes with different social status, the educational
ethnic and religious background of these groups as well as
the rural and urban differences. '

For our own purpose, however, the process of change
which had occurred in the British society so far and its
effect on the family particularly on authority and decision-

. . .15
making process, can be analysed in three stages:

1. The pre-industrial periaod;
2. The industrializing period; and ~

3. The modern period,

Peter Laslett speaks about the four general and
fundamental characteristics of the UWestern family system
prior to industrialization: (1) the family qroup was nuclear
in form, consisted of parents and children themselves;

(2) the age of mother at child-bearing was higher than the
non-Western mothers; (3) spouses were of similar ages, or
the wife was older than her husband; and (4) a significant

proportion of households have ‘'life-cycle servants'. ©

14 However, it has to be noted here that our data has been
drawn primarily from sources on England and Wales, but
has occasionally been supplemented by references to
Scotland and Ireland ’ '

15 These three stages have been taken from the model explained
by Michael Young and Peter Willmott. These stages are only
rough and arbitrary divisions. Because at any one period
there were, and still are, families representing all three
stages can be found., M, Young and P, Willmott, n. 5, pp. 27-29.

16 Peter Laslett, Family Life and Illicit Love in earlier
Generations (Cambridge, 1977), p. 12.
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In the pre-industrial Britain the family was generally
the unit of production. It was a closely knit social and
economic unit. Men, women and children shared the productive
activities of the family in home and in field. However,
during this period a distinction can be made between the

family of aristocracy and the family of the labouring classes.17

The Aristocratic Family

One of the fundamental characteristic features,.of the
aristocratic family was the custem or law of primogeniture
whereby the family property — essentially the landed estate —
was always kept intact, and preserved uitﬁin the family. This
type of family was common among the social elites. This‘
middle and upper strata of English society who were generally
vealthy and literate probably found it easier and profitable

18

to maintain this type of family, It was based upon long-

founded traditions and was powerful and lenglived. It continued

throughout the earlier period of industrialization and even

the greater part of the nineteenth century, by maintaining

its character and status largely unchanged.19

17 Ronald Fletcher, ne. 1, p. 57.
18 Ibido, ppo 57"‘58.
19 Ibido, ppo 63"‘65’
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The boundary of the aristocratic family was very
vast. It was open to support, advice, investigation and
interference from outside, from neighbours and frem kin. In
other words, internal privacy of the sub-unit, the nuclear
family, was non-existent. Indeed, its permeability to out=-
side influences and its sense of loyalty to ancestors and to
living kin made it an open-ended institution. As a result,
neither individual autonomy nor privacy were tolerated as
desirable ideals in that society. Intserests of the individual
members were always subordinated to the interests of parents,
lineage, neighbours, kin, friends, church or the state. Even
the relations bstuwueen husband and wife and parents and
children, within the nuclear family, were not cleser than
those with these groups. Thus the individual freedom was

20

surrendered to the larger interest of the kin. It was a

highly authoritarian and patriarchal society. Even in crucial
matters such as the choice of a life partner, the individual

-

freedom was restricted. It was primarily made by parents,

20 Lauwrence Stone, The Family, Sex and Marriage in England
1500-1800 (London, 1977), pp. 4-5.
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kin and 'friends'2) rather than by the bride and groom.22

The modern English notiocns, such as, 'the absolute
freedom of choice' and ‘the paramount claims of the falling
in love' were totally unknown in that society. Marriage was:
understood as essanfial for the continuation of the lins,
the transmission of property and the extension of affinal kin-

23

'ship through which influence could be exerted. It was

ensured and made easier by the practice of cousin marriages.
e 2

During the Restoration the legality of cousin marriage was

specifically affirmed im common law court, and such marriages

became an accepted practice for the landed and wealthy

o s . . 24

merchant families in the eighteenth century.

Although the married couple did not usually went and

lived with their parents, their family life was subject to

21 ‘'fFriends' were a group of influential advisers gensrally
consisted of most of the senior members of the kin. Their
influence was a vital one in day-to-day life. Ibid., p. 5.

22 There was no resentment from most of the young men against
this type of ~arranged marriages. It was mainly due to the
parents' authority on the property, i.e. most parents of
that period had at their disposal the economic sanctions
of withholding inheritances and the general funds needed
for a marriage. It is hardly surprising, then, to find
property being used as a weapon of authority in matters
of marriage by the parents. Peter Rushton, "Property,
power and Family Networks: The Problem of Disputed Marriagse
in Early lModern England", Journal of Family History (1986),
vol., 11, n. 3, p. 210.

23 L., Stone, n. 20, p. 5.

24 Nancy F. Anderson, "Cousin Marriage in Victerian England",
Journal of Family History (1986), vol. 11, no. 3, pp. 285-86.
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continued interference on the part of thgir kin. The
matters like the upbringing and the socializing 0%
children, and the settling of the problems of marital
conflicts and disputes were the responsibilities of the
kin, as well as church and school. The married couple
lacked privacy in all aspects of their life. Even the
rich lacked privacy partly due to the architectural layout
of‘their houses and partly because of the constant interrup-
tion by their domestic serVants.25 ' -
Further, the relations with one's own children uere
not particularly close. In the richer families, babies
wvere put out to wet-nurse at birth, usually away from homs,
for between twelve and eighteen months.26 Furthermore, moest

children irrespective of their classes, left home very early

as servants or apprentices, to serve in a magnate's household,

25 L. Stone, n.20, p.6

26 One of the reasons for this system of sending neuw-born
infants out to mercenary wet-nurses for the first years
or more was that it made the appaling level of infant
mortality much easier to bear. The child thus entered
the home and its parents began to get acquainted with
him only after he had survived the first and extremely
dangerous months of life elsewhere. Children died in
large numbers even with the wet-nurses. But at least
the parents did not see them or know about them. Ibid.,
p.107.
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or to go to school.27

Parents and children were separated

for most part of their life. Thus, the relationship betueen
spouses as well as parents and children, in the aristocratic
family were usually remote, while their relations with the

extended kin and the community were vigorous and rich.

The Family of the Labouring Classes

The labouring class family, whether engaged in
agricultdre or in domestic industry, was a closely kint
socio-economic unit. There was a clearcut division of ;abour
between its members. Men, women and children took part in

the productive activities of the family., The children wuwere

also at work from a very sarly age.28 Since the school had

27 1t yas common in the early modern period of Britain, irres-
pective of classes, to farm out teemage children to learn
a trade in other households., They were customarily unmarried
and remained so until they had finished their service.
Laslett observes that these servants were, generally, young,
unmarried sexually matured persons waiting to be married. He
further says, in England until the early 1900s servants were
the largest single occupational group. The exact reason for
this kind of mass exchange of children was not knoun. Peter
Laslett, "Characteristics of the Western Family Considered
over Time", Journal of Family History(1977}, wvol.2, no.2, °
pp.105. For a recent anthropological treatment of this
phenomenon see Grant McCracken, "The Exchange of Children in
Tudor England: An anthropological phenemenon in Historiecal
context™ Journal of Family History (1983), vol.8, no.2,
pp.303=-313.

28 Children were employed by their parents in their land or in
the places where they worked. In those early days, the
cotton and wool factories employed children and women in
large numbers., £tven the girls and boys below the age of
eleven were employed in these factories and were made to
work for long hours under poor working conditions and paid
very little wages. For detail, both about the critical
working conditions of children and women as well as their
percentage see G.E. Mingay, n.2, p.28. Young and Willmott,
n.5. no.68-69. Ronald Fletcher, n.1, pp.71-72.
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been, for the most part, an occasional and somewhat irrele-
vant factor for these rural people,29 tﬁe children learnt
.from their parents and followed them; the girls- helped their
mothers and the boys their fathers, or, they had become
servants in other households, Furtﬁer, the family of the
labouring class lacked extensive geographiqal movement (due
to their attachment to the land) and was almost confined to
. a particular locality and the domestic group was always
surrounded by a stable and extensive body of wider ki;;Folk.
Within the nuclear family, the division of labour,
including the socialization of the child and education,
moral or otherwise, was presided over by.the father, Within
the domestic group the husband was the sole authority.- He
was the undisputed master, the patriarch of the family. The
wife, and children, including servants — children from éther
households into his owun — were all subordinate tq him. The
family was héld together not only b; affection, but also by

obedience to superior authority and divine commandment.’

Obedience to both parents and husband had enjoyed the sanction

29 Around 1838 about two-thirds of children aged between two
and fourteen attended some kind of school, though for many
of them this meant only a few hours a week at a Sunday
school., From 1870 onwards, gradually, there started some
improvements in schooling. G.E. Mingay, n. 2, pp. 12-13,



48

of the scripture. Until 1860 almost all English writers
accepted the authoritarian father as the pivot of the family.
Indeed, the family was seen as a monarchy. And the authority
of human fathers, particularly of all temporal rulers,

rested on the God, the Father.30

Within the family the hierarchy ran as father, eldest
son (his heir), other sons, then mother, daughters, and
finally servants of long standing. A certain social distance

e

was always maintained betuween the pétriarchal father and the
' 1o 31
rest of the members of the family.,.

The life of the family was also regulated and
influenced by wvarious interlocking laws and customs. The
common law of England, largely developed in the courts of
strong medieval kings, supported the husband's power and

32 Under the law, a married woman lacked a

authority.
separate legal identity. It regarded the wife as being

almost completely subjected to her husband. The husband was

-

30 J.M, Mogey, "A century of DBeclining Parental Authority",
Marriage and Family Living (Rugust, 1957), pp. 234-35,
Ralph A, Houlbrooke, The English Family 1450-1700
(London, 1984), p. 21.

31 J.M. mogey, Ibido, Pe 235.
32 Ralph A, Houlbrooke, n. 30, p. 22,
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liable for her civil offences; he had the right to beat hsr.z:3
The severity of his rule went to such an extent that, "It

was probably the exceptional wife, who was not beaten by her
husband, sometimes brutally, ..." wrote Young and Uillmott.34
After the marriage a woman loses her rights to own property

or to enter into contracts, and her husband acquired title to
her real and perspnal property, which hé could sell at will,
It was her duty to submit to her husband and in turn she

2

acquired such ‘'advantages' as suffibient food, clothes,

lodging, and his liability for her debts,->

In the case of
children, while both parents had duties touaras their
children, only the father had ﬁhe rights. He was the legal
guardian, he had the sole and exclusive right to decide on
their education, religion and domicile.36 This was upheld
by the lawu of England, the law of Christianity, and the
Constitution of that time. Thus, the pouwer and authority

of a man, both as a father and as a husband, marked the

high point of baternal authority in that society.

33 Ruth Ross, "Tradition and the Role of Women in Great
Britain®, in Lynne B. Iglitzin and Ruth Ross (eds.),
Women in the World: A Comparative Study (Santa Barbara,
1976), p. 164. Mary Kenny, Women X Two ¢ How to cope
with a Bouble Life (London, 1978), pp. 13-14.

34 Young and Willmott, n. 5, p. 67.
35 Ruth Ross, n. 33, p. 164,

36 Mary Kenny, n. 33, p. 14,
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Among the peasants, artisans and labourers marriage
was seen as an economic necessity for partnership and divi-
sion of labour whether in shop, home or field. As in the
case of the rich, privacy was lacking also among these
classes, The children of other households, servants and
apprentices, and the poor condition of their dwellings made
privacy almost impossible. [lost of the houses — one or tuo
room hovel — were overcrowded and even beds were often

he

shared. Furthermore, the neighbours kept a uatchful-eye on
each other in the village community.37
However, it should be noted here that, in spite of
the fact that the father/husband was the sole authority
within the domestic group, the mutual dependence of husband
and wife and of parents and children within the family unit
were also strong. He needed his wyife and children, almost
as much as they needed him. Wife's economic value was her
saving, especially if she not only worked in the home aﬁd
farm but also produced for her ‘'employer' (husband) other

workers (children). If it was a family unit without any land

holdings, then her part might be even more vital., In such

37 Lawrence 3tone, n. 20, p. 6.
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upnits, it was the wife who would be entirely responsible for
tilling a smpll piece of garden and looking after any live-
stock, they might have, while her husband went to work as a
wage labourer whenever the work uas available.38

Among the_ peasants the family coUntgd for more than
any individual member. The family as an unit worked in the
land: sons helping the father; brothers Helping brothers;
mother, daughters and sisters helping all. The Fatherw-— or
whoever uvas the household head — ués morally obligated to
manage the farm in the interest of family as a whole, i.e.,
his wife, children, and lineage. He was a trustee, not the

despot, over the resources he'commanded.39

In other words,
what was crucial was that the family (not the individual) was
the basic unit of ounership, production and social life, and
the farm, the family and the individuals that composed them

'appeared as an indivisible uhole'. %Y

38 Young and Willmott, n. 5, pp. 67-68.

39 David Herlihy (Review Essay) "The Origins of English
Individualism: The Family, Property and Social Transi-
tion", Journal of Family History, (1980), vol. 5, no. 2,
p. 235,

40 C,C. Harris, n. 10, p. 100,
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There was no question of the individual leaving his/her
family of origin and founding 'his ocwn' family, since
individual economic independence, was unattainable. Thus,
the nuclear family, among the peasants, could only exist
within the family of origin of one of its mehbers, and they
would be totally dependent on the collectiQity.41

Furthermore, the domestic group'among the labouring
classes, like that of the rich, was also short lived. flany
of the children never reached matufity, marriages were much
more likely to be cut short in youth or middle age due to
death of one spouse, and the experience pf losing a‘parent in
childhood or adolescence was common, High'rates aof mortality
in the family meant that a large proportion of the population
(over 40 per cent) of pre-industrial Britain were children,
legal minors under the authority of their parents. A further

30 per cent were adult females under the authority of their

fathers or husbands., And a further proportion, more difficult

- e

to estimate, were adult servants or apprentices living in the
household of their masters whereby they had the status of

minors. Such a domestic system was rightly called 'patriarchal'
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by Laslett. The domestic group was under the rule cf a pater
(social father), whether or not he was the genitor (biclogi-

(]

cal father) of his dependants;éz

The Industrializing Period

The industrialization, which started first in Britain,
involved a shift to the factory system of production from that
of the past peasant mode of production in wvhich the family was
the production unit. The importance of industrialization wuwas,
however, not that it destroyed the family, or the kinship
system, or decreased the number of composite households (as
it was popularly believed until recently), but that it trans-
formed the charactur of domestic group, and as a result it

rd
changed the people's relations with their kinsfolk,%43

Further,
it had not upniformly affected all the classes and regions.
For example, the pressures of urbanization and industrializa-

tion profoundly affected the poor, whereas it hardly impinged

on the lives of the nobility in any significant uay.

43 Laslett's findings make it clear that the households in
England became more complex, in the nineteenth century,
the era usually known as that of the Great Industrial
Revolution. Laslett(Peter) n. 27, pp. 95-96.
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The transformation, which was a result of the change
in the mode of production, made employment, not family member-
ship, a precondition of adult existance. Further it resulted
in migration and increase in settlement size and affected the
efficiency of traditional controls over individual behaviour,

There was an unbridgeable gap betueen thé rich and
the poor, inherent in Britain's class étructure, which was
further worsened due to the industrialization. And gs a
result of poverty and economic uncertainty, the poor people
were forced to adopt a short-term calculative attitude, even
touvards kin, because it was quite a condition of suruival.44
Peter Laslett observes that industrialization or 'moderniza-
tion' had two important effects on the household: the steady
decline in the number of households uifh servants, and the
physical separation of the father and other wage-earners from
the household on working days.45 %n other words, it led to
the physical separation of wives and husbands and parents and
children For éood part of their days and weeks. As a ;esult
of this, parents lost their traditional control over their

children, since children were no more learning from their

parents by watching them at work.

44 C,C, Harris, n. 10, p. 130.
45 Laslett(Petor) quoted in C,C, Harris, ibid., pp. 107-108,



Houever, it should be noted that, the transformation
from peasant and domestic mode of production to that of
actory was a slow and gradual process. At the beginning,
:he new methods were adopted only by a few industries, and
:heir hold, even by the middle of the ninetesnth cen£ury,
Jas not complete.46 Initially, in some of ths trades the
“amily continued to be the unit of produétion, and it was
aspecially so in the ‘dishonouring trades'47 whers su%?ting
sas at its most rife and a man migh£ be.able te survive only
3y pressing his wife and children into service. The man
supervised the work of his wife and children as he had done
at his home prior to the industrialization.

But gradually the family lost its productive func-
:ions to industry just as it eventually lost some of its
aducational ones to the school. The peasant and small land
10lding family had lost its ouneréhip of or control over land,
and had become dependent entirely on its labour. There came
into being, thefefore, a rural population charactefized'by

Jnemployment and underemployment which provided a supply of

16 Young and Willmott, n. 5, p. 70.
47 Ibid., p. 72.
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labour for the industries.48 But the labour resources of the
proto-industrial family were not sold in individualised
'mackets! to outside employers, as in the case of a modern
proletarian family; the family worked, rather, as a labour
collective. In other words, in the early-period of industrializa-
tion, the function of property ouwning of the family unit had
been taken over and replaced by the function of labour
supplying for the capitalist production.49 -~

The change in the mode of production altered the
position of children also., No fathers were able to employ
their children in their home industries or fields. The fau
factories where women and children were employed in the
initial poriod also forced non-employment of the chidren.
Their employment was gradually prohibitéd by law, much
against the protests of their parents. And further the
compulsory and free schooling made‘the children increasingly
dependent on their family., The recognition of a new right

-

to education affected the lébouring class family in two vays?

48 There was always a class of landless rural dwellers in
different parts and different times in Europe. And they
were exploited by the urban manufacturers during the
industrialization. C.C. Harris, n. 10, p. 118.

49 Ibid., p. 120.
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children were eventually became bread-eaters without being
bread winners, and the parents lost the incomes their
children might have earned and also they were ceased to be
the teacher or the role of a father in training his son was
taken away by the SChOOl.SO But fathers became more power-—
ful than in the past because of the dependent status of their
children. This was also true in the Ease of wives. Although,
the housewife was responsible for housekeeping and the family
budget was looked after by her, the house~keeping money was a
fixed amount given by her husband. In other words, houseuwife
was not aware of her husband's total net income. Generally
the husbands kept some money back for themselves and gave a
certain per centage of their total earning to their wives to
run the house. There was a man's sphere and woman's, in
spending as in other functions. Man spent a considerable
amount on betting, tobacco and beer. In tﬁe working classes,
generally, the husbands never digclosea their earnings to
their wives., Even if there was a rise in prices or when

additional children came, they did not increase 'their-

allowances to their wives' (with which they maintained the

50 Young and Willmott, n. 5, pp. 74-75,
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houses) by not more than small amounts., The wives had not
ordinarily had money incomes given to them. It was not easy
for married women to get full-time work, especially when
they had young children to look after. Child-bearing and
rearing, along uithiother household tasks had become virtue
of the domestic system and the women Qere made to depend
upon their men, at least during their child-bearing years.51
Thus the father/husband, both in middle and poor class
families, became more powerful a&d his superiority and
authority over his wife and children were established in a
more powerful fashion than the past because of the increased
dependent status of the latter. Man's physical pouer uwas
further strengthened by the financial power and made him
:the sole authority over his dependants, wife and children.
Among the poor, since men's wages were commonly inadequate
to maintain their families as well as themselves, wives uwere
‘forced to enter the labour market in large numbers. But
their earning power was far less than that of men and
further men's right to takg avay the earnings of their wives

produced a sharper deterioration in their position.52

51 Ibid., ppe. 74 and 77.
52 Ralph A. Houlbrooke, n. 30, p. 8.
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The aristrocratic family continued in the early period
of industrialization without much change, But in course of
time there came some changes in its members' attitude
towards external kin and community as well as change in its
boundary. The unguestioned loyalties of its members to
lineage, Kkin, patron and local community were in almost all
cases replaced by more universalistic ioyalties to the nation-

state and its head, and to a particular sect or church.

Another major change was the strong avareness of nuclear
vfamily boundary by cutting off from its external influences
of the pre-industrial period. The memﬁers' loyalty as well
as interactions were limited to a small group. However, the
State and the Church, for their own reasons, took special
interest and succeeded in reinforcing the pre-existent
patriarchy. As a result, the power of the husband and father
over the wife and the children was further strengthened, and

for all practical purposes father became a legalized pstty

tyrant within the home.53 In the case of wives, it uaé usually
the wealthy and urban-~born girls who were married at an early

age to men much older than themselves, and they easily

53 Lawrence Stone, n. 20, p. 7. Emphasis added.
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submitted themselves to the domestic patriarchy. She became
the companion of his leisure hours, and the man was the sols

authority in home and 1in ofFice.54

The Modern Period

In modern Britain it is usual to think of the family
as composed of husband, wife and thei; unmarried children.
It is not only a popular conception, but also has been
projected by media and in adverti;ing in Britain.ss* However,

for statistical purposes, the Office of Population Census and

surveys of Britain defines a family as a married couple with

or without children. But, generally, most of the people when

they speak of their family they often have in mind, along

with their immediate domestic unit, a close kin unit of

usually two or three generations, grandparents, parents and

. . . s o 56

children which have special significance for them.
The increasing number of duyal-worker families, the

rising divorce rate and remarriage, the rising number of

single-parent families, and the different patterns of families

54 Ralph A, Houlbrooke, n. 30, p. 26

55 Lesley Rimmer and Malcolm Wicks, "The Family Today®, in
Eric Jutterworth and Bavid Weir, (eds.), The New Sccio-
logy of ilodern Britain (London, 1984), p. 33.

56 Trevor Noble, Structure and Change in Modern Britain
(London, 1981), p. 106.
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among various ethnic'groups in Britain are making the
stereo-type definition of nuclear family unit, i.e., the
family unit comprising of two natural parents and their
respective legitimate child or children living together
in their own home, as a myth in more and more cases.57
At present, the family in Britain is an institution, uherein,
by and large, households are assumed'td be organised on the
basis of close kinship relations, and on the basis SF a
division of labour between a‘priméry breadwinner and a
primary childrearer.58

However, it should not be mistaken for the bioclogical
and personality explanationé of role differentiations, those

evident in pre-industrial Britain. The modern technological

developments markedly changed the needs of the family in

57 Lesley Rimmer and falcolm Wicks, n.55, p.34. Trevor
Noble, n.56, p.122. Robert Chister, "Divorce® in
Eric Butterworth and David Weir eds., n.55, pp.43-44.

58 However it should be noted that, it is only at the
level of private social relationships, relatives
retain considerable significance. But there 1is no
moral obligation in the bonds of kinship. Connections
between relatives beyond the circle of the elementary
family are no longer possess any obvious structural
importance., [lichile Barret and Mary Mclntesh, The
Anti-Social Family (London, 1982), p.7
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Britain. Nineteenth-century reform reached 4into many
obscure corners of contemporary life as well as affecting
the major issues of political equality, education and
social welfare in Britain. The World War I marked the

end of the old Britain and ﬁhe beginning of the new.

The war brought on the one hand terrible loss and suffering
and on the other, a greater degree of déﬁocracy, reforms

| in education and housing, and a generally a more egalitarian
society.59 Further, since 1945, there are trends in value-
orientations of the society, such as self-realization,
autonomy, equality and spontaneity, in contrast to inherited
values, such as self-denial, conformity and obligation and
had challenged the traditional moral authorities.®® Lastly,
the neu feminist impulse, the struggle for women's rights.
has gradually changed the mental climate, as well as bringing
material benefits like family allowances to the aid of wife

and children, and gave an impetus te the neuw trends.61

59 G.E. Mingay, n.2, pp.170 and 200,

60 Robert Chester, "Variant Family Forms™, in Eric
Butterworth and David Weir, eds., n.55, p.51

61 Young and Willmott, n.5, p.85
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Within marriage there is a shift in emphasis from
the institutional and dutiful to the romantic and compassionate
elements., In other words, the contemporary marriage is based
on an innate sense of parity; the democracy and equality that
are supposed to be at the centre of marriage, made it so
fragile and touchy. The legal rigidity, wale authority and
fixed roles gave way to Flexibility, equality and intimacy.
And marriage is recast into a primary personal relationship.62
The couple and their children, are very much centred on the
home, especially during the early years of children's sociali-
zation., Life has become increasingly privatized. = Although
there were members of extended kin, as noted earlier with
whom the nuclear family members to some extent share a common
life - the immediate, or nuclear family is valued more. bThe
parents and children share so much together, because they

spend much of their time together in the same space. 3Since

the second world war, in particular, the nuclear family has

62 For all ages at marriage and in all social classes thers
has been a change in the link between marriage and
sexual relations. The greater social freedom, availa-
bility of effective biwth control, etc., have allowed
far easier extra familial heterosexual mixing and as a
result there is a change in the pattern of social norms
or mores concerning marriage and sexual relationship.
Choices about marriage are clearly related to decisions
about other aspects of life also. Marry Kenny, n.33,
p.134, Trevor Noble, n.56, pp.112-114.
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. . 63
become more isolated even among the working classes.

The most vital change which occurred in the family
is that the roles of the sexes have become less segragated.
Increasing life expectancy, lower fertility, 1less infant
mortality, and the trend towards smailer families had
profound effects on woman. A large number of woman nou
undertake paid work outside their home. It has been also
found that, although a much higher percentage of women in
Britain work outside the home only as part-time employees,
the trend in the pattern of women's employment is 1likely
to be of full-time work with a short break for childbearing.
Most of the women now uork between marriage and the'birth of
their first child, and again take up the work once the children
reach the school-going age. The earnings of woman not only
increases her family's standard of living but it also gives
her an equal voice in the family d@cisions.s4 Another major
eventuality of the modern families in Britain is that the
large amount of work is now done in the home by men. In

other words, men are taking part in the household tasks which

63 Young and Willmott, n. 5, p. 29,
64 L., Rimmer and i1, Wicks, n. 55, p. 37.
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were traditionally considered as women's domain. For
instance, Elizabeth Bott, in her intensive study of twenty
families in London, found tuwo extreme types of couples. One
extreme was a family in which the husband and wife follow a
strict division of labour in the househola, and carried out
as many tasks as possible separately and independently of
each other. He gave her a fixed amount of housekeeping
money, and she was unauvare of her husband's net earnings

as well as his owun expenditure. In their leisure time, he-
spent hié time with his male companions and she with her
female relatives and neighbours, In short, except for the
festivities, they spent no leisure time together., Much more
important was that they considered their act as respectful
and usual in their social circle. Another extreme was a
family in which couple shared as many activities and spent
és huch time together as possible. ‘They tried their level
best to be equal in all major F;miiy decisions, and even

in minor houseﬁold activities. lost of the tasks uhicé were
traditional spheres of men or women had become common to'

each other. Man worked in the kitchen and woman in the

garden. FfFurther they shared much of their leisure time
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together, and they shared similar interssts in politics,
music, literature and entertainment. Like the first
couple, this husband and wife felt their behaviour was
typical of their social circle.65
But even today, in Britain, the number of families
in which the husband and uwife ;hare the power equally,
like that of the Bott's second type couple, are a few in
number. In most of the families division of labour is
still the rule, i.e. man engages in man's sphere and the
wife doing the household and child-rearing tasks. But
the direction of change is, says Young and Willmott, from

Bott's first to her second type.66

65 Elizabeth Botc, "Family Activities", in Eric Butter-
worth and Vavid Wier, (eds.), n. 55, pp. 53-54.

66 Young and Willmott, n. 5, p. 31,



Chapter Three

THE PATTERNS OF AUTHORITY AND DECISION-MAKING PROCESS
IN THE JAPANESE FAMILY

Japan is one of the most highly industrialized and
Westernized countries of the world. The year 1868, when the
Meiji Restoration took place, was a turning point in the
history of modern Japan. The establishment of Meiji Govern-
ment ended the tuo and a half centuries long Tokugawa
Shogunate rule in Japan and marked the beginning of moderniza-
tion. However, the most rapid growth of modern Japan started
only after the World War II, The defeat in the War and the
consequent American occupation and influence in Japan were
major epoch-making events in the modernization history of the
country.

Since the Second World War, particularly with the
adoption of revised Civil Code and the introduction of new
democratic constitution (especially Article 24) the family
éystem in Japgn experienced drastic changes. The traditional
family system knoun as ie, which provided the household head
with executive authority was legally abolished. The Constitu-

tion guaranteed the dignity of the individual and the equality

1 Peter Mitchell, "Roots of the Modernization Experience in
Japan" in Toyomass Fuse (ed.) Modernization and Stress in
Japan (Leiden, 1975), pp. 20-22; Fumie Kumagai, TModerniza-
tion and the Family in Japan", Journal of Family History,
1986, vol, 11, no. 4, pp. 371=72.
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of the sexes in family life. The new Civil Code upheld the
independence of individual %amily unit, i.s., a group
consisted of only husband, wife and their unmarried children.
‘In matters of inheritance of family property and land, the
post-war Civil tode established equal property rightsvfor
all children in the family and thereby undermined the tradi-
tional practice of primogeniture, that is, the eldest son
inheriting it.2 It also changed the husband-wife and
parent-children relationships in the family. Thus the
governmental introduction of UWestern methods and the exposure
to the Western culture, Western scientifip and technical
knowledye, made Jupan fully Westernized within a very short
span of time,

The drastic growth of industrialization and urbaniza-
tion altered the marital and familial life of the people.
Thé external or demographic FeatuQes of the Japanese family,
such as the prevalence of nuclear family, a very low birth
rate and a reduced.average-Family size, the fresdom 0; choice
in the mate selection, the increase in the number of elderly

population and the prolongation of life expectancy, and the

2 Fumie Kumagai, Ibid., p. 375.
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increasing divorce rate, etc., make it resemble the family

of the Uest.3

Even in the field of authority, status of fathers
within the family has been significantly decreasing after
the World War II, and Japanese fathers are ceased to be
authoritarian figures in the household.‘ The mother-children
tie, particularly when the latter are young, has become
much more closer than that of the father-child relations.

However, it should not be cOnclUded\that the present
Japanese family and its Western counterpart are ene and the
same, Although the Japanese family is changing (mainly due
to Westernization), the changes are apparent and confined
to the external behaviour and dimensions of the family (e.g.
size, fertility, divorce, life sycle etc.). And as far as
internal behaviour within the family (e.g. strong vertical
generational ties) are concerned thqré is not much change.
In other words, the traditional elements of internal or

-

structural features of the Japanese family are still persisting.

3 FfFor details see Fumie Kumagai, "The Life Cycle of the
Japanese People", Journal of Marriage and the Family,
1984, pp. 191-204. Chapters 17, 18 and 19 in Peter
Laslett and Richard Wall (eds.), Household and Family
in Past Time (Cambridge, 1972), ppe. 429-543. fumie
Kumagai, "Changing divorce in Japan", Journal of Family
History, 1983, pp. 85-108.
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The Japanese have eagerly adopted the western scientific
knouiedge and technology in their day-to~day l1ife, but at
the same time they maintained their societal and cultural
traditions. Thus the modern family is an harmonious blending
of both the traditional and modern'elements of Japan. In
fact, the persistence of the modified stem family and their
appreciation of the virtue of filial piety clearly underline
the Japanese respéct to their tradition.4 In the light of
these analysis the authority and decision-making process in
the Japanese family can be analysed in three different
periocds or stages and they are the pre-Meiji Restoration
period (160U-1868), the post Restoration period (1868-1945)

and the post-war or modern period (1945 onwards).

The pre~Meiii Restoration period (1600-1868)

Traditionally, the Japanese society was feudal in
nature. The hierarchical arrangemsnt of the Japanese family
was influenceq by the class and caste stratification system'
of the society. The four~tier class-caste was prevalent in
throughout the Japanese recorded history and even in the

7th century A.D. caste was a dominant factor., The traditional

4 Fumie Kumagai, n. 1, pp, 379-80.
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ie (house) family system of the feudal Eda era (1600-1868)
was also completely reeled under its influence.5 In addi-~
tion the Confucian ideology was the moral code of the
Japanese life during this period and it emphasized the
absolute authority of parents and total obedience of the
children.

The marriage during this period was endogamous and
inter class/caste marriage was prohibited. The violation
of the caste rule resulted in ostracism or transfer to thse
eta class., UWithin the family, based on generation and sex,
there existed a clecar hierarchy of power. The succession of
household headship was codified on the basié of the hierarchy
of power and responsibility.6 The ie was 'a concept and a
physical entity handed douwn as inheritance in direct succes-—
sion from generation to generation. The headship uas

inherited by the oldest son, and he. also succeeded to the

5 Ruth Benedict, The Chrysanthemum_and The Sword : Patterns
of Japanese Culture (Boston, 1946), p. 57. '"These four
classes consisted of shi (samurai uarriors), the highest;
followed by no (peasants), K& (artisans), and the louwest
sho (merchants) class. There were people called eta (un-
touchable or under class) who did not belong to any one
of these four classes. These four class-caste system was
based primarily on the political considerations of the
Tokugawa Shogunate rather than on the economic basis of
the population “fumie Kumagai, n. 1, p. 372,

6 Kumagai, n. 1, p. 373.
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family estate'.7 Thus, traditionally, the Japanese family
was based on patrilineal descent, patriarchal authority, and
p;trilocal residence, Hierarchy based on sex and generation
and primogeniture were part and parcel of family life.

Filial piety (a highly ethical lau.uhich Japan shares with
China) which an individual owe to his parents, was the basis
of authority in the household. That is; the sense of obliga-
tion to one's supcrior according to generation, sex and age
within the stem family., The stem family ideally includes
one's father and Father's.Father, their brothers and their
descendants., Therefore, filial piety, was a matter within a
limited face-to-face family in Japan.8 .There was strict
subservience to the elders until they elect to go into formal
retirement.9 There was no possibility of threat to the
authority of the elders, since the family system moulds them

not to revolt or recbel against the wishes of the elders.

7 Tadashi Fukutake, Japanese Society Today (Tokyo, 1974),
p. 33.

Ruth Benedict, n. 5, pp. 50-~52.

Retirement occurs not at the behest of the junior genera-

- tion in response to the heirs maturity or his attainment
of the age of marriage, but at the behest of the senior
generation, when the household head reaches the age of
60, This age of sixty is culturally marked. For details
see L.L. Cornell, "Retirement, inheritance, and inter-
generational conflict in pre-industrial Japan'", Journal
of Family History, 1983, pp. 55-69.
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Submission to the will of the family was demanded in the
name of supreme value and of a common loyalty. It was
phrased interms of on (debt) the children owe to their
parents and expected to repay. Therefore children were
left with no othor option but to work hard and be obedient

).19 The father

to their parents (just to repay the debt
as male head of the household was servea first at meals,
goes first to the family bath, and receives with a nod, the
‘ deep bows of his Family.11 Children were treated with
great tenderness and affection, especially when they are
young. The great cmotional dependence of the Japanese

child on his parents made him t6 depend on. his parents for
almost all major decision, even during his high school age.
There was no need for a father to dominate his children,
because there was reluctance or a lack of satisfactian in
making independent decisions on the part of the children.
Parents gave the eldest son considerable authority over his

siblings at an early age, so that he became accudpmed to

10 Minako Kurokauwa Maykovich, "The Japanese Family" in Man
Singh Uas and Panos D, Bardis (eds.), The Family in Asia
(New Delhi, 1978), p. 389. Ruth Benedict, n. 5, pp. 99-
102.
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ruling them.12

Marriages were arranged by the pareﬁts. It was
decided on by both sets of parents. The marriage of a son
was seen as arrangement by which the continuity of family
genealogy was assured.13 Since the head of the houseﬁold
was rGSpohsible for the veneration of ancestors, the conti-
nuity of the lineage, and the preservafion of property, he
was seen as the right person to control the marital choice
of the son, who wyas the heir and the guard of family property
and prestige. Idcally, the parents and one of the offspring
(generally the ¢ldest son) were not separated upon the
latter's marriage. Individual wishes were ignored for the
interest of the family.,. AThis type of concentration of
authority in the family head uas affirmed due to many reasons:t
Confucianism, with its stress upon absolute obedience of the
children to their parents, the complexities of family composi-

tion, the prevalent political and social systems, and the

12 The elder brother decided what was good for his younger
brothers, since the habits of hierarchy were strong,
they accepted it. However, when the father was actual
head and active enough to look after the family affairs,
the eldest son (elder brother) would not show too much
interest in enforcing his authority on his young
siblings. Ibid., p. 53.

13 William, J. Goode, World Revolution and Family Patterns
(New York, 1963), p. 330
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good son's obligation to repayment of parental_g_r_).14

Thus
the feudal nature of Japanese scciety was very much reflected
in its familial l1ife. For example, in parent-child relation-
ship, as seen above, the children owe loyalty and service to
their parents, and in turn, the parents owe protection and
support to their children.

Thus there was greater emphasis on parent-child
relationship than on the conjugal relatiénship. The latter
was a matter of contractual relationship and which could be

of
dissolved by the dccision _the husband or of the families
concerned.

The wife was completely subordinate to the authority
of the household head. Her only value to the family was her
ability to give birth to a son who could continue the family

lineage. Until the birth of her first son, a wife vas, in a

sense, an outsider to her husband's family group. She uas

14 Minako Kurokawa Maykovich, n. 11, pes 387. Ruth Benedict,
Mo 5, po 550 :

15 A yoman who failed to legrn what were called the Kajd
(the ways of the household of her husband) or if she was
not liked by her parents-in-law, and more significantly,
if she failed to bear a child (son) within three years of
marriage was likely to be sent back to her natal house
(even if the man and woman loved each other). Robert J.
Smith, "Making Village Women into"Good Wives and Wise
Mothers" in pre-war Japan", Journal of Family History,
1983, p. 75.
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forced to submit to the new circumstances and norms of the
husband's family. Mother-in-law was the ruler and taught
her the family customs and norms., However, ultimate
authority on both of them was rested with -the head of the
household. Husband was superior to his wife and she has to
show deference to him. Patrilineal reléﬁions placed the
status of women lou and esmphasized sex role differentiation.
Girls' education was not considered as very significant, and
were expected to learn only the domestic chores.16

However, when the son of the head of the family took
over the family authority, i.e. when the son succeeds the
father, it was customary for the wife also to be given a
symbol of authority. Even thﬁugh it dia not make her equal
to her husband, the wife did achieve a certain amount of
authority in the home: she conducted rituals to ancestors,

disciplined the children, made household purchases, took part

16 There was a strict sex based division of labour. The
man went outside to work to earn his living, the woman
looked after the household activities and children.
The "female cducation" emphasized the domestic arts of
the homemaker, the requirement of absolute obedience
to one's father and husband. The wife was to call her
husband "master. And she was economically dependent
on her husband. Although some women did manage to
accumulate some money for their own use, the village
men, unlike their white-collar counterparts, did not
handover the household money for management by their
wives, Ibid., pp. 70-84,
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7 But both

in seeking a spouse for her adult children, etc.
the tradition and law of that time pressed her to subordinate
herself fully to the decisions of the head of the family.

Another conflicting and feudal type of relationship

was that of the yome-shutome (daughter-in-lau mother-in-law)

tie. Relative seniority and expsrience of mother-in-law

over her young ancd 'strange' daughter-in-law automatically
led to an hierarchical authoritarian relationship between
them. It was under the mother-in-lauw's guidance the young

18 And in

wife learned the traditions of the new household.
most of the cases it was noted as one of the great antagonistic
relationships in the family.

Finally, it should be noted that, although the
variables such as generation, 'sex and age were the determining
factors of one's authority, those who exercised these
privileges acted like trustees rathe; thaﬁ as arbitrary
autocrates. The head of the household (the father or the elder

brother) was responsible for the entire household, the living,

17 W.J. Goode, n. 13, p. 345, Ruth Benedict, n. 5, p. 54.

18 In Japan, like India, this relationship was very much
talked of. In ig family system this relationship was
the main causc for strain. Ruth Benedict, n. 5,
pp. 123=24.
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dead, or unborn members of it. He was responsible for the
decisions made as well as for their.implementation. He was
expected to exercise his authority by keeping in mind the
hohour of the house. However, he did not enjoy unconditional
authority. 2
The ie system, houwever, existed only among the upper
strata, that is, the shogunate (lord) and sémuroi (warriors).
Among the rest of the population, (uithin the louer strata),
peasants, artisans, merchants or eta, ig was not a rule. All
of these classes engaged in direct economic production, and
the household members included not only kin but also tenants
and servants. The rule of primogeniture was not strictly
followed among these classes.2D Since most of the families
depended on their business or farming, headship in such a

household meant to succeed to the family businsess. Therefore,

19 Ibido, ppu 54-56.

20 Akira Hayami, “"The flyth of primogeniture and impartible
inheritance in Tokugawa Japan™, Journal of Family History,
1983, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 3-29, Before its legal
standardization by the Meiji Civil Code, the Japanese ie
system was not at all uniform. The patterns of succession
and inheritance were not fixed, but fluid. In the village
society, especially among the middle and louwer classes of
peasantry the law of primogeniture or that inheritance was
impartible, was not at all a strict rule., For example,
women frequently headed households, especially when their
husbands departed temporarily as migrants. Ibid,
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in order to guarantee the success of a family, sach family
selected a person with superior ability either among the
male siblings or by the adoption of a man as a son—in—lau.21
In addition, among the merchant class there was a
practice of establishing bunke (branch) families beside its
honke (main) famnily. Un the other hand, a peasant family
could not divide its farm lamd, since it was not advisable
from the point of vieuw of family economy and they established
an extendad family whereby one person inﬁerited the household
headship along with some responsibility for other kin of the
immediate Family.22 In this type of family, since the
farming was the major activity, the labour of the family
members was precious, These aspects of individual autonomy
and economic value of each individual in these classes(regard-
less of their sex and age), shows that there existed more
equality among the members of the lower strata when compared

to that of the upper strata of the society.za

21 Fumie Kumagai, n. 1, p. 374.
22 Ibid., Akira ilayami, n. 20, p. 19.

23 The active participation of tHe louer class women in
economic activities of the household such as farming,
fishing, silk and other small scale industries made them
economically less dependent on their husbands. The
bargaining position gave some voice in the family deci-
sions fur thesec women when compared to their counterparts
in upper strata. It was very much visible in case of
divorce. [Many of the village women had exhibited a
considerable measure of independence by walking out on
unsupportable marriages in pre-war Japan. W,Jd., Goode,
n. 13. on. 345-=47. Robert J. Smith. ne 15. D. BZ.



80

The post-Restoration Period

The Meiji Restoration did not bring about immediate
change neither in the traditional class-caste structure nor
in the ie system of Japan. For example, it was only in 1898
(three decades after the lMeiji Restoratiom), with the enforce-
ment of the Civil Code, the traditional class-caste system
was officially abolished. In the case of ie system, it
became the common pattern of household for all the people
(irrespective of their class) and was considered to be directly
subordinate to the emperor. That is, the emperor became the
symbolic head of all families. The traditional rule of
primogeniture was made common to all strata of the society.
As a result the farming and business families (of louer strata)
where the members used to enjoy egalitarian relationships,
when compared to the upper strata, lost their equality and
their Family structure shifted to a hierarchical Verticél
organization.

In addition, the adoption of Confucianism as the
moral code and its compulsory teaching brought about two of
its concepts viz., chl (loyalty and subordination to the
Emperor) and K8 (filial piety) to limelight. These tuwo

strengthened the traditional hierarchical vertical orientation
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of the human relationship in the'family.24 The head of the
family (father or elder brother) had the control over the
property and commanded the other members. Besides requlating
the economic and social activities of the entire family, he
decided on the distribution of income. He was also entirely
responsible for the selection of mate as well as the choice
of occupations of the other members of the family. Even when
second and subseqguent sons left and established branch
families, they were also under the control of the main
family head on important issues. In a way the "main family-
branch family" relationship was resembling the ‘master and

servant' relationship.25

Post~War Period

However, as noted sarlier in the post-war period,
with the enforcement of new Civil Code and with the adoption
of new Constitution, there started a change in the internal
structure of the family. Japanese tfaditional‘family struc-—
ture of three generation, of parents, children and grand~

children living together in the same house, the woman

24 Fumie Kumagai, n. 1, pp. 374-=75.

25 Jai-Seuk Choi, "Comparative study on the traditional
families in Korea, Japan and China" in Reuben Hill and
Rene Konig (ed.), Families in East and West (The Hague,
1970), p. 205.
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'valking behind! the man (as an indication of low status),

the 'absolute authority' of the father are virtually becoming

the things of the past.2®
Under the new Constitution, the ie (house) as well

as the head of the household with legal rights and duties

are ceased to be a legal entity.27 Marriééés have become,

in more and more cases, a matter of mutuai consent of the

marrying couples rather than the interest of the two families,

In the case of parent-child relationship, there is an

increased communication and consultation between them., The

compulsory teaching of Confucian ethics and morals in schools

. 28
are given up.

Increase in the number of nuclear family, the over-
crowding of the home, the accessibility to the modern media

like television and the press, and the relatively weakened

26 Hiroshi Wagatsuma, "Some Aspects of the Contemporary
Japanese Family : Once Confucian, Now Fatherless?" )
The Family (Baedalus, 1977), vol, 106, no. 2, pp. 181-82.

27 Ths new constitution and the new civil code together
guaranteed, besides many other things, equality in
inheritance for all children in the family., Further the
widows have a right to part of their husband's property.

28 Hiroshi Wagatsuma, n. 26, p. 184.
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economic positiun of the father in the modern Japanese family
made him to lose his traditional role of absolute authority.
With their independent earning the young men and women are
becoming aware of their self interest and development. The
traditional subordination of women is also.changing. Modern
educated women are aspiring to become econémically indepen-
dent.

In addition to the emerging nuclear fission of the
family system, Japan is also witnessing the gradual disintegra-
tion of the 'dozoku' system centred upon the patriarchal
family. These gave ruaise to new Kinship relations centred
on the conjugal family which showed no distinction bstucen
male and female lines.2> The rapid greowth of industrializa-
tion made the second and subsequent sons in the family to
migrate to cities and touwns seeking new avenues of employment.
This changed the traditional practice of colateral kin living
together with lineal kin. However, it does not mean that

socio-economic, political and legal developments of the modern

Japan have antirely removed the past kinship ties., A large

29 Takashi Koyama, "Rural-urban comparison of kinship rela-
tions in Japan® in Hill and Konig (ed.), n. 25, p. 336.
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segment of the small size industrial and business enterprises
that were undertaken under difficult economic conditions are
still based on kinship relations.3

In his study on the middle class salaried men, VYogal
observed that the traditional ideals of household organiza-
tion uere.replaced by the modern ideas of privacy and equality
between the couples. He also found that the Japanese husbands
began to help in the domestic chores ofFtheir wives and spent

31

more of their time with their wives and children. Another
study by a social psychologist revealed that in more than

70 per cent of the sample families individual partners made
independent decisions on those issues for which each one was
responsible. Unly in 16 per cent of the cases there uwere
consultations bstween the partnersozz Another Japanese
researcher found that 'husband dominated' families are prevalent
more often among thc less educated sgction of the population

and 'wife-dominated' families among the more educated sections

of the society. In families where husbands are highly

30 1Ibid., pp. 318-19.

31 Vogel's study in 1963 quoted in Howard: Wimberly "Conjugal
role organization and social netuworks in Japan and
England', Journal of Marriage and the Family, February,
1973, p. 129, :

32 Hiroshi Wagatsuma, n. 26, p. 189,
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educated or richer, wives enjoy considerable amount of
gutonomy of deciéion—ﬁaking including those related to
financial areas.33 In the salaried class, men were willing
to allow their wives to enjoy complete financial management
and in a study more than 50 per cent expressed that they
would hand over their entire salary to their uives.34 On
the other hand, in India, in most of the wealthier families
the wife accepted the traditional dominent position of the
husband.

As far aS»parent—child relationship is concerned
both the father and wother had equal authority over their
children; and when the offsprings grow up the role of father
as disciplinarian ascumes more importance.; In the rural
communities, father is still the disciplimarian and thig
traditional tendency is stronger among those with lower
education and income levels. In highly educated and high
income families more often mother assumes this role. In the
urban, younger, petter educatgd and wealthier families the

present day Japanese mother plays a dominant role both in

33 Study of Kupiv Tanaka guoted in Ibid., p. 190.
34 Findings of Taisaku Honbu cited in Ilbid., p. 191.
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the household budget management and disciplining her
children.>” This is an indication that the father is also
accepting and tolerating the autonomy and independence of
his children. Chie Makane goes to the extent of declaring
that the Japanese fathers were never authoritarian as they
were projected. They pretended to exercise the authority
which in the first place they never possessed.36 Thus in
this changing circumstances, in a small nuclear family with
a close physical intimacy and mutual awareness of each
others economic and educational values, father or husband
cannot impose his will and wish on the Dhildren or uife.37
The attitude of young women in Japan had alsc
changed. The higher education and the legally approved
equal economic and scucial opportunities, particularly the
equal employment law, crcated new awareness among these
young women. In a reccent survey it was found that majority

of young women were strongly supporting the social participa-

35 Findings of Kiyomi Morioka and Kenji Tamura and Takashi
Koyama cited in [bid., pp. 194-95,.

36 The 1973 findings of the Chie Nakane quoted in Ibid.,
p. 198.

37 Living condition of the psople has been changing drastical-
ly in Japan, espccially in the urban areas. flore and more
families becoming mobile due to thelr occupational nature.
The structural change in the family is inevitable and as
a result the dynamics of family authority and decision-
making is alsoc changing. For details, see Hiroshi
Wagatsuma, Ibid., pp. 185-89.
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tion and financial independence for women. It is also
interesting to note that majority of them were not interested
in marriage. They Jo not want to be "legally bound*, 28
Houever, any definite conclusion cannot be drawn on the
basis of these behavioural surveys.

Bgt, in reality, the traditional ﬁature of family
has survived in some of the practices liké caring for the
aged. A large propcrtion in the old population still want
to be cared by their kin, particularly by their daughter-in-
law (traditionally the duty of a daughter-in-law).-> The
attitude of the men and the old women (who spent their lives
trying to live upto male expectation) are still against
women's independence, especially outside the house. The
working women are considered as not fit to be competent

mothers. Irrespective of her academic background or any

other qualifications she 1s not encouraged to work outside

38 This has becn revealed by .a survey conducted by the
Japan Institute of Life Insurance (JILI), Thirtyseven
per cent of the women in the sample said that they did
not necessarily marry. And fiftysix per cent of the
respondents said they need not marry because they could
support themsclves financially. Indian Express, New
Uelhi, 3 June 1987, and 11 June 1987.

39 One recent survey revcal that house and bed-bound old
people needing cunstant attention outnumber those who
were in old people's homes and hospitals. Nearly 90%
of family members who were looking after those old people
were women. And among those women, there were more
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the house after her marriage. As in the past, women in
present Japan work until their marriage gnd once they get
marry and give birth to children they confine to the houses,
‘Another intecresting study based on high school home
economic course tecxtbooks in Japan gives a similar conclu-
sion. '"Housekeeping is natural work for women, and child
care is woman's mission', was the main stress of these books
and only in 13975 the cooperation betuween husband and wife in
both housekeeping and child care was introduced by the
government. But when some of the modern minded teachers
tried to make the home economics mandatory for both male and
female students, it met with criticism from majority of
parents., Thus most of the books still make it clear that
home management remains women's work and the Japanese society
remains clearly male dominated.41 Thus, traditional idea of
sex~role identification by the Japanese is still prevailing
in both rural and urban educated and .uneducated, and among
all the classes PF the society, but, of course, with

different degreos.

daughter-in-law looking after each person than any other
members of the family. Keiko Higuchi, "Longevity
Challenges Japan's Family Traditions", People: Japan-
Lessons for_the World, vol., 13, no. 4, 1986, pp. 24-25.

40 Several surveys conducted by both government and non-
government agencies reported this trend.

40
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The modern trends in marital and familial relation-
ships in Japan are to be treated with a definite sense of
rural-urban, farm-non-farm, educated and un-educated, upper-
class~lower class differences; Generally in most of the
cases the urban educated youths are suppoyting as well as
following the modern values in their Family life and the
rural-farming and un-educated family's youths as well as
old men and women all over Japan are not happy with the

former's views and actions.

41 It is a study conducted by a group of Tokyo housewives.
Hindu, New Delhi, January 1987.



Chapter fFour

THE PATTERNS OF AUTHORITY AND DECISION-MAKING PROCESS
IN INDIAN FAMILY

When compared to Britain and Japan India is more
hetrogenous in character, The homogenous nature of Japan
made it rather easy to analyse a single type of family in a
particular period of time. Britain with a few exceptions
enjoyed the same. pattern. But the Indian society cannot be
compared to the other two in the sociolegical sense of the term
'society'. It consists of several 'sociéties' within the
nation-state called India; e.g. the Tamil society, Bengali
society, Punjabi society etc. Moreover tﬁere are other
differences like rural-urban, rural farm and peasants, tribal
and non-tribal and Hindus and non-Hindus which add complexities.

Since Independence, the Indian society has been under-
going tremendous change in every walk of life. The process of
industrialization and urbanization began in the early part of:
nineteenth century. The industrial and intellectual revolu-
tion which began in other pa?ts of the world, particularly in
Eurppe, influenced the Indian society also. The forces of

modernization entercd India under the British rule.1 Thus it

1 B.V. Shah, "Voluntary Associations - Need for Sociological
Study in India" in Ohirendra Narain (ed.) Explorations in
the family and other Essays (Bombay, 1975), pp. 119-20.




91

started with a colonial heritage in the form of an encounter
between the traditional society (based upon organised group
behaviour) and the modernizing West .2

But when compared to Japan and China, India's pace
of industrialization had been slow, and its pef capita
output was lou.3 The strong traditional,‘ social and
cultural values of the Indian society, ité political and
economic dependence on the British, and the initial refusal
of the British to alter India's Focial organization and

family customs largely hampered the growth of industrializa-

tion.4

Traditionally the Indian society was dominated by
institutions like the joint family, caste system and the
village community. All these three institutions were
collectively responsible for the individual human activities

of the society. Moreover, India was predeminantly a rural

2 Yogendra Singﬁ, "Historicity of Modernizaticn® in
Dhirendra Narain %ed.) Explorations in the family
and other Essays (Bombay, 1975), p.656.

3 William J. Goode, World Revolution _and Family
Patterns (New York, 1963), p.205.

4 Ibid., p.206. louwever, it should be noted that
this arguement has been questioned by many.
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and agrarian society with a subsistence economy.5

However, in the course of the British rule, there
began a number of changes in Indian society. The commercia-
lization of Indian agriculture (which meant the substitution
of an isolated self-sufficient small village community's
subsistence economy, by a market econom?), the introduction
of fereign machine-made goods, spread DfAneu political
institutions and sgcular forces (especially, modern education,
Western liberal democratic values, i.e. equality and other
democratic principles), the introduction of modern science
and technology undermingd the traditional patterns of
aoccupations, joint families (particularly roles and position
of its ;embers) and the control of caste and religion over
the individuéls.6 Furthermore, the growth of urbanization
and the introduction of modern means of transport and

communications, the formal Western education, the abolition

of judicial pouers of caste and village panchayats, the

5 For details see F.3. Gore, Urbanization and Family

Change (Bombay, 1968), particularly Chapter 1,
pp. 3"39 .

Aileen D. Ross, Hindu Family in its Urban Setting,
(Bombay, 1961) particularly Chapter 1, pp.3-32.

6 Dan A, Chekki, "Modernization and Social Change:
The Family and kin Network in Urban Setting" in
George Kurian (ed.) The Family in India: A Regional
View (The Hague, 1974), p.221.
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introduction of new legislation which favoured the
individual ounership of land etc. drastically affected
the traditional authoritarian Hindu religious ideology
and ways of lif‘e.7 The growth of new cities attracted
increased number of rural people, ﬁarticularly the young
men to take up new employment and educational opportunities
in the cities, As a result the joint Famiiy, coupled uwith
the village-based caste system lost its traditional control
and dominance over the individuals. The lack of opportunities
in the villages, lou wages and shortage of land further
intensified the geographic mobility of the people.®

In additien, the nationalist struggle for Indepen-
dence under Mahatma Gandhi's leadership from the British
rule forced a number of men and women (especially women
from elite background) to break out of the traditional
structures which were against their participation in the

soclal lif“e.9

7 Ibid., p.222.

8 But it has to be mentioned here that, India is still
predominantly an agrarian and rural society and even
today a large majority of Indians are illiterates:

In 1981 about 36 percent of the population were literates
(46.9 percent of males and 24.9 percent of females).

9 G,N, Ramu, "Marital Roles and Pouwer: Perceptions and
Reality in an Urban Setting" unpublished paper (Canada,
1987); Aileen D. Ross, n.5, pe.24, -

E—
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After the independence all these forces of
modernization have been further intensified. With the
implementation of nationuide plans for socio-economic
development and with the adoption of the Constitution
(especially whose guarantees of fundamental rights and
the directive Principles) the spread ofA modernization
process has not only intensified but also added a neuw
dimension and direction, pervading the uhol%‘country.

The constitutional objective of building an egalitarian
secular society have resulted in a number of fundamental
changes in social life of the people. Perhaps one of the
most significant developments has been the changes in the
legal status of women; and they include thé granting of the
adult franchise, fundamental changes in the Hindu laws of
marriage, succession, adoption, and maintenance, particularly
rights to ancestral propsrty, divorce and abortion and the
introduction of new laus in the Field‘of labour and industry.
All these neuw legislations guarantee equal rights to Wwomen.
Apart from these, the introduction of land legislation (land
reforms) with a view of abolishing absentee landlordism,
formulation of national policies and programmes pertaining to

agriculture, industry, education, health, housing, transport
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and communication, social security and social welfare
measures not only helped the people to improve their
standards of living but also brought about changes in

10 The

their socializing, working and living conditions.
new conditions brought new social statUS'aéd economic
independence to the women. It created changes in

values and attitudes of the people towardé life. There is

a gradual change in the family structure of both rural and
urban India from joint/extended families to nuclear pattern.
As a result, the traditional pattern of authority structure,
i.e. the head of the household, the patriarch of Egggg
(whether the grandfather or his eldest son) having absolute
power over the entire activities of the family is loosing

its grounds to the individual breadwinner of the conjugal
family unite. And within the nuclear family unit, the
traditional pattern of marital role and distribution of pouwer

is also changing.11

-

The traditional pattern of total subordination of

10 G.N, Ramu, ibid., p.8, Mabel Fonseca, Family and
Marriage in India (Jaipur, 1980), p.9.

11 V.V, Prakasa Rao and V. Nandini Rao, Marriage, the
Family and Women in India (New Delhi, 1982), pp.6-7
178, G.No Ramu, n.9, pc6o
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women to men, the strict disciplinarian role of the

father in relation to his children are changing toward
egalitarian relations. Such a change and the coasequent
increasing autonomy of the conjugal pair are strengthening

the solidarity between the spouses and have led to the
better understanding and sharing of power betwsen spouses.
Thus, the young men and women, particulariy with higher
education, now no longer believe in the total surrender of
their individual interests to the collectiVity.12 In other
words, they are beginning to think themselves as individual
first ratﬁer than as a member of a group. Their ambition,
initiative, autonomy, self-development and concern with

soclal justice are challenging the old respect for established
order. However, it should be noted here that, even today in
a.large majority of cases in India,.men are confronted with

the conflict of traditional, orthodox and conservative forces
on the one hand and contemporary, prog}essiVe and revolutionary
forces on the other, %hey want new 4and increasing opportdhitie;
of new industrial age, but they also want old securities.

Therefore, many seem to live in two worlds simultaneously; the

12 Mabel Fonseca, n.13, p.20.
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traditional static, religion-oriented, caste-bound, family-

centred world; and the new-Westernized rationalistic world

of dynamic individualism and social progress.13

In the light of the above discussion, an analysis

of the patterns of authority and decision-making process in

Indian family will be made in the follouwing pages. Houever,

as mentioned in the beginning people living in different

regions of India have diverse patterns of social and familial

lif‘e.14 Amidst the diversity between regions, between rural

and urban areas, betueen classes, and betueen different

religious, ethnic, linguistic and caste groups, any

generalization of "Indian Family" is nearly impossible and

inapprOpriate.15

in the field of marriage and family conducted in India

S0

The sociological and social anthropological studies

16

far were based on several limitations. Almost all studies

13
14

15

16

Ibid., pp.3, 24. ’
For details see Pauline M. Kolenda, "Region, Caste and
Family Structure: A Comparative Study of the Indian
'Joint' Family" in Milton Singer and Bernard S. Cohn
(eds.) Structure and Change in Indian Society (Chicago,
1968) pp.423-452,

For details see Irawati Karve, Kinship Organization in
India (Bombay, 1965), Second Revised edition. K.M, Kapadia,
Marriage and Family in India (Oxford, 1959)

For detailed survey of literature, see Leela Dube, Sociology
of Kinship (Bombay, 1974) particularly Chapter 5, pp.69-96,
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were based on inadequate samples taken from a particular
caste or a community (even then it was not a technically
random one and not based on a genuine national sample).17
Based on a small number of western educated, middle or
upper-middle class urban youths, most of the studies uere
confined to examining the single guestion, viz. "Is the
joint family in India breaking down and uhdergoing a process
of nuclearization due to urbanization?"18 and, thus, they
have neglected the interpersonal relationships in the
family, i.e. the marital role and pouwer relationship between
the spouses and the parent-child relationship.19

Finally the important difficulty in a family study
is the lack of coinparable past data. UWe are hardly left with
any historical concrete data on the family in India. The
traditional ideal type of joint family was formulated by an

educated section from the previous generations' philosophical

or literary comments. Thus, we are forced to compare the

17 William 3. GOOde, n.3, p02140

18 T.K. Oommen, "The Urban Family in Transition®" in John
S. Augustine (ed.) The Indian Family in Transition
(New Delhi, 1982), p.58.

19 G.N. Ramu, n.9, pp.1-3, A.A. Khatri, "Decision-Making
in the Context of the Indian Family" Paper presented
at XI World Congress of Sociology, New Delhi, 1986,
PP 1-2.
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Yideal' patterns and attitudes of the last generations,

with the contemporary expressions of values and attitudes

of the pBOple.20

IRADITIONAL WINGU 30INT FAMILY

Traditionally, the basic unit of Hindu society
was not the individual but the joint family. "A joint
family is a group of people who generally live under one
roof, who epat food cooked in one kitchen, who hold property
in common, participate in common family ubrship and are
related to one another as some particular type of kindred."z1
It was "a group consisting of adult male coparceners (joint
heirs) and their dependents, who are their wives and young

children."22

The cultural values of the kinship system emphasised
the filial and fraternal bonds. There were both extended or
collateral types of joint families. ® These joint families

have descended from two separate lines; the patrilineal and

20 William J. Soode, n.3, pp.215-216.
21 Irauwati Karwe, n.15, p.8

22 M,5. Gore, n.5, p.6.
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20 William J. GOOdG, n03, pp0215"'2160
21 Irauyati Karwe, n.15, p.8

22 M.S, Gore, n.5, p.6.
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the matrilineal .29

As an ideal type, the joint family consisted of a
man and his wife, his unmarried children, his married son(s)
and the wive(s) and children of the latter. Another possible

type was made up of ego's extended family and ego's married

24

brothers and their extended Familiesf In the joint Family
an individual male member was not supposéd to be working to
earn the bread for his individual conjugal family only. All
earnings of the family members were pooled, and that common
pool was utilised for the welfare of all the members of the
family. The eldest male, whether the g€§ndfather or the

-
elder brother, made all important decisions in the family.
Thus it was a joint unit of production and consumption. Thé
entire family participated in family activities, both in home

and in field, according to the juedgement of the eldest male.

The division of labour within the family was strictly based

P

23 The matrilineal type of family system was predominant
among the Nayars of Kerala. But today there is radical
alterations in this institution and only some of the
very superficial aspects of the matrilineal type of
family system are prevailing among the Nayars. The
present discussion is confined to the patrilineal types
of families which are predominant all over India,

24 M.,5, Gore, n.5, p.4 Kumar Joginder, "Family Structure

“in Hindu Sochety of Rural India" in George Kurian (ed.g

The Family ii}lndia - A Reqional View (The Hague, 1974
PedS.
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upon sex. Women looked after home, the kitchen7and the

—

7
children, while the men undertook all the major occupational
activities. Thus the traditiohal bs§nt family was based on

the authority and sharing of relatibvs) among adult males
—/ k4

25

than on the conj&gal bondé between g‘ﬁannied couple. The

elder man in tpa family because of hi; experience and age
becomes the hgzd of the family. This pfincip}e was institu-
tionalized. When the father dies, the eldest brother
succeeds as the head of the familyB\ Since most decisions
were based upon tradition rather than on rational knowledge,
age and sex were the main principles determining the family

hierarchy.26

Houwever, while seniority and sex were the
general determinants of authority, that authority cannot be
used arbitrarily. The eldest male, in his role as the leader
of the family must conform to specific family and caste

traditions.2’

25 M,5, Gore, n.5, A.D, Ross, n.5, K.M, Kapadia, n.15,
Irawati Karve, n.15.

26 m.S. GOre, n.5, po14o

27 Under the traditional system, the caste panchayat
or council was powerful. It played most important
role in many significant activities of the joint
family including marriage. Ibid.
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The problem of authority between adults and
children in the joint family was largely solved without
any difficulty, in favour of the adult Ey the physical,
economic and emotional dependence of the child on the
adult. The authority relationship between men and women
was also easily solved due to tuwo major reasons: Firstly,
in the joint family men'uefe related td each other by
birth, whereas women joined the family as strangers in
dif ferent times (during the time of each brother's or son's
‘marriage). Secondly, the relationship of the woman to the
occupational sphere was effectively cut ‘down by excluding
her from inheritance or ounership of property in her oun

right .28

These two factors made women dependent on men and
thereby subordinate to them. That is why in most of the
cases in the joint families the authority of the eldest male

over other males was more often limited than the authority

of men over women. The eldest women whether mother-in-law

-

28 It was only a high caste phenomenon. Among the lower
caste population the differentiation in status based on
the right to inherit property was largely unimportant
and they actively participated in the occupational
spheres. However this prejudice against women was
legally abolished with the enactment of the Hindu
Succession #Act of 1956. By this both sons and daughters
get equal rights to inherit the property of an intestate
Hindu. For the first time it conferred the absolute
rights over the property possessed by a Hindu women.
Ibid., B 13.
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or daughter-in-law, was chiefly responsible for the direction
and distribution of yorks among the other female members in

the home.29

Within the sphere of women's activities, a
woman's authority usually depended on the position of her
~husband in the family. The wife of the eldest man of the
household wielded paramount authority in women's affairs.
Marriage was both a religious and a social duty for
Hindu men and women. Marriages were arranged by the elders
of the families. 3Starting with the choice of a marriage
partner it was the family's interests which took precedence
over the individual's, Traditionally, Hindu marriages took
place when girls had not even attained pgberty.zo In majority
of the cases the boys also young. The young bride was a
stranger and, thercfore, she Qas absolgtely helpless in the
new home. Caste and religious trgditioas also influenced the
socialization process of female and made them to accept the

subordinate role as wife and mother in the f‘amily.31

29 AoDo RDSS, MNe 5, p0132, M.So Gore, n.'S’ Be 18.

30 LEven though most of the traditional joint family ideals
which are analysed here were confined to the caste
Hindus, the practice of child marriage was closely
followed by all the people of India belonging to

-different regions and castes, including the untouchable
castes. William J; Goode, op. cit., n. 3, p. 232,

31 M.S. Gore, n. 5, p. 19.
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Although the actual arrangements and all necessary
preparations for a marriage were.done according to the deci-
sions of the head of the household, in the choice of bride,
women and more particularly the eldest woman of the house-
hold had a strong say. But the eldest .male could generally
succeed in forcing his will upon others if, as a last resort,

2 Thus only adults could initiate and

he wished to do so,
effectively carry out all the negotiations necessary for a
valid marriage satisfactory to both the families.
There was no privacy for the married couples. Private
and emotional intimacy between the spouses were considered
as threats to the survival of the joint family. Some lacked
privacy due to the small homes in which a large joint family
lived, But even uhen homes were large encugh to permit
physical privacy, the traditional values discouraged solitude.33
"In customary thought and before the law, the uwife
was on a‘level with servants, slave; and other members of the

As

lower social classes in the-traditional Hindu Family".34

noted earlier, both within the home and society in general,

32 Ibid., p. 17, W.J. Goode, . 3, pp. 247-248.

33 Ann Baker Cottrell, "Outsiders' Inside View: Western
Wives' Experiences in Indian Joint Families'" in Journal
of Marriage and the Family (May 1975), p. 402.

34 A.D. Ross, n. 5, p. 105.
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there was segregation of sexes both before and after marriage.
The relation of respect betuween elder and younger generations
made it improper, if not uncommon to have an =xtremely emo-
tional relationship between the spouses as well as bestueen
parents and children in a joint family.. Unegalitarian
practices which served to keep the husband and the wife apart
included rules against letting husband énd wife eat their
meals together, or even playing with their children in front
of their elders, going out for wyalks or social visits with
their husbands, etc.35 In addition, women were made to follow
many avoidance practices. There was restraint between people
of different age and between those of opposite sex. Most
cruel practice among the avoidance was that of the purdah.

In extreme cases it was a total seclusiocn of woman. The
normal practice was for a woman to draw her sarl over her

face when she was with her husband and another adult was

present. If the elder brother-in-law or mother-in-law was

-

35 For details see A, Aiyappan, "Sociology of Avoidance" in
Dhirendra Narain (ed.), Exploratiocns in the Family and
other Essays (Bombay, 1975), pp. 193-205.




1C6

present, she should not talk to him at all.36

In the joint
family, for a male, the parents come first, the children
second and the wife third. There was no external expressions
of love or emotional feelings betwesn husband and uife.
Husband was superior to his wife. Wife has to éhow respect
and adoration to her husband., They cannot exchange interests
and tastes. They have to find companiohship among others of
their own sex within the f‘amily.37 Evenvif they happen to
walk together, then it was customary for the wiFe to follou
behind her husband. Uttering his personal name and greeting
him in front of others were also prohibitedg’8 They met each
other as members of the larger family in front of other men
and women.

The relationship betueen parents and children was

often remote. Parents were not supposed to express great

tenderness toward their children when elder males are present.

36 William J, Goode, n. 3, p. 251. This pattern of actually
hiding the face is found mainly in north-western part of
Indiay it is not practised in the south, the West and. the
East. In general this strict segregation was maintained
among the rich families. But among the poor families of
villagers there was a separate set of rooms or part of
the house for the women and children. Ibid. For a
detailed understanding of this practice see Sylvia Vatuk,
Kinship and Urbanization: White Collar Pigrants in North
India (Berkeley, 1972), pp. 119-22 and 140-47. M.S. Gore,
ne 5, particularly the chapter on "The Husband-wife and
mother-son relationships'", pp. 174-97.

37 David G. Mandelbaum, Society in India (Bombay, 1972), p. 38.
38 Ibid., p. 39.
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The relationship between father and son was one of reserve

and respect. Even after the death of the grandfather, in

the joint family the ind;vidual father may not be able to
fully assume the paternal role towards his child, as for as
the exercise of authority is concerned: In other words in
the joint family, the younger brother cannot normally exercise
authority over his own children even affer the death of his
own father, as long as the joint family exists as an unit.

It was the eldest brother who replaces his father who
e%ercises the role of final arbiter.39 And the head of the
joint family was supposed to care for all his dependents,

not only his children, without any discrimination. This

ideal of deference to parents was rarely questioned (mainly
because of the total dependence of the childrén on the family)
and in practice it endowed the elders with an authority that
was not lightly ignored by their children. Father normally
becomes stern and isoclated in terms of authority as the son
grows into adoiescence. The orders given by the father was
simply obeyed by the son without questioning. Even for

clarification of the important matters the son would not go

39 M.S. Gore, n. 5, p. 20, W.J. Goode, n. 3, p. 240.
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to the father. After the son marries, and especially when he
begets a son, he can become somewhat more independent, though
he must always obscrve great respect for his father. When
the father become o;d and infirm the son continues to give
formal respect to his father, but in practice takes over the
actual authority and the direction of the household.40

The mother-son relationship was much more tender and
gratifying one than that of the father-son relationship.
However, shouwuing extraordinary tenderness or enforcing strict
discipline on her cihild, particularly for the young mother
was hard since the ultimate authority in the household was
centered with the Qrandparents.41 Traditionally, in the time
of crisis, especially when the father dies the property and
other interests of the young son was protected by the mother
against any possible fraud by other members of the family.42
Widowed mother had considerable authority in the household
when the children are young. But once the son becomes old

-

enough to look after the family's economic activities her

40 David G. FMandelbaum, n. 37, pp. 46-47.
41 Ann Baker Cottrell, n. 33, p. 405.
42 M.S5. Gore, n. 5, p. B.
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authority reduces. Enforcement of authority on the adult son
by the widowed mother was not upheld by the tradition. It
was not fully legalised and the son could ascsert himself

without resistence from the system.43

But normally, the
widoyed mother had control over many significant activities
of the family including the marriage of her grandchildren.

The mother-in;lau - daughter-iﬁ—lau relationship was
one of the much talked of relationship. It was due to her
young age and the fact that she was a stranger, the daughter-
in-lauw's position in her husband's home was very low. Because
of her relative experience and authoritarian position over the
women of the household, the mother-in-lawu enforces her pouer,‘
most of the time very crudely, on the new wife. The young
wife enjoys a little independence, only when she gives birth
to a son. Ffurther, the strong emotional bond between the
mother and son continues to operate even after son's marriage.
And, as a result if he supports his mother or to his wife

it causes strain in the f’amil‘y.4

43 Ibid., p. 15.
44 AJD. Ross, n. 5, pp. 114=15.
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Thus in the traditional Hindu joint family the over-
all authority was centered around the eldest male.45 Even
when a household was residentially nuclear and the eldest
male of the family lived in a distant village, Hindu tradi-
tion gave the right to the eldest male to make all major
decisions of the family,

However, this authority of the eldest male was often
delegated. For example, Qhen the eldest son gets married
and begets a son and was old enough to look after the family
activities, the father delegates his authority to the son in
a number of spheres. In ths case of women, the eldest woman
in the household (if clever and strong willed persoh) often
gained significant authority over time and influenced, at
least, indirectly in the family decisions. In any case, she
had considerable authority over the other women in the house-
hold. "And, finally, uhennfather becomes old and infirm it
was usual for the son to take over the actual authority, but
father had continued to enjoy the status of formal head of the

family until his death.46

45 Only in cases of senility or other proved disability on
the part of the eldest male makes one of the younger males
to take over the authority.

46 M.S. Gore, n. 5, p. 15, W.G. Goode, n. 3, pp. 247-48.
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[

INDIAQHMDDERNVEAMILiéé

The forces of modernization and social change,uhioh
we noted in the beginning of this chapter, have altered the
marital and familial life all over India. But the extent of
change is uneven, more prevalent in some areas and less in
others, Ffor example, the growth of modern cities meant that
the way of 1life in these developed areas of the society is
different from their rural counterpart. Further, within the
city, the rich families/uhich have accessibility to the
modern amenities of life are much affected than the poor
working class families in the urban areas.a'7

However, almost all studies conducted since 1950s in
the field of marriage and family in India agree that the
traditional joint family structure, especially its strict
pattern of authority and sex-based division of labour, has

48

been undergoing a change. All of them — from Kapadia to

the very recent ones — found that the modern families, both

47 For the first time, T.K. Oommen has made a systematic
analysis of possible different types of authority patterns
among the different classes and occupational groups of the
cities in an explorative study. The variables like the
class, incom2, property, the period of stay in the area,
mode of earning, the migration etc., are taken into
consideration and analysed with reference to value orienta-
tions and nature of authority among the families of these
urban groups. n. 18, pp. 57-93.

48 M.S. Gore, n. 5; A.D. Ross, n. 5; K.M. Kapadia, n. 15;
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in rural and urban areas, are no more under the absolute
control of the patriarch (of a past and ideal tradition) but
it is now based on equality and economic rationality. In
other words, individualism and autonomy are becoming the
caommon feature in an increased number of families. As a
result, the domination of grandfather over his son(s), or
daomination of oné brother over ancther in the family is
becoming the thing of the past.49

However, the immense diversity and vastness of India
and the fact that the exXisting studies in the field are
limited (both in number and scope) make it rather impossible
for any generalised statement about the modern family in
India.

One of the earlier studies on the urban family in
India was made by Ross. Her study was based on relatively

well-gducated middle class samples from Bangalore, a South

Indiancity. Her findings showed that only ten out of the

-

W.J. Goode, n. 3; 1.P. Desai, Some Aspects of Family in
Mahuva {(Bombay, 1964); A.M. Shah, The Household Bimen-
sion_of the Family in India (New Delhi, 1973).

49 George H. Con:lin, "The Extended Family as an Indepen-
dent Factor in Sccial Change: A Case from India®
Journal of wiarriage and the Family (November, 1974),
ppe. 798-804; L.N. Ramu, n. 9, pp. 4-5.
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168 individuals who were interviewed told that the grand-
father had ?Fen the main source of authority, while more than
half of the sample (93) said that father was the major deci-
sion maker and interestingly nineteen of them claimed that
the mother had wielded chief authority in the family. This
is a real indication of mother's authority in the family and
the father is only a nominal head. In otherfiords mother
enjoyed total authority over her children as well as the
day-to-day affairs of the family in the absence of the

father and sometimes even when he is present. Houever, such
an exercise of authority is not expressed in public. She
also observed that there was a change in the attitude of the
eldérs as well as the young towards the selection of mate,
The love marriages and intercaste marriages were although

not encouraged directly but were not uncommon, The relation-
ship between husband and yife was almost that of-a joint
decision-making body, ahd the egalitarian values uere uphe;d

-

by most of the men and women even though in practice most of

, . . 50
the women leave the final decisions to men.

50 A.D. Ross, n. 5, particularly chapter 4, pp. 91-135 and
chapter 8, pp. 235-79.
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Me3. Gore's study, based on samples of Aggarual
families around Jelhi, suggests that in fortythree per cent
of the sample eldect male plays a very significant role but
he does ' consult other relatives including his spouse in
important areas like mate-selection; there was considerable
involvement of other kin in important decisions. In the
remaining sample majority asserted that the parent, or parents
of the child concerned made the decisions.

The questions included in the study were wha plays a
major role in important decisions like schooling, occupation
and mate-selection for the children. In the joint family
when compared to that of the nuclear Family, all the major
decisions related tu these areas were made by the eldect male
(i.e. not the parent of the child). He made these decisions
with or without counsulting others in the family. There was
not much rural-urban differences found in this pattern.
However, it should not be mistaken fhat the parents in the
nuclear families have made a. major ideological decision-to
reject the advice of their elders. But the initiative was
with the parents of the child and even if the eldest male
makes some decisions there was discussion about these decisions

between the elder wale and the individual father or the
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concerned individual for whom such a decision directly

51 o .. . .
affected. Khatri also found similar results in his study.
The eldest male cuntinued as a symbol of family authority,
but he did consult his wife and other relatives, including
those outside his kin, especially in important areas like

. 52 .
mate-selection. Gore also noticed that the elders no longer
attempt as firmly as they were in the past to impose the
. . . i4,__ 53

traditional ways of 1life on their children.

liowever, in case of women only the eldest female member,
especially the mother-in-law, was allowed to discuss directly
with the eldest male., But she had many informal ways of
influencing the decisions. In the area of mate selection,
even after individual family units have been established, the
heads of these suu-units consulted some of the elder kins.
It was not that thoy were just consulted, but their advice

and decisions carried weight in the final decision in this

mattere.

51 M.9. Gore, n. 5, particularly chapter 8, pp. 135-55.
52 AOA' Khatri’ ﬂ. 19, po 60
53 M.S. Gore, n. 5, p. 150.
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In the matter of education there was hardly any
outside influence. Even in the joint family, it was found
that one of the younger member (younger brother) bscause of
his more schooling, had been the authority.

As far as women were concerned the traditional
Hindu values yere still holding good. Even after the legal
sanction aof property rights to women and change in her
occupational and socio-economic status she was treated as
inferior to men. For example, sharing the household work
with their wife was normally refused by both western and
Indian husbands and this action was legitimised by the norma-
tive prescriptions of both the societies. But in addition to
it,:;n India, there is a reluctance on the part of wives
themselves to allow their husbands to share the domestic
dutias.54

Seniority in age or in genserational status gave her
a higher symbolic rank in relation to certain men in the
family, but generally (sven after the change in her legal
and economic status) male superiority is continuing.. She

was never treated equal to a man.55

54 G.N. Ramu, "Indian Husbands: Their Role Perceptions and
Performance in Single-and-Dual-Earner Families™ Paper
presented at XI uWorld Congress of Sociology (New Delhi,
1986, Pe 250

55 1.5+ Gore, n. 5, particularly chapter 9, pp. 156=73,
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Contrary to these findings, in another sampls from
Hyderabad City it was found that when compared to the non-
employed mothers the employed mothers had greater power in
making financial d=cisions, like investments and budgeting
within the family. The employed mother's participation in
an external system entails more outside household responsibili-
ties, and thereby a concomitant of greater power. Another
finding of this study was that due to the "employed-mother"
role the traditional asymmetric husband-~dominated family is
changing.touard a more symmetric or syncretic type of family.
These families started using modern institutions like part-
time child-care agencies and other household equipments and
also there was a change in division of labour at home.
Husband, children and servants took part in the household
chores along uith the uif’a.s6 This type of changes helped
in reducing the role conflict betwsen the spouses and it
also reduced the household responsibilities of woman.

By using Blood and ‘Wolfe's methods (model) of -

measuring the power within the family, Straus found that-

56 VeV, Rao and V,N, RaO, MNe 11, PBe 190-93.
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conflicts between husband and wife and parent and children
wvere considerably greater among the working class than among
the mid&le class. lliddle-class families were found to be
more egalitarian than the working class families. A greater
proportion of the working class families were characterised
either as wife-dominated or as husband-dominated families.
In relation to thse relative power of husband and wife the
study concludes that the combination of being middle class
and having residence in a joint family household makes a man
more pouerful than being in a nuclear household.57
Ramu's study suggests that the husband and wife
dominate on some items and they had joint or sgalitarian
powers in others. But the education and income of the spouses
inversely affected the decision-making pousrs of the spouses.
One of the findings of the study was that low income and
moderately educated men were mostly under the husband-dominated

category, whereas, when there was more education for both the

spouses then theére was aluways the possibility of egalitarian

57 furry A. Straus "Some Social Class leferencas in Family
Patterns in Bombay" in George Kurian (ed.), The Family
in India - A Regional View %The Hague, 1974), ppe. 233-48.
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or joint decision-making or in some cases wife-dominated
pattern of family., But he makes it clear that the overall
pattern is neither autocratic nor patriarchic. It was one
of egalitarian where a considerable degree of mutual consulta-
tion and influence characterised the decision-making among
the couples.58
In a different study, of dual and single-earnef
families, Ramu found that in decisionsmaking both types of
families were becoming egalitarian, with a slightly highser
degree of equality in the dual-sarner Families.sg
A.A. Khatri observes that the age and sducatiocnal
factor affected the decision-making of t%a adolescents. In
his sample, the secondary school teacher trainees had more
autonomy in personal mobility, interaction with members of
the opposite sex and nature of involvement of mate selection

process when compared to the primary school teacher trainees.60

58 G.N. RamU, MNe 9, ppo 1"360
59 GeNa Ramu, MNe 54, PPe 3-35,

60 A.A. Khatri, "Heterosexual Friendships and Involvement
in mate-selection process of primary and secondary
teacher trainees in Ahmedabad®, in George Kurian (ed.)
The Family in India - A Regional View (The Hague, 1974}
PPs 335 - 49,
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Above discussions makes it clear that the factors
such as age, education, income, class and the pattern of
residence (nuclear/extended/joint) influence the pouser
dynamics within the family. With regard to the rural
families and less educated and poor families in the cities,
the authority and decision-making pattérn is not clear as
there is hardly any study on them.s1

The egalitarian valuss of the modern times affected
the marital and familial role relations betuween the spouses
and the relationship between parents and children also.

The trend in both the cases are towards equality, i.e.

sharing of authority and interests.,

61 Now-a-days among the rural population especially among
the well-to-do and the high castesythe young men and
women are showing an interest towards modern values and
nuclear families., For details see H.D, Lakshmi-
narayana "The rural family in transition' in John S,
Augustine, n. 18, pp. 41-56.



Chapter Five

CONCLUSION

The main objective of this work has been to bring out
the trends in the patterns of authority and decision-making
processes in the family, with special referencs fo husband-
wife and parent-child relat;onships, in three societies, viz.,
Britain, Japan and India.

In Britain, the pre-industrial society was highly
authoritarian and patriarchal. The nature of relationship
within the family was also influenced by the broader social
structure., The law of primogeniturs, the extensive influence
of neighbours, lineage, kin, friends, the Church and the
State and the deep sense of loyalty of the members of the
individual family to the ancestors and the living kin madse

the individual autonomy and privacy nearly impossible.

Individual's interost was surrendered to the greater interes:‘-~
of the larger family group. There ;as no close relations
between either ‘husband and wife or between parent and child.‘
The marriage was arranged bylthe parents in consultation with
the larger kin group and friends. Uomen:uere constantly

under the supervision of men. The presence of a large number
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of servants in the housshold made privacy rare for the rich
and the poor lacked privacy becauss of their one or two room
duellings. The practice of sending children to other house-
holds as ssrvants and apprentices also mads most of the
children, irrespective of their classes, to stay away from
their parents, until their marriageable age. They were under
the authority of the household head, uhére they served.

Among most of the aristocratic families, there was a
strict sex-based division of labour and meh were confined to
their spheres of york and women were confined to their houss-
hold chores. The authority and decision-making, including
the most crucial ones like selection of marriage partner uas
done by the head of the household by keeping in mind the
larger intsrest of the family and kin.

In the course of time, things began to change. The
industrial revolution and the modern democratic values of
life which followed it,changed the family structure both
externally and‘internally. 'The outside kin lost its control
over the individual family units and men and women started
working together in the modern factories and business institu-

tions. The unqgquestioned authority of the male head of family
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was thresatened. The sconomic independence of woman and adult
children, social uelfare and social security services, and
material dcvelopments in society enabled the young men and
women to pursue independent decision-making. Husband-uwife
relationship became more and more egalitarian. flost of the
family decisions werse arrived at by couples through discus-
sion and the marriages have becoms ccmpietely based on mutual
understanding of the concerned individuals., The pre-marital
dating and sexual relationship, divorce and re-marriage have
become common. The individual's interest and actions
dominated their family decisions. The parents have lost their
traditional and absolute control over their adult children.
The individual frsesedom and autonomy came to be socially and
legally recognised. [lodern husband espsecially of the dual-
garner families started cooperating with their wives in the
domestic chores. The rigid sex-based division of labour
ceased to exist.

Among £he lower strata of the society both beFére
and after the industrialization,jwomen had some liberty
(because of their bargaining financial pouer) in the family

when compared to that of their counterparts in the upper
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strata. Woman uss to look after ths family Eudgeting and
even in some of the labouring class families, where man used
to go to a distant placs for work, woman acted as the rsal
decision-maker, at least, during his absence. The children
in these families served as laboursers and they contributed
to the family economy. The independent earning of an adult
son made him more autonomous and in the modern period they
were more interested to be independent of their parents and
kin.

In the case of Japan, the trena is still more
interssting. E&ven though the external relationships and
behaviour of the family such as the sizs, the life cycle, the
fertility rate, the life expectancy, the love marriages etc.,
are same as that of the West, as far as the internal
behaviour, that is, inter-personal relationship is concarned
the loyalty to the slder membsrs (filial piety) is still
strong. The hierarchical-vertical nature of relationship
between the Fémily members based on sex and age is Stiil a
strong social value, among most of the Japansess.

Houwever, the past system of strict sex-based division

of labour and the absolute control of father and husband ovar
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his wife and children is no more prevalent; but the complete
snapping of ties with the kin and parents is not upheld. In
majority of cases marriages have become completely an indepen-
dent area of interest for the concerned couple. The independent
earnings of the adult children as well as that of the wife

and the nature of occupation made most of ths young men and
women to lead an independent lifs.

The equality of sexes in almost all fields of life is
leqgally upheld. The authority and control of a father or
husband depends upon the relative position of his child and
the uife. .In most of the cases egalitarian values are upheld
and mutual negotiation and consultation have become common.
Among the lower strata, female are relatively free from the
men's domination as compared to the upper strata. Women
enjoyed freedom in divorce and such other areas. The modern
ideology and developments affected almost all aspects of life
and hence in the present day Japan among louwer strata also
men and women rélationship is bscoming more egalitarian:

As far as India is concerned this type of trend is
visible only in scome urban pockets of the country. Even in

the cities thers are some tradition fashioned families, which



126

are following the traditional pattern of authority structure.
It is partially due to the lesser deqree of Westernization
and modernization, and partly due to the strong and rigid
cultural values., The Western education, the changed
occupational structure as well és the modern democratic
values, no doubt, changed the traditional position of women
and children but in areas like intercasﬁe or inter-religious
marriages changes are not accepted by the majority even today.

The personal law of different religious groups in
the areas of marriage, inheritance and succession made it
difficult for them to accept the modern values in this fisld,
For example, the fiuslim personal law, did not allow their
women to take part in public life. They were almost confined
to their home. The general trend amohg the majority of Hindu
population is towards egalitarianism. The men and women nou
are participating in almost all activities of the life. In
the modern families, especially uhere boﬁh the hﬁsband and
wife are educatéd and living in the cities thase trends‘are
clearly visible.

But even today majority of couples who live in urban
areas do not fully accept the idea of total independence of

women. They still respect the traditional sex role, that is,

[
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man as the principal bread-winner and the wife as a home-maker.
This tendency is also seen in the parents' bshaviour towards
their children. Son is preferred to daughter as a rule. The
education of daughter would be neglected just for the sake of
the son's schooling. With regard to selection of mate also
the son is given more fresdom than a daughter. That is, the
daughter's marriage is almost always arranged by their parents.
The socio-economic environment is not yet conducive for a
dramatic shift in the definition of the sex role.

However, the traditional joint families'! influence of
thrse geherations or an old male's control over ths rest of
the family is almost a thing of the past. Men are free to
mingle with opposite sex at least in public places. Ths
inter-personal relationship between husband and wife and
parent and children is becoming more democratic. Parents
discuss the matter with their adult children beforse taking a
decision which is going to affect the lattsr. Before taking
the final decision husband, especially of the uorkind couple
families, consults his uife on many issues uwhich are going to
effect the family life. Thus there is a greater degree of

equality among the individual family members particularly
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among the couples, sven though they may not express it in
public.

In Britain and Japan the rule of primogeniture and
loyalty to the larger kin group was a common aspect. In
India the eldest son succeeded as the family head, but all
the other male siblings had equal share in the family property
in the past and this made the joint family more an unit of
cooperation wherein everybody's interest was equally
respected. Ths formal authority was with the father, but in
reality it was shared among sons.

Women during the traditional socisety of Britain,
Japan and India werse all in the same subordinate position.
They were confined to the domestic affairs. And within the
house, as far as women uere concerned, the sldest lady
generally the mother=-in-law was the ruler, The relative
young age and the strangse circumstances of the husband's
family made the daughter-in-lau to subordinate herself to the
wishes of her mother—in—la@. In Japan and India the role
of a grand-mother, and mother~in-law was very significant
because she had a strong hold over the young daughters-in-lau

as well as her grandchildren.
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To some extent the strong tie bstween mother and son
was also responsible for this-kind of situation, The new
wife was helpless and the only person whom she can look for
support was her husband. And in case if the son was
completely on his mother's side, the situation of daughter-
in-law was even more pathetic. As for as the parent-children
relationship is concerned in Japan the filial piety concept
‘made them not to revolt or rebel against their Fathefs.

Even adult married sons with children obeyed théir father.
Only after their father's retirement or death thsey became
the head of the family. In Britain glso it was almost the
same. But in India the loyalty was further strengthened by
caste and.religious customs. Even in the case of families
where the sons divided their property after their father's
death, they showed mutual respect and understanding, at lsast
during important events like marriage, death and other family

festivities and crisis.

The change in all thesse aspects as obssrved earlier
are mere adjustments in some cases, or a partial or a total
change, to the new circumstances. In the urban educated

young generation the trend is toward equality beatuween the
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sexas and they do not approve the traditional control of
familial life. The modern families accept the fact that
equality of sexes is an inevitable thing to lead a comforta-
ble life. Ffor example, the wishes of the young man to have
educated as well as employed wife has become a necessity

to improve’the standard of life.

The three countries are different in many respects,
but the common trend is that from rigid authoritarian
patriarchal style they are moving towards an egalitarian
familial life. The nature and degree of this trend vary
according to the degree of education, the residential area,
the class, age, sex and alsoc to some extent dus to ths
psychological perception of the people. The most important
factor which is affecting all these aspects of family life
is the degree of industrialization and modernization.

The British society which is fully modernized and nou
completely based on egalitarian values accepts the individual
freedom and aufonomy as the basis of authority and decis;on-
making process in the family. In contrast, in Japan, even

though it is equally modernized it does not totally give up



131

its traditional and cultural valuese. The family in Japan
is“externally modernized and internally traditionali India
is in a transitional phase. [lodern values are accepted
half-heartedly in most of the cases. In other words,
Indians do not claim themselves neither as UWesternized nor
fully traditional. There is a unique mixture of UWestern
and traditional values in all walks of Indian life. Thus,
industrialization and modernization are the major factors
vhich affected the British family system and in Japan the
political and legal factors played a dominant role. In the
case of India the 30cio—reli§ious reforms, the independent

movement and the socio-legal chanées introduced by the

government played a vital role in this regard.
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