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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCT ION

‘Tﬁe major focus of this research is the American sub-
urb and the people who live there. The growth of the Ameri-
can suburbs’haé.beén récent, is still gaining momentum, and
has been of such ﬁroportions that it is affecting every form
of institutional life:in’this country. Just what the sﬁbur—
ban movement_siénifies,'and precisely.how it will affect the
American waj of life is not clear. This movement of the Amer-
ican people from the cities and rural areas to-the suburbs
has not gone unheralded. Many "experts', both scientific and
otherwise, have pontifiéated on the virtues and vices they
consider endemic to suburban residence. The suburbs have
been variously viewed, as something new and wonderful or as
.rsomething new and terrible, as evidence of America's greatness
and economic advancement or of its social and cultural im-
poverishment, as the natural outcome of population and tech-
nological grbwth or as thé inevitable offspring of a tech-
nology uninformed by human values. However it‘is chafacterizeé
This was. not a planned or guided movement, but rather under
the influence of many factors in the social, economic and

political life of the country, it has consisted in a very

1




Yhaphazard spilling out of the city population into the sur-
rounding rural areas. This movement to the suburbs was well
underway long before our city and town planners sought to give:
it some direction. |

Ever since 1790, the year of the first United States'
census, the population bf the United States has tended con-
sistently to concentrate into urban areas. In 1790, 5.1 per
cent of the people in the United States lived in urban areas;
as of 1960, this figure had risen to 69.9 per cent. One signi-
ficant aspect of this urban growth, as Donald Bogue has indicaQ
ted, was the tendency for cities to grow toc a very large size.l

These  large population centers have become dominant in the

economic and social life of the country, so much so that "...
medium size and small cities, as well as dispersed rural popu-
lations, appear. to perform their function with reference to
the metropolitan cénters ...m2

The United States Bureau of the Census recognized the
unique character of thése large population clusters in 1910,

when it defined them as metropolitan districts. Since then,

this definition has been revised repeatedly in an effort to

Y

lDonald Bogue, The Population of the United States
(I1linois: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1959).

2Donald Bogue, "Urbanization in the United States, 1950"
Amerlcan Journal of Sociology, 60(March, 1955), 479.
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3
arrive at the most meaningfui definition that adequately de-
scribes the central city and its area of dominance. The net
result of these changes has been to reduce the size of the

central cities (from 200,000 in 1910 to 50,000 in 1930 and

" since then) and to allow for greater recognition of the role

of economic and social factors in the central cities' influence
over the'surrounding countryside. In 1950, the definition was
changed to include whole counties, and the term “standardvmet?
ropolitan area".Was‘uséd in place of mé%ropolitan district. 1In
1960, the term "standard metropolitan statistical area" intro-
duced some minor modifications to the 1950 definition. A
standard metropolitan statistical area (S.M.S.A.) signifies

a county or group of counties with a central city of'S0,000

or more inhabitants or "twin-cities" with a combined popula-

tion of 50,000 of more inhabitants, plus any adjacent counties

that are metropolitan in character and socially and economi-

cally integrated with the central city. The metropolitan
character and social and economic integration is defined in
terms of the following criteria: metropolitan places of work,
homes for non-agricultural workers, and economic énd social

communication with the‘central city.3

3For a complete discussion see United States Bureau of
the Census, United States Census of Population: 1950, Vol. I,
"“Number of Inhabitants, United States Summary," xxxi-xxxiii,
and United States Census of Population: 1960, vol. I, "Char-~
acteristics of the Population, Part I, United States Summary,"
XXXI—xwrxv, ' —




4
While exact longitudinal growth patterns are difficult
to identify because of the changes in definition, yet a brief
look at the population statistics for metropolitan areas from
1940 to 1960 does indicate the extent of the population concen-

tration into these areas, and how much they have captured the

{population growth during these two decades. In 1950, there were

168 standard metropolitan areas. The population in these areas
in 1950 was 56.8 per cent of the total population in the ﬁnited
States, and during the 1940-1950 decade, these areas accounted
for 80.6 per cent of the country's total population increase.
In 1960,lwith a minor change in definition, there were 212
standard metropoliﬁén statistical areas. Their combined popu-
lation emounted bto 63 per cent of the United States total popu-
lation in 1960. For the 1950-1960 decade, these areas accounted
for 85 per pent of the éountry's total population increase.4
This pattern and trend in the distribution of the popu-

lation of the United States, and the change it represents in

lsuch a short period of time is summed up very clearly by Dudley

Kirk:

4‘I‘he statistics for metropolitan and suburban areas in:-
this chapter are taken from Bogue, "Urbanization in the United
States: 1950", and Leo F. Schnore, The Urban Scene (New York:
The Free Press, 1965), Ch. 6.
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EveryWhere we see The growing place of the metropolis and
suburbia in our national life. DPerhaps the single most
significant demographic series in the whole armamentarium
of American population statistics is represented by the
following; two generations ago, 'in 1920, the median Ameri-
can lived in the countryside; by 1930 he lived in a small
town of 5,000-10,000 population. To-day, he lives in a
metropolitan area, increasingly in the suburbs, and the
countryside dweller to-day is as much in touch with world
events and cultural innovation as the city dweller of
yesterday. It i1s difficult to overstate the revolution
this has meant in the average American way of life.

Within the'metropoliﬂan areas, there has been a devel-
opment which can -be considered almost gs significant as the
growth of the metropolitan areas themselves. The Bureau of the
Census delimits two areas within metropolitan areas, the central
city and the urban fringe. The population growth we have iden-
tified has not been distributed evenly in these two areas. Up
until 1920, the central cities attracted the greater proportion

of the population growth within metropolitan areas. Since
then howevér,«the pattern has reversed itself. Increasingly
since 1920, the fringe areas have accounted for the greater
proportion of metropolitan growth. In the 1950-1960 decade,
the fringe areas were.respdnsible for 76.% per cent of the
population increase in metropolitan areas. During that decade,
many of the larger cities lost population, while their fringe

areas coﬂ%inued to show a population increase. As of 1960,

5Dudley Kirk, "Some Reflections on American Demography
in the Nineteen Sixties™, Pooulation Index, 26(October, 1960),
5O6~. - ‘
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48.7 per cent of the total population in the standard metro- -
politan statistical areas lived in the fringe areas outside
the central citieé; This tendency to concentrate into metro-
politan areas and increasingly into the urban fringe within
these areas has led lMcDermott and Folse to the following pro-
jection as to the future:
e..1f present trends continue, by 1980, well over half
of our population will live in the suburbs of metropoli-
tan areas, and these will have sprawled far beyond their

present boundaries. Suburban living is becoming the
American way of life.6

It is the urban fringe of metropolitan areas, i.e.
that area outside the corporate limits of the central city
but within the boundary of the standard metropolitan sta-

tistical area, that we are concerned with in this research.

Definition of a Suburb

The fermlS.M.S.A. described the metropolitan area in
terms of its central city and the surrounding urbanized
counties. The Bureau of the Census also uses the term "ur-
banized area™, in which the central city and the closely

settled incorporated and unincorporated areas surrounding

..

6J. K. McDermott and C. L. Folse, Rural Sociology in

a Changing Economy, (Urbana: University of I11inoils Depart-
ment of Agricultural Economics Mimeo Bulletin, 1958), p. 17.
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the central city are considered as a single physical city.
The Bureau of the Census does not use the term suburb, and
possibly for this reason,'there is ‘a.great deal of confusion
in the literature as to what precisely constitutes a suburb.
As a consequence, fesearch reports under the general heading
of "suburban'" can apply to many different types of community.
In their study of the family in the urban fringe, Jaco and
Belknap included alivthe territory on the periphery of'cen—
tral cities within the scope of their research. They state
in their report that "the fringe herein considered includes
suburbs, satellite cities, and any other territory located
imﬁediately.éutside central cities whose labor force is
engaged in non-farm adtivities”.7 Richard Dewey similarly
included incorporated and unincorporated places in his study
of population expansion in Milwaukee.8 However, more and

more socilal sclentists are coming to reject the concept of

7E. G. Jaco and I. Belknap, "Is a New Pamily Form

Emerging’..- in the Urban Fringe", American Sociological
Review, 18(October, 1953), 551-7.

8Richard Dewey, Peripheral Expansion in Milwaukee
County", Americen Journal of Sociology, 53(1948), 417-22.
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the urban fringe as an undifferentiated unit. The problenm,
as Kurtz and Eicher have illustrated, i1s that the fringe
area&s defihed by the census includes not only incorporated
and unincorporated places, but also areas of urban, mixed
and rural land use patterns.9 They Suggest that a clear
distinction should be made within the urban fringe between
the suburbs and the fringe area. They define a suburb as:

...Location beyond the limits of the legal city (possibly
contiguous), with a consistent non-farm residential pat-

- tern of land use. The residents are primarily employed in
urban occupations, mostly in the central city. The area
may either be incorporated or unincorporatig, depending
on the tType of suburb under investigation. ‘

They define the fringe area as:

...Location beyond the limits of the legal city, in the
'agricultural hinterland', exhibiting characteristics of
mixed land use, with no consistent pattern of farm and
non-farm dwellings. The residents are involved in rural

. and urban occupations. The area is unincorporated, re-
latively lax zoning regulations ixist, and few, if any,
municipal services are provided. 1

9R. A. Kurtz and J. B, Eicher, "Fringe and Suburbs:
A Confusion of Concepts", Social Forces, 37(1958), 32-7.

10

Ibid., p. 37.

M4, p. 36.

..




9

Clear as this division is, it does not really provide
a precise definition of a suburb, rather it would appear to
include the whole urbanized area ﬁnder‘the term. The termi-
nology of Hamns Sebald, who distinguishes between sub-areas
within thevu:ban fringe in much the same way as Kurtz and

12 He limits the term "urban

Eicher, is much more acceptable.
fringe" to "the area closest to the metropolitan center, where
the population is denser' and agricul?ural land uses are not
prevalent”,-ahd defines as the "rural fringe", "that part of
the fringe which includes the extended and less densely popu-
laﬁed area, where agricultural land uses are still preva-
lent".1? This division of the urban fringe, as delimited
by the census, into two distinct sub-areas follows very ‘
closely that suggested by William Dobriner.14 Dobriner

suggests the terms "suburban zone" and "rural-urban fringe"

to describe thesé two sub-areas.

l2Hans Sebald, Family Integration in a Rural Fringe

Population, (Unpublished Master's Thesis, Ohio State Uni-
versity, 1959). : v ‘

YPrid., p. 17.
14i111iem M. Dobriner, Class in Suburbia, (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963), pp. 152-3.
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In their discussion of the use of the term "suburb"
by sociologists, Duncan and Reiss state:

In the usage of most writers the term 'suburb' appears
to denote an urban place (usually an incorporated place)
outside the corporate limits of a large city, but either
adjacent thereto or near enough to be closely integrated
into the economic life of the central city and within
commuting distance of it. The criterion distinguishing
a suburb from other territory on the city's periphery,
but within it's corporate limits is, _therefore, not eco-
nomic or ecological, but political.i5

This would appear to be a rather consistent trend in

the use of the term "suburb". The Muﬁicipal Year Book uses
the term £0 refef to incorporated places of 2,500 or more
inhabitants, located oﬁtSide central cities, but within the
boundaries of the metropolitan area.t® The political factor
of incorporation és a self-governing community has importance
over and above the fact that it facilitates the definition -
of a suburb. This becomes clear once it is realized that in-
‘Eorporation involves the existence of a political structure
and organization and the local provision and financing of

many urban services. One might reasonably postulate that

15O.D. Duncan, and A.J. Reiss Jr., Social Characteristics
of Urban and Rural Communities, 1950, (New York: John Wiley
and“Sons, Inc., 1956), p. 11l7.

l6The Municipal Year Book is an annual publication of
The Chicago City Managers Association.
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there woﬁld be a greater sense of local community identity and
possibly a higher degree of involvement and participation in
local community affairs in incorporated areas than in unin-
corporated urbanized areas. Wattel indicates how the lack
of any local political autonomy and the existence instead of
many different sources of local government can be a source of
many problems for an unincorporated suburban subdivision.L”
It would appear preferéble then to confine the term suburb to
incorporated plaées within_the metropoiitan area, but outside
the central city drvcities. |

The term "satellite city" also appears in the litera-
ture. It has been used to refer to either an industrial
suburb,18 or to Suburbs located within the rural fringe.l9
While this type of further distinction has its merits, the
present writer feels that it is not necessary for the iden-
fification of the major sub-areas within the metropolitan

area.

17Haro1ld Wattel, "Levittown, A Suburban Community",
in William Dobriner (ed.), The Suburban Community, (New
York: G.P. Putnams Sons, 1958), pp. 287-313.

18160 P. Schnore, "Satellites and Suburbs", Tbid.,
pp. 109-121.

19Duncan and Reiss, Social CharacteristicS...., p. 137.
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On the basis of the foregoing discussion, perhaps
the most concise division of the metropolitan area into
meaningful sub-areas wduld be the following three-fold divi-
sion: (l) the central city or cities, (2) the urban fringe,
which following Sebald? would be defined as that area where
urban land uses.predominate, (3) the rural fringe, which in
Sebald's terms also7 would be defined as that area where
agricultural uses still prevail. The term 'suburb' would be
restricted to thése incorporated placeé within the boundary
of the metropolitan area, but outside the central city or
cities. The advantage Qf a framework such as hés been out-
lined is that it is éufficiently concise so that any area of
research within the metrdpolitan area can be adequgtely loca-
ted, and sufficiently broad so that further sub-classification
within any individual sub-area is possible. This division of
the metropolitan area, as outlined here, will be followed in
this research. According to this outline, the area under

study in this research is two suburbs located within the urban

fringe.

The Metropolitan Community

There is one further development in the conceptuali-
zation of the metropolitan area which should be considered

here. As early as 1925, Harlan Douglas drew a distinction
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petween the types of suburb that were developing on the
perimeter of American cities.?9 He drew a distinction be-
tween sﬁburbs oh the basis of the function he perceived them
to perform within the context of the metropolitan area con-
sidered as unit. He divided suburbs into two categories,
manufacturing sub-centers i.e. "suburbs of production', and
residential sub-centers i.e. "suburbs of consumption". While
this distinction was lérgely ignored for many years, 1t has
been revived and~deve10ped in the more recent past, particu-

larly by Leo Schnore. 2l

Schnore, more than any other, has

developed the concept df the metropolitan area és structural
and 6rganizational unit. He states that individual suburbs
should be seen as "merely'constituent parts of a larger ur-

ban complex - the metropolitan structure as a whole".22

Within this structure, distinct and different roles are

played by the two types of suburb identified by Douglas.
The residential suburb represents a decentralization of

population. It may be considered as a supplier of labor

2qggg;§gwﬁtrpouglas, The Suburban Trend, (New York and
London: The Century Co., 1925), pp. 74-92.

21
Schnore, "Satellites and Suburbs”

227pid., p. 11l.
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within the metropolitan community and as a consumer of com- .
modities. On the other hand, the employing suburb repre-
sents & decentralizétion of production, ‘and it may be con-

sidered as a supplier of commodities and a consumer of labor.

Thus conceived, '"residential" and "employing" are ideal type

categories represénting functionally specialized sub-areas
within the metropolitan community, to either of which, any
individual suburb may ﬁore or less approximate.

This typé of classification of.suburbs as parts of
a functionélly inferrelated whole is supported by the research
findings of Duncan and Reiss. In a comparison of metropolitan
suburbs and independent cities, they conclude that "for the
most part therebare cleaf and substantial differences between

metropolitan suburbs and independent cities".23 In their

analysis, size of place was held constant. They go on to

'éonclude that their findings are best understood on the basis

of the hypothesis "...that because of their proximity to,
and close functional interdependence with, large central
cities, suburbs are apt to be economically and residentially
Specialized in ways not generally open to independent

cities” St

23Duncan and Reiss, Social Characteristics of..., p. 178.

2% Tpia., p. 179.
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Dobriner also supports this type of approach, and suggests

that it i1s essential to the proper interpretation of subur-
pan development. He states that:
The suburbs or the suburban zone is becoming increas-
ingly heterogeneous in economic function, and in class,
ethnic and racial characteristics. In short suburbs

are dynamic areas of increasing structural and funggional
differentiation within the metropolitan area;....

This conception of the metropolitan area as a single
structural unit, dompoéed of functionally distinct sub-
areas, provides a framework within which to meet much of the
criticism levelled at suburban research. Herbert Gans suggests
that many important Variébles are hidden beneath the cele-
brateé city-suburban differences and calls for a much more
exact delimitatioﬁ bf sub-areas within the city and the sub-
urbs.26 The conception of the metropolitan area, outlined
here, could also provide a framework for the type of social

area analysis proposed by Shevky and Bell.27 mThe value of

25Dobriner- Class in Suburbia, p. 27.

26Herbert J. Gans, "Urbanism and Suburbanism as Ways
of Life: A Re-examination of Definitions", in A.M. Rose (ed.),
Human Behavior .and Social Processes (Boston Houghton Mifflin
Co., 1962), DPp. 625-48.

27
E. Shevky and W. Bell, Social Area Analysis, (Stanford
California: Stanford Unlver81ty Press, 1955).




16

this type of approach is suggested by a study of Mary Powers.28

she compeared central cities and their suburbs on a tract basis,
and found that all Stages of the urban continuum as measured
by pOpulation hetérogeneity and density are found in both city
and suburb. Finally, what research there is into the similar-
ities and diffefences that exist between functionally different
types of suburb woﬁld_seem to suggest that a suburb's function
plays an important role in shaping the social character of the
comnunity. qut of*the research in this area has consisted in
macroscopic ahalysis based on census data. It will be referred
to in detail at a later stage in this report. |

Two functionally different suburbs are the object of
this research. The purpose is to contrast two individual sub-
urbs, one "residential” in character, one "employing" in char-
acter, using questionnaire responses as the source of empiri- |
cal data. The construction of the questionnaire and the cri-
tical decisions as to the variables that were included and
the controls that were introduced were based on a study of
the available literature oﬁ the suburbs. Chepter II is con-

cerned with a review of this literature and the isolation of

28Mary G. Powers, "The Process of Metropolitanization:
A Study of City and Suburban Residential Areas", (Unpublished
Doctoral Dissertation, Brown University, 1943).
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of the variables that were considered relevant to this

research.

Summary

This chapter has indicated the rapidity and extent
of the urbanization of the American people. It has been
shown how cities‘have grown to very great proportions and
have come:to dominate, by virture of their size and importance,
the American scene. The larger urban complexes have been
recognized as éepafate statistical enéities by the Bureau of
the Census and defined as "standard metropolitan statistical
areas”. Based on a reﬁiew of the literature and a discussion
of the S.M.S.A., three distinct sub-areas within the metro-
politan areé have been identified: the central city, the ur-
ban fringe and the rural fringe. Suburbs have been defined
as incorporated places within the boundary of the metropoli-
dtan area but outside the corporate limits of the central city
or cities. Finally, it has been suggested that the mefropol—
itan area may be conceptualized as a single structural unit
composed of functionally interrelated sub-areas. Within
this framework, suburbs may be classified as either residen-
tial or ‘employing, on the basis of whether they are chiefly
areas of residence or cen%ers of production. The purpose of

this research is an analysis of two such functionally distinct

suburbs based on questionnaire responses.




- CHAPTER IT

THE SUBURBAN WAY OF LIFE

Confused as 1is the'qﬁestion as to what precisely
constitutes a suburb, there is even less agreement among
social scientists as to what constitutes the "suburban way
of 1life", or even, as to whether such a way of life can be
said to exist at all. It is difficult’to see how any single
way of life could have developed in the suburbs in such a =
short period of time, if as Wood indicates:

A1l kinds of communities appeared to ring the city.

The suburbs extracted, omne by one, economic and social

functions which previously existed side by side. Each

tended to emphasize a particular aspect of soclety --

residential living, industry, recreation, gambling,

retail trade.

Yet in spite of this, there can be no doubt as to

the existence in the American culture of what Bennet Berger

calls "the myth of suburbia.? The popular image identifies

the suburbsras the location of the "good 1life", as the "best™

~ 1Robers C. Wood, Suburbia, Its People and Their
Politics, (Boston: Houghton NMifflin Co., 1959), p. 6&.

_ “Bennet M. Berger, Working Class Suburb, (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1960), Ch. L.

18
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place in which to rear a family, as the scene of a "full"
1ife in one's own home, surrounded by wide open spaces, good
schools and churches, and by neighbors and friends of the
nright kind, " with whom one can visit and feel Yat home"
and organize a host of recreational and social activities.
The popularity of this myth is not difficult to explain,
as to deny the existence of this "idyllic paradise" would be
to deny the ability of the American people to create the
conditions for the "good“ life and their ability to be a
“success." |

Some of the reasons for the existence of this myth
may also be easily identified. Not least among the image pro-
ducing factors is the type of macroscopic analysis of census
data and the'like'that.has,contrasted central cities and
suburbs. Qn‘the basié of this type of analysis, the suburban
-populatidn has been described as younger, child-centered,
predominantly white, belonging to the higher income and edu-
cational groups and being predominantly engaged in white-
collar occﬁpations. Added to this could be the deliberate
efforts of real estate interests to "sell" the suburban image
to their\prospéctive customers. The'"happy home" in the
suburbs, as often as'not, provides the location fér the pro-
ducers and advertisers in the consumer goods industries, who

were quick to recognize in the growth of the suburbs the
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development of a whole new market to be wooed and won over.

| Finally, there is the fact, so clearly indicated by Clark |
in his study of the Toronto suburbs, that for most of the

new suburban residents, the move to the suburbs did represent
a very real improvement in housing conditions.3 Whatever
other reasons may be given, there can be little doubt as to
the pOpularitonf the image of the suburbs as classless,
homogeneous and socially pleasant communities in which the
more economically advantaged rear their- families and enjoy
the benefits of economic édvancement. Perhaps Robert Wood
has articulated this concept of the suburbs more succinctly
than most when he states that "the most fashionable definition
of suburbia today is that it is a looking glass in which the
character, behavior and culture of middle class America is

displayed.“4

Three Approaches to the Suburbs

As one turns to look for a more scientific approach

to the development of suburbia, one looks in vain for any

_ °s.D. Clark, The Suburban Societv (Toronto: The
University of Toronto Press, 1966). '

4.
"Wood, Suburbia, Its People . . ., p. 4.
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one comprehensive theoreticel approach. There is no short-
age of literature on the subject, but there is a very real
absence of consensus as to the meaning and implications of the
growth of the,euburbs, and as to The nature of the emerging
suburban way of life. 'Also, one cannot but be a little
apprehensive aboutb the interpretations and generalizations
made in regard to the suburbs on very limited and what, at
times, appears to be,lvery haphazard research and sampling
procedures. | |

At the outset, it should be made clear, as most
writers would agree, that the suburbanization of the American
people would not have been possible without economic growth.
The technological advances as evidenced in present day communi-
cations, transportation and industry are a necessary cause
in the growth of the suburbs. The real increase in income
“"for both salary and wage earners, and also the Federal
Government's encouragement of homeownership are other econo-
mic factors that facilitated this growth. Many commentators
feel however, thaf these were but permissive factors in the
growth of the suburbs, and that they do not touch the deeper
and more humanly 81ga1110ant processes that have led the
American rural, urban and city dweller to make his home

in the suburbs.
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It is possible to identify three approaches to the
guburbs in the literature. These are by no meaﬁé mutually
exclusive, as elements of all three are to be fouhd in each
one. <They may be classified as three separate approaches in
so far as they each highlight a particular facet of suburbia.
The first two approaches might be more correctly termed as
norientations® to the suburbs, while the third does provide
the beginnings at leasf of a theoretical framework, within:
which, much of the research that has béen carried out on the
suburbs can be plgced. The three approaches may be identi-
fied as follows: (1) the positive approach, (2) the negative
apprdach and (3) the_eéological—sociological approach. A
brief consideration of each of these three approaches, to-
gether with an outline of those variables that have been iden-
tified as sources of differentiation between suburbs will
'ﬁrovide the framework, within which, this present study can

be placed.

(1) The Positive Approach

The unifjing factor in these various conceptuali-
zations is that in each éase the authors see the move to the
suburbs éé a séarch"for, and an attempt to realize = parti-
cular way of life; This approach 1s based on the fact that
there are meny families of high and medium socio-economic

status living,in cities who could move %o the suburbs but
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who in fact choose to live in the city. The factor distin-
guishing between those who move and those who stay on in the
city is that those who move are seeking a particular way of
1ife--they are secking a location where they can realize a
certain set of values. Douglas was perhaps the first to
advance this concept. For him, "the people of the residen-
tial suburb, atvléast, live where they do by reason of a nat-

ural sclection based on a peculiar psychology and moti-

5
vation."

Sylvia Fava has supported and developed Douglas'
jideas. Fava sees the surbanite as a ". . . selected social-
psychological type, oriented toward neighboring and other
rural values and praétices;"6 The style of'life associated
with the suburbs is ". . . due not only to the presence in the
suburbs of selected demographic and socio-~economic groups,
siting arréngements and other ecological characteristics;
but it is also due to the selective migration to the suburbs
of pecple predisposed to neighboring.“7 The social-psy-
chological elements‘(as Fava terms them), of habit, belief,

feelings.and felt needs exert a selection of those city-

(8

5Douglas, op. cit., p. 34.

6Sylvia F. Fava, "Suburbanism as a Way of Life,"
Americen Sociological Review, 21 (February, 1956), p. 37.

7

Tinid.
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dwellers who move to the suburbs. Based on a study of New
York city and Nassau County suburbs, Fava concluded that

ngyburban migration differentially attracts those who are

8 and that "people are also drawn to the

n 9

willing to neighbor”
suburbs because of their quest for community
Wendell Bell, on the other hand, suggests that those
who move.to thelsuburbs are .those who have chosen "familism"
as a way of life over'consumership and careersmanship. He
states tThat, in.his study of two Chicégo residential suburbs,
the move to the suburbs was’typically a move in search of
better housing conditibns ~ from apartment to house. He
conciudes‘that his study‘”...supports the hypothesis that
the new suburbanites are largely persons who have chosen
familism as an important element in their life styles and
in additioen .}; suggests a relationship between the desire
”for community participation or sense of belonging and the

10

move to the suburbs". This association between the move

to the suburbs and family considerations has also been

8Sy1v1a F. Fava, "Contrasts in Nelghborlng”, in
Dobriner, The Suburban ..., p. 127.

Tpid., p. 128

*OWendell Bell, "Social Choice, Life Styles and
Suburban Residence", Ibid., p. 241.
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suggested by Dewey, Jones, and Jaco and Belknap.l
| Robert Wood also sees in suburbia a search for parti-
cular values. ‘Iowever, for Wood, suburbia is but one ex-
pression of a larger process at work in American society, in
which the people are seeking a return to a "grass-roots
democracy." He finds the search for community, identifiedv
by Fava and Bell, expressed in the people's desire to take
part in, and be associated with, local government, and
their desire to get away from city or métropolitan govern-
ment, which is characterized as bad because it is big,
In the suburbs, he states, we find expression of ". . . the
long~standing convictioﬁ that small political units repre-
sent the purest expression of popular rule, and that govern-

12 In spite of the high costs

ment closest to home is best."”
in mismanagement, amateurism and duplication, he states, not
to mention the ioss to the'cities and to the metropolis as
a unit involved in the piecemeal and fragmentary attack on

regional problems, the suburbs have clung to their political

11These works, Dewey, op. cit., Arthur Jones, Chel-
Lenham Townghipo (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1940), and Jaco and Belknap, op. cit., all emphasize
thﬁ pgrt played by children in the decision to move to the
Suburbe.

12

Wood, op. ci=., p. 12.
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autonecny and its underlying ideology. Wood maintains that
while "there is no economic reason for its existence and
... 10 technological basis Tor its s.upport”,l5 this faith
in communities'of limited size and local government has been
the crucial force that has preserved the suburbs, and allowed
the suburbanite to view himself "... not as a helpless captive
of the gargantuan society of the modern world, but as the

14 Those who would

representative of our best traditions”.
wish to‘reshape the structure of the ‘metropolitan America, he
states, must recognize the potency of this ideology and de-
monstrate not only that large scale politicalvorganizations
are not evil, but also that they are more democratic.

These writers then see in the suburban development
an orientation towards the realization of particular values.
The suburbs are characterized as exerting a selection of
~ like-minded people. In the suburbs, there is an attempt to
realize a particular type of community - one that fosters
close informal relationships, community integration and
participation, and a community in which individual members

can find a true sense of identity and a suitable setting

in which to rear their families.

Yrpid., p. 93.

P14, p. 10,
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(2) The Negative Approach

This approach is characterized as "negative" by way
of contrast tovthé "positive® approach,'just.outlined, in the
sense that the authors considered here may be said to view
the suburbs with a certain degree of alarm or apprehension.
while the concretg'expressionsused by'any one writer may
vary from fhe others, there is a certain underlying unity
in that the accent is.on the suburban movement as an escape,
a flight frdm fhe city and its problems, and a submission to ~
to the forces and.processes at work in society that robs the
suburbanite of any realvvalues or ultimate goals. Hand in
hand.with this approach, there is +the lament for the rich
social and cﬁltural life‘of the city, now threatened with
extinction by the suburban exodus.

For David Riesman, the suburbanites may have overcome
‘fhe problems of poverty and poor housing, but in their place,
there are far greater problems. He sees the suburbs as
characterized by a slavish conformism that is robbing American
work and leisure patterns of their diversity, texture and
complexity. The suburbs "increasingly absorb the energies of
men" azs we witness "a tremendous but tacit revolt against

industrialism" in its present form, in which work loses its

centrality, and as a result "the place where it is done comes
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to matter less".15 He speaks of the "triviality of partici-
pation” in the "endless tasks of localism" by men who have
the ability to tackle much greater problems. This "dedication
to civic affairs of the suburbs will be at the expense of the
political aifairs of the city, state and nation", whose
problems must eventually catch up with people, even in the
suburbs. The Wives are isolated in their "suburban pueblos"
where any selectivity-as to one'*s friends would be frowned
upon, and where.their only company is }their young children
and a Tew ofher housewives in the same boat". Riesman sees
the "massification of mén” in the suburbs as a new movementA
in American life, in which, "white-collar and blue-collar
move toward one another, as each group now emphasizes con-
sumership". There are no distant goals, but a captivation by
"the new, thé neat and the shiny" as people buy the good life
‘now and pay later. "Because work no longer provides a central
focus for life, and the breadwinner is no longer the chief
protagonist of ﬁhe_family saga, and leisure has not taken up
the slack", there would seem to be in suburbia fan aimless-

ness, a low-keyed un-pleasure'. Gruenberg paints a somewhat

+>These and the following quotations are taken from
two of David Riesman's essays, "The Suburban Dislocation"
and "Flight and Search in New Suburbs' in his book Abundance
%%%_What, (Garden City, New York: Doubleday and Co. Inc.,

L4
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similar picture of the new suburbs, where the material opu-
lence of the neighborhood belies its social and culturalb
impoverishment.l6 |

Whyte also expresses concern over the suburbs, though
less certain than Rie'sman.ll7 Suburbia is the home of the
"organization man", who has replaced the Protestant Ethic
with a Social thic. Social usefulness and adaptation form
the core of his beliefs. He identifies the same type of
response 0 the pressure of "the court" and the buy now, pay
later mentality that Riesman criticized so much. At a time,
he states, when "they are so well equipped, psychologically
as well as technicallj, to cope with the intricacies of vast
organizatidnsh andv"to‘lead a meaningful community life",
most men don't even consider where they are going. They feel
themselves being brought, or acted upon, by a "system that
they instictively conclude is essentially benevolent". The
churches also have become.infected by this lack of direction

and absence of objective goals. He describes the development

of the "united church", where the accent is on fellowship,

168. M. Gruenberg,"Challenge of the New Suburbs",
Marriage and Family Living, 17(May, 1955), 133-7.

Yi11ien H. Whyte, The Organization Man, (New York:
Simon and Schuster, Inc., 1956), pp. 246-%0l.
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community spirit and social usefulneés, and where the
transients seek above all else a sense of community and are
"coming to care less and less than their elders about matters
of doctrine that get in their way".

This uncritical abandonment of o0ld values when they
are in conflict with immediately desired gdals has been
descrived by Maurice Stein as the "eclipse" of community,18
Stein sees Three mgjor processes at Work shaping the struc-
ture of modern socilety, urbanization, industrialization and
bureaucfatization. There is a certain inevitability in the
way in which these prbceéses are working to bring about the
eciipse of’cémmunity, in other words, a mass-soclety in
which "substantive values and traditional patterns are conz:i

tinually being discarded or elevated to fictional status
whenever they threaten the pursuit of commodities or
careers".t? For Stein, the suburbs are the locale in
which this eclipse is.ﬁost in evidence. The suburbs are
characterized by a shallowness in personal relationships,

insecurity and a lack of any real sense of identity. The

: 18Maurice Stein, The Eclipse of Community, (New
York: Harper Torchbooks, 1960), p. 32%

191pid.
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overiding pre-occupations are money, status and success.
The perennial busy social round of the suburbahites over-
organized life, from the oldest to the youngest, and the
anxiety engendered by the never ending struggle to main-
tain status 1is wrecking a terrible harvest, Stein states,
in their emotioﬁal aﬁd family life. Children form part of
the family status equippage énd "are loved for what they
do rather than what they are”. DPresenting an image and
hiding the real self has become so much a pért of 1life
that even family life has not escaped, so much so, that
"for all that it is so ¢onspicuously child-centered and for
all that parents habitually make sacrifices in order to get
the 'best things' for their children, it is the unusual mother
who really know; her own childa".20 It is more as a social
philosophef than-as a sociologist that Stein berates the
quality of life in the suburbs, yet the concern he expresses
re-echos that of Riesman and Whyte.

Far from'seéing in suburbia an attempt to realize
a particular set of values, these writers, whom we have
classified as ﬁegatively.oriented to the suburbs, seem to

see suburbia as the unfortunate, but apparently inevitable,

2 1pi4., ch. 12.
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end-product of a technological and economic advance that
has outpaced our ability to cope with it. Statistically,
more and more each year, the suburbs are becominé the home
of the American people and in the process of this suburbani-
zation, these writers seem to think, the way of life of
Americans is losing its vitality, direction and vigor. The
city, for all its defects, they claim was rich and challenging
in its social and culfural life, but it is now being deserted
and agbandoned in favor of a life surr&ﬁnded by all the trap-
pings of economic advancement. It is these very "trappings"”
that are now the determinants of status and the measure of
a maﬁ's ability, so much so, that the real self is no longer

able to express itself and the "image", behind which people

are forced to hide, is coming to be accepted as real.

.(3) The Eéological—Sociological Approach

Finally, one can identify an approach to the suburbs
that recognizes the influence of what has been termed "the
ecological complex" —~ the variables, population, environ-

ment, technology and organization®t - as well as sociological

210.D. Duncen and L.F. Schnore, "Cultural, Behavioral
and Ecological Perspectives in the Study of Social Organi-
zation"! American Journal of Sociology, 60(September, 1959),
p‘ 1360 )
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and psychological variables. This is perhaps the most scienti-
fic attempt to provide a theoretical framework, within which,
in the Light of available research, the forces involved in

the deveclopment df the suburbs and theAeXistence of a wide-
spread differentiation between suburbs and some of the sources
of this differentiation can be identified. This third approach
to the suburbs is based mainly on the work of two sociali:
scientists, Léo F. Schnore and Walter T. Martin.

Amos Hawiey, in a study of chahging trends in the
"developuent of metropolitan areas, concluded that "it is
probable that the maturation of centers (i.e. thé central
cities) is a réquisife‘to the expansion of settlement in
satellite areas”. 22 Winsborough similarly considers that
"the process of suburbanization in a city is not a simple
thing, but the result of changes in two elemental'aspectsbof
Jurban population distribution, concentration and conges-
Following Leo Schnore, he considers that the metro-
Ipolitan area must be apbrogched as a single urban complex,

within which, one can identify functionally distinct sub-areas.

22Amps H. Hawley, The Changing Shane of Metropolitan
Americen: Deconcentration Since 1920, (Glencoe: The Free
ress, 1956), p. 16l. '

25H.H. Winsborough, "An Ecoclogical Approach t

Theory of Suburbanization"”, American Journal of EbéEC)
q68(March 7965) 570 ’ W€,9
| . ~Y  LovoLa @
UNIVERSITY
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The functional interdependence of suburbs and central
leity is one of the key factors for Leo Schnore in understanding
the growth of the suburbs. Rather than seek the causes of
suburben growth in socio-psychological theoriés, it may be
readily understood, he states, 1f we recognize the role played
py modern transportation and housing.

Modern trahsportationudevelopments are much more than
"mere permissive factorS"Ain the growth of the suburbs. They
have set the Workér~free'of his dependeﬁce on the railroad,
-nd also‘obviated‘the necessity of living close to his place
of work. These same advanceé, together with the advances in
the coﬁmunications inddstries, have also freed business and
industry of their dependenCe on the railroads and dowan-town
areas of cities. Thus indistry has been able to spread over
g wide area, but the worker, unlike in previous eras, has noti
been Torced to take up residence beside it. Rather, because
of the new mobility of the labor force, population may grow
pnd residential areas increase in size and in number with an
increase in employment opportunities spread anywhere over a
Mide area.
The second variashle is housing. Where homes were
built, states Schnore, was lérgely decided, not by the indi-
Vidual home-owner but by building contractors and real estate

pgencies. The following factors played an important part in
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their choice of building sites, (1) the prohibitive cost of
puilding individual homes on small lots scattered throughout
the city, (2) the ready availability of. cheaper unencumbered
1and on the periphery of cities, plus the reduction in costs
when large numbers of houses were built at the same time on
the one site, and finally (3) the homes had to be within reach
of the dominant'employment sources.24‘ Clark also emphasizes
the role of housing in the development of the suburbs. On
the besis of his study of fifteen suburban areas outside
Toronto, he concluded that:

Yet it was not the desire to escape from the clty which

led to the scattering of subdivision developments over

the countryside many miles from the city. Rather was

it the drive to keep house prices down which forced

developers further and further into the country. Where

people wanted to l%ge had very little to do with where
houses were built.

And he'later states:

What was sought in the suburbs, by the vast majority
wao settled there, was a home, not a new social world.
When a new social world developed, its development

was a consequence of seeking a home, not the reverse.26

Within this framework of the increased mobility of

_ 24Leo F.‘Schnore, "The Growth of Metropolitan Suburbs',
in Dobriner (ed.), The Suburban Community, Dpp. 26-44.

25Clark, dp. cit.; pp. 47-48.

20-

ibid., p. 110.
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the labor force, the savings involved in the mass-production
of houses on unencumbered land and the high cost of land
close to industrialized centers, Schnore'states that one
can understand the pattern of growth in the suburbs. Resi-
dential areas have grown more rapidly and will continue to do
so with the addition of more housing, while employing areas
have grown'less rapidly as more and more land was taken over
by industry.‘ The compact city is a thing of the past, and
as people and inaustry move out, Schnore sees the metropolitan
area uncergoing "...a process of increasingly specialized land
use, in which sub—areas of the community are devoted more and
'more'exclusively to a.limited range of functions".27 The key
to suburban growth then he feels lies in the economic, techno-
logical and organizational changes going on in our society.
Ogburn and Nimkoff reach this same conclusion: |

Thug the growth of suburbs of modern cities is caused

by several inventions which converge to produce this

growth., There are the steam engine, the diesel, the

electric railway, the autobus, the private automobile,

the television,the radio. We 4o not say the desire for

space, clean air and quiet are causes, for they are a
constant desire of families.

7schnore, "The Growth of Metropolitan ...", p. 39.
28W.F. Ogburn and M.F. Nimkoff, Technology and the
Chenging Family, (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Riverside
Press, 1955), p. 24. ’




57

In a theoretical approach, which may be combined
with Schnore'slanaljsis of suburban growth, Walter Martin
suggests that suburbén residence may critically influence the
structuré of soéial relationships.29' He identifies in the
suburbs "definitive characteristics"”, which are peculiar to
suburban résiaence'and "derivative characteristics", which
the suburbs sharé in common with all other areas of resi-
dence. There are three definitive characteristics - ecologi-
¢cal position, 6ommuting pattern and the size and density of
a suburb - énd these would tend to have the following effects.
Ecological separationfwould tend to minimize the suburbanites
pafticipation in city life and minimize his opportunities for
social participation of a more informal neighboring character
in his own home community and also in the activities of the
rural farm community; The commuter will tend to partiéipate.
less in his own home,community and more in city organizations
than the non-commuter. He suggests that the smaller the
suburb and the less densely populated, the more will people
tend to such informal acﬁivities as visiting and neighboring.

He identifies the derivative characteristics under

..

29Wa1ter T. Martin, "The Structuring of Social Rela-
tionships Engendered by Suburban Residence" in Dobriner,
(ed.), The Suburban Community, pp. 95-108.
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the fbllowing headings, demographic, soclo-economic and
socio-psychological and the concept of homogeneity. These are
common fo all cdmmunities, but to the extent that they exist
in the suburbs in a particular form, they exert a special
influence on behavior patterns. Demographically, there is the
selective nature of‘suburban migration, so that there are
fewer unrelated'individuals,.1arge numbers of school and pre-
school children and youhg married couples. Socio-economically,
there is the seleéﬁive‘migration of homégeneous socio-
economic groups to individual suburbs. Psychologically, people
with similar problems and backgrounds will tend t§ share the
same broblems, values and.attitudes. The homogéneity which he
speaks of is the internal homogeneity within individual suburbs
resulting from the foregoing factors plus the fact that the
mass-~produced suburbs.ténd to consist of housing of much the
same price and design. These faétors, he feels, give rise to
a situation that is most conducive to social interaction on an
informal and neighborhood basis.

vThe combination of the ideas of Schnore and Martin
Provides possibly the best single framework, within which, one
may approach thevstudy‘of the suburbs. Changes in population,
technology .and functional organization are identified as the
sources of suburban growth patterns, and it is suggested that a

study of the ecological, demographic and socio-economic character-
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jstics of the suﬁurbs provides the fraﬁework, within which,
one may come to an understanding of the social life of suburban-
jtes. The number of variables suggested-indicates the hazards
jnvolved in making any generalizations about suburbanites.
As these characteristics vary from suburb to suburb, one |
would expect the way of_life to vary also. This, in fact, in
spite of the pqpularity of the image of homogeneity, has been
demonstrated to be the case. The suburbs may not be considered
as one Homogeneous entity. Many sociologists have criticized
the tendency of authors t9 speak of the suburbs as though
they could all be classified together and as thdugh the virtues
and vices of one were common %o all. lore often than not; it

would appear, little more than lip-service is paid to differences

that do exist.

Differentiation Betwéen Suburbs

The basic question at issue in regard to the suburbs
is whether they represeht a new way of life or not. Are we
witnessing a new social movement? Is there some factor in-
volved in suburban residence that gives rise to a new style of
life, with its ‘own attitudes, beliefs, social relationships énd
structural forms, orﬂié it that in the suburbs, urban patterns
becomelaccentuated and more obvious so that the suburbs are

|"simply new locations for well-established, basic values in
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”?50 As has already been indicated, many

American soclety
social scientists see in ihe suburbs a new way of lirfe, but

side by side with these, there is a growing body of ressarch

and theory that would seem to indicate that there is no "single"
way of life in the suburbs. Rather, it would seem to suggest
that the suburban development wés simply "the reproduction of
the city in the country"5l and that the way of life in any
particular suburb is to a large degree a function of the type

| of variables outlined by Schnore and Martin. The circumstances
of a suburbs creation,‘its age, size, social class structure

and its predominant function have all been identified as fac-
Vtors influencing the style of life in any particular suburb.

The remainder of this chapter shall concern itself with a
consideration of the influence of these,and other variables

on the development of the suburbs.

(D Circumstances.of Creation

Dobriﬁer indicates the difficulties, problems and

resentments that may arise when an 0ld established rural

307. Ktsanes and L. Reissman, "Suburbia -- New Homes
for 0ld Values", Social Problems, 7(1959 - 1960), 189.
31

Clark, op. cit., p. 22l.
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village is over-run by.the expanding city population.32 The
neﬁ suburbanites in 0ld Harbour, a New England suburb, are
faced with an already existing social systém, to which, they
do not belong and,iin which, they have no part. In a very
similar study of the impact of the suburban sprawl on a
satellite town outside Columbus, Ohio, Arthur Havens indi-
cates the social problemsvcreated by the differences in values -

and attitudes betweeﬁ the "oldtimers" and the "newcomers'.oo

(.

The situation is Velﬁ aifferent in the new mass—produced
subdivisions built on open fields. Here the new suburbanites
are faced with the task_bf creating a viable coﬁmunity and the
challénge of building their own network of social institutions.
One may easily be misled in these new suburbs by what Mowrer
has called the “pioneering spirit", which helps to cloud over
differences of class and social background as the new neigh-
bors are ‘thrown together in an effort to solve their common

problems.54

52Dobriner Class in Suburbia, pp. 127-140.

55Arthur L. Havens, "Community Integratlon and Aliena-
tion in Suburbia", (unpubllshed Master's thesis, Ohio State
Unlver51ty, 1960).

' 4 Ernest Mowrer, "The Family in Suburbla" in Dobriner
(ed.), The Suburbsn-Community, p. 158.
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Clark also found, as one might expect, that there was

very little in common between Wilcox Lake, a lakeside resort,
where the new suburbanites had taken ovér summer cottages as
their permanent homes and Thorncrest Village, a planned resi-

dential community, where '"the very planning of the physical

[

structure of the community was directed to the end of

cultivating the close associations of neighborhood and

community".35 Not all suburbs were dbuilt with the same type

of people in mind, rather one can find in the suburbs housing

that ranges from the very poorest and cheapest to the most

expensive., Some suburbs start with little more than the houses

in which the people live, whereas others come provided with
streets, stores, schools, churches and serﬁices, In a study
of one hundred and thirty-seven suburbs, for which comparative
statistics for 1920 and 1960 were available, Reynolds Farley
'rfocnd that there was a high degree of persistence on socio-
economic characteristics for individual suburbs over the

forty year period.36 His conclusion highlights the importance

of the circumstances which surround the creation of a suburb,

35\01ark, op,fcit., r. 175.

36Reynolds Férley, "Suburban Persistence", American
Sociological Review, 29(February, 196L), pp. 38-47.
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He states:
As individual entities, suburbs demonstrate a stability
of characteristics relatively little affected by popula-
tion growth. This suggests that the characteristics of
a suburb may be fixed relatively early in that suburb's

history and subsequent growth re-inforces existing socio-
economic residential patterns.>’

(2) Age

The age of a suburb has been shown to be another
important variable. lMowrer has advanced the concept of the
QSuburban cycle".38 He sees the suburban neighborhood as
“lpassing through thrée‘distihct phases. There are first,

the early pioneering days characterized by cldse'informal
relationships with little emphasis on status. These are
followed by a peribd of diﬁision in which status differentials
begin to appear until the final stage of the "limited dream”
is reached, when formal and secondary relationships have
replaced the early infdrmality and all that remains of the
f,sﬁfurban vision is‘the single family dwelling unit. Based
bn a study of the Chicago suburbs, he concluded:

The findings‘of-this research lead one to the conclusion

that basic to the heterogeneity of the suburban family
are two differentials: the stratification of families

*71vid., pp. 39-40.

38Ernest Mowrer, "Sequential and Class Variables of
i the family in the Suburban Areas", Social Forces, 40(Decem-
3 ber, 1961), pp. 107-112.




Ll
by occupational status of the male heads, and the cycle
of neighborhood development in which the basic character
of social 1ife shifts from a more rural orientation in

its initial stages to an uyrvan deflnltlon as the neigh-
borhood reaches maturity.

Clark-supports this approach df Mowrer. He sees the
neighboring and orgahizational activity as a function of the
nevness of a suburb, and states that "...like the warm
fellowship of the neighborhood, the warm fellowship of the
community oegan to dlsappear once the settllng in had taken

"u :

place He goes on to state that:

‘As the strangeness disappeared, and people got to know
one another to the point where differences between them

became identifiable, the suburban soc&ety began to take
on the character of an urban society.

Dobriner also, ih his study of the New York suburb of
Levittown, concluded fhat'in a period of ten years, from 1951
to 1961, it had changed from a typical image-coﬁforming suburb
.to a subufb that Was'mbre typically'working-clasé and urban
L2

in character. That age is a significant variable was also

demonstrated by Schnore. In a comparison of cities and their

suburbs, while holding the age of cities constant, he concluded

391bid., p. 112

uodlark, op. cit., p. 165. u1Ibid., p. 190

uZDobriner, Class in Suburbia, pp. 85-126

MBSchnore, The Urban Scene, Ch. 9.
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that "the common conception - that higher status people live
in the suburbs - tends to be true of the very oldest areas,
put is progressively less true of the newer areas".uB
(3) Size

A number of studies indicate the relevance of the
size of a suburb for its Way of life;,-Schnore, in the study
just referred'to, fqund that, just as in the case of age,
there was a marked assoclation between size and-the direction
of city-suburban differéntials.uu Herbert Collins, in a com=-
parison of central‘cities, incorporated suburbs and fringe
areas as to social status‘as measured: by education, occupation
and income,‘found-that the différences were not always in
faVour of the suburbs.u5 Rather, he found, that differences
varied both by size and age. Duncan and Reiss, in a similar
'analyéis of "Sizable urban places and metropolitan areas",
using eleven size categories of cities, demonstrated the
existence of relationships, both direct and indirect, between

46

city size and the'population characteristics .considered.

uBSchnore, The Urban Scene, Ch. 9.

hitpig,, p. 207

LUSHerbert Collins, "City, Suburb and Fringe Differentia-. .
tion in Socio-economic Status: Urbanized Areas of the United
States, 1960", (Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation , Duke Uni-
versity, 1965). ' .

46Duncan and Réiss, op. cit., Part I.
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Clark brings out very clearly the influence of the

gize of a suburb on its social organization, Two of the
suburbs he studied, Thorncrest Village,Améde up of two hun-
dred homes, and DénvMills, with a population of several
thousand inhabitants,'were both planned communities, de-
signed to foster close, informal social relationships. Re-
ferring to the way in which ‘both of these had developed and
how well the ideal of a closely 1ntegrated community had
been realized, he states

Don Mills, of course, could not be made into such a

tight social group. This was a residential area with a

much greater population,. spread over a larger territory.

In spite of the efforts to plan its growth, it acquired
from the beginning something of a mass quality.%

Besides age and size, Leslie Kish has suggested that
distance from the central city is an important factor in the
degree of differentiation between suburbs. Based on the 1940
“'‘census, he contrasted suburbs within two distance zones of
the central city. He concludes that:

The pattern that seems to emerge 1s that of a primary
communal area in which the suburban places are highly
differentiated with regard to many population charac-
teristics. This primary area i1s about twenty miless

wide around the largest metropolitan cities, and only
five miles wide for the smaller ones. Beyond these

[

#761ark, op. cit., 178-9.
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poundaries the degree of differentiation falls rapidly
to a lower level.

(i) Social Class

Social class, as a critical variable in the 1life
styles of suburban residents, has received much attention and
aroused considerable controversy. In the popular conception,
to live in the suburbs is almost synonymous with being
socio-economically advantaged. As has already been inaicated,
this is not neéessarily the case. There can be no doubt but
that Spéctorsky'sf"exurbanites"u9 and the residents of Whyte's

51 were at the

Park ForestBo and Seeley's Crestwood Heights
"higher' end of the social status scale. But for this very
reason, one has doubts as to whether the factor of suburban
residence had anythﬁng to do with the way of life described
in these studies.‘é%erger, in his study of working-class

‘suburbanites in Céfifornia, found little evidence to support

the existence of an image-conforming pattern of life. On the

contrary, he states:

L8 Leslie Kish, "Differentiation in Metropolltan Areas",
American Sociological Review, 19(August, 1954), 398.

ugA C. Spectorsky, The mxurbanltes (New York: Double-
day and Co., 1956).

50

Whyte, op. cit..

51J R. Seeley, R.A., Sim and E.W. Looseley, Crestwood
Heights (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1963) .
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Membership and activity in formal associations are rare;

so 1s semi-formal mutual visiting between couples.

There 1s little evidence of pronounced striving, status

anxiety, or orientations to the future.... Their tastes

and preferences seem untouchgd'by the images of suburbia

portrayed in the mass-media. 2

Mowrer, as already indicated, concluded, on the basis

of his Chicago study, that social status, as meaéured by the
occupational status of the male family head, was the critical
variable in determining the pattern of family life.53 Clark,
throughout his study, draws a distinction between three 4diff-
erent types of Suburbv- the "planned packaged" suburbs, where
- housing was expensive, the mass-produced subdivisions which
made up the greater portiqn of Toronto's suburbs, where the
price range of the houses was generally within the income
range of thekaveragelworker, and finally, the poor suburbs,
where the housing was almost sub-standard. While there was
. evidence bf strong neighborhood and community ties in the
"expensive" and the very "inexpensive" suburbs, in the mass-—
produced suburbs:

The evidence was overwhelming of a general social apathy

among the population, of an unwillingness to become in

any way involved in forms of organized activity demanding
time, effort, and money. Here clearly was expressed the

_ 52Bennet Berger, Working Class Suburb.(Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1960), pp. 92-93.

53Mowrer, "SéQuential and Class Variables...", p. 112,

5u01ark; op.écit., p. 161.




49

urge of the suburban resident to be left alone.”™

The general consensus of research into participa-
tion in voluntary associations would seem to indicate that
participation is a function of social class. John C. Scott
concluded that "membership participation in voluntary asso-
ciations increases:significantly with increase in social
status" in‘his study of Bennington, Vermont.’”? Warner in
his Yankee City studies states that "as the class-rank in-
creases, the proportion of its members who belong to asso-
ciations also increases and as the position of a class de-
creases, the percentage of those who belong to.associations

also decreases".”?® These findings are supported by the

studies of Riessman,57 AXelrod,58 and Bell.59 Finally,

5401ark op. cit., p. 161.

o 55John cC. Scott Jr., "Membership and Participation in
Voluntary Associations", American Sociological Review,

22(June, 1957), 323.

56w L.Warner and P.S5. Lunt, The Social Life of a
Modern Communlty, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941),

p. 529.

57Leonard Riessman, "Class, Leisure and Social Parti-
;ipation", American Sociological Review, 19(February, 1954),
6-84.

. 58Morris Axelrod, "Urban Structure and Social Parti-
cipation", Ibid., 21(February, 1956), 13-18.

59Wendell Bell and M. T. Force, "Urban Neighborhoods

and Parthlpatlon in Formal Associations", Ibid., 21 (February,
1956) 25- 34.




50
there is the study of Wright and Hyman which was based on
a national sample. This study upheld the findings of local
studies, but the authors élso concluded that "membership |
was not related to a ﬁariety of situational factors", among
which, they included type of cummunity and length of resi-

dence.60

The results of these studies on the influence of
social class on volunfary participation patterns, taken in
conjunction with Berger's California study, which is the
only study of a working class suburb we have, leads one
to ask whether social class and not suburban residence is
the'critical vériable that defines the life style pattern
in the éuburbs. It is the central thesis of Dobriner's

study, Class in Suburbia, "that class variables critically

define suburbs”.6l He rejects thé concept of suburban
‘"homogeneity and the too ready identification of suburban
residence as the critical factor in the pattern of life in
the suburbs. He outlines the typical life styie patterns
of upper, middle and lower status communities and indicates

how each of these is to be found in the suburbs. The image

%0G.R. Wright and H.H. Hyman, Voluntary Association
Memberships of American Adults", Ibid., 23(June, 1958), 294.

ol

Dobriner, Class in Suburbia, p. 29.
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is due,?he staﬁes, to the fact that middle class suburbs
predominate and to the‘fact that in more open suburbs,
the pattern of life is much more visible than in the city.
(5) Function

The importance of distinguishing between suburbs on
the basis of the function they perform within the metropoli-
tan area has already been referred to. While suburbs may be
classified into a number of functional categories on the
basis of their specific economic funetion, the two major
functional categories are "employing" and "residential™
suburbs. Suburbs are categorized as employing (i.e. as
centers of employment) or residential (i.e. as areas of
residence) on the basis of the ratio of the number of people
employed in a suburb to the number of employed people who

62 That suburbs differentiated on

live within the subuzrb.
the basis of their-preddminant function differ also on a
large number of other characteristics has been demonstrated
in a number of studies.

Just how great the differences are between these

two types of suburb is indicated in a study cérried out by

©2.¢. Grace Kneedler Ohlson, "Economic Classification

of Cities", The Municipal Year Book, 1950, (Chicago: The
International City Managers' Associavion, 1950), pp. 29-37
and Victor Jones, "Economic Classification of Cities and.
Metropolitan Areas", The Municipal Year Book, 1953 (Chicago:
The Chicago City Managers' Associlation, 1953), pp. 49-57.
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Leo Schnore on the basis of the 1960 census statistics.65
He used a three-fold classification of suburbs, employing,
residential and intermediate-type suburbs (mixed employing
and residentiai), He compared seventy-four suburbs in the
New York area on fifteen characteristics, and then in a
separate analysis, three hundred suburbs in the twenty-five
1argest‘metropolitan areas across the United States on the
same characteristics. It is interesting to note in view of
~ the concept of suburban homogeneity that the number of
suburbs in each of the three functionally distinct categories
in both analyses was wvirtually the same. Of the seventy-
four suburbs in the New York area, twenty-five were employing
twenty-five residential and twenty-four were intermediate,
while of the three hundred suburbs throughout the country,
the totals were one hundred and two employing suburbs with
ninety-nine suburbs in each of the other two categories.
Summing up his findings, he states:
The values observed for thirteen of these fifteen
characteristics tended to increase or decrease sys-
tematically as one moved from one type of suburb to the
next.... Perhaps the most clear-cut set of differences
were those having to do with socio-economic status.
Measures of income, education and occupational standing
all showed the same in both samples, 1l.e., the highest
values were registered in the residential suburbs, some-

what lower values in the inter%&diate class and the low-
" egst in the employing category. ' R '

638chnore, op. ¢it., Ch. 9.
% 1pia., pp. 180-181.

———

~
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‘Sanford Dornbusch carried out a somewhat similar study
of the residential and employing suburbs in the Chicago Metro-
politaﬁ District baéed‘on the 1940 census figures.65 He fur-
ther divided the residential suburbs on the basis of rent. He
found that the "high" rent residential suburbs differed signi-
ficantly from their "low" rent counterparts on nineteen out of"
twenty-three characteristics_considered, and from the employing
suburbs on twenty—thrée out of twenty-five characteristics.

The "low" rent fesidéntial suburbs differed significantly from
the employing suburbs on nine out of twenty-three character-
istics. The employing suburbs in contrast to the residential
suburbs tended’ to have a younger population, with lower average
education and to be more'typically blue~collar in their occu-
pational make up.

Charles Liebman sfudied the effect of function on

66

'%he,politicai characteristics of_suburbs; The specific

o 653anford M. Dormbusch, "A Typology of Suburban Com-
munities: Chicago Metropolitan District, 1940" Urban Analysis
Report No. 10 (Chicago: University of Chicago, Chicago Com-
munity lnventory, May, 1952). : <

®6¢yaries S. Liebman, "Some Political Effects of the
Functional Differentiation of Suburbs" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Illinois, 1960).
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gquestion he sought to answer was, do suburbs distinguished
on the basis of function vary with respect to their political
characteristics..'The study was based on twenty-one suburbsh
in Cook County; Illincis. The generél conclusion was that,
for the suburbs conSidered, there was no significent varia-
tion with respect to the political characteristics consi-
dered between functionally,different types of suburb. A
study of residential'mobility patterns in Seattle indicated
that the‘emplojing suburb resembled fhe central city more
than the residential suburb in its mobility.pattern.67 In
a similar study of different types of suburb in Seattle,
Myers found that iabdr—force participation for mothers was
higher in the employing‘suburb.68

Finally, there are a number of other studies which

67W.E. Kalbach, G.C. Myers and J.R. Walker, '"Metro-
politan Area Mobility: A Comparative Analysis of Family
Spatial Mobility in a Central City and Selected Suburyp',
Social Forces, 42(March, 1964), 310-314,

68George Q;'Myers, "Labor Force Participation of
Suburban Mothers", Journal of Marriage and the Family,
26(August, 1964), 306-311. '

[




55

69

compare functionally different types of cities. The general

conclusion of all these studies is that major differences do -
exist between cities,-distinguished on fhe basis of their
predominant econémig function. The type of differences that
exist and their implications are probably bést summarized by
Albert Reiss: .

Reliable differences amcng the functionally specialized
types of communities are found with respect to age and
sex structure, mobility rates, labor force participa-
tion, educational attainment, industrial and occupational
composition, income and home ownership. This does not
imply that every functional type of community has a
distinctive pattern for each of these characteristics,

- but that at least one functionally specialized type of
place deviates considerebly from the average of all
places on each characteristic examined. The conclusion,
therefore, seems warranted that type of functional
specialization is a principsal 98terminant of structural
“differences among communities.

- 69Duncan and Reiss, op. cit., H.J. Nelson, '"Some

Characteristics of the Population in Cities of Similar Service
Classifications", Economic Geography, 30(1957), 95-108,
William F. Ogburn, Social Characteristics of Cities (Chicago:
The International City Managers Association, 1937), Albert J.
Reiss, Jr., '"Community Specialization in Durable and
Nondurable Goods Manufactures", Land Economics, 34(1958),
122-134, and Albert J. Reiss, Jr., "Functional Speciali-
zation of Cities", in Paul K. Hatt and Albert J. Reiss Jr.,

eds,), Cities and Society (rev. ed.; Glencoe: The Free Press,
1957), pp. 555-575.
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Reiss, "Functional Specialization of Cities", p. 575.
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The purpose of this study, to contrast two individual -
suburbs, distinguished on the basis of their employment-
residence ratio, and the attempt made to match these two
suburbs on the variables outlined in this review is presented

in detail in Chapter IIT.

Summary

This chapter has consisted in an outline of the
research and theory that attempts'to-describe the pattern
of life in the suburbs. The popular image of the suburbs
is that of homogeneoué, economically advantaged, residential
areas, characterized by a high degree of informal social re-
lationships and communiﬁy participation. The growth and sub-
sequent style of life that has evolved in the suburbs has
been interpreted in mény wéys, varying from those who see in
the suburbs a search for, and an attempt to realize particular
”Values and a specific way of life, to those who see there
simpiy the expanéion; of the growing city population into
the surroundiﬁg countryside, an expansion made possible by
the economic and technological advances of our time, to
those who view the suburbs with a certain degree of concern,

Seeing there a.way"of life dominated by status considerations
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and lacking any real direction or goals. Finally, a number
of variables -- the conditionskof a suburbs creation, age,
size, distance from the cehtral city, social class and the
function ofia suburb -- have been indicated as playing an
imporﬁant roie in the differentiation between suburbs and
in the style of life that may be said to characterize any
partiéular suburb. An outline of the purpose and methodo-

logy of this presen%istudy is contained in Chapter III.
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-CHAPTER IIT

. PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY

Purpose

The review of the literature in Chapter'II indi-
cates, perhaps more than anything else, the confusion:zand
lack of agréement that exists as to what precisely, if
anything, may be said.to be characteristic of life in the
suburbs. This'diversity of opinion %ould seem to indicate
the necessityvof further and more closely defined research.
The review also highlighted some of the variables that have
an important influence on the social structure within anyi
individual suburb. | |

In one of the clearest stabtements of the need for

further research in this area, Herbert Gans states that

}4"ﬁoday, the primary task of urban (or community) sociology

Sseems to me to be the analysis of the similarities and

differences between contemporary settlement tyﬁes".l

Just as Schnore and Clark, Gans attaches a great deal of

importance to the factor of housing. Today, he states, a

free choice of housing is available not only to the upper

lGans, op. cit., p. 267.
58
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classes, but also to the lower middle and upper working « -
classes. Many characteristics of people enter into these
free choices, but:
The most important one seems to be 'class" - in all
its economic, social and cultural ramifications -
and 'life cycle stage'. If people have an opportunity
to choose, these two characteristics will go far in
explaining the kinds of housing and neighborhoods they
will occupy.and the'waﬁs of life they will try to
establish within them.” '
He concludes by stating:
The studies of ways of life in communities must begin with
an analysis of characteristics. If characteristics are
dealt with first and held constant, we may be able to

discover which behavior patterns can be attributed to
the features of settlement and its natural environment_.3

One cannot but agree with Gans' observations, Ac-
cordingly, the study reported in this paper was conceived
and designed in an attempt to isolate the om= variable of
area of residence. The purpose of this study is to outline
" the similarities and differences between two functionally
distinct suburbs, one typically residential in character,
the other employing in character. In each case, the func-
tion of a suburb and its categorization as either "employing"
or"residential"” is based on its employment-residence fatio.
An attempt has been made to match the two suburbs chosen

. for this study on the variables outlined in Chapter IT,

2Ibid., p. 640. STpid., p. 642.
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ahd also td match the respondents on those variables that
are known to influence family patterns - social class,
religion, ethnicity.and "family cycle stage".

This study attempts to answer the following two
empirical questions: |

1. Does the social class structure vary significantly
in suburbs, diétingu;shed on the basis of function.
2. Does the pattern of family relationships vary sigﬁi-

ficantly'in Suburbs, distinguished on the basis of

function.

While the results of this study will apply only to
a cértain section of fhe population in these suburbs - those
Catholic families that have reached a certain stage in the
family cycle, namely families with at least one child in
grade school - it is noped that the results of this study
'will give some indication as to the significance of the
function of a suburb for family life and possibly pave the
way for a more comprehensive study based on a more repre-
sentative sample.

More specifically then, the purpose of this study
“is to tgst the following two null hypotheseé which are based

on the foregoing questions.
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1. The Social class structure of Catholic families with
students in elghth grade does not vary significantly
in functlonally different suburbs.

2. Famlly relationships do not vary significantly for
Catholic families with students in eighth grade in
fundtionally.different suburbs.

Social class poéitipn, for the purposes of this
study, will be based on the occupation and education of the
male head of the nuclear family. The test of the first
hypothesis will be based on social statﬁs as measured by
these two variables. The term "family relationships'is very
broad and all—inclﬁsiﬁe. In this study, it is operationalized
to include the following aspects of family life:

1. The extent of the nuclear families contact with mem-
bers of the;éxtended family.

2. The extenf of the nuclear families participation in
informal relationships with their neighbors.

%. The number of memberships in formal voluntary associa-
tions of the male and female heads of the nuclear
family and the respondent.

4, ?he réligious affiliation and church attendance, and
membership in parochial voluntary associations of the

male and female heads of the nuclear family.

5. The household roles of members of the nuclear family.
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6. Family integration, student acceptance-rejection of
parents, and the students attitude towards recreation
with his parehﬁs.

T Parentél involvement in the following areas of the
respondents life - school, peers, opposite sex rela-
tionships. and health.

The teét of the second hypothesis will be‘based on
data drawn fromvthe qﬁestionnaire in'?elation.to each of these
aspects of family lifé. In each case, social class will be
used aé a control variable, and where it is possible, the sex
of the respondent. |

‘ This reseafch‘will also consider the occupational

roles ofbthe’male and female family heads and the factor of
commuting. .In this respect, one would expect commuting to Dbe

much less characteristic of the employing suburb.

Methodology

(1) Selection of Suburbs

The two suburbs selected for this study are located
within a stan@ard'metropolitan gstatistical area‘in the Mid-
western region of the United States. In the discussion of
metropolitan growfh patterns in Chapter I, a suﬁurb has been
defined as "an incorpofated place within the boundary of the

metpopolitan area, but outside the corporate limits of the
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central city or ci_ties".4 Because the employment—residehce
ratio was not available for smaller places, only those
suburbs are included in this study that had reached a
population of 2,500 or more inhabitants as of the 1960
United States census.‘ In the metropolitan area, chosen for
this research, ﬁhere were one hundred and forty-seven
suburbs with a population éf 2,500 or more inhabitants in
1960. The two‘éuburbs studied ih this research were se-
lected from this total in the mannef-butlined below.

The most widely used technique for classifying sub-
urbs into the two catégories of "employing" and "resi-
dential“ is that develd?ed by Harris.5 This method has
been followed, with minor modifications, by both Grace

Kneedler-Ohlson6 and Victor Jones.’ “According to this

4cf., p. 9.

5Chaucey D. Harris, "Suburbs", American Journal of
Sociology, 49(1943), 1-13, and "A Functional Classifica-
Tion of Cities in the United States", Geographical Review,
3%(January, 1943), 86-99.

6

Kneedler-Ohlson, op. cit.
zJones,boE.'cit.
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method, the function of a suburb, i.e. its classification
as employing or residential, is based& on the ratio of the
total number of peoplé embloyed in a suburb to the total
number of employed people living within the suburb. The
modifications introduced by the different authors concern
the number of employment categories used in the computation
of the ratio. Jones bases his ratio on the number employed
in manufactures and trade within a suburb to the number
employed in theée jobs who are residehts within the suburb:.®
Kneedlef—Ohlson,:in her classification, used the ratio of
the number employed in manufactures, trade and service in-
dustries within a suburb to the total employed residential
labor force.~ In this'étudy, the employment-residence ratio

used to classify sﬁburbs is taken from The Suburban Fact-
10

book. The emplo?ment—residence‘ratio given for each suburbd
in this publication is the ratio of the total number of peo-

ple employed within a suburbto the total residential labor

force within thatvsuburb.ll
8Ibid., p. 50. , . 9Kneedler--Ohlson, op.cit., p.3l.

lo@he Northern Tllinois Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission, The Suburban Factbook (rev. ed.; Chicago: North-
eastern Illinois Metropolitan Area Planning Commission,
March, 1964), Table 18.

llphe sources used in the compilation of the statistics
on total employment by place of work and total residential
labor force are given in Table 18 of The Suburban Factbook
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On the basié of their employment-residence ratio,

suburbs can be ranged 6n a Continuum from the lowest ratié
to the highest. A "low" ratio identifies a predominantly
residential suburb, with at most local service employment.
A "high" ratio idéntifies an employing suburb and is indica-~
tive of a high”degree of durable goods manufacturing. The
intervenihg ratios represent a greater or lesser provision
of employment within a suburb. Kneedler-Ohlson, Jones and
Schnore all use two cutting points on this continuum to
identify three-types of suburb, the employing suburb, the
balanced or mixed subu?b (i.e., both residential and employ-
ing) and the residential suburb. In this research, the
cutting points'aé developed by Grace Kneedler-Ohlson will
be used. She states:

Cities'that have a lower employment-residence ratio

than most independent cities (below 40 per cent) are

termed dormitory or residential suburbs; those that

have- an employment-residence ratio that is approxi-

mately the same as that for most independent cities

(40 to 55 per cent) are called balanced suburbs; and

those that have a high employment-residence ratiol2
(above 55 per cent) are called employing suburbs.

Accordingly, in this study, a ratio of less than
%1 O.4 identifies a residential suburb, a ratio of from 0.4

to 0.55 "identifies a mixed or balanced suburb and a ratio

TR

o ngneedler-Ohlson, op.cit., p. 32.
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greater than 0.55 identifies an employing suburb.

In the review of the literature in Chapter II, the
following variables were identified as playing an important
role, together with a suburb's function, in the social struc-
ture of any particular suburb--circumstances of a suburb's
creation, age, size and distance from the central city. To
counteract the influence of age and the circumstances of a sub-
urb's creation it Was decided to select two "old established
suburbs." There Was.a_difficulty here however. The absolute
age of a suburb as measured'by its date of incorporation
may be very misleading aé some of the oldest incorporated
places on the city fringe have grown in population only
quite recently. It was decided, therefore, to measure the
age of a suburb frém the date at which it reached a parti-
“cular size in popﬁlétion.l3 All suburbs were considered
"old" and Jestablished" which had reached a population of
10,000 or more inhabitants in 1940. The year 1940 was
1 chosen as the base year to ensure that the growth of the
1 suburb to 10,000 or more inhabitants had taken place before

?‘the increases. brought about by the cessation of the war,and in

éthis way to overcome the problem of the "newness" of a suburb.

L

13Schnore, The Urban Scene, p. 208, Leo Schnore used
|2 similar approach in this study, deflnlng the age of a
i City as the number of yvears from the time it had reached
;a Population of 50,000 or more 1nhab1tants.
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The population size of 10,000 was chosen in the belief that
a suburb of such dimensions in 1940 would, today in 1966,
have a comparatively léng tradition of local government and
a well established network of social institutions.

Of the one.hundred and forty-seven suburbs with a
population of 2,500 or more inhabitants in 1960 in the metro-
politan area under study, twenty-three had é population of
10,000 or more inhabitents in 1940. When these suburbs were
differentiated on the basis of their employment-residence
ratio as.outlined?above, thrée were residential, four were
bélanced, and sixteen were employing.

The suburb with the "highest" employment-residence
ratio.. was selected as the employing suburb for the purposes
'of this study. As of 1960, it had a population of 22,291
inhabitants and it‘is.located twelve miles from the central
“business districtsoé the central city. This suburb shall
be referred to from this point on as "Jobtown". Each of
the three residential suburbs has an employment-residence
ratio of 0.3. Of‘these three, the suburb which most closely
matched Jobtown in population as of 1960 and in distance
from the central business district of the central city was
MSelected as the reéidential suburb for this study. The
“suburb selected on the basis of these criteria had a popu-

. lation of 23,866 inhabitants in 1960 and it is located eleven
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nmiles from the'éentral business district of the central city.
This suburb shall be’refefred to from this point on as "Home-
town." Table 1 containé the pertinent data, on the basis of
which the ﬁwo suburbs were selected.

TABLE»l.--Chéracteristics on the basis of which "employing" and
"residential" suburbs were selected

Wmm

Residential Suburb Employing Suburb

Characteristic . or Hometown or Jobtown
population in 1940 , , 13,689 . ' 10,933
Employment-Residence o

Ratio 0.3 2.1
Population in 1960 , 23,866 o 22,291
Distance in miles from

central city - 11 12

- (2) Seléction of Respondents
A number of considerations entered into the choice
€r}qf respondénts for'ﬁhis study. It was recognized that
1ivalid conclusions could not be reached unless the final
§:universe was as representative as possible of the Whole
suburb in eaéh of the two types of suburb under study.
Yet, within the limitations in time, money and personnel
inherent in stﬁdent reseéréh, a sample necessitating door
to door i;terviewing throughout each suburb was not possi-
'1b1e. For this ieason, in order to achieve as representa=-

tive a sample as possible in each suburb within the capacity
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of a single research student, it was decided to use school

14 While stu-

- students as respondents to the questionaire.
~dents as respondehts does represent a. limitation in this
research, it also successfully providés some control for
family cycle stage —-- the families in this study all have
children of school-going age.

The choice of what grade in school was also decided
by practicalvconsiderations. There is only one high school
in Jobtowh and this is a small Tuthersn school. In Hometown,
there is also onlynone'high schoadl, which while large, would
not, on its own, have’provided an adequate sample. It was
decifled therefore %o ﬁée the total eighth grade population
attending schools within the boundaries of the two suburbs
'as respondents. The advantage of this method was that it
insured that every area within the two suburbshwould be repre-
“‘sented in the final‘sample as the séhools, both‘public and
private, were dispersed throughout each suburb. One school
within Jobtown was exéluded from the study. This was a small
Lutheran school with.only five students in eighth grade, all

of whom lived outside Jobtown, and thus did not come within

4School—going students have been used previously in
suburban research; cf. Dewey, op.cit., Kalbach, Myers and
Walker, op.cit., and George C. ﬁyers, "Labor Force Partici-
Pation of Suburban Mothers", Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 26(August, 1964), 306-3II.
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the terms of this study. This was the only school to be
excluded from thé study. One school, located outside the
corporate limits'of,Hometan, was included in the study.
This was a Cafholic parochial school, drawing more than
eighty per cent of its students from Hometown. This was
the only school outside the boundaries of Jobtown and Home-
town that was included in the studyQ In order to minimize
the difficulties for the staff in each school, it was de-
cided that the questionnaire should be given to the total
eighth grade class in each school--a total of fifteen:
schools, of which eight were public schools, five were
Catholic parochial schob}s and two were Lutheran schools=—-
and that those respdndents who did not fall within the
terms of this research could be excluded later.

It was decided that some control'fot a family's
length of fesidence‘in~a suburb should be introduced, so
that only those families that had lived a sufficient length
in Jobtown and Hometown to be influenced in their family
patterns by the suburb in question would be included in
the analysis. While there is no absolute guide as to
# how long this would take, it was felt that the families'v
§ of responaents who were born in Jobtown or ﬁometown could
;be considered as méeting the requirement of length of

;residence. Accordingly,'it was decided to include in the
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study only those respondents who had been born in the two
suourbs in questlon. Finally, it was felt desirable_that
some control should be introduced for ethnicity and rurale
urban baekgroﬁnd. Tozachieve this, it was decided to
exclude those respondents, one or both of whose Parents
was born on a ferm or outside the continental United States.

On the completion of the questionnaire and the out-
line of this research, the authorities in charge of the
schools were approached for permissidn to administer the
questionnaife. A letter of introduction from the Department
of Sociology at Loyola University was presented to the re-
spective authorities'ﬁy the writer during the course of a
personal interview,.during which, the purpose of this re-
search was oub llned in detail. Unfortunately, the authori-
tiesvin the public schools in each of the two suburbs were
not in a Dosition to grant permission. In each case, the
request was broughc before the Board of Educatlon. They,
having con51dered the request, refused permission on the
grou;ds that the students and teache:s were already over-
burdened with "official" questionnaires and teets, written
permiseion weuld be required from each respondent's parents,
that parents would object to some of the questions in the
quesvionnaire and{tbat the goneral policy was not to grant
PGTH’SS”OQ for such otudles as The one considered here unless

it would prove offlmnedlate benefit to the students takingb
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part. Permission to conduct the study in their schools was.
granted by the authorities in five Catholic schools and the
two Lutheran schools.

With the withdrawal of the public schools, however,
the two Lutheran schools on their own 4id not provide a
sufficient number of respondents on which to base an analysis.
Of the total of forty-five students in the eighth grade in
Jobtown's Lutheran school, only fiftgen lived in Jobtown.
Only seven of the nineteen students in Hometown's Lutheran
school lived in Hometown. It waq&elt that if_these'two small
groups were included ﬁith the Catholic respondents, they would
onl& serve to introduce an unknown factor, religion, into the
results. For this reason, it was decided not to include
these two schools and to limit the research to the Catholic
schools, 'three in Jobtown and two in Hometown, one within
'its territoriél boundaries and the other located just outside
them, but draWing the majority of its students from Hometown.
‘The Catholic parishes to which these five schools were
attached cdﬁered almost the entire area within the territorial

boundaries of Jobtown '‘and Hometown.

(3) The Questionnaire
The Questionnaire used to collect the data for this
Study‘is'contained in Appendix I. It is composed of a total

- of ninety-six questions, which may be broken down in the
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following manner, . |

Two quéstions (63 and 66) are used to determine the
respondent'é social class. In this study, the two-factor index
of social position of August B. Hollingshead is used.15 The
two factors involved are the occupation and education of the
male head of the nuclear family. Occupation is scored on a
seven point scale and education on a four point scale. Each
of these scores is muitiplied by a common factor weight, .
which is derived from a standard regréssion formula. The
sum of an individual's scobes on these two factors determines
his position on a rangé of scores from a "low" of eleven to a
"hiéh" of seventy-séven. Hollingshead divided this range of
scores into five hierarchical groups from a "high" of I to a
"low" of five. He designates these five groups as follows:
those with scores of from eleven to‘seventeen.inclusive fall
"into Class I and are éalied the Upper Class, Class II is
designated as the Upper Middle Class, with a score range of from
eighteen td‘twenty—seVen inclusive, Class III, the Middle
Class, has‘a range of scores of from twenty-eight to forty-
three inclusive, Class: IV ranges in score from forty-four to

sixty inclusive and is called the Upper Lower Class, while

15pugust B. Hollingshead, Two Factor Index of Social
Position (New Haven, Connecticut: August B. Hollingshead,

1957).
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¢lass V ranges from a score of sixty-one to seventy-seven
inclusive and is called the Lower Lower Class. In this
research, ﬁhree hierérchical groups are designated. This is
in accordance with common practice where sample size does
not allow for an analysis of five separate groups, or where
the purpose of a study does not call for such a division.
The three groups range from a "high" of I to a "low" of IIT.

The range of scores is divided as follows:

Class I (Upper'Class) —————— scores of 11 to 27 inclusive
Class II (Middle Class) —--- scores of 28 to 43 inclusive
Class III (Lower ClaSs) ~—- scores of 44 to 77 inclusive

The remainder.of the questionnaire is composed of
questions coveriﬁg the seven areas of family life previously
outlined. Questionnaires and scales developed by many
other authors were uéed as a guide to the construction of
. the questionnaire; Already existing scales, developed to
measure attitudes or behavior in the areas of concern here,
were either not available, or where they were, they were
either too general or were developed with adult respondents
in mind. Ten questions seek purely biographical data.
Seven questiéns (7 = 13%3) relate to the existence and fre-
quency ;f contact with the extended family, while four
questions (14 - 17) relate to neighboring practices. Two

Questions (55 -~ 56) seek the number of voluntary associations

Participéted in by thé respondents and their parents. There
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are six questions in each of the following areas: religious
involvement (5l -%6), peer group relationships (19 - 24),
school life (49 - 54) and parental attitude towards the
respondents contact with members of the opposite sex (57 -
62). There are four questions in the following two areas,
the performance of household chores (93 -96), and the stu-
dent's contact with the medical profession (67 - 70). Finally,
there are two queétiohs relating to the occupations of the
respondent's parents (64 - 65), two rélating to the type of
house in whiéh the respondent lives (2 - 3) and one guestion
on the joint informal ?anticipation of the respondent's
parénts.

In the analysis, the questions relating to kinship
contact, neighboring, and parental attitude towards the
respondent}s pelatipﬁships with members of the opposite sexX
‘rhave been combined in each case. Six of the seven questions
relating to kinship contact have been combined in the follow-
ing manner. All six questions relate to relatives, expli-
citly. The possible range of answers 1O each of these
questions (8 - 13) is, "regularly", "sometimes" or ‘'never'.
In the analysis,_a'quantitative index of the combined answers
for each.respondent has been computed, by scoring the answers
as follows; "regularly" - 2,"sometimes"” - 1, and "never" - O.

Scored in such a fashion, the range of scores for the six
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questions combined is from a "high" of 12, which indicates
a high degree of contact with members of the extended family,
to a "low" of zero, which indicates no contact with members
of the extended family, at least in those ways mentioned
explicitly in the six questions. A similar procedure was
followed in regard to the four questions relating to neigh-
boring practides. The range of ansﬁers and the scoring
procedure was the séme as for kinship contact. In this case
the range of scores is from 2 "high".of eight, indicating a
high degree of neighboring, to a "low" of zero, indicating
no neighborhood contéét in the ways mentioned in these |
quéstions (14 - 17). The same procedure was followed for
those questions relatiﬁg to the attitude of the respondent's
parents towards his participation in heterosexual social
relationships (57 - 61). The range of replies and the scor-
ing procedure for these questions is as follows; "not allowed"
- 0, "don't mind" —\l, and "encouraged" -~ 2.  This proce-
dure leads to0 a range of scores with a "high" of eight; in-
dicating at least a favorable attitude towards the respon-
dent's participation in mixed social events, to a "low" of
zero, indicating a high degree of control by the respondent's
parents in this area of his social life.
Finélly, there are four scales, comprising a total

of thirty-four questions, used in this study. The four
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scales are: v
1. Child acceptance—rejéction of father (questions 82-92)
2. Child acceptance-rejection of mother (questions 71-81)
3, Recreatién with father (questions 43-48)
4. Recreation with mother (questions 37-42)
All four scales are taken from F. Ivén Nye's study,

. . . . . 16
Family Relationships and Dellnquent Behavior:. The object

of Nye's study was to measure the relationship between
delinquent}behévior énd various aspe;ts of family life.
Two of these areas were (1) the degree of acceptance or
rejection in the child's attitude towards his parents and
(2) the child's attitude towards recreation with his parents.
Nye used the above scales t0 measure the child's atbtitudes
in these areas. The respondents in Nye's study were stu-
dents in.gradeé nine through twelve in schools throughout
g Washington state. Basically, there are only two scales,
one of eleven items, measuring degree of acceptance or re-
jection, and .one of six items, measuring the degree of
favorableness in the child's attitude towards recreation
with his parents. ZFEach scale is completed separately for

each parent giving the above four scales.

16F. Ivan Nye, I'amily Relationships and Delinquent

Behavior (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958).
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The four scales are Guttman type scales. The child ac-
ceptance—rejeétion of parents scale is scored for each item:from
zero to two. ‘This gives a range of scores from a "low" of zero
to a "high" of twenty—two, which Nye divides into three categor-
jes, using arbitrary cutting points that divided his universe of
gtudy into three equaliy sized groups, (1) those who were "most
accepting, " (2) an "inﬁermediate" group and (3) those who were
smost rejecting." This procedure was followed for both father
and mother separately. As referring to-the respondent's father,
the scale had a co~efficient of reproducibility of .94, and a
;rco—efficient of .95 in reference to the respondent's mother.
The recreation scale waé also scored from zero to two on each
item. This gives a fihal.range of scores from a "low" of zero
to a "high" of twelve, which Nye again divided into three groups,
(1) the "most favorable," (2) an "intermediate" group, and (3)
";he "leastlfavorable.“ This scale has a co-efficient of repro-
| ducibility of .74 in relation to the father and of .75 in rela-
4tion to the mother. While these scales do not reach the re-
quired co-efficient as suggested by Guttman, yet the cumulative
score can be taken as a quantitative index of the respondent's
;attitude towaras participation in recreational activities with
' his paren%é.

Nye also used a combination of the two scales, child

t &CCeptance~rejection of father and child acceptance-rejection

;Of mother, as a measure of family integration. Those families
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were cohsidered as '"most integrated" where the respondent's
score was in the top tercile for each parent, and those were
considered as Vleaét integrated" where the respondent's
score was in the bottom teréile for each parent. All others
were placed in an intermediate category. The number of res
spondents in this s®resent study does not permit the use of
the same cubting points as used by Nye. Instead, the mean
score for the whole ﬁniverse of study has been computed for
each of the four scales and will be dsed as the cutting

point on each of the four scales.

(4)‘Pre—test and Administration of Questionnaire

The questionnaire was pretested in a suburban school
in a mixed working class-middle class neighborhood. The
respondents were forty students in the eighth grade class.
'rThe students had very iittle difficulty with the questions
and completed the queStionnaire within thirty-five minutes.
Following the pretest, a small number of changes were made
in the questionnaire{

The questionnaire was administered by the author of
this research report in the five Catholic schools included
in this'study during the four day period of November 15%
through 18th, 1966. The students completed the questionnaire
in their own class rooms during the course of the normal

school day. In svery case, the teacher and the author of
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of this report remained in the room while the students com-
pleted the questionnaire. At this point, the author wishes=
to express his thanks for the very great consideration given
his everj wish by the principals and teachers in each of the
schools. Particularly, it is appreciated that the normal
daily program was not resumed until the "slowest“vstudent

had completed the questionnaire. For each school, the

procedure frollowed was identical, The author distributed
“the questionnaires and then read over the introductory page
with the students. The students were instructed to raise
their hand if they had any difficulty with any of the
quéstions,‘and where they did so, the author sought to clar-
ify the question with the individual student concerned.

The students were also instructed to take their time in com-
pleting the gquestionnaire and to pay particular attention |
" to the question relating to their father's occupation.

While the time taken to complete the questionnaire varied,
ir the majority of studepts did so within thirty minutes, and

the Slowest students within about forty-five minutes.

Final Universe of Study

" The checking and coding for computer analysis of
the completed questionnaires was carried out by the author

E  of this report. The procedure is outlined in detail below

Qdand is summed up in Table 2.
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One modification had to be introduced into the controls

as envisioned in the outline of this research owing to thev
withdrawal of the public schools. In order to achleve & suffi-
ciently large samplé, the control for length of residence had
to be reduced. As originally conceived, it was intended to ex-
% clude those respdndents who were not born in Jobtown or Hometown|
g put in order to achieve a sample of sufficient size, only those
students were excluded from ﬁhe study who had lived in Jobtown

il or Hometown for less than six years. .

1 PABLE 2. -- The selection of the universe of study in the
‘| two suburbs of Jobtown and Hometown

| 55515 Tor .
| selection o Jobtown Hometown

E.Total number of com- .
i} pleted gquestionnaires 203 189

Total number
rejected 01 90

Number re-
Jjected because
1. Not born in

et e o U N B R A

suburb 8 | 42
2. Less than 6
years residence 23 20

5. One or both

parents born

outside U. S. 29 ' 13
4. One or both

parents vorn

on a farm . 20 8
5. Incomplete \ 11 7
Total . OT T0

Total number in
Final universe 112 99

Total 203 205 189 189
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The controls for length of residence, ethnicity and
: rural-urban origin are contained in questions 25 through 30.
E‘On the basis of their answers to these questions, the following

respondents were not included in this study:

(1) Those who did not live in Hometown or Jobtown

(2) Those who had lived in Hometown or Jobtown for less
{than six'yeafs

(3) Those responden#s, one or both of whose parents had been
;;orn outside the.éontinental United Sta%es

(4) Those respondents, one or both of whose‘parents had been
%ﬂorn on a farm |

i (5) Those respondents whose answers to the questions rela-
bing to their faﬁhers' oécupation and/or education were incom-
;lete or not specific enough to allow for accurate classifica-
ion of social class position.

: Of the total of 189 respondents in Hometown, 99 fall
1ithin the terms of this research, while of the total of 203
féspondents in Jobtpwn, 112 fall within these terms. Thus the
fénal universe of study is made up of a total of 211 eighth grade
;yudents, of whom, 99 live in Hometown and 112 live in Jobtown.
Cll the respondents havé lived in their respective suburbs for
éf.least six yéars, all are at least second generation Ameri-
Lfns, all are of urban background and finally, all are Catholics.

ks

There is a very even distribution of males and females
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|in these two totals, as is shown in Table 3.

- |pABLE 3. -- Distribution of the final universe of study by
suburb and sex

feammammme=

Hometown Jobtown
E lsex Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Total
109 5T 51.5 55 47.5 IOk
b [Fenale 48 48.5 59  52.7 107
1ﬁTotal 99  100.0 112 100.0 211

The total of 99 respondents in Hometown is composed of

§ﬁ51 male and 48 female students. In Jobtown, there are 53 male

gﬁ.d 59 female students in the total of 112. When these totals

” e broken down by social class however, the distribution is not
?ouite so even. Table 4 shows the distribution of the total num-
;-er of reépondents by type of suburb, social class and sex.

IMABLE 4. —- . Distribution of the final universe of study by
. suburb, social class and sex

pbocial Class ‘
g Category Hometown Jobtown
L Male - Female Male Female

Plass I N 8 16 8
Plass IT . 17 19 9 25
Jlass IIT 17 a1 28 26
Potal : 51 48 53 59

[

It is clear that some of these sex groupings are not

g
grge enough to form the basis for a realistic analysis. This,

Pwever, for the purposes of this research, does not pose any
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great gifficulty. In this research the accent is on the re-

spondents as children of their parents and members of suburban

families‘and not as individuals. The control for the sex of the
respondent has been used in the computation of the mean ecores
for the recreation and acceptance-rejection scales and the
quantitative index for opposite sex relationships, where it was
felt the sex of the fespondent might play an important role.

| In all other cases, the sex of the respondent is not controlled
for. At an early stage in the analysis, sex was used as a con-
trol variable, and while the frequencies were very small and

t |aid not provide a sufficient basis for statistical analysis,

f lthere ‘were no obvious major differences between the sexes either

b |within the same suburb or between the two different suburbs.

i!Analxsis

The questionnaires were checked and coded for computer

éﬂbfocessing by the author of this report. The processing of the
Efdata and the statistical tests were carried out at the Data
ifProcessing Center of Loyola University. Two statistics are
;fused in this study, chiésquare, as a measure of association
‘;betweenlvarlables, and a t-test for significance between means.
,TThose relationships w1ll be considered significant where the
probability level is less than .10 i.e. p<.10. Where chi-
Esquare and the t-test are not used, the analysis consists in

& comparison of the similarities and differences between simi-
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1ar social class groups in the two suburbs.

Lgpitations in this Study

There are a number of 1imi£atiohs in this study. To
begin with, it refers only to Catholic families, living in
these two suburbs, whé have children in eighth grade attending
the five schools included in this research. Those Catholic
families with children in eighth grade in non-Catholic schools
within the two suburbs or schools outside the boundaries of
the two suburbs, other than the one included in this research,
do not lie within the scope of this research. . Also excluded
from this study are those eighth grade students, attending the
five schools included in this study, who were not present in
school on the day the questionnaire was administered. There
was a total of 12 such students, 3 in Hometown and 9 in Job-
Secondly, there is the limitation inherent in the
choice of respondents. While every effort was made to ensure’
accuracy, the students may have exaggerated, or not been ter-_

ribly well informed, or even misled as to the precise nature

. of théir fatHers' occupation or as to how far he went in

school. Yet it was felt that the majority of students would

have accurate information in regard to these matters. This

' point was raised at an early stage in the planning of this

Teséarch with a number of grade~school principals and they
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felt that fhe majority of eighth grade‘students would be able
to answer these questions‘accurately. However, it must be kept
in mind that'this is'a source of error.

Finally; there is one feature in the history of Jobtown
that may influence the results of this study. Two of the three
Ccatholic parishes in Jobtown were originally Italian national
parishes. Ib is impossible to estimate how the original é&thnic
character of these two'périshes - even though the two combined
are not as big aé the third parish - will influence the findings
of this research. However, in the light of this fact, the con-
trol for ethnicity, introduced into this study -~ all the re-
spondents are at least second generation Americans - 1s not as

powerful as it might otherwise have been.

f Summary

k In this chapter; the purpose and methodology of this
study have been outlined. The purpose of this study is o
contrast the similarities and differences between two suburbs
differentiated on the,basis‘of their employment-residence ratio.
; The two suburbs chosen for this study have been matched on age,
; size and distance from the central city. ‘"Hometown", with an

?kemploymen%—residence ratio of 0.3, is the residential suburb

4|
k] chosen for this study and "Jobtown", with an employment-resi-
fjdence ratio of 2.1, is the employing suburb. These two suburbs

il are 1ocated within a metropolitan area in the mid-western region
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of the United States. The employment-residence ratios of these
two suburbs are the lowest and the highest ratios respectively
of the total of'twenty—three suburbs within this metropolitan
area that had reached a population of 10,000 or more inhgbitants
in 1940.

The respondents in this study are the eighth grade
students in each of the three Catholic grade schools within

the corporate limits of Jobtown, the one'Catholic grade school
within the corporate limits of Hometowh and one Catholic grade‘
school, located jﬁst outside the corporate limits of Hometown,
which draws most of its students from within Hometown. All the
respdndents are Catholics, with an urban background. All are
at least second generation Americans and all have lived at
least six years within their respective suburbs.

The questionnaire and its administration in the

) ‘different schodls.has beeﬁ outlined in detail in this Chapter
§~and also the selection of the final universe of study. The
final universe of study is made up of a total of 211 Catholic
eighth grsde students, of whom, 99 live in Hometown and 112 |
live in Jobtown. Finally, the method of analysis and a num-

ber of limitations in this study were outlined.




CHAPTER IV
THE FAMILY STRUCTURE

The purpose of this chapter is to present a descriptive
analysis of the educational and occupational characteristics
of the male and female heads of the families of the two hun-
dred and eleven respondents included in this study. Having
established the social status of the family of origin of each
of the respondenﬁs in each of the subuibs, thié chapter will
go on to consider the following aspects of family structure:
the commuting pattern of the male family head, the occupatiohal
; status of the female family head, the type of housing, femily
size and distribution of household chores. In this chapter,
as throughout this study, the major focus of attention will

; be the similarities and differences between the two suburbs.

| social Status

As outlined in Chapter III, social status, for the

5 purposes of this study, is based on the education and occupa-
? tion of the male head of the respondent's nuclear family.

In Table 5, the educational status of both the parents
1] of the respondents. is outlined. It is clear that the standard
i'of education in both suburbs is guite high and, though exact

? Comparisons are not possible, it would appear to match very .

l vell the standard of education for all the suburbs in the
‘ 83
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metropolitan area under consideration. The median number of
school years completed for adults, twenty-five years of age

and over, in these suburbs is 12.1.-l

TABLE 5. - Educational status of the parents of the
respondents in Hometown and Jobtown

ettt

‘ Hometown Jobtown

Educational ‘Father Mother Father Mother
Status No. Per No. Per No. Per No. Per

Cent . Cent Cent Cent
Post-graduate
Training 16 1l6.1 5 3.0 13 11.6 4 3.6
College ‘ ) |
Graduates 8 8.1 15 15.2 11 9.8 11 9.8

Some College 20 20.2 19 19.2 15 13.4 9 8.0

High School

Graduates 33 33,3 49 49.5 44 29,3 61  S54.5
t| Partial High
] School 15 15.2 10 10.1 21 18.8 17 15.2
Junior High
School 7 7.1 3 3.0 7 6.2 8 7.1
Less than 7 ,
Years School - -, - - 1 0.9 2 1.8
Total 99 100.0 99 100.0 112 100.0. 112 100.0

The majority of parents, both fathers and mothers

lThe Northeastern Illinois Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission, op. cit., Table 1.
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in each suburb are at least high school graduates. The dif-
ferences between the two suburbs would appear to be very |
glight. In Hometown, over 44 per cent of the fathers and 37
per cent of the mothers have some college education as com-
pared o0 over 36 per cent of the fathers and 20 per cent of
ﬁhe mothers in ‘Jobtowh. At the lower end of the educational
scale, over 22 per cent of the fathers and 13 per cent of the
motners in Hometown did not complete high school as compared
to 25 per cent of the fathers and 24\per cent of the mothers
in Jobtown. The difference between the two suburbs is much
greater for mothers than it is for fathers. For both fathers
.and mothers, eduéationél achievement is higher in Hometown
than it is in Jobtown. Perhaps the clearest indication of the
differences in educational attainment in favor of Hometown is
4ﬁthe fact that while, in Hometown, 55.6 per cent of the fathers ay
:f62.6 per cent of the mothers did not go beyond high school,
| the corresponding figures for Jobtown are 65.2 and 78.6 per
cent respectively. | |

Table'6‘présents the occupational status of the fathers
of the respondents in each suburb. One fact that becomes clear
from thi§ltabie is that a home in the suburbs is not beyond the
financial means of manual workers. There is a comparatively
3 high representation of skilled manual workers in each suburb.
’The occupational distribution in both suburbs is in fact very

| Similar, with eight percentage points being the largest
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difference between the two suburbs in any one occupational

category.

TABLE 6. -- Occupational status of the fathers of the
respondents in Homebtown and Jobtown

amne—

ar—

Occupational Hometown ‘ Jobtown
Category - Numper Per cent Number Per cent

professional and
gemi-professional 12 12.1 13 11.6

Propristors, lMan- .
agers, Officials 33 3%.% . 28 25.0

Clerical and '
Sales ‘ 21 21.2 22 19.6

| skilled Menual 25 25.3 36 32.2
Semi-skilled 8 8.1 8 7.1
Unskilled — - 5 4.5
Total 99 100.0 112 100.0

" The one major difference, if indeed it may be consi-
dered such, would appear to.be the fact that in Hometown, one
in three of the fathers fall into the "Proprietors, Managers,
Officials" category and one in four into the ”Skilled Manual”
1 category whereas, in Jobtown,the proportion of fathers in each
of these -two categories is almost the exact opposite, one in
 1four in the former category and almost one in three in the
| latter.

Tt should be noted here that in Hometown, the father

égof one of the respondents is dead, while in Jobtown, the fa-

3
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thers of two respondents and the mother of one are dead. In

: each c&ase, education and occupation are recorded-as at the time
; of death. |

| Based on the education and occupation of the father,
the social class structure of the families of the respondents
in each suburb is detailed in Table 7.

TPABLE 7. -- The social class structure of families of the

respondents in Hometown and Jobtown, based on the
education and occupation of the male family head

‘1Social . Hometown Jobtown
L |Class Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

E |upper '
loless 25 25.2 2n 21.4

b liddle
Class 36 36.4 34 30.4

g Lower '
:]Class . 38 38.4 54 48.2

| 70621 99  100.0 112.  100.0

Chi-sq. = 2.067 p.> .10

One in four of the Hometown families are in the upper
QClass and over one in three in the middle class.‘ In Jobtown,
zalmost one half of the respondents families fall into the lower
class category.

The difference in sodial class structure is not signi-
ficant and thus, the null>hypothesis “that the social class

;Ftructuré of Catholic families with students in eighth grade




95
does not vary significantly in functionally different suburbs”
ijs not disproved. However, it would appear that the differ-
ences between the two suburbs are in the hypothesized direction.
The proportion of upper and middle class families in the resi-
dential suburb is higher in each.case than it is in the em-

ploying suburb, while the proportion of lower class families

L | is nigher in the employing suburb.

The data would seem to suggest that for two individuél
suburbs, distingﬁished‘on the basis of.their employment-resi-
dence ratio and matched on such variables as age, size and
distance from the central city, the social class structure does
not vary significantly. It would further seem to suggest that
one must be careful in utilizing the conclusions as to the so-
cio—economic characteristics of functionally different suburbps

that are based on maéroscopic analysis of census data. This

; finding would also appear to substantiate the conclusion of

} may not be applied to individual suburbs immediately, but rather

Albert Reiss that differences identified on a macroscopic scale

indicate average differences which may not be verified in indi-

1 vidual case studies.2

Throughout the remainder of this study, social class,

as established here, will be used as a control variable, and

.2Reiss, "Functional Specialization of Cities", p. 575.
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comparisons between the two suburbs will be a comparison of
the similarities and differences between respondents of the

game social class living in Hometown and Jobtown.

commuting Pattern

om—————

Table 8 presents the breakdown of the respondents by
their fathers place oflwork, social class and type of suburb.
Here, there are a number of differences between the two types

of suburb.

TABLE 8. —-- Per Cent distribution of fathers of respondents
by place of work, suburb snd social class

{1 Place of Hometown Jobtown
ﬁ Work ~ 1 Il ITT - i 1L II1L

: Home '
Suburb 8.0 13.9 2.6 25.0 26.5 44 .4

| snother
Suburb 16.0  13.9  36.9 58.3  26.5 31.5

;'Central .
4 City 64.0 69.4 60.5 16.7 38.2 24,1

5 Away from _
§ Home 4.0 2.8

Incomplete 4.0 2.9
Dead 4.0 5.9
Total g ‘lO0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ~100.0

&Number 25 %6 38 ou 24 54

In Hometown, over ;two-thirds of the upper and middle

ECIass fathérslwork‘in +the central city, and almost that pro-
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portion of the lower class fathers work there. The proportion
in any social class group in Hometown who work in their home
suburb 1s small. 3By contrast, in Jobtown, less than one in
four of the upper and lower classes work in the central city,
while among the middle class fathers, less than 40 per cent do
so. Nearly one half of‘the lower class fathers in Jobtown work
in theirvhome suburb, while one in four does so in each of the
other TwoO social_class categories. One interesting feature of
this Table is the comparatively high péoporticn of upper and
middle class fathers in Jobtown who work in "“another suburb"

as compared to their counterparts in Hometown. As far as the

families in this research are concerned, one may conclude that
work in the central city is typical of the residential suburb

and that work in_onefs home suburb or another suburb tends to

i i e S A RS G i R

be more Lypical of the employing suburb.

a Schaff defines as commuters those who work outside
%‘their community of residence.5 Following this definition,
é_Table OA presents the distribution of the fathers of the re-
; spondents into the two categories of "commuter" and "non-
commuter”. It is clear that commuting to.work is a typical

:pgttern of the male family heads in each of the three social

- 5A. H. Schaff, "The Effect of Commuting on Participation
10 Community Organizations™, American Sociological Review,
| 17(April, 1952), 216.
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PABLE 9A. -- Per cent distribution of fathers of respondents
by proportion who commute to work outside their suburb of
' residence, suburb and social -class

L | commuting ‘ Hometown _ Jobtown
i | status T IT I1T I T I1T

e ] am—

| commuter g4.0 - 86.1  97.4 75.0  64.7  55.6
| won-conmuter 8.0 13.9 2.6 25.0  26.5  4b4.4
i Incomplete 4,0 v 5.9

] Dead 4.0 5.9

H ota1 100.0  100.0  100.0 - 100.0 ~ 100.0  100.0
| Number ' 25 36 28 o o o
3 |

QTABLE‘9B. —-- Frequency distribution of fathers of respondents
by commuting status, and chi-square analysis for significance
between similar social class groups in Hometown and Jobtown**

Hometown Jobtown .
Commuter Non-commuter Commuter Non-commuter Chi-sg. 1

21 o0& 18 6 -
31 5 22 9 2.31  neg
37 | 12 20 o —

E3E3
Those respondents who did not complete this question
oT whose fathers are dead are not included in this table

“aFrequency too small to permit chi-squaré analysis
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;;class categories in Hometown, over 80 pér cent of the upper and
Eimiddle'classes commute outside their community of residence to
?;work, while almost 100.0 per cent of the lower class do so. In
ifJobtown, while commubting may be sald to predominate in the upper
2~and middle classes, yet one in four in each of these social

: class groups works in his home suburb. The difference between
?the midédle classes in the two suburbs is not significant (Table

;93), There would appear to be a very real difference between

‘%the two lower dlaéseé. In Jobtown, in contrast to Hometown,
gover 44 per cent of the lower class male family heads are non-
Ecommuters.

The data would seem to suggest that commuting to work
%is a typical pattern of male family heads in the suburbs, irre-
%spective of type of suburb, but it tends to be less typical in
ithe employing suburb,vpérticularly among the lower class. This
would seem to suggest that lower class families tend to move
out close to their place of employment. It would also appear
to substantiate Leo Schnore's identification of employing
suburbs with "industrial" suburbs in so far as there would

hppear to be a substantial number of blue—collar‘jobs in
N .

[

‘ﬂbbtown.

: 4564Schnore, "Phe Functions of Metropolitan Suburbs”,
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Mothers in the Labor Force

—————

The data in relation to the.occupationél status of the
mothers of the respondents would seem to indicate the impor-
tance of social class position in relation to the employment'
of mothers (Table lOA); In both suburbs, the proportion of
mothers not working increases as one moves up the social class
scale. In Hometown, 50 per cent of the mothers are working,

; either full-time or part-time, in the lower class category,

|| while in the middle class, less than 40 per cent are employed,

i the majority part-time.  Less than 20 per cent of the upper

é class mothers are employed. In Jobtown, the differential class
% pattern repeats itself, but in this case the differences between
the middle and upper classes is not quite as marked. Sixty-
”fhree per qent‘of the lower class mothers are employed, half
gkf whom are employéd full-time. Over 44 per cent of the mid-
£¥le class mothers work, the majority part-time, while 37 per
};ent of the upper class mothers are employed, the majority in
;&his case full-fimé.

’ Comparing the two suburbs, it is clear that the pro-
?portion qf motﬁers who are employed is higher in Jobtown than
Eit is in Hometown for each social class category. The greatest
fference would appear ﬁo be between the two upper classes,

ere the proportion of mothers working is 20 percentage points

Pigher in Jobtown than it is in Hometown. In table 10B, those
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pASLE 10A. -- Per cent distribution of mothers of respondents by
occupational status, suburb and social class

P
i

Occupational Hometown : . Jobtowm
gtatus . : I II 111 I II ITI

——————

Employed
Full-tine 12.0 111 18.4 20.8 14.7  31.5

Employed S ' ' :
part-time - L.O 25.0 31.6 16.7  29.4  31.5

Not .
Employed - 8L.0 63.9 50.0 58.3 55.9 37.0

Dead . S .2
Total 100.0 100.0 400.0 100.0 100.0 400.0
E Number 25 - 36 38 ol LN 5

'] TABLE 10B., —- Frequency distribution of mothers of respondents Dby
8] occupational status, suburb and social class and chi-square com-
il parison between similar social class groups in Hometown and

Jobtown*

1 social Hometown Jobtown
] Class Working Not Working Working Not Working Chi-sq. P
é‘Upper a . , .
] Class i 2 9 1L - -=
{ Midale o
§ Class 13" 23 15 19 0.467 ns
§ Lower :

Class 19 - 19 g 20 14534 ns

[

. Tne one respondent whose mother is dead is not included
in this table

a . . .
Frequency too small to permit chi-square analysis
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é working full—timé and part-time have been combined to facilitate

chi-square analysis. While in each case the proportion of

mothers working is higher in Jobtown than it is in Hometown,

the differences between the middle and lower classes in Home-

rown and their counterparts in Jobtown are not significant.
The pattern that seems to emerge is that within each

suburb the proportion of mothers who are employed increases

as one'moves down the social class scale, and that between

4 the suburbs, there are.more mothers employed in any one social

class category in Jobtown than there are in Hometown. These

results are very similar to those found by George Myers in his

study of the labor force participation of suburban mothers.

As in this research, he found that mbthers in employing suburbs
tended to be employed more often than those in residential
suburbs.5 One reason for differences by social class within
‘éach suburb may be economic necessity - the financial obli-

# gations of home—ownership‘may put greater pressure on middle

“ and lower class mothers to seek employment in-order to augment
their husbands wages or salaries. The differences between the
f:two suburbs may be due, as Myers suggests, o the greater

availability of jobs closer to home in the employing suburb.

5Myers, op. cit., p. 308.
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‘ That the suourbs contain predominantly single family

awelling units is borne out by this research. The respondents

in both suburbs and within each social class category live al-
posy exclusively in single family houses (Tablell). The one
exception would appeer to be the lower class families in Job-

town. Almost one in four of these families live in apartments.

; A1l the upper class families in Hometown live in single family
] houses; while the‘proportion of middle and lower class families
who do so is 94.4 and 97.4 per cent respectively. In Jobtown,
87.5 per cent of the upper class familles and 91;2 per cent of
the middle class families live in single family houses.

th only do the majority of families live in single
family houses, they also own the houses in which they live
 §Table 12)}’ Oﬁce again, it would appear, the lower class
:families in JobtoWn are somewhat of an exception in that 14.8
jper cent do not own the homes in which they live. TFor each of
i;the other social class categories in each suburb, 8.0 per cent
ior less do nbt own their homes. These proportions are not
Cabsolute nowever, because of the comparatively high proportion
 of "don't know" answers.

These findings support the general findings of subur-
tban research, that the move to the suburbs is generally a

ove into a single family dwelling, into "a home of one's




pABLE 11.

~- Per cent distribution of families of respondents
by type of housing, suburb and social class

———-

Type Of Hometown ‘ Jobtown
Housing 1 11 111 I 1T 11T
House 100.0 oL.4  97.4 87.5 91.2 75.9
Apartment | 5.6 - 2.6 12.5 8.8 24.1
Total 100.0  100.0 iO0.0 . 100.0 100.0 100.0

)| Numver 25 36 38 .2 34 54
TABLE 12. —= Per cent distribution of families of respondents
by proportion who own their own house or apartment, suburb
and social class

t] Occupancy Hometown Jobtown

- Status I 1T 11T i R 1T
Owner 84.0 91.7 89.5 95.8 88.2 75.9

{ Rents 8.0 2.8 2.6 4,2 5.9 14.8

| Don't know 4.0 — 7.9 — 5.9 9.3
Incomplete 4.0 5.5 - - — _—
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number 25 36 38 24 - B4 54
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own". This is true, it would appear, not only of the residen-

tial suburb, but also to a very large extent of the employing

Family Size
s e

For the purposes of this study, family size is defined

(] s the number of children, now living, whether married or not
%'and whether now living away from home or not, in the respon-
lidents nuclear family of origin. Table.lB presents the mean
inumber'of childreh per family in each,socialAclass in each
isuburb. One is immediately struck in this table by the fact
gthat the mean number‘of‘children per family 1s highest for the
%upper-class families in each suburb and Tthat the mesn number

fof children per family decreases as one moves down the social

#class scale.

ABLE 13. -- Mean number of children per family by suburb and
gocial class and t-test for difference between means of similar
soclal class groups in Hometown and Jobtown

Pocial Hometown , Jobtown '
Ulass Mean  5t. Dev. N Mean St. Dev. N. t value D

Class  5.040 2,208 25  4.875 2.490 24 0.246 ns
Plass  3.722  1.980 36  3.441 1.133 34 0.723 ns

;}ass 3.68+ 1.890 37%  3.333 1.542 53% 0.979 ns

——

a - . . )
s . One respondent in each of these social class groups
#d not complete the question on family size.
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Comparing The two suburbs, the mean number of children

per family is higher in Hometown than it is in Jobtown within

each social class category. While the differences are in the

direction in each case, none of these differences are
same 9

statlst¢cally significant.

Table 14 provides, perhaps, a clearer picture of the

gimilarities and differences between the two suburbs in the

pumber of children in each family. One is struck by the simi-
larity between the two suburbs within éach social class cate-
gory. in both suburbs, the upper class has the highest pro-

i portion of families with seven or more children and the lowest
: prooorclon of families with three children or less. The middle
class families in both suburbs are concentrated into the two
smaller size categories, the one difference being that while
none of the mludle class famllles in Jobtown has more Tthan

'six children, 8.3 per cent of their counterparts in Hometown
;have seven or more children. The proportion of lower class

- families with seven or more children in either suburb is small,

5.3 per cent in Hometown and 3.7 Der cent in Jobtown.

-

Jaco and Belknap suggest that increased fertility rates

' 1s a feature of the urban fringe family which, they state em-

.

?Phasizesvthe‘reproductlve -socializing role of parents.§ Kiser
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pABLE 14. —- Per cent distribution of families of the respon-
dents by number of children per family, suburb and social class
m—————
'] yumber of : Hometown Jobtown
Children L 1t 111 1 11 111
One toO | ‘
Three 24.0 44,5 47 .4 29.2 44,1 63.0
Four To :
Six 60.0 47.2 4.7 37.5 55.9 31.5
Seven or : . ) - .
More 16.0 8.5 5.2  33%.3 5.7
Incomplete ' 2.6 1.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0. 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number 25 %6 38 24 3L cy

has suggested that fertility rates are now highest among groups
Previously characterized by low fertility, i.e. Whites rather
than Non-whites, urban rather than rural-farm and "upper"”
rather than "lower" classes.7 Both of these conceptions would
‘appear.to be borne oub by this research. While it is difficult
to interpret these results in the absence of any knowledge as
to where the respondents are positioned in the birth order of
their respective families, or as to the life-cycle sbtage of
their parents, it would appear that the families in this study

bplace a high value on children. The data would seem to suggest

[

o 7_0_. V. Xiser, "Fertility Trends and Differentials in
the United States", Journal of the American Statistical
Association, 47(March, 1952), 38.
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that, if the number of children in a family may be taken as
an indicant of child-centeredness and an emphasis on “"fami-
lisn"” as a way of life, then the Hometown families are more

‘child-centered and place a greater emphasis on familism than

is true of the families in Jobtown, at least in so far as the |

families in this. research are concerned. The data would
further seem ﬁo suggest that such a committment increases
with an increase in SOCial class, irrespective of suburd of
residence. While the differences be%ween the two suburbs

in the mean number of children per family were not statisti-
cally significant, a tentative conclusion such as the above
would appear to be warranted on the basis of the fact that,
for each social class category, the mean number of children
per family is higher in Hometown than it is in Jobtown.
Further research, controlling for life-cycle stage and birth
© order, would be necessary before such a conclusion could be
positively stated.

Household Roles .

1

In ﬁhis section, the focus of attention is the per-
formance of the day to day tasks that are an integral part
of the proper functioning and upkeep of the family household.
In open-ended questions (questions 93 - 96), the respondents
were asked to indicate who generally performed the daily

household chores, kept the gardens in trim and did the odd

_4,,,4




107

jobs and minor reﬁairs about the house. The object of these
questions was to determine, in a behavioral way, the extent to
which the suburban family is characterized by a mixing of
parental roles, and the extent to which the children are in-

yolved in these activities with thelr parents. The performance

of these tasks is an important element in She socilalization

'process of the child, and prepaeres him for the assumption of
sdult roles. On the basis of a limited study in Montreal,
Elkin and Westley have suggested that the suburban adolescent
does participate with his parents in the performance of house-
| hold tasks and 1s very much involved in the day to day acti-
| vitiés about the home.

Tor the families included in this study, it would
i‘-"";fa.ppear that the performance of household chores is predomi-
ﬁnantly the task of the female family head and the children.
They perfornm +the housenold chores in over 58 per cent of the
families in each social class category within each suburb
(Table 15). The proportion of male family heads who help

n these tasks is at its highest among the middle class

amilies in Hometown (3%.3 per cent) and at its lowest among

SF. Tlkin and W. A. hestWey, "Protective Environment

and Adolescent Socialization', Social Worces, 35(March, 1957),
§242-2490 ) and "The lMyth of Adolescent Culture", American '
séo 10;0@1001 Review, 20(December, 1955), &80- 68
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PABLE 15. -- Per cent distribution of families of the respon-
dents by the distribution of household chores, suburb and
social class ~

m————

Household
chores HomeTown Jobtown

ey

done DY i iy 111 1L o I g

Mother. and _ |
Daughters - 22.0 27.8 44,7 25.0 55.9 35.1
Mother and -

Children 36.0 - 3545 29.0 3%.% 26.5 2%.5

Whole : . _ 3
Family 0 12.0 3345 25.7 29.2 4.7 4.1

i1 Mother and :
| Hired Help 16.0 2.8 8.3 2.9 3.7

Mother .
Alone 4.0 2.8 4.2 1.9

Father and = :
Children : 1.9

Incomplete | 2.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number 25 36 38 24 34 54

the middle class families in Jobtown (14.7,per cent). No

?bdefinite pattern of similarity or difference emerges between
;:the'two suburbs. The proportion of upper class families in

f Hometown and Jobtown which fall into the first two categories

b

~of '"mother and daughters’ and "mother and children" is com-
parativély even, but Ehe proportion of upper class families
{,in Jobtown where the "whole family", including father, helps
;iin these chores (29.2 per cent) is over twice as high as 1t

is in Hometown (12.0, per cent). In both suburbs the upper
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class has the highest proportion of families that engage hired
:.help, but the proportion is almost twice as high in Hometown
(16.0 per cent) 2s it is in Jobtown (8.3 per cent).

In 27.8 per cent of the middle class families in Home-

+he household chores are the responsibility of the fe-

L tovn,

1 male mempers of the family, whereas they are exclusively a
female responsibility in over half the middle class families
frin Jobtown (55.9 per cent). As already indicated, in one
e‘third of the middle class families in éometown, the father
helps in the family household chores, whereas in Jobtown, less
 than half that prOportiQn do so (14.7). The two lower class
icategbries would appear To bé most evenly matched, with nine
percentage points being the greatest difference between the
two suburbs in any one category in Table 15.

No. general conclusion would appear warranted by the
ata in Table 15. The frequencies do not permit a chi-square
fanalysis. The differences and similarities between the two
uburbs vary as one moVes from one social class to the next.
@*cept for the middle class in Jobtown, where the household
ihores are exc;usively‘a,female responsibility ih over 55

;er cent of the families, there would not appear to be any
Elear-cut separation of roles. Nor would there appear to be
F,' clear mixing of roles, as the proportion of families in .

\ich the male femily head helps in the household tasks is
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1ess than one in four in each social class caltegory except .
for the niddle class in Hometown and the upper class in Job-
town. Perhaps the clearest fact that emerges 1s that in very
few cases in either suburb are the household chores the sole
responsibility of the female family head. In tle majority of
ramilies in each social class category within each suburb,

the female family head 1s helped in the performance of the

daily household chores by her children.
No one member of the family emérges as "the gardener"
in any of tThe social class categories in either suburb. In
f,so far as any pabttern emerges, it is that the male family
‘iheadé perform this task exclusively more often in Jobtown

than do their counterparté in Hometown and that in Hometown,
;tending the garden is more often the responsibility of the

- children than is the_cése.in Jobtown (Table 16). In Hometown,
%é6.0 per cent of the upper class families fall into the
%categories "mother and children' and "children alone' while
ﬁin 12.0 percent of these families, the care of the garden is

he responsibility of the male family head alone. By contrast,

n Jobtown, 3%7.5 per cent of the upper class families fall into

he two former categories and 20.8 per cent into the latter.
The middle class families in each suburb would appear
0 be very similar. In Eometown, in 36.2 per cent of the

1ddle class families, the gardening is done by either the

> o,




111
TABLE 16. -- Per cent distribution of families of the respondents
py "who does the gardening', suburb and socisl class
:%::::: —
Garden=ng HometLown : , Jobtown
pone oY i II 1T L il I1I
Father
| Alone 12.0 16.7 15.8 20.8 29.5 22.2
3 Father and
Sons 8.0 19.5 10.5 4.2 8.8 11.1
Father and ‘ :
Mother 4.Q . 5.5 10.5 4.2 8.8 5.6
| wnole - .
t| Family 8.0 5.5 10.5 . 8.3 8.8 5.6
| Mother and ’ : '
Children “32.0 - 8.4 21.1 16.7 23.6 16.6
] children , ,
1 Alone - 24.0 30.6 2%.7 20.8 11.8 13.0
Hired ‘
4 Help 12.0 2.8 12.5 2.9 1.8
l Relatives 5.5 5.% 4.2 2.9  11.1
. No :
§ Gardening - 5.5 8.% 2.9 1%3.0
gincomplete 2.6
*Total 100.0  100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0  100.0
- Number 25 36 38 U 3 54

;male family head alone or with his male children, while in
%39-0 per cent of the middle class families, the gardening is
%done by the female family head and the children or the chil-
3dren elone. The corresponding proportion for the middle

tclass femilies in Jobtown in each of these two combined




112

categories 1is 38.% and 35.4 per cent respectively. The pattern

of difference between the Two suburbs identified for the two

<r

ar to be repeated for the two lower

[¢h)
[G]

upper classés woul@ app
classes. The proporsion of lower class families in Hometown in
which the gardening is done by the female family head and tThe
children or the children alone is 44,8 per cent, while in 15.8
per cer’” of the families, the care of the garden is the sole
responsibility of the male family head. In Jobtown, as 1is the
case for the uppsr classes, the proportion in the former two

categories is lower than in Hometown, 29.6 per cent and the

proportion in the latter category is higher, 22.2 per cent.
While these similarities and differences exist, the
over-all impression from Table 16 is that in Dboth suburbs,
Hgardening is everybody's task in general and nobody's task
Ein particular. As is the case for household chores, there
Bdoes not appear to be any definite nixing or separation of
roles, but it does appear that the children do participate
Bin this task with their parents, and do share in the respon-
Sibility of maintaining the homne.

A very definite pattern emerges in relation to the
:iarrying out of odd jobs and minor repairs about the home.
;hese tasks would appear to be the responsibility of the

@éle members of the suburban family (Table 17).
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pABLE 17--Per cent distribution of families of the respondents
vy distribution of odd joks and minor repairs,
suburb and social class

odd Jobs ‘ Hometown ' ' Jobtown
pone bY T 1T II1 I I II1
| wmrmee

ther : , :
B one 40.0  33.3 63.2  54.1  55.9 50.
Father and S )
L sons : 36.0 30.6 21.1 16.7 1i.8 31.
 Sons A
“Alone 20.0 8.3 7.9 16.7 5.9 3.7
whole : .
 Family ‘ ' 8.3 2.6 4.2 2.9 1.8
Mother and '
 “Father 4.0 5.6 . 17.6 13.0
Father and
i Hired Help 11.1 2.6 8.3 5.9
;llatives 2.8
iIncomplete 2.6
otal 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0  100.0

ber - 25 ' 36 38 24 34 54

n Hometown, in 96.0 per cent of the upper class

H

pdd jobs and minor repairs are carried out by the male family
e

fgads and the male children, either alone or together. 1In

e first three categories of Table 17. In both
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uburbs, the proportion of middle claés families where the.
,responsibility for the odd jobs and minor repairs rests ex-
wlusively with the male family members is lower than for the
other two social clasé éategories, 72.2 per cent in Hometown
@and 73.6 per cent in Jobtown. Irrespective of social class or
guburb of residence, it;wouid appear that for the families in-
eluded in this study, there is a very definite separation of
yoles in regard to the performance of the odd jobs and minor
gepairs about thé home. Though to a lesser extent than is the
%;ase for household chores and gardening, it}would appear that
he children, in this case, the male children, do participate
i, these activities with their fathers.

: The data in Tables 15, 16 and 17 would appear to in-
%;icate that, except in the case of household repairs, there
;s no definite pattern of mixing or separation of roles in
%he families included in this study. While a statistical
;Qalysis was not poéﬁible in view of the frequencies involved
: thése tables, thg‘differences between the suburbs do not

A
£

&?pear to be very éfeat. Rather, the over-all impression is
= '

?ne of similar;ty, not only between the two suburbs, but also

}gtween the different social class categories. It would appear

pather, these tasks are shared by all the family members to
8 ‘ =
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%a greater or lesser degree. The daily household chores and

tne care of
| ;15ty of the female family hesd snd the children, while the

the garden would appear to be mainly the responsi-

i odd jobs and minor repairs about the house are, in the majority
%of families, the responsibility of the male family head and the
;fmale children. The‘proportion of children who participate in
%these tasks would fend To bear out the conclusion of Elkin
’%and Westley as to the participation of the suburban adoles-
?cent in family 1ife and the vitality of the socialization pro=
?cess in the suburbs. Finally, to the extent that all members
1of the famlly, to a greater or lesser degree, and particularly
the children, share in the task of maintaining ‘the family home,
;Bell's hypothesis, as ogtlined in Chapter II, that suburban

families have chosen "familism" as a way of life, would

lappear to be verified.

;Summary and Relevance to Theory

: TIn this chapter, the occupational status of the male
| family head has been outlined, together with the educational
 status of both parents of the respondents. Based on the occu-

;}ational and educational status of the male family head, the

?ﬁocial class categories. There followed, in turn, an analysis
?f the commuting pattern of the male family head, the occupa-

%ional status of the female family head, the housing charac-
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teristics of the families of the respondents, the number of
children per family and finally an analysis of the distribution

of household chores. Where the frequencies permitted, a chi-

square test for significance between similar social class
categories in Hometown and Jobtown was carried out, and a

t-test for significancelin the mean number of children per
family in similar social class groups in the two suburbs.
Throughout, the'resulfs of this study have been re-
jated to existing research results relating to the suburbs.

The social class structure of the families in this study

 does not differ significantly in the two suburbs and thus

ithe null hypothesis that "the social class structure of Catholic
%families with students in eighth grade does not vary signifi-
anntly“ stands. Similarly the other statistical tests between
ithe two suburbs were not significant, and so, for the vari-

bles considered in this chapter, the second hypothesis that
g“family relationships do not vary significantly for Catholic
:?amilies with students in eighth grade in functionally different
;uburbs“ also stands. To the extent that the two hypotheses
;ere not'disproved,'it would appear that, at least in so far

is the families included in this study are concerned, the
;/nction of a suburb, as determined by its employment-resi-
;fnce ratio, is not a critical factor in determining the

‘;Cial class structure of a suburb or the pattern of family
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relationships.

Based on Le Play, Purnell Benson has suggested that

spterests in the home and children may be taken as indica-

R A AR SRR W ity i

give of familistic orientation.9 To the extent that, occu-
pancy and ownership of a single family house and a wide
dispersion of household chores among family members, may

pe btaken as indicative of an interest in the home and to

the extent that the ﬁean number of children per family,
which for the families included in-tﬁis study is 3.333

at its lowest for the lower class families in Jobtown and

~ increases by social cléss and suburb to 5.04 for the upper

% claés families in Hometown, may be taken as indicative of an
1 interest in children for their own sake, then it would
appear that there is a comparatively high degree of familism.

; in evidence in both of the suburbs included in this research.

;':9Purhéll H. Benson, "Familism and Marital Success",
. Social Forces, 33(March, 1955), 278.




CHAPTER V

RELIGION AND PARTICIPATION IN
FORMAL ASSOCIATIONS

While there is no shortage of "commentaries" on

religion in the suburbs, there has been very little systema-

tic research. It is,pa;t of the "myth" that the move to the
suburbs also involves a return to religion. However, what
research there is‘W6uia seem to indicate that this may not
be true.

In a study of church participation in Flint, Michigen,
it was found thét, even when controls were introduced for |
such variables as type of religion, age, education, size of
household, region of origin and length of residepce, "city
.rresidenté are more fegular in attendance (at church) than
are frinée resiaents;ul Berger reports in his California
study that: |

Living'iﬁ the new tract suburb has apparently.had

little clear effect upon the frequency of church
attendance of our sample. Almost as many go %o

u lﬁasil G. Zimmer and Amos H. Hawley, "Suburbanization
and Church Participation", Social Forces, 37(May, 1959), 354.

118
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church less often in this suburb as go more often, but -
the largest percentage (49) have not h%d their church
attendance affected in any marked way.

Gordon,‘infhis study of Jewé in éighty—nine suburbs
across the United States, concludes:

The evidence gathered from this study shows clearly that
Jews in suburbia are non-orthodox in religious ideas and
practices. Although affiliated with synagogues and tem-
ples in ever increasing numbers, they do not place the
same emphasis as earlier generations upon the importance
and relevance of ritual.

The number of Jews who pray in accordance with any

practice -=- Orthodox, Conservative ‘or Reform -- is
generally‘gegarded as minimal, both in suburbia and
elsewhere.” :

If suburban residence does involve a return to religion,
one would expect that the building of new churches would be
“concentrated there. Yet, a survey of new churches, built
;during the two year period from 1958 to 1960, by forty-five

- Protestant denominations "which held nearly one-half of the
-eongregations of Protestant bodies in 1957" reports:

Perhaps the most unexpected finding was that denomi-
nations reported that only 26 per cent of their new con-
gregations were located in the metropolitan suburbs. Since
these are the areas of most rapld populatlon growth and

of American 'affluence', and since there is a widespread
assumption that they are the almost exclusive points of

2Bé¥ger, op. cit., p. U45.

; 3A1bert J. Gordon, Jews in Suburbia (Boston: The Beacon
Fress, 1959), p. 1L8.
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church extension concentration the finding is startling.4

What religion there is in the suburbs, is characterized,
in the eyes df éome‘COmmentators, more by a social usefulness

i than by atcommittmént to a set of religious ideals and prac-—

1 tices. Whyte, as has been indicated, stresses the social role
of the chufch,in'the suburbs, where it provides a sense of

| belonging and does not bother the "transients" with ultimate

; or embarrasing questions} Seeley presents a very similar
j picture of religion in Crestwood Heights. He states that
i only "a negligible few were encountered who were concerned
% as to whether the teachings of religion are or are not, true
8 10 fact, or good as to ethical content"™ and that "where a
‘ Protestant denomination is adhered to, it is more a matter

of habit than of deep conviction, a socially useful practice

pather than a source of.spiritual solace".6 Gibson Winter

: 4”New Churches, 1958-60, A Survey Conducted by Home
Missions Research, Bureau of Research and Survey, National
L Council of Churches", Yearbook of American Churches, 1964,
i (New York: Office of Publication and Distripution, National
| Council of Churches of Christ in the U.S.A., 1964), p. 286.

. 55, R. Seeley, R. A, Sim and E. W. Loosley, Orestwood
?Helghts (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 19567, p. 2&1.

o mig., p. 214.

———————




121

takes & very critical view of the "activist style" of the
uorganization church" in the suburbs.7 He seems to feel

that endless orgaﬁizing and socializing. cover a spiritual
emptiness. The Protestant churches in the suburbs have be-
come religious fellowships based on "association by likeness"
and "mission by friendly contact" which serve to provide

the suburbanite with’"exclusive enclaves of identity" and

ng symbol of membership of the White middle-class". Like
 Whyte and Seeley, he feels that there’is little or no empha-
gis on religious truth and concludes that "it seems reasonable
 ‘to assume that approximately one-half of the official mem-
“pership of the-churches, possibly as much as two-thirds, are
f“religiously tied to the organization rather than personally
i‘bound 4o God or his teachings".®

Andrew Greeley states that religious pfactice has

" ‘seldom been higher among Catholics fhan it is in the suburbs,
and that the Catholic suburbanite has been very generous and

inloyal to his church,g‘ Like Winter, however, he feels that

2 7aibson Winter, The Suburban Captivity of the Churches
" (New York: Macmillan Paperbacks, 1962).

8+pid., p. 116..

1 Andrew M. Greeley, The Church and the Suburbs (New
. York: Sheed and Ward, 1959).
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55one of the major problems of the suburban church is to recon-

b cile its material prosperity with Christian ideals and to avoid

pecoming so involved in its own problems and self-engrandise-

ment as to lose its sense of wider responsibility. "The or-

§,dinary suburban parish," he states, "is so concerned with its
vown problems of growth, and so busy building up its own tight
1ittle community that it is not the best platform for social
action in the world éf-human.activities and ideas."lO
While it‘wasfnot possible to enter into a detailed
examination as ﬁo fhé nature of the suburbanited religious
-commitment,la two-fold measure of the religious involvement
of the respondents' parénts is used in this study, attendance
- at religious services and membership in formal religious
;@ssociations.

fChurch Attendance

 C———

L

All the respondents in this study are Catholics.

hey all attend church at least once a week except for one

ale student in Hometown and four male students in Jobtown.

?s will become clear later, many of the students in attending
‘%’urch every week are going contrary to the pattern and example

{ét by one or even both of their parents. This would seem to
(€ :

s,

101pi4., p. 6o.
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E indicate that the school has an important influence. All the
schools in this study are Catholic parochial schools admini-
%»stered jointly by the'priests attached to the parishes and
f‘members of female religious éongregations. It would appear

? that such close contact with priests and nuns as is involved
% in attendance at a Catholic school, in so far as the respon-
% dents in this study are concerned, does influence the stu-

{ dents to conform to thée norm laid down by the Catholic Church
of weekly aftendénce at Mass. ) |

| While all the respondents are Catholics, the same

is not true of their parents. In Hometown, all the parents
 aTe Catholics except for one non-Catholic mother, while in
fJobtown, threé fathers are non-Catholic and five haveno reli-
'_f'gious affiliation.

' Tablé 18 gives the church attendance pattern for the
;fathers of the respondents, broken down by suburb and social
f?lass. The most frequent attenders at church are the middle
fﬁlass fathers in Hometown. However, the most striking fact
%@bout Table 18 is,fhe very close similarity between the upper
glass in Jobtown and the three social classes ianometown and
%he very §izabl§’drop in church attendance for middle and
%ower class fatheré in Jobtown. Less than half the lower
{1ass in Jobtown attend church every wéek, while almost 30

Eﬁr cent do not attend church.
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PABLE 18. —-- Per cent distribution of fathers of the respon-
dents by church attendance, suburb and social class
Frequency of Hometown = : Jobtown
Attendance _ I II 111 I 11 LIT
Once a week or
more often 72.0 80.5 71.1 75.0 58.8 44 04
1 to 3 times ,
a month , 12.0 5.6 2.6 8.3 8.8 9.3
Less than '
once a month - 12.0 8.3 10.5, 4.2 5.9 14.8
Does not . .
attend - 5.6 15.8 8.3 20.6 29.6
Incomplete - - -- 4.2 -~ 1.9
Dead 4.0 - - - 5.9 --
Total ‘ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number _ 25 36 38 24 B4 o4

The pattern of church attendance identified for the
male family heads repeats itself for the female family heads
(Table 19). waever, the difference in church attendance for
the middle and lower class mothers in Jobtown is not as marked
as it is in the case of their male counterparté. As 1s true
for fathers, so also for mothers, the middle class in Hometown
are the most freéuent attenders at church. Comparing Table
18 and Table 19, it is clear that the proportion of mothers

attending church at least once a week in each social class
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iﬂBLE 19. —-- Per cent distribution of mothers of the respon-
¥onts by church attendance, suburb and social class

e qUENLCY of ’ Hometown Jobtown
iy ttendance I 11 11T 1L LD 111

;5,09 a week or

bpore often 84.0 - 88.9 84.2 83.5 70.6 72.2
v to 3 times
month 8.0 2.8 2.6 4.2 8.8 5.6

i T,ess than

Fonce a month 8.0 2.8 7.9 4.2 14.7 5.6
hDoes not | ' . ,.
jat end L= 5.5 5.3, 4.2 5.9 15.6
?}ead R o ; ' 0,2

| Dotal 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0  100.0
[ Nunber N 25 36 38 24 34 54

2

§1n each suburb is higher than it is for fathers. IExcept for

i the middle class in Hometown, there is a difference of at
é;east ten percentage points in the proportion of fathers and
fmothers‘aftendiné church every week in each suburb. In Job-
Fmown, the most frequent church attenders are the upper class
iparents, whéreés in Hometown, as indicated already, the middle
?plass parents go to church most often.

f Tn Table 20, the church attendance data for both
iparents has been combined. This table provides a clearer
éPicture of the’church attendance patterns of suburban parents.
éOnly in the middle class families in Hometown is the propor-
%tiOn'of.parents who both attend church every week as high as

PRI 4 8 0t T2 s @
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‘; 1E 20. —- Per cent distribution of both parents of tﬁe
iespondents combined by church attendance, suburb and soclal

class

equency of Hometown Jobtown ‘
[y tvendance -1 1D T 1 IT TIT
Both every

eek 64.0 77.8 71.0 70.8 53.0 40.7-
ope parent less
than once & :
week 24.0  13.9 15.8 8.3 17.6 33.3
Both less than
once a week 8.0 2.8° 7.9 8.5 17.6 14.8
Neither parent L
attends S --= 5.5 5.3 . 4.2 5.9 9.3
'No answer 4,2 1.9
 One parent ’
dead 4.0 , 4.2 - 5.9
 Total. - 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
| Number 25 36 38 o4 34 54

Ethree out of four. In Jobtown, less than half the lower class
:parents boﬁh attend church every week. A gréater proportion |
of upper class parents in Jobtown both attend church every
4week than is true of their counterparts in Hometown, but in
the other two social élass categories, the proportion of
parents wﬂo both éttend church every week is considerably
higher in Hometown than it is in Jobtown. Perhaps one of

 the most\inﬁerésting features of this table, particularly in
 View of the fact that almost all the respondents attend church
| every week, is the comparatively low proportion of families

fin.which néither parent attends church.
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One faétor that may have an influence on the low pro-
portions of middle and lower class parents who both attend
church every week in'Jobtown, as compared to the other social
class groups in both suburbs, is the Italian ethnic character
of some areas in Jobtdwn. 'Because of the possibility of ﬁhe
ethnic factor being involved, it is impossible to draw any
conclusions as to the influence of area of residence. While
many.other ethnid traits might be abandoned deliberately in
an attempt to'bécoﬁe "Americanized", church attendance could
hardly be described as a typical American pattern and so the
traditional laxity in church attendance, associéted with the
Italian church might very easily carry over from one generation
to the next. That‘the respondents in each suburb appear to
be unaffected in their attendance at church by the attendance
pattern of their pareﬁts, it has been suggested, is probably
““due to the influence of the priests and religious attached
to the parochial schools, and to the fact that in less than
10 per cent of the families in any one social class category

in either suburb do both parents "never'" attend church.

Membership in Formal Parochial Associations

"If the suburbs are the location of the "“organization
church" and an "activist" religious style, there would appear
to be very little evidence of this in the two suburbs included

in this study. Table 21A presents the distribution of the
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© formal associations.
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rathers of the respondents by membership in parochially based
11

In the upper class in Hometown, alone, are more than

half the fathers members of such groups, while in the lower

# .1ass in each suburb, less than a third of the fathers hold

any such memberships. The apparent influence of social class

should be noted in the pattern of membership in each suburb.

‘? Membership increases as one moves up the social class scale

and is highest'in each suburb for the'upper~class. There

is a difference of. twehty percentage points in Jobtown between

" the upper and lower classes in the proportion éf fathers who
¥ are not members of any parochial groups, while in Hometown,
P there is a difference ofutwenty—five percentage points be-

‘ tween the upper and lower classes. A further indication of

the role of social. class in the proportion of memberships

“’is the fact that while the proportion of upper class fathers

in Hometown who attend church every week is almost 1dentlcal
with the prOportlon of lower class fathers who do g0, yet

the proportion of upper class fathers who are members of
Parochial groups is almost twice that for lower claés fathers.

In Jobtown, upper class fathers attend church more often than

llIn this analysis, The Knights of Columbanus are
éxcluded as it is not parochially based.
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zable 21A.--Per cent distribution of fathers of respondents by
#embership in parochially based voluntary associations, suburb
8 and social class

A S S —— o ]

Number of Hometown Jobtown
Memberships I IT ITI I IT III
40.0 58.3 65.8 50.0 - 55,9 70.3
48.0 30.6  31.6 20.8 35.3 24.1
8.0 11.1 2.6 25.0 2.9 3.7
' ’ 1.9

ncomplete 4,2
4.0 . 5.9

-100.0  100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0
25 . 36 38 24 34 54

ABLE 21B.--Frequency distribution of fathers of respondents by
membership in parochially based voluntary associations, suburb
and social c¢lass and chi-square test for significance between
similar social class groups in Hometown and Jobtown**

e e
Hometown Jobtown
No One or More No One or More Chi-

Membership Memberships Membership Memberships sg. p

10 14 12 11 .521 ns
Y21 | 15 19 13 ,008 ns
25 13 38 16 .218 ns

] i **Those respondents who did not complete this question or
Whose fathers are dead‘were not included in this table.
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j”thOSe in the lower class and they are also more involved in

parochial organizations and so the pattern does not repeat

jtself. The data‘would seem to suggest  -that membership in

church groups méy be a function of social class and may not

pe taken as merely a function of religious involvement.
Comparing the two suburbs, the differences between them;

would appear to Dbe véry slight. In both, membership is lowest

in the lower class, and increases as one moves up the social
v class scaie.‘ The differences in Membership between similar
social classes in the two suburbs are not significant (Table
21B).. However, for each soclal class category, the propor-
tion of fathers who. are not members of any parochially based
voluntary association is lower in Hometown than i1t 1s in
Jobtown. To the degree that one in four of the upper class
fathers in Hometown hold memberships in two suéh'organiZa—
;7'%ions, they would appear to be the ﬁost deeply involved in
the organizational life of their respective parishes.

The pattern of membership in parochially based volun-
tary organizations eStablished‘for fathers almost repeats

itself for mothers (Table 22A). The one differehce from the

pattern established for fathers is that, in Hometown, the
proportion of mothers who are members of church affiliated
groups is higher for the middle class (75.0 per cent) than

1t is for the upper class (64.0 per cent). In Jobtown,
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% TABLE 22A.--Per cent distribution of mothers of respondents by
membership in parochially based voluntary associations, suburb
, and social class

— = —
td Number of , Hometown Jobtown

il Memberships I II 111 i 11 11T
??;;ne 36.0 25.0 . 71.0  58.3 79.4 79.6
H one 56.0 - 61.1 23,7  16.7  17.7  16.6
% WO | | 8.0 -~ 13,9 5.3 20.8 2.9 1.9
rhree | - : 1.9
% Dead o 4.2»

l rotal ©100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0

¥ vunber 25 36 38 24 34 54

TABLE 22B.-~Frequency distribution of mothers of respondents by
membership in parochially based voluntary associations, suburb
and social class and chi-square test for significance between
similar social class groups in Hometown and Jobtown**

, Hometown Jobtown ,

Social No One or More No One or More Chi-

Class Member- Memberships Member-Memberships Square p
ship ship o :

Upper ‘ _

Class 9 16 14 9 2,968 «.10

Middle |

}Class N 9 27 27 7 20,723 «£.001

i Lower -

iClass 27 ’ 11 43 11 .902 ns

] K *?The one respondent whose mother is dead is not included
4n this table.
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membership increases with an increase in social class. As
for fathers, so also for mothers in Hometown, while the pro-
portion attending'chﬁrch every week 1s -almost the same in
each SoCiél clasé-category, the upper class mothers are al-
most twice as likely to be members of parochial groups as
are the lower class mothers, but unlike the pattern for
fathers, the middle class mothers are even more likely to

pe members of such groups, In Jobtown, the pattern for
fathers repeaté itself almost exactlf, the upper class mother
attends church more often and is more likely to be a member
of parochial organizations than are the nothers in either

of the other two social class categories.

Comparing the two suburbs, the involvemen® of the
female family heads in the organizational life of their
parishes would appear to be much higher in Hometown than it
"is in Jobtown. In the case of the upper and middle classes,
the differences between the two suburbs are statistically
significant at the .10 and .00l levels respectively (Table
22B). Though the differehce between the two lower classes
in the two suburbs is not statistically significant, the
proportion of lower class mothers who are members of
parish organizations is higher in Hometown (29.0 per cent)
 than it is in Jobtown (20.4 per cent).

For,both.the male family heads and the female family
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H peads of the families included in this study, the proportion
;{whO hold memberships in parochially based formal-associations
is higher in each social class category in Hometown than it

is in Jobtown. ‘Though the differences between the two suburbs
] are significant in only two cases, as outlined above, it would
ijaPpear that area of residence is an important variable. As
;;the differences are in the same direction in each case, parti-
cipation is higher in Hometown than in Jobtown, irrespective
Siof soclal class, one may tentatively conclude that the type

| of suburb in which one lives does influence the rate of parti-
Z cipation in parochially.based formal associations.

7 While women go'to ghurch more often in each suburb
;;and within each social class category than is true for thelr
zjmaleh counterparts, there is little evidence in this study
jgto suggest that the mother, or for that matter, the children,
E%represent the family in church. Except for the middle and
;;lower class fathers in Jobtown, men go to church in consi-
%derable numbers in both suburbs. That religion is not re-
Eilegated to the women in the family is also indicated by the
;fact that the proportion of fathers who are membérs of paro-
?chial organizations is higher than it is for mothers in the
?lower class in both suburbs and in the upper and middle

f classes in Jobtown.
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Finally, to the.extent that, in both suburbs, over
?70‘0 per cent df the lower class parents are not involved in
any parochial organization, there is little or no evidence of
church‘membership fulfilling a social role or providing‘an
outlet for social activity. This would also appear to be
true for the middle and upper class parents in Jobtown and
the middle class fathers in Hometown, where less than 50.0

per cent hold membersnlp in parochial organléatlons. It

AL S S SR B S S B S e i R e

would appear that only among the mldale class mothers in

Hometown and to a lesser extent, both upper class parents

ek e AR R TR

§ in Hometown, is thére a conéiderable degree of involvement
% in pachhial organizational life. This would seem to indi-
% cate that the organizational style of religious activity,

é identified by Whyte and Winter, in so far as 1t may be con-
% sidered to-be verified- at all, is true only fof the higher

s001al class parents in Hometown.

H Membership in Formal Associations

For the purposes of this research, the extent of
participation in formal voluntary associations is measured

by the number of memberships an individual holds. Following

.
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ixbmarovskylz and Beli and Force,13 all types of voluntary
;§forma1 groups are included under the term "voluntary associe
'Qation," except economic concerns, governmehtal agencies and
1schoolS. The Qne‘exception to this is that parent-teacher
iorganizations have not been included in the analysis. The
yeason for this is that the status of these orgenizations
zfrom school to school is doubtful and, in most cases, all
jparents with children attending the school are considered to
j:'1:>e members and are eligible to attend the meetings. In order
“to provide a eoﬁplete pictﬁre of the parents' participation in
ﬁformal voluntary groups,. the parochially based groups are
ffe-included in‘these totals.

In both suburbs, irrespective of social class, a

- high proportion of the fathers hold membership in at least
aone voluntary group (Table 23A). Except for the middle

- class in Jebtown,‘over two thirds of the fathers hold one
fsuch membership. In Hometown, 12 per cent of the upper
4class fathers have no membership, while 72 per cent hold

itwo or more memberships. Among the middle class fathers,

=

'16.7 per cent are not involved in any formal group, while

leirra Komarovsky, "A Comparative Study of Voluntary

-Organizations of Two Suburban Communities," Sociological
 Problems and Methods, 27(1933), 84.

"13

Bell and Force, op. cit., p. 26.
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f;T%BLE 23A.--Per cent distribution of fathers of the respondents
i;by membership in formal voluntary associations, suburb and
4 ’ social class

¢! Number of Hometown Jobtown

t | Memberships I ’ II I1X I 11 II1
| none ‘ 12.0 16,7 26.3 20,8 35.3 29.6
t{one . 12.0 30.5 36.8 29.2 29.4 35.1
1T 40.0 16,7 23.7 20.8 23.6 16.7
! Three 20.0 22.2 5.3 4,2 2.9 16.7
el Four - 8.0 8.3 2.6 4,2 2.9 1.9
lrive 2.8 5.3 4,2

tl six or more 4,0 - 2.8 8.3

t] 1ncomplete ' - 8.3

t{ Dead ’ 4,0 5.9

k] Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100,0
t] Number 25 36 38 24 34 54

il TABLE -23B.--Frequency distribution of fathers of respondents by
Hmembership in formal voluntary associations, suburb and social

i class and chi-square test for significance between similar social
: class groups in Hometown and Jobtown*¥

Hometown Jobtown

i : 'More More

Social No . One than No One than Chi-
Class Member- Member- - One Member- Member- One Square p

ship ship Member- ship ship Member-
ship ship

{ Upper Ca :

Class 3 3 18 5 7 10 - -
Middle ‘
#Class 6 11 - - 19 12 10 10 4,621 < .10
:Lower

Class 10 14 14 16 19 19 0.121 ns

**Those respondents who did not complete this question or
Whose fathers are dead are not included in this table, ‘

drrequency too small for chi-square analvsis.
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52.8 per cent of the fathers are involved in two or more.
The corresponding proportions for the lower class fathers
in Hometown are 26f3 and 36.9 per cent respectively. As
in the case of parochial group memberships, the influence of
social class would appear to be considerable. As one moves
up the social class scale, the proportion of male family heads
with no memberships decreases, while the proportion with two
or more memberships increases to the extent that it is al-
most twice as.high fo; the upper class Fathers as it is for
their lower class counterparts.

In Jobtown, the middle class male family heads would
appear to be the least involved in voluntary organizations,
35.3 per cent holding no memberships and 29.4 per cent holding
two or more. As in Hometown, the highest rate of participa-
tion is found ameng the upper class fathers, where 20.5 per
cent hold no memberships and 41.7 per cent hold two or more.
In the lower class families 35.3 per cent of the fathers
hold two or more memberships, while 29.6 per cent do not
| belong to a formal voluntary group. To the extent that
the participation rate is higher for lower class male family
‘heads than for their middleé class counterparts, the social

| class pattern'identified in Hometown is not repeated in Job-

town.
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A statistical comparison between the two upper class
categories was not possible (Table 23B). The difference
petween the two éuburbs in the rate of pgrticipation in for-
mal voluntary groups in the case of the two middle classes

is significant at the .lO‘level; but it is not significant

; in the case of the two lower classes. For each social class

category, however, the proportion of fathers who are members
of at least one formal voluntary group is higher in Hometown

than it is in Jobtown. Thué, as in the. case of parochial

}‘grOUPS: though the difference in the rate of participation

i between the suburbs is not statistically significant in each

case, to the extent that, ih each social class category,

the rate of participation is higher in Hometown than it is

in Jobtown, there would appear to be an area effect, and liv-
ing in a residential suburb does appear to involve greater
partiéipation in formal voluntary groups.

The pattern of membership of female family heads in

# Hometown is very similar to that of the male family heads

(Table 24A). The highest rate of participation is found
among the upper class mothers, where 52 per cent hold two
Oor more memberéhips and 8 per cent are not involved in any

formal volﬁntary group. Thé proportion of mothers who hold

No memberships in such groups increases and the proportion

who hold two or more decreases as one moves down the social
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1.1a5s scale, so that social class position would again appear

to be an important variable. For the middle class mothers,
the proportion who hold no memberships is 13.9, while 52.8
per cent hold two or more memberships. TFor the lower class,
the corresponding proportions are &44.7 and 23.7 per cent
respectively.’

The pattern of involvement of Jobtown mothers in
formal Voluntary.groupé also repeats that for their male
counterparts. The upper class mothers have the highest pro-
portion with two or more memberships (3%.4 per cent) and the

lowest proportion with no memberships (41.6 per cent). The

imiddle class mothers are the least involved in formal vol-
'guntary groﬁps with 50 per cent holding no membemship and
%17.7 per cent holding two or more. As is the case for the

élower class male family heads, the lower class female family

% ﬂeads fall between the other two social class categories
E with 46.3% per cent holding no memberships and 22.2 per cent

d holding two or more.

The difference between the two suburbs'is statisti-

% cally significant in the case of the two middle class cate-
Y gories (Teble 24B). It would appear that the area effect is

é again in evidence in so far as the proportion of female family

heads who hold no membership in formal voluntary groups 1s

lower. and the proportion who hold two or more such memberships‘
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;TABLE 24A,.~-Per cent distribution of mothers of respondents by
- membership in formal voluntary association, suburb and social

class
Number of Hometown Jobtown

Memberships I II III I II III
- None 8,0 13.9 44.7 41.6 50.0 46.3
One 40.0 33.3 31.6 16.7 32.3 31.5
Two ; + 28,0 36,1 15.8 - 16.7 11.8 16.7
Three 20.0  11l.1 5.3 12.5 5.9 5.5
Five or more 4,0 2.6 4.2
Incomplete o . 4,2
Dead ‘ , 4,2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

24 34 54

Number 25 36 38

.TABLﬁ 24B.~~Frequency distribution of mothers of respondents by

membership in formal voluntary associations, suburb and social
class and chi-gquare test for significance in Hometown and

Jobtown**
Hometown Johtown
oy » More More
Social No than No than  Chi-
Class Member- Member- One Member~ Member~ One Square P
ship ship Member- ship ship Member-

ship ship
Upper a ‘
Class 2 10 13 10 4 8 - -
Middle ‘ | '
Class N 5 12v 19 17 11 6 13,302<«,001
Lower A :
Class 17 12 9 25 17 12 0.033 ns

**Those respondents who did not complete this guestion
Or whose mothers are dead are not included in this table.

aFrequency too small for chi-square analvsis.
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hiS higher in Hometowh than in Jobtown for each social class
’categorY- Though a difference by suburb of residence is not
gtatistically verified for the upper and lower classes, in
so far as it is'iﬁ the same direction as for the middle
class, the indications are that type of suburb does influence
the rate of>participation in formal voluntary gfoups.

One other pattern identified in the case of parochially
pased groups is also verified in the case of all formal vol-
ﬁntary groupé. In Hometown, the middle and upper class female
family heads éré mofé invoived,than their méle counterparts
in formal voluntary groups. The pattern is reversed however,
as is also tfue of the parochial groups, for the lower class
in Hometown and all three social class categories in Jobtown.
Thus it would appear that Mowrer's finding in his study of
the Chicago suburbs, that upper class women participated in
formal vol§ntary groups more than their husbands is borne

out in the case of the residential subﬁrb.14
At least two ouf of every three fathers, irrespective

of social class orféuburb, are members of at least one formal

voluntary group. Except for the upper and middle classes

in Hometown, mothers are not as involved as fathers in such

L

14Mowrér, op. cit., p. 110.
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groups. Turning to the fespondents themselves, it would
appear that they are less involved than theilr fathers in each
social class category'in each suburb and less involved than
their mothers in all cases except the upper class in Jobtown
and the lower class in Hometown (Table 25A). In this analyéis,
all forms of clubs and organizations were included, whether
connected‘with school or not, except short-term leagues in
football, basketball and softball. In Hométown, the highest
rate of partici@ation would appear to be among the middle
class respondents, while the upper class respondents appear
to be the least involved in formal voluntary groups. In
Jobtown, the upber élass respondents are the most involved.
One point that does seem to bear attention is that the middle
class respondents in Jobtown have the lowest participation

rate of all the social class groups in either suburb. Here,

%"it would appear, they repeat the pattern of their parents,

as the proportion of middle class fathers and mothers in
Jobtown who hold membérships in formal voluntary groups 1is
likewise the'loweét in each case.

Comparing the two suburbs, the proportion of respon-
dents who hold memberships in formal voluntary groups is
higher in Hometown than it i1s in Jobtown for the middle and
lower classes. In the case of the middle class, the differencs

between the two suburbs is significaint at the .001 level
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éTABLE 25A.--Per cent distribution of respondents by membership in
: formal voluntary associations, suburb and social class

-

i1 Number of Hometown | | Jobtown

| omberships I T TTT i TT TIT
QQ;;;; 40.0 25,0  39.5 37.5 64.7 50.0
H one 44,0 50,0 36.9 25.0 14.7 31.5
| zvo 12.0 22.2°  10.5 25.0  14.7 11.1
; Three - 4.0 10.5 8.3 5.9 5.6
H rour o 2.8 2.6 4.2 1.8
 otal 100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0
| number 25 36 38 24 34 54

¢ | TABLE 25B,--Frequency distribution of respondents by membership in
i | formal voluntary associations, suburb and social class and chi-
i | square for significance between similar social class groups in

- Hometown and Jobtown

Hometown Jobtown
One One
: - No or More No or More  Chi-
Social Class .Member- Member- Member- Member- Square P
ship ships 'ship ships
; Upper .
i | Class .10 15 9 15 0,322 ns
E I Middle ‘
‘1 Class ) 27 22 12 11.173 «£.001

[ Lover
:lflassf S 15 23 27 27 0,996 ns |

—
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(Table 25B). The difference between the two lower classes
is not however significant. TFor the two upper .classes, the
pattern of difference between the two suburbs is contrary to
any so far identifiéd in relation to participation in formal
voluntary groups. The upper class respondents in Jobtown
are more involved in voluntary organizations than thelr coun-
terparts in Homefown. The @ifference between the two however

is not statistically significant.

summary and Relevance to Theory

- In this chapter, the religious affiliation, the
church attendance and involvement in parochially based groups
together with the pattern of membership in all forms of
formal véluntary associations of the respondents and their
parents has been outlined.

A1l the respondents and almost all their parents

are Catholics. Virtually all the respondents, irrespective

of social clgss or suburb attend church every week. This is
not true for their.parents however. The middle class parents
in Hometown are the mosﬁ frequent attenders at,church.' How-
ever, the differenqes between the three social class cate-
gories in Hometown and the upper class in Jobtown would
appear to be Quite slight. Church attendance is consi-
derably less high for the middle and lower classes in

Jobtown, but this may be due to the ethnic factor. In no
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social class category in either suburb‘do all the parents
attend church every Week, yet in each suburb, the proportion
of families, where neither varent attends church is less than
one in ten within,any‘one social class category. To the ex-
tent however, that at its highest, the proportion of famiiies
;,in any social class category in either suburb, where both
parents fulfill one of the minimum requirements laid down bty
the Catholic Chureh for its members of weekly attendance
at Mass;is-78.pef cent and that this proportion falls to 41
per cent, it would appear that suburban residence, at least
in so far as the families in this study are coneerned, does
not necessarily involve a return to religion.

The patternbthat emerges for participation in paro-
‘chially based church groups and for membership in formal
voluntary associations is one of a difference between families
;'based on social class and type of suburb. With two exceptions,
- the middle class female family head in Hcmetown is more in-
volved in parochially based groups than her upper class coun-
terpart and the lower class male and female family heads in
Jobtown are more involved in formal voluntary groups than
their middle class counterparts, - in both suburbs membership
increases with an ihcrease in social class for both types of
group. This finding is in keeping with the general conclu-

sion of sociological research that participation in formal
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;voluntary groups 1is closely related to social class position,
% as indicated in Chapter IT.

Contrasting thé4two‘suburbs; with one exception, -

1 the upper class respondents in Jobtown are more involved in
i formal voluntary groups than the upper class respondents in
% Hometown — the rate of participation in parochially based
;*groups and in all forms of formal voluntary assoclations,
E.as measured by the number of memberships held, is higher in
? Hometown than in.Jébtown. This patterﬁ emerges for both male
; and female family heads in each social'class category and

i for the middle and,lower'class respondents. The differences
ilbetweén the two suburbs are statistically significant in the
; case of the middle class female family heads for both forms
i;of participcafion and in the case of the middle class male
éfamily heads and the middle class respondents for participa-
i tion in formal volunfary associations. To this extent then,
Ll for these sociél class categories, the null hypothesis that
é "family-relatibnships do not vary significantly for Catholic
ijfamilies with students in eighth grade in fuﬁctiqnally dif-
f ferent suburbs" is disproved and may be rejected. Based on
; this rejection, the conclusion may be drawn that for the

l social class categories and the variébles mentioned there
;‘is a significant difference in the pattern of family rela-

E;tionships between two suburbs differentiated on the basis of
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employment-re51aence ratio. To the extent however, that the

cumulative evidence indicates a higher rate of nart1c1natlon
in Hometown, irrespective of social class, the rejection of
the null hybothe51s may be extended to all the families in
this study. A 51m11ar type of area effect was identified
by Bell and Force, though not in relation to the suburbs,
when they found that people of high social status living in
high status areas belonged to more clubs than people of
high status living in low status areaé.l5 |

In conclusibn, two further points should be mentioned.

There appears to be little evidence in the data to support
Mowrer's concept of the maternal family. The female Tfamily
head does attendAchurch more often than her male counterpart,
but except fof the upper and middle classes in Hometown, she
is less ihvolved both in church affiliated groups and all
“‘other forms of formal voluntary associations. Finally, to
the extent that over 80 per cent of the parents in the upper
and middlebclasses in Hometown are members of at least one
formal voluﬂtéry gfoup aﬁd over 50 per cent involved in two
or more, it would appear that the high rate of'participation
associated w1th suburban residence is verified for the higher

social status groups in the residential suburb

15Bell and Force, 0p. cit., D. AL
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CHAPTER VI
INFORMAL SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS

The purpose of this chapter is to outline the pattern
of informal social relationships of the nuclear families of
the respondents. FQrAthe purposes of this research, three
aspects of informal social relationships are considered, con-
tact with the extended'family; neighborhood relationships and

the extent of joint participation on an-informal basis by

il the respondents' parents.

Kinship Relationships
The proportion of families in either suburb with

relatives iiving in their own household is relatively low.

‘Broken down by social class, it is clear that only in the

lower class in Hometown is there any sizeable proportion of

‘families who have relatives living with them (Table 26A).

Otherwise the pattern in each suburb is very similar. The

proportion of families with members of the extended family

d living with them is lowest for the middle classes (11.1

per cent in Hometown and 8.8 per cent in Jobtown), and high-
est for the lower classes, (26.3 per cent in Hometown and
14.8 per cent in Jobtown). In each case the proportion is

higher in Hometown ‘than in Jobtown. The proportion of upper

148
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F |7ABLE 26A. -- Per cent distribution of families of the respon-
E lgents by those that have members of the extended family living
3 with them, suburb and social class

; g;;;ﬁs of Hometown Jobtown

b | panily T TI TIT T T TIT

z ggiatives

| Present 12.0 11.1 26.3 12.5 8.8 14.8

f No Relativés : ‘

| Present 88.0 88.9 7%.7 87.5 91.2 85.2

? Total 100.0  100.0  100.0 }O0.0llO0.0 100.0

| mumver 25 3 38  .2n 34 S

3 TABLE "26B. —-- Frequency distribution of families of the respon-

Fl by those that have members of the extended family living with
k1 them suburb and social class and chi-square test for signifli-
) cance between similar social class groups in Hometown and JobtowT

f Hometown Jobtown

tl Social Relatives No Rel. Relatives No. Rel. Chi-

| Class -Present  Present Present  Present sq. P
| Upper s

i1 Class 3 22 2 21 - -
| Miaate .

1 Class 4 32 % 31 - -
H Lower |

? Class 10 28 8 45 . 1.874 ns

aFrequency too small for chi-square analysis
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class families with relatives living in their own household
is almost identical ih each suburb, 12 per cent in Hometown
and 12.5 per cent in Jobtown. The difference between the
two lower class categories; the only case where chi-square
snalysis is possible, is not significant (Table 26B).

The fact that lower class families tend to have rzla-
tives living with them more. often than the other two social
class categories may be explained on either practical or
theoretical groﬁnds, or perhaps both. It may'indicate that
lower clasé families are>unab1e to meet the expenses of
nursing home care for aging parents and so caré for them
at home. Theoretically, it may indicate, as Litwak states,
that in the lower classes, traces of the 'classical" ex-
tended family tend to remain and hence the more ready accep-
tance of the responsibility to care for aging parents.l

While the proportion of families in either suburb
with relatives living with them in their own homes is re-
latively small; only.three families out of the total of two
hundred and eleven in the universe of study do not exchange

cards and greetings with their relatives for major holidays

N

lEugene Titwak, "The Use of Extended Family Groups in
the Achievement of Social Goals", in Marvin B. Sussman (ed.),
Sourcebook in Marriage and the Family (2nd edition; Boston:

HougnTon MiIflin Co., 1905), p. 479,
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i gnd family events. This fact would seem to indicate that while
the nuclear family living in,its own home is typical of the
| suburbs, both employing and residential, it cannot be consi-
dered to be isolated from other members of the extended family.
Litwak emphasizes the role played by the communications systems
in breaking‘dowﬁ the barrier of geographical:distance between
relatives.2 He suggests that the modern family may not be
considered as an isolated unit and challenges the concept
that the isolated nuclear family is the most functional in
an industrial society. He stresses the exténded character
of the modern family. He uses the concept of the "modified"
extended family, whic¢h, he states:
ee. Differs from the 'classical extended' family in that
it does not demand geographical propinquity, occupational
involvement, or nepotism nor does it have an hierarchical
authority structure. On the other hand, it differs from
the isolated nuclear family structure in that it does
provide significant and continuing aid to the nuclear
family. The modified extended family consists of a
series of nuclear families bound together on an equali-

tarian basis, with a strong e%phasis on these extended
family bonds as an end value.

Questians eight through thirteen of the questionnaire

2Eugene Iitwak, "Geographic Mobility and Extended Family
F] Cohesion", American Sociological Review, 25(June, 1960),
: 385-394..

5 "’-, "Occupational Mobility and Extended Family
Cohesion™, 1bid, 25(February, 1960), 10.
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éfrefer to béhavioral’aspects of kinship contact. These ques-

§ tions were designed, specifically, with Litwak's concept of

% the modified'exfended family in mind. They refer in turn to

i putual visiting, jéint celebration of major family events and
i‘holidayS, the mutual exchange of presents and gifts and the

f putual extension of aid or help. Each question may be taken

as a behaviorél measure of the contact between the nuclear
family énd its extended family. The scoring procedure for

{ these six questiéns is outlined in Chapter III. The cumulative
i score on these six questions provides a quantative index of the
contact between the respondent's nuclear family'and its ex-

| tended family members for the variables mentioned. Table 27

E presents the mean score and standard deviation for each social
i class category in each suburb on these six questions, together
% with a t-test for significance between means of similar social
fi'élauss categories in Hometo&n and Jobtown.

! The differences between the two suburbs are not signi-
@'ficant. "Perhaps the most striking aspect of this table how-

? ever, is the uniform "high" score for each social class group,
virrespective Qf srea of residence. The range of scores is

ffom a "low" of zefo, indicating no contact with the extended
family in the ways mentioned in the questionnaire to a "high"
’;Of twelve, indicating regulér contact with relatives in the

| ways mentioned. In each social class category within each
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TABLE 27.,--Mean score and standard deviation on kinship contact
by suburb and social class and t-test for significance between
means of similar social class groups in Hometown and Jobtown

m—
m———

social Hometown Jobtown
Class Mean St, Dev. N Mean St, Dev, N t p

Upper '
Class 9,360 1.411 25 9,167 2,353 24 0.350 ns

Middle ' :
Class 9.083 1.645 36 9.441 1.957 34 0.830 ns

Lower : .
Class 9.211 1.711 - 38 9.037 1.613 54 0.497 ns

r

‘suburb the mean score is over nine. To this extent, the find-

ings in this study would'seem to support Litwak's hypothesis

of the extended character of the modern family. It would ap-

‘pear that distance, occupahional mobility and geographical

mobility do not present insurmountable obstacles to the fami-
lies included in this research. The move to a single family
home in the suburbs may represent a physical separation from
members of the extended family, but on the basis of these
findings, it would appear reasonable to conclude that such a
physiéal separation does not also involve a social separa-
tion or a dest;uction of kinship ties.

Michael Aiken, in a study of kinship relationships
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in the Detroit area, came to a very similar conclusion.”

"He found that mobility, other than religious mobility, does

pot inhibit kinship:association and that there was no evidence
0 supporﬁ the contention that the vitality of the extended
family was on the wane in our industrial society. Similar
support for the vitality and importance of kinship relation-~

ships is found in the studies of Axelrod,” Bell and Boat®

and Young and W1lmot 7 The fact that there is very little
difference between the two suburbs would appear to bear out
the conclusion of Aida Tomah that kinship contact shows little
variation by area efvresidence. In a study of informal Te-

lationships in.the Detroit area, she found that in a precision

‘matched sample on .seven variables, living in three distinct

areas, the central city, the outer city and a suburb, there

was very little differenceybetween the three areas in informal

nkinship contact, and that in each area partic¢ipation on an

4Michael Aiken, "Kinship in an Urban Community" (un-
published Doctoral dissertation, University of lMichigan, 1964).

2Axelrod, op. cit.

6w. Bell and M. D. Boat, "Urban Neighborhoods and In-
formal Social Relations", Amerlcan Journal of Sociology,
62(January, 1957), 391~ 398.

' 7M. Young and P. Wilmot, Family and Kinship in East
London (London: Routledge and Keegan Paul, 1957).
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jpformal basis was highest with members of the extended family.8

Nelghborhood Relatlonshlps

As outlined in Chapter IT, éome ﬁriters, particularly
Douglas and Fava, feel that those who have chosen to live in the
suburbs are'people who place a high value on close neighbor-
hood social»relationships. In this study, four questions
(14 - 17) relate explicitly to informal contact between families
on a neighborhood bésis. These questions refer to mubtual in-
formal Visitingfby'parents within their own neighborhood, in-
formal visiting by mothers during the course of. the normal
day and mutual lénding'and borrowing of household utensils
among neighbors.‘ As in the case of éxtended'family relation—
ships, a cumulative quantitative index of each respondent's
replies to these queétions was computed. The scoring proce-
dure 1is outlined in Chapter III. The range of scores is from
a "low" of zero,'indicating no contact with neighbors in the
ways méntioned above, to‘a "high" of eight, indicating fre-
quent contact on a neighborhood basis, at least in the ways
outlined. Table 28 presents the mean score and . standard
deviation for each social class category within each suburb

on thesehfour guestions, together with a t-test for signi-

8pida K. Tomah, "Informal Group Participation and Resi-
dential Patterns”, Amerlcan Journal of Sociology, 70(July,

1964), 28-35.
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{?ficance between similar social class categories in Hometown

i and Jobtown.

E TABLE 28. -- lMean score and standard'deviation on neighborhood
| informal participation by social class and suburb, and t-test

{ ror significance between means of similar social class groups
in Hometown and Jobtown

. ma—

n—

] social Hometown . Jobtown
'] Class lMean ©Ot. Dev. N lean Bt. Dev. N t P

H upper Vmg a

| Class  4.680 1.676 25 4,000 1.7%4 23 1l.372 s
| Middle ' ,
| Class  4.429 1.70%3 36 4.294 1.767 34  0.323 s

% Lower
| Class 4.211 1.455 38 4,222 1.%69 54 -0.037 n8

" 80ne incomplete

In each suburb the mean score is highest for the upper
ibclass and lowest for the lower class, but the differences in

? means WOula appeaf to be slight, as just over one half score
point is the greatest difference between the various socilal
class categories either by class or by suburb. Comparing the
two suburbs, the greatest difference in mean scores is between
the two uﬁper cléss categories. However, in no case are the
differences,befween‘the fwo‘suburbs significant. To this

| extent tﬁén; if‘would appear that, just as in the case of
extended family rélationships, there is little difference
between two suburbs, distinguished on the basis of their

empldyment?residence ratio, in the degree of participation in
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jnformal neighborhood relationships, at least as measured by

these four variables.

Joint Informal Participation

As a final measure of the informal participation of
suburban parents, the respondents were asked to indicate
how often their parentszwent out for an evening together
(question 18). It w§uld appear from Table 29A that going
out together'is.a rélatiﬁeiy common p?actice amoung suburban
parents. In Hometown, none of the middle class parents fall
into the "seldom go out together'" category, while the-propor-
tion of upper and_lowef class parents who do so is 12.0 and
lB.é per cent.respectively. The data appear to indicate that
the middle class parents in Hometown go out together most
often, almost 60 per cent go out together about once a Week
~or more often. "Going out together" would appear to be least
Itypical of the lowér-class'parents, although even here, the
proportion of parents who go out together a number of times
a month or more often is over 60 per cent. In Jobtown, there
would ' appear td be very little difference between the upper
and middle class parents, but joint participation would seem
to be much less among the lower class parenté, at least to
the extent that half the parents in this class category
g0 out together. about once a month or less often.

; Comparing:the two suburbs, for each social class
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TABLE 29A.--Per cent distribution of parents of respondents by
frequency of participation in joint informal activities, suburb
and social class

=
Frequency of C ‘Hometown " Jobtown
participation I II III I II IIX

—

More than once a week 16.0 16.7 5.3 8.3 1ll1.8 9.3

about once a week 24,0 41.7 15.8 29.2 26,5 18.5
2 or 3 times a month 28.0 27.7 44.7 20.8 20.6 16.7
About once a month l6,0 13.9 21.0 12.5 17.6 22,2
seldom go out together 12.0 - 13.2 20,8 1l7.6 27.8
Incomplete E - . 4.2 5.5
One parent dead ' 4,0 4.2 5,9

Total ~100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Nunmbexr 25 36 38 24 34 54

i ] TABLE 29B.~--Frequency distribution of parents of respondents by

| frequency of participation in joint informal social activities,

suburb and social class and chi-square test for significance be-
tween similar social class groups in Hometown and Jobtown**

Hometown ‘ Jobtown
1 At = Two or Once At Two or Once
Social Least Three = a Least three a Chi-
Class Once Times Month Once Times Month Square P
' a ‘ a ‘or a a or

Week Month Less Week Month ILess

Upper ‘ _

Class 10 7 7 9 5 8 0,366 ns
Middle '

Class 21 10 5 13 7 12 5.076 «£ .10
Lower .

Class 8 17 13 15 9 27 7.759 «£.05

**Those respondents who did not complete this question
and those, one of whose parents is dead, are not included in

]

.L
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category, Jjoint partioipation is less fiequent in Jobtown than
in Hometown, though the difference between the two upper clgss
categories would appear td be quite small. The differences
pbetween the two middle clésses is significant at the .10 level
and between the'twovlowér classes at the .05 level (Tablevé9B).
To this extent then, there‘would appear to be a significant
difference by type of suburb in the frequency of parents joint

partlclpatlon in 1nforma1 social act1v1t1es.

Summary and'ReleVance to Theory

In this chapter, the families of the respondents,
living in the two different suburbs, have been contrasted on
5-the extent of informal~social participation with felatives
and neighbors and also the joint informal participation of
parents.

The'findings of this study would appear to corroborate
the conclusion of Jaco and‘Belkhap as to the increasing im-
portance of kinship ties in the fringe family and the conclu-
sions of the other studies, already referred to, as to the
strength'and‘vitality of the kinship unit in present day
9

L. |society. The‘findings would also seem to suggest that while
b |the suburban family. 1s, in the majority of cases, an"isolated"

1 nuclear famlly in the sense of living alone in a single family

aJaco<and Belknap, 0p. cit., p. 476.
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awelling, it is not in any sense isolated socially from the
members of the extended kinship unit. To this extent, the
guburban family would appear to be best Qescribed in terms of
pitwak's concept of the “modified extended" family.

There is little difference between the two suburbs,
in any social class category, in the degree of kinship or
neighborhood contact askmeasured in this research. Thus, the
null hypothesis that "familyxrelationships do not vary signi--
ficantly for'Catholic families with students in eighth grade
in functionaliy‘différent éuburbs" is not disprbved, and the
conclusion may be drawn that the function of a suburb as
measured by its employment-residence ratio, does not influence
significantly the structufe of family relationships in rela-
tion to informal participation with relatives or neighbors,

at least in regard to this universe of study and for the

@ variables mentioned.

Clear differences emerged between the two suburbs on

the extent of joint informal participation of the respon-

# dents' parents. For each social class category, participation

is higher in Hometown than in Jobtown. In the case of the

middle and lower social class categories, these differences
were statistically significant. To this extent the above
i null hypothesis is disproved and may be rejected. It would ap-

Epear that the functional'character of a suburb does influence
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bthe joint partlclpatlon of parents, at least as far as the
;mlddle and lower classes in this study are concerned This
i{dlfference parallels the differences identified in the case
?yof formal voluntary group memberships and would seem to indi-

é cate that participation, both formal and informal, other than
n the case of kinship and neighborhood groups, is more typical
i bf the residential’suburb. To this extent, the functional
i/character of a suburb WOuld appear to influence the social

| participation of its residents.




CHAPTER VII

- PARENTS AND THEIR CHILDRLN

In;this chapter, the focus of attention is the social
and school 1life of the reSpondents, with the emphasis in each
case on the parents knowledge thereof, and involvement therein.
Stein has stated.that its the unusual mother in the suburbs
who really knows her own children and much has been written,
or more corre¢tly, hinted at,of the adverse effects of commu-
'ting on father-child relationships. Others have criticized
suburban parents for "pushing" their children téo hard or
for reducing them %o the role of status objects, while for
others, the suburbs provide the best possible location for
a meaningful family life. It can be a very difficult process
to refute or substantiate such very general statements. The
gpproach téken in this study is to measure the degree of in-
terest exhibited by both parents of the respondents, by the
answers of the respondents to factual questions relating to

the day to day activities of their lives.

_Peers
In reply fo”thé question as to whether they could,

bring their friends home to visit with them (question 19),

162
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:irtually all the respondents said they could. Three students,‘
ill in Jobtown, one in the upper class and two in the lower
blass,‘said they were not allowed to bring their friends home
go visit with them. To this extent then, at least, almost all
§parents take an interest in their childrens' friends.

In both suburbs, the mothers of the respondents appear
gto be very well informed'aboqt their childrens' friends (Table

30) The lower class in Jobtown seem to be the one group where

il TABLE 30. -- Per cent dlstrlbﬁtlon of respondents by mothers
tl who know the names of the majority of their friends, suburb
and social class

| status of - Hometown Jobtown

| Mother T “IT  IIT T TT TTT
1] Knows names " '
of friends +100.0 100.0 92.1 87.5 97.1 85.2
Does not -
| know names L
i § of friends 5.3 8.3 2.9 14.8
Incomplete N o 2.6
Dead . _ _ , 4.2
Total - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number 25 36 38 24 54 54

any sizeable proportion of mothers do not know the names of
the majority of their childrens friends.
The pattern for fathers is very different however,

a&s Table 31A appears to indicate. One important factor to
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TABLE 31A.--Per cent distribution of respondents by fathers who
know the names of the majority of their friends, suburb and
social class

Wm

status of Fathef ‘ Hometown Jobtown
I II III I II IIT

Knows names of

friends 72,0 80.6 ~ 65.8 54,1  79.4  70.4
poes not know ' ‘

names of friends 24,0 19.4 34.2 41,7 14.7 27.8
Incomplete | : : . 4,2 1.8
Dead 4.0 5.9
Total . 100.0  100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0  100.00

Number , .25 36 38 24 34 54

TABLE 31B.--Frequency distribution of resgpondents by fathers who

know the names of the majority of their friends, suburb and so-

cial class and chi-square test for significance between similar
social class groups in Hometown and Jobtown#**

Social ' Hometown Jobtown Chi-
Class Knows Does not Knows Does not Square p
Upper . .

Class 18 ‘ 6 13 10 1,789 ns
Middle

Class 29 7 o 27 5 0.17 ns
Lower .

Class 25 13 - 38 15 0.363 ns

**Those respondents who did not complete this question
or whose father is dead are not included in this table.
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remember here is that all the fathers in Hometown except
eight (8.1 per cent) commute outside their suburb or resi-
dence to work, while.in Jobtown, almost two-thirds (62.5 per
cent) of'the fathers of the respondents are commuters. While
the proportion of nOn—commuters is too small to permit a
separate aﬁalysis,'it.should be borne in mind that the major-
ity of fathers in both suburbs are commuters.

In Hometown,ia higher proportion of middle class
fathers know tﬁe names of the majorify of their children's
friends thah is true for the other two social classes. This
is the pattern in Jobtown also, the middle class fathers seem
to be in closer contact with the friends of their children
than are the upper and lower class fathers. In Jobbtown, the
upper class fathers are less well informed as to their chil-
dren's friends than is true of the other two social class |
;Agroups. In Hometown, however, it is the lower class fathers
who are the least well informed.

The pattern of difference and similarity between
the two suburbs is not uﬁiform. There would appear to be
quite a large difference in favor of Hometown between the two
upper class categories in the proportion of fathers who know
the names of the majority of their children's friends, 72
per cent and 54.1 per cent, respectively. There is almost

no difference between the two middle class categories, while
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for the two 1ower‘classes; the proportion of fathers who know
_the names of the majority of their childrens friends is higher
in Jobtown (70.4 per cent) than in Hometown (65.8 per cent).
In no case, howé&er, are the differencés between the two sub-
urbs statistically significant (Table 31B).

In an attempt to discover whether parents in the sub-
urbs exeroise any_measurable\degree of control over their
children's choice of ffiends, two questions were asked as‘to
whether the respondents were encouragea or forbidden to be
friends with any particular fellow students in their own
neighborhoods. If child:en are expected to enhénce or re-
affirm the‘family social class position, or if parents them-
selves are very class conscious, one would expect this to be
reflected in the control they exercise over their children's
choice of friends. - _ |

For the majdrity of respondents in this study, there
appears to berno attenpt on the part of their.parents to
directly encourage_theﬁ to seek out particular fellow students
in their’neighborhood}as their friends (Table 32A). In Home-
town, this typo of control is true most often of.the middle
class families (33.3 per cent) and least often of the upper
class families (16.0 per cent). In Jobtown, by contrast this
type of control is exercized most frequently among the upper

class families (45.8 per cent) and least frequently among
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] TABLE 32A. —-- Per cent distribution of respondents by proportion
whose parents encourage them to make special friends of particu-
1ar fellow students in their own neighborhood, social class and

suburb
g;étus of Hometown Jobtown
Respondent I II LIl i It 11T
g;écial
friends o : :
encouraged. 16.0 33.3 23.7 45.8 20.4 20.4
Special
friends not .
encouraged 84.0 - 66.7 76.% 54.2 70.6 79.6
Total 100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0
Number 25 36 38 24 34 Sk

TABLE %2B. -- Frequency distribution of respondents by proportio
whose parents encourage them to make special friends of particu-
lar fellow students in their own neighborhoods, social class and
suburb, and chi-square test for significance between similar

social class groups in Hometown and Jobtown

" . Hometown Jobtown
Special ~ Special - Special Speclal
Social friends friends not friends {riends not Chi-
Class  encouraged encouraged encouraged encouraged Sq. D
Upper ' a
¢ | Class 4 21 11 13 - -
Middle ' | |
Class 12 24 10 24 0.125 ns
Lower B ’ v
Class (. 9 29 11 47 0.144 nns
aFrequency too small for chi-square analysis

e
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i?the lower class famiiies (20.4 per cent). Contrasting the two
] guburbs, there would appear to be a considerable difference

; petween the two upper class categories, where the proportion
of families wheré the parents who encourage the respondents

to make special friends of particular fellow students in their
neighborhood is almost three times as high in Jobtown as it

ig in Hometown.. In the case.éf the other two social classes

? the differences would appear to be slight. In each case the

3 difference is in the reverse direction,’ the proportion of

] parents who seek this type of control over their child's choice
of friends is higher in Hometown than in Jobtown. The dif-

i ferences in fhe case of‘the middle and lower classes in the

; two suburbs are not significant (Table 32B).

" Except for the middle class parents in Jobtown and

; Hometown, there appears to be a greater effort on the part of
1 parents to prevent particulér friendships (Table 33A). In
each social class category, except as mentioned the two middle
classes, the proportion of parents who forbid their children

i to be friends with particular fellow students is higher than
the proportion who seek to encourage particular friendships.

? This ques?ion és to whether the respondent was forbidden to

; be friends with any particular fellow students (question 24)

2 was limited to friends of the respondent's own sex so that

{ the issue mlght not be complicated by the parents attitude

] towards the respondent m1x1ng with members of the opposite
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{TABLE 33A. -- Per cent distribution of respondents by pr0porﬁ10n
Q‘forbldden to be friends with particular fellow students of their
tlown sex in their neighborhood, social class and suburb

ma————

| status of Hometown ' Jobtown

| Respondent T TT TTT T TT TTI
? Particular

t | rriendships .

| forbidden 20.0 27.8 26.3 50.0 2%.5 38.9
L { NO ‘

| friendships ' :

| forvidden 80.0  72.2  9%.7 50.0  76.5 = 61.1
| potal 100.0 100.0  100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0
| wuber 25 36 38 - ou 34 54

'] TABLE 33B., -- Frequency distribution of respondents by those

'} forbidden to be friends with particular fellow students of their

il own sex in their neighborhood, social class and suburb and chi-

] square test for 31gnlflcance between similar social class groups
'~ in Hometown and Jobtown

Hometown Jobtown
3 Particular - "No Particular No
g Social friendships friendships friendships friendships Chi-
k¥ Class forbidden  forbidden forbidden  forbidden Sg. D

] Upper

| Class 5 . 20 12 12 4.863 £ .05
il Middle ‘ '

f Class 10 26 8 26 0.165 ns
[} Lower

Class 10° - 33 1.578 ns
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gex. The pattern that emerges in Hometown is the same as that
for the previous-question, the highest proportion of parents
] ~who forbid partlcular friendships 1s among the middle class
(27.8 per cent), while the lowest is among the upper class
(20 per cent). The difference between the middle and lower
classes 1is iess_than one percentage point. The pattern that
.emerges in Jobtowﬁ is also the same as for the previous
question in so far as the highest proportion of parents who
forbid their ohlldren to be friends with particular fellow
students of thelr own sex is found in the upper class (50.0
per cent), but varies from the former pattern in so far as
the proportion of lower class parents who exercise this form
of control is higher than that for middle class parents, 38.9
and 23.5 per cent respectively.

The difference between the two suburbs is significant‘
Jat the .05 level in the case of the two upper classes (Table
33B). The difference between these two social classes is
also in the same direction as in the case of the previous
question, the proportion of parents who forbid particular
friendships is higher in Jabtown than in Hometown. To this
extent, (i1t would appear that upper class parents in Jobtown, .
much more so than their upper class counterparts in Hometown, -
seek to control both who their eighth grade child should,

and.should not, mix with socially in their neighborhood. For
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;?the middle énd lowér class categories, the differences between
; the two suburbs in the proportions of parents who forbid particu-
i‘lar friendships are not significant. In the case of the two
i piddle class categories however, the differences are both in
1 the same direction. In this case however, the proportion of
i parents who seek to control who their eighth grade child should,
v and should not, mix with séciglly is higher in Hometown than
it is in Jobtown. The proportion of lower class parents who
forbid partiCulaf friendships is higher in Jobtown than in

? Hometown, whereas in the case of parents who sought to encourage
i particular friendships,}the proportion of lower class parents
who did so was higher in Hdmetown than in Jobtown. |
The féct that less than 40 per cent of the parents in
any social class category in either suburb, except for the
upper class parents in Jobtown, forbid or encourage friend-
Ships with parficular feilow students could be taken as an
indication that in the protective environment of the suburbs,
there is little need for parents to control their children's
choicé'of friends. It may also indicate, as Elkin and Westley
point out that‘in the suburbs, parents and children experience

little conflict over the choice of friends.l

2 'lElkin and Westley, "Protective Environment and...",
k] P. 249,
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While the sociél class structure does not differ signi-

ricantly between the two suburbs, the data could be interpreted
as reflecting the social class structure in each suburb. In;

Hometown, the proporfion‘of upper and middle class families
is highervthan'in Jabtéwn;fwhereas the proportion of lower

class families is higher in Jobtown. It could be argued

that thé upper class families in Jobtown, because of the pre-

dominénce of 1owef class families, who make up almost® 50 per

cent of the Jbbﬁowﬁ families included’in this study, seek-

to make their children aware of theilr "position" and to pre-

vent them making the "Wrong" type of friends, Whereas theilr

~ counterparts in Hometown need be less concerned because of
the more even.distributidn of the three social classes.
Similarly it could be argued that the middle class in Hometown
are concerned lest théy become identified with the lower |

"class and thus are more inclined to attempt to control their
children's choice of friends, whereas their counterparts
in Jobtown are less able to pick and choose their friends
because of the high proportion of lower class families and
hence the proportion of families who try to do so is smaller
than in\Hometown. _However this type of interpretation is
by no means'pfoved'by the data as the social class position
of the "particular fellow students" is an unknown. However

it does'suggest that the function of a suburb may influence
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differentially the social class pattern of parental control in

their children's choice of friends. This type of area effect
would be somewﬁat similar to that identified in the case of
formal voluntary group membership, but more detailed research
into this specific area would be necessary before any con-
clusions could Dbe arrived at.

Two éspects of the suburbs as the ultimate "melting
pot' were considered briefly in the questionnaire. The
respondents‘weré asked to name the religion of their two
closest friends and as far as possible to name the occupa-
tion of their friends' fathers(questions 21 and 22).

Tt was felt that the answers to these two questions would

give some indication as to the frequency with which social
class and religious boundaries were crossed in the selec-

‘tion of one's friends, 'though it was realized that a much
“‘more rigorous investigatio£ than was possible in this study
would be needed in order to come to any definitive conclusions.

A very high proportion of the respondents in both
suburbs elther did not know the occupation of their friends'
fathers or they had only a very vague idea. For this reason,
the most that could be accomplished in the analysis was to
classify the respondents into three groups on the basis of
whether the occuﬁations of fhe fathers of their two best

friends fell into the same occupational category as that
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5 of their own father (i.e. white collar or blue collar), or
whether they both feli into a different category, or whather one
i was in The same category and one in a different category.
Even alloﬁihg for the high proportion of respondents who
'i did not know the occupatibns of the fathers of thelr two best
a friends, it would appear that the proportion of respondents,
poth of whose friends' fathers fall into a different occupation-
al category to that ofﬂtheir own father is comparatively small
in each social class group in each subirb (Table 34):

1 TABLE %4. -- Per cent distribution of respondents by occupation-

'l 21 status of the fathers of btheir two best friends in relation
to that of their own father, social class and suburb

i1 Occupational
status of
fathers of
two best Hometown Jobtown
friends T 1L IIT i Il IIL

Both same as
respondent's

father 40.0 ' 36.1  34.2 25.0  50.0  35.2
Both differ- '
jJ ent from
" respondent's '

father - 16.0 2.8 1%.2 16.7 5.9 12.9

One same as,
one differ-

ent from

respondent's

father 24.0 - 25.0 13.2 25.0 14,7 20.4
Don't know 20.0 36.1 29,4 3%.3 29.4 21.5
Total 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 10070 100.0

Number o 25 36 38 24 54 S4

[e———
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With the exception of the upper class in Jobtown, the

'}gheSt proportion of the respondents have chosen friends whase

jéfhers are engaged in occupations similar to those of their own
:gthers- These facts might be taken as an indication tﬁat in
?he majority of cases friendShip patverns do not eross social

1 .cs boundaries, but this could not be inferred with any real
iéhfidence,'aé the data is too incomplete.

2 A very clear picture emerges, however, in the case of thg
;ligions affiliatiéns‘of the respondents' friends (Table 35).

i:LE 35, —-- Per cent distributbion of respondents by religious
irfiliation of their two best friends, social class and suburb

feligion S

§f two best B Hometown Jobtown
iriends I I 11T i 1T 11T
th . . .

jatholics 88.0 91.7 89.4 83.5 70.6 8%.%
joth Non- o v :

ptholic . 4.2

e Catholic,

e Non-Cath. 12.0 8.3 5.5 12.5 29 .4 14.8
Jon' t lnow 5.3 1.9
@tal ‘ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

hmber 25 26 %28 ou 24 5S4

Therg is but one case where the respondents two best

;fends;are non-Catholic. and in the majority of cases the res-
}ydents in both suburbs do not number a non-Catholic among theij
i; best friends. Except for the middle class in Jobtown, more

3} one in four of whom include a non-Catholic among their two
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pest friends; there is little evidence o indicate, at least
in so far as the respondents in this study are concerned,
that friendship patterns cross religious boundaries. To

' this extent, it would appear that religion~ 1s an important
factor in determiﬁing the pattern of social relationships
in the suburbs. This finding would appear to be in very
close agreement with that of Albert Gordon in relation %o
Jewish-Gentile felationships in the suburbs. He states
that "Jewish re31dents of suburbia, when pressed for a more
careful examlnatlon of Jew1sh Christian relatlons, point
out that Jews seldom come to know non—Jews any better in

suburbia than they did in the big city".

Aibert J..Gordon, Jews in Suburbia (Boston: The
Beacon Press, 1959), p. 170.




onosite Sex Relationships

The awakening of an interest in, and an attraction %o,

- members of- the opposite sex is an important aspect of the

young addlescent'srlife. Parents play a major role in their
children's proper adjﬁsfment to heterosexual relations. In
this study, the focus of attention is not the existence or
frequency of contact between"the sexes, but rather the respon-
dents' conception of their parents attitude in. this regard.
Four questions, relating specifically to opposite sex rela-
tionships in terms of mixed parties, dances and boy-friends
or g;rl—friends, were used in this study (questions 57 -61).
For each respondent;'a gquantitative index based on his replies
to these four questions was computed as outlined in Chapter
III. The range of scores for both male and female respondents
_is from a "low" of zero, representing a high degree of par-
ental control over the respondents assoclation with members
of the opposite sex, to a "high'" of eight, representing at
least a favorable attitude on the part of parents towards
interactidn‘betwéeh the sexes in the ways outlined in this
research.

In Hometown, the mean score for male respondents on
these four questions rises as one moves up the social class
Scale (Tablev36j. It would appear that the most permissive

attitude is among the upper class parents. In Jobtown, by
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TABLE 36. -- Mean score and standard deviation for male respon-
dents on parents' attitude towards social relationships with
. {members of the opposite sex by suburb and social class and t-testy
' | for significance between means of similar social class groups

in Hometown and Jobtown

————

———

Social Hometown' Jobtown

Class Mean ©St. Dev. N  DMean St. Dev. N T D
Upper o

Class 3.556 l.4es4 17 3,267 1.534 16 0.553 ns
Middle . ‘

Class 2.941 1.197 17 3.222 2.63%5 9 0.377 ns
Lower ' : . .

Class 2.765 1.480 17 3.429 1l.e4% 27 1.%63 ns

20ne incomplete

contrast, thevlower:class'parents are the most permissive in
this regard, and the middle class parents the strictest.
Comparing the two suburbs, there would appear to be little
difference between the parents in any one soc¢ial class category.
The differences in each'case are not statistically significant.
Nor are the differences in the same direction in each case.

The upper class pareﬁts in Hometown would appear to be more
permissive than théir counterparts in Jobtown, but in the

case of the other two social class categories, the parents

in Jobtown would appear to allow their eighth grade sons

greater freedom in the question of social interaction with

members of the opposite sex.

5 ~° Perhaps the most important aspect of Table 37 is that
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; for female respondents, irrespective of social class or suburb,

PABLE 37. -- Mean score and standard deviation for female respon-
dents on parents' attitude towards social relationships with
menbers of the opposite sex by suburb and socilal class and t-test
for significance between means of similar socilal class groups in

Hometown and Jobtown

mamam——

b | Social Hometown Jobtown

t | class Mean ©St. Dev. N Mean ©St. Dev. N ot D

1 Upper _ ‘ | .

| Class 2.750 1.035 8 2.625 1.598 8 0.186 uns
Middle : ‘ a
Class 2,000 0.8l 19 1.960 1.306 24 0.117 s
Lower

Class 2.095 ‘1.Ao91 21 2.731 1.34% 25% 1,752 £.10

®0ne incomplete in each case

paren%s are more strict and appear to exercise greater control
over their daughter‘s association with boys than is true for
parents control over their son's association with girls. For
each social class category in each suburb, the mean score is
lower for female respondents than for their male counterparts.

As in the case for male respondents, in Hometown, the
upper class parents seem to be the most permissive in regard
to their daughter's association with members of the opposite
sex. However,. contrary to the pattern for male respondents,
the hiddle clasé parénts would appear to be less permissive

than their lower class counterparts. - In Jobtown, the pattern

for male respondents repeats itself. The middle class parents

are the least permissive in regard to their daughter's social
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interaction with members of the opposite sex, while the lower
class parents are the most permissive.

| In'the'case of the upper and middle classes, the
jdifferences between the two suburbs are not significant.
The difference between the two lower class categories is
significant at the .10 level. As in the case for male respon-
gents, the upper cléss parents in Hometown are more permissive
than their Jobtown counterparts, while the opposite is True
for the lower ciass'families; lower Ciass parents in Jobtown
are more permiSsive than their Hometown counterparts. For
the two mlddle class categorles however, the pattern of
difference established in the case of male respondents is
reversed, nmiddle class parents in Jobtown are more strict
than middle class parents in Hometown in the control they
seek to exércise over their daughter's relationships with
"‘members of'fhé oppoéite éex.

A final question, closely related to the topic of
opposite sei-relationships was asked of female respondents
(question 62), in which the respondents were asked to indi-
cate their,pgrents' attitude towards the use of make-up,
(Table 38). In Hometown, middle class parents appear to be
least opposed to thelr daughter's using make-up, while less
than one-third of the lower class parento allow their daugh+

ters in eighth grade to use 1it. In contrast, middle class
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TABLE 38. -- Per cent distribution of female respondents by -
parents' attitude towards the use of make-up, social class

- and. suburb

apm———

Parents' atti-

tude towards Hometown Jobtown
make-up I 1T III i i 111
Do not ... =

allow 1% 50.0 42.1 71l.4 37.5 . 68.0 4o.2
Don't '

mind 37.5 47.4 . 28.6 62.5 24.0 42.3%
Encourage it 12.5 - 10.5 4,0 77
Incomplete : - . 4,0 3.8
Total lO0,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number 8 19 21 8 25 26

pareﬁts in Jobtown. would appear to be the most opposed to

the use of makeéup and the upper class parents least opposed.
One éannot identiiy any over-all pattern either by

social class or Dby .suburb in relation to parental attitudes

| ”%owards their eighth grade adolescent children's participation

in social activities with members of the opposite sex. There

appears to be very little difference between parents in this

regard. The over-all impression is very similar to that given

by Elkin and Westley in their study of ”Suburbaﬁ Town", of a

1imited participation by adolescents in mixed social activities

under the direct guidance of their parents. This would appear

to be true of most families included in this study, irrespec-
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sive of social class or suburb.

'g. School |

The focus of attention in this study in the school
1ife of the respondent is, as was the case for peer-group
relationships, the involvement and interest of the respondents’
parents. Education is not only one of the major areas in an
adolescents life, it is also perhaps the single most effective
aid to upwaﬁd mobility; Suburban pareﬁts, theﬁselves conmpara-
tively highly educated, would be expected to take a very kéen
interest in their children's education. |

Summer schopl is fast becoming an integral part of
the American edﬁcational~system. In high échool and grade
school, it serves the purpase of helping those students who
are having difficulty in their academic courses OT to help
students, already doing well, to advance further. If there
is pressure on students to over-achieve in school or a very
real concern on the part of parents over their child's pro-
gress in school, one would expect this to be reflected, O
some degree at‘leaSt, in the parents'.use of summer school.
From Tablg 39, it is clear that the proportion of respondenbs
in either suburb who attended summer school during The sum-
mer previous to the administfation of this questionnaire 1s

quite small, and almost inconsequential in Jobtown.
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TABLE 29. -~ Per cent distribution of respondents by those
attending summer school during the summer previous to the
administration of the questionnaire, suburb and social class

Attendance at Hometown ' Jobtown
Summer school _I Ix 11T 1 IT ITT

Attended o AR
Summer school 20.0 le.7  10.5 8.5 8.8 1.9

Did not -att. . v
Summer sch. 80.0 8%.3% 89.5 91.7 Sl1.2 98.1

Total ©100.0 100.0 ~100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0
Number 25 36 38 24 24 54

Though the proportion of students who attended summer
school 1is comparatively small in both suburbs,;yet it is high-
er for each social class category in Hometown. -Within Home—
town, the proportibn of étudents who attended summer school
rises from one in ten to one in five as one moves from the
lower class to the upper class. To the extent that sending
/one's children fo summer school at this early age represents
either a concern over their academic progress or an effort
to ”push”'their children to greater achievement, one may
tentatively at least, on the basis of this analysis, conclude
that 1t is mpre true of the residential suburb.than of the
emplOyingisubupb,:and that within the residential suburb,
it is more'trﬁe 6f‘the ﬁpper classes. While this conclusion
would appear to be valid for the respondents in this study,

perhaps it is more noteworthy that the majority of parents
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in each suburb did}not send their children to summer school.
Three other measures of the respondents' parents'

interest in his academic life were used in this study, their
willingness to hélp with the respondents' homework, their
contact with the respondents' ‘teacher and their attendance
at parent-teacher meetings. In this regard, it should be
borne in mind that almost all the fathers in Hometown and
two-thirds of those in Jobtown commute outside their suburb
of residence to work. | .

In each social class category in each suburb, 50 per
cent of the fathers at least help their children with their
| | homework when they find it @ifficult (Table 40).

TABLE 40. =-- Per cent distribution of respondents by fathers

who help them with their homework when they find it difficulf?,
suburb and social class

Father helps Hometown Jobtown )
with homework I I IIT I 11 11T

Usually 76.0 66.7 63.2 66.7 70.6 51.8

Seldom 20.0 19.4 18.4 12.5 23.5 38.9

Never ' 13.9 15.8 16.6 9.3

Incomplete - 2.6 4.2

Dead 4.0 5.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number 25 26 38 24 3L Sk

The question (question 51) included the phrase 'when

you find 1t difficult" so that those students who might other-
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wise do their homework unaided would be included in the re-
sponses. In Hometown, the proportion of fathers who "usually"
{ nelp their children with their homework when they find it
| difficult increases with an increase in soclal class, with
the highest proportion among the upper class (76.0 per cent)
and the lowest among the lower class (63.2 per cent). In
Jobtown, the prop&rtion of middle class fathers who 'usually"
help their children (70.6 per cent) is higher than in the case
of the othef two social class categories, whilé the lowest
proportion who do so is among the lower class fathers (51.8
per cent), as is the case in Hometown. In both suburbs,
the proportién of fathéfs who "never" help their children
with their-hoﬁeﬁork when they find it diffiéult is comparatively
small, with none of the upper class fathers in Hometown and the
middle class fathers in Jobtown falling into this category.

Contrasting the two suburbs, upper and lower class
fathers in Hometown are more likely to "usually" help their
children with their homework when they find it difficult than
are their qounterparts in Jobtown. By contrast, middle
class fafhers in Jobtown are more likely to ”usuélly” help
their chi%drenlthan middle'class fathers in Hometown.

For each.sééial class category within each suburb,
the proportion of mothers who "usually"” help their children

with their homework is higher than that for fathers. Mothers,
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irrespective of social class or suburb, it appears are more di-

rectly involvéd_thén fathers in the childrens' homework (Table 41i).}

TABLE 41l. —- Per cent distribution of respondents by mothers who
help them with their homework when they find it difficult,
. suburb and social class

—————

ﬁ;%her helps Hometown Jobtown
with homework =~ I L 1iT I IT 11T
Usually : 84.0 69.4 65.8 79.1 85.3% 64.8
Seldom 12.0  16.7 - 26.3 4.2 14.7 25.9
Never 4.0  13.9 7.9 12.5 9.3
i |Dead - : » . 4,2 , |
L |rotal 100.0 . 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0

Number 25 56 38 24 - 34 54

The pattern for mothers of difference and similarity by
social class and suburb repeats that for fathers. The proportiol
of mothers who 5usually” help their children is highest in Home-—
town for the upper class mothers and lowest for the lower class
mothers, .while in Jobtown, the proportion who "usually" help
their children is highest for the middle class families and low-
est for the lower class families. Also, as in the case for
| fathers, the uppér and 1owér class mothers in Hometown "usually™
help their chil@ren more often ﬁhan their Jobtown counterparts,
whereas iqﬂthé_case of the two middle classes, Jobtown mothers
more often "usually" help their children with.their homework
when they find it difficult.

While the frequencies in each case are too small to
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pernit chi—square analysis, based on the two foregoing tables,
the conclusion may be drawn that, as measured by their will-
ingness to hélp their children with their homework when they
find 1% difficult,-and in relation to the families included
in this study, upper and lower class parents in Hometown would
appear to be more involved in the academic life of their chil-
dren than fhéir counterparts. in Jobtown, while the reverse is
true ih the case of the middle class parents, they are more
involved in Jobtbwn than in Hometown. .However, the differ-
ences between ﬁhe two suburbs do appear to be quite small,
being less than sixteen'percentage points at moét and falling
to less than one percentage point.

The pattern that emerges in relation to the respon-
dents' fathers contact with their teachers is very similar to
that identified in the case of their help to the respondent
‘doing his homéwork (Table 42A). In Hometown, the proportion
of upper class fathers (84.0 per cent) who discussed their
child's progréss with his teacher is higher than that in the
case of the other two social class categories. The propor-
tions who did so in the middle and lower classeé are almost
identical, 63.9 and 63.2 per cent respectively. vIn Jobtown,
the highest proportion of fathers who talked with their

child's teacher is found among the middle class fathers

(73.5 per cent), while the lowest proportion Wwho did so is in
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PABLE L42A, -- Per cent distribution of fathers of respondents by
proportion who discussed respondents academic progress with his
teacher, suburb and social class -

et

Status of : Hometown Jobtown
Father I 11 I1I I Il IIT1
Talked with

teacher 84.0  63.9 63.2 70.8 73.5 59.3
Did not talk - - C '

with teacher 12.0. 36.1 3h4.2 25 .0 20.6 37.0
Incomplete - . 2.6 L2 3.7
Dead 4.0 . 5.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0
Number 25 36 . 38 2L 3l 5L

TABLE U42B, -- Frequency distribution of fathers of respondents by

those who discussed his academic progress with his teacher, suburd

and social class and chi-square test for significance between
similar social class groups in Hometown and Jobtown®*

Hometown Jobtown

Talked Did not Talked Did not
Social to talk to to talk to Chi-
Class teacher teacher teacher teacher square e
Upper , . a .
Class 21 3 17 6 — -
Middle : :
Class 23 13 25 7 1.654 ns
Lower _
Class <2y 13 } 32 20 0.102 ns

1 *Those respondents who did not complete this question or
i |[Whose fathers are dead are not included in this tabdble

aFrequency too small to permit chi-square analysis
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the lower class (59.3 per cent).

The differences between the two suburbs, within any
one social class category, are not significant (Table 42B).
However, the pattern of difference is the same as that identi-
fied préviously in the case of fathers helping with their
childrens homework. The proportion of upper and lower class
fathers who have talked with their child's teacher is higher
in Homebtown than in Jobtown, while the reverse is true for
middle class_fathers, the proportion who 4id so is higher in
Jobtown.' |

Mothefs, almost without exception, have discussed their
child's progress with his teacher (Table 43),

TABLE 4%. -- Per cent distribution of mothers of respondents

by proportion who discussed respondent's academic progress with
his teacher, suburb anéd social class ‘

Status of - ~ Hometown . Jobtown
Mother 1 11 II1 I 1T 11T
Talked with _ ' ' '

teacher - 96.0  91.7 04.7 95.8 85.3% 87.0
Did not talk

with teacher A : 8.% 5.3 14.7 11.1
Incomplete 4,0 4 , . 1.9
Dead . : 4.2

Total . 100.0 1C0.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 100.0

Number 25 %6 28 o Bl 5l

In the two upper class categories, every mother




reported on had discussed her child's progress with his
teacher. In the case of thé other two social classes, over 90
per cent of the mothers in Hometown -and over 85 per cent of
their Jobtown counterparts have talked to their child's
teacher. As in the case of the pattern of parental help with
the respondents" homework, in each social class category in
each suburb, the propdrtion of mothers who have discussed their
child's progfess with his feacher is higher than that for

fathers. |

in both suﬁﬁrbs; the proportion of fathers who "usu-.
ally" attend pérent—téacher meetings increases as one moves
up the social status séale (Table 44A). Once again, the
pattern that’emergés is Very similar to that already identified
in the case of the two previous questions. In Hometown, upper
class fathers attend parent—teacher meetings mostlfrequently
and their lower class‘¢ounterparts léast frequently. In Job-
town, to the extent that the proportion of middle class
fathers who "never" atfend parent-teacher meetings is lower
than that for uppef ciass'fathers, even though the proportion
who "usually" ?ttend is 1ess,the pattern identified preViously
is also pgpeated iq,Jobtown.

.Contrastiné thé two suburbs, the differences are not
significant (Table 44B). However, in each social ciass cate-
gory, the proportion of fathers who "usually" attend parent-

teacher meetings is higher in Hometown than in Jobtown. This

s
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attendance at parent-teacher meetings, suburb and social class

TABLE 44A. -- Per cent distribution of fathers of respondents by

Frequency of Hometown ‘ ' Jobtown
Attendance T TT TTT T TT TTT
Usually 72.0  6l.1  50.0 58.3  52.9  29.6
seldom 4,0 13.9  21.1 12.5  20.6  27.8
Never 12,0 25.0 26.3  .25.0 20.6  3£.9
Incomplete ~ . 80 . 2.6 4.2 3.7
Dead o 4.0 | 5.9
Total 1 100.0  100.0 100.0 ,100.0 100.0  100.0
’ B 54

Number ‘ 25 %06 _ 38 24

TABLE -44B. -- Frequency distribution of fathers of respondents
by attendance at parent-teacher meetings, suburb and social =
class and chi-square for significance between similar social
class groups in Hometown and Jobtown**

. Hometown ‘ Jobtown

Z

Social -~ TUsually Seldom  Never Usually Seldom  Never Chi-
Class attends attends attends attends attends attends sqg. p
Upper | R |

Class 18 -1 > 14 3 6 - -
Middle ’ -

Class 22 2 9 18 7 : 7 0.751 n$
Lower - ‘ :

Class 19 8 10 16 15 21 3.873 ns

whose fathers are dead are not included in this table

aF_requency‘ftoo small for chi~square analysis

. **Those respondents who did not complete this question or
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does not repeat the pattern.of difference between the two sub-
urbs identified in the two previous questions. It is inter-
esting to noté howeﬁer, that the pattern -of difference between
the two suburbs.identified here for fathers attendance at
parent-teacher meetings parallels very closely that identified
in the case dfvformal voluntary group membership. To the ex-
tent then,'that atteﬁdéncé-at_harent-teacher meetings takes on
the character of participation in a formal group, it would
appear thaf the‘aiea_efféct,vtentativei& indicated in relation
to formal:voluntary groﬁp membership in Chapter V, reasserts

itself.

'The,differences between the three social class categorieg
within each suburb in the proportion of mothers who attend par-

ent-teacher meetings are quite small (Table 45).

L | raBrE 45, -- Per cent distribution of mothers of respondents by
attendance at parent-teacher meetings, suburb and social class

Frequency of - Hometown Jobtown
Attendance ' N I1I L II IIT
Usually = 88.0' - 91.7 86.8 75.0 76.5 72.2
Seldom , : 2.8 7.9 12.5 17.6  18.5
Never 8.0 5.5 5.3 4,2 5.9 7.4
Incomplete . | 4.0 4.2 1.9
Dead < | 5 : 4'. 2

Total . 100.0  100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0

Number . 25 . 36 38 24 34 54 .
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Less than five percentage points separate the three
social classes within each suburb in the proportion of mothers

who "usually" attend parentfteacher meetings. Comparing the

two suburbs, there is a difference of at least ten percentage
points in the proportion of mothers who "usually" attend

parent- teacher meetings within any one social class category.

In each case, as was true also for fathers, it is higher in
Hometown than in Jobtown. |

Finally, the pattern of dlfference between fathers and
mothers is the same as that identified in the case of the two
previousvquestions‘relating to helping the respondent with his
homework and oontaof.with,his teacher. Irrespective of socisal
class or suburb, mothens‘attend'parent—teacher meetings more
than fathers."To the extent that this pattern of difference
has emerged consistently;»itfwould appear that as far as this
sample is‘concerned”and”as measured in terms of the variables
used in this study, mothers are mofe involved than fathers in
the academic life of their children. However, the data would
appear %o snggest thatlfathers are also very much involved in
their childrens' school life. Except in the case of atten-—
dance at parent teacher meetings, where the pattern follows
very closely that of formal voluntary group membershlp, fathers
appear to take an actlve 1nterest in their child's school work;
at the lowest within any one social class category, over 50

per’ cent of the fathers help their children with their homework
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and aimost two-thirds have discussed their child's progfess
with his teacher.

‘No Statiétically significant differences emerged be-
tween the two suburbs. In so far as any overall pattern can
be identified, it would appear that upper and lower class
fathers in Hometown'arejmore involved than their Jobtown &
counterparts in their children's academic life and that middle
class fathers in JdbtoWn are more involved than their Home-
town counterparté.» The overall pattefﬁ that emerges for mothers
is one of very high involvement in both suburbs, but what dif-
ferences there are would appear to indicate a gfeater degree
of inﬁolvemént among Hometown mothers.

While generally it may be said of eighth grade stu-
dents that a decision to go to college has not been finalized,
vet even at this stage.a sﬁudent will have a fairly clear idea
0f his pareﬁts"wishes.in regard to a collége education. If
parents place a high value‘on a college education and intend
to ensure such an education for their children, the student
will bé aware of it. For many families, there is never any
doubt but that the children will go to college ahd the Question
to be solved is'simply one of "which college". it was felt
that while.many students would not be in a position to give
a definite "no" to the question as to whether their parents

intended to:send'them on to college after they had finished
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high school, the pr0portion of students who were not sure on
this question would of itself be an indication at least, of the
absence of a definite'pblicy on the part of parenfs and to that
extent represent avlower commitment on the part of those par-
ents to the value of a university education.

As_had been éxpected, a very small proportion of stu-
dents in either suburb replied with a definite "no" to the
question as to their pérents' intention to send them to college

(Table 46).

TABLE 46. -- Per cent distribution of respondents by parents
intention in regard to .a college education, suburb and social

class
Parents' ° _ Hometown Jobtown
Intention ' I IT 111 I II IT1
Will go to . .
College . 88.0 o4, 4 63,2 83.3 4.7 64.8
Will not go -
"to College ‘ 5.6 10.5 4.2 2.9 9.3
Don't -
Know 12.0 26.3% 12.5 32.4 25.9
?otal lO0,0"lO0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number . 25 36 38 o4 34 54

@hevuppér,qiass in both suburbs and the middle class
in Hometown replied in the majority of cases that their par-
ents did intend to send them to college. For the lower class

in each suburb, one in four were not sure, while for the
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middle class in Jobtown, almost one in three didn't know.
One may conclude that almost all the upper class respondents
in both suburbs and the mlddle class respondents in Hometown
expectitheir parents\tofsend them to college when they have
completed high school. . Tofthe‘extent that this reflects the
attitude of their parents, one may further conclude that the
parents in.these three social class categories place a high
value on college educafion. In the other three social class
' categories,'commitment to the value ofie college education
would appear to be less certain, at least to the extent that
over 25 per cent of the“respondents in these three categories
are not sure of their parents' attitude in this regard. The
distribution of tne lower olass'respondents is almost identical
in each suburb. The one>difference of any size between the
two suburbsﬂlies with the middle class respondents. Almost one
ih three of the middlé_class respondents in Jobtown are not
sure, whereas in Hometown, virtually all the middle class
respondents (94 4 per cent) expect their parents to send them
to college. Large as this difference appears to be, however,
on its own it does not provide a sufficient ba31s to conclude
1 that areaoof.residence is an important factor, particularly
when the pattern of difference is not repeated in the case of
the other two social class categories.

The time spent each day by the respondents in study
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outside school would appear to reflect the high degree of paren-
tal interest just identified (Table 47A). According to the

TABLE 47A. -- Per cent distribution of respondents by time spent
in study each day outside school, suburb and social class

Hours of Hometown Jobtown

study per day I 1II III I - II III
About 1% or . AT '
more hours 76,0 86.1 763 54,2 58.8 55.6
About 1 hour o » .
or less : 24.0  12.9  23.7 45.8 41.2 444
Total ~100.0  100.0 100.0 ° 100.0 100.0  100.0
Number S 25 36 38 24 34 S4

official handbook'of the Catholic School Board of the area under|.
study "about one and a haif hours of homework a school day is
the most that should be expected of pupils of average ability
in grades seven and eight".5 Within each social class category
within eac# suburb,lmofe than half the respondents do at least
one and é half hours homework each day. In Hometown, there is
little difference between the upper and lower classes. In both
cases, three ouf.of=four respondents spend at least one and a
half hours doing homework outside school each day. For middle
class.respondeﬁts, 86.1 per cent fall into this category. In

.~

Jobtown, again one is struck by the similarity between the

" ZArchdiocese of Chicago School Board, Book of Policies,
Elementary Schools (Rev. ed.; Chicago: Archdlocese of Chicago
School Board, 1961), p. 20.
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upper and lower. classes and the fact that the proportion of
middle class‘respondenté who spend one and a half hours a day
or more in study outsidé'school is higher than in the case of
the other two social class categories.

The fact that the amount of time spent in study each day
is comparativély.similaf beﬁween‘the different social class
categorieswwithin each suburb and so obviously different between
the twd suburbs within ‘any one social class category and the fact
that in each case the differences favor Hometown would appear to
indicate that fhe schools in the two suburbs have very different
expectations of their students in regard to the amount of time
spent ‘each day dding homework. The differences between the two
suburbs are statistically significant at the .05 level in the

case of the middle and lower classes (Table 47B). In the case

TABLE 47B. -- Frequency distribution of respondents by time

spent in study each day outside school, suburb and social class

and chi-square test for significance between similar social
class groups in Hometown and Jobtown

Hometown Jobtown
Social 172 or more One hour 1) or more One hour Chi-
Class hours : or less hours or less S5qe. P
Upper ' : :
Class - 19 . 6 13 11 2.573 ns
Middle

Class o3l ' 5 20 14 6.58% £ 105

Tower : _
Class 29 9 30 24 4,178 L .05
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of the two upper.classes, the differenée is almost significant
at the .10 level. —To'this extent, there would appear to be a
very clear differencé betWeen the two suburbs, but the indica-
tions are that whilexit méy reflect a differential ihfluence
on the part of'parents’énd'the studentg' own inclination, it
would appear that it refiécts a differential set of expecta-

tions on the part of the schools in the two suburbs.

Health | TSI o

Jacb and Belknap suggest that parents in the suburbs
provide the best possible medical care for their children.4
The findings of this study bear out this conclusion completely.
In almost nine out of ten cases, the respondents in this study
had visited the‘doctor at least once during the twelve month
period previous to the administration of the questionnaire for
reasons of'ill—health‘or a medical check-up. The same pattern
emerged for denﬁal care. ‘The one exception to this pattern in
relation to visits to boﬁh the doctor and the dentist was among
the lower class respondents in Jobtown, where one in four had
not visited.the doctor and one in three had not visited the

dentist during the previous twelve month period.: The data

would seem to suggest then that, as measured by visits to

4Jaco and Belknap, op. cit., p. 556.
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doctors and dentists, suburban parents, as Jaco and Belknap
suggest, take very good care of their childrens® physical

health.

Family Integration .

In this flnal sectlon the accent shifts from the be-
hav1oral approach to family life w1th which this study h;s been
concerned,throughout,_to the respondents attitude towards their
parents. The data aiready presented in this chapter does
appear to 1ndlcate that parents in the suburbs are deeply in-
volved in the life of their children. The dlfferences between
the two suburbs appear to be very slight, the general over-all
impression being that parents, irrespective of type of suburb,
are in close contact with the peer-group and school life of
their children. In this final section, the purpose is to ex-
_amine the respondents' response to their parents' interest, to
measure to some degree at least how close the respondents feel
to their parents. More specifically, the scales developed by .
Ivan Nye, as outlined in Chapter III, will be used %o provide
a measure of the}similarity and difference between fespondents
of the same séx and social class living in Hometown and Job-
town in %heir.acceﬂtiné and affectionate feelings towards
their parents.

Recreation fulfills a need not only for parents, but
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perhaps even more so for their children. The recreation scale,
as developed by Nye, measures the degree of favorableness in
the child's attitude towards recreation with his father and
mother. As Nye states, ﬁhe scale provides an indication of how
well the negative feelings that may be aroused by the everyday
control exercised by parents over their children have been over-
come.5 in'so far as willingpess to participate in joint acti-
vities has been identified as one of the factors involved in
family integratien; the scale also provides some measure of
family 1ntegrat10n.6

In the analy81s, the mean score on the recreation scale
was cbmputed for respondepts of the same sex within each social
class category in Hometown and Jobtown. These scores were
‘compared, holding'Sex and social class constant, using a t-test
for differenee between means. In each case the differences
between the two suburbs in the mean scores of respondents of
the same sex and social;class were not significant. Based on
the scores in-these-sceles, thers Would appear to be little
difference.between the two suburbs in the respondents' attitude
towards recreation with their parents. Table 48 presents,in

summary gorm, the pattern of difference that emerges between

5Nye, 02; cit., p; 102.

6E W. Burgess and L. S. Cotbrell, Predicting Success

and Failure in Marriage (New York PrentiGe-Hall Inc., 1959),
P. 10. .




202

TABLE 48.~-~Pattern of difference in mean scores on attitude.
towards recreation with father and mother between respondents of
the same sex and social class living in Hometown and Jobtown¥*

W
Male Respondentsv FPemale Respondents

Social Father Mothexr Fathexr Mother
Class Home., Job., Home. Job. Home. Job. Home Job.,
Uppexr L

Class X X X - X

Middle , ‘

Class , X ‘ X X X

Lower o , : ’ |

Class - X X X X

*The position of the X indicates in which suburb the
higher mean score occurs within any one sub-category.
the two suburbs, indicating for each sub-cateéory the suburb in
which the higher mean score occurs.7

No over—-all pattern of difference for both male and fe~
_@ale respohdents emerges between the two suburbs.

To?the exfent that the mean score for female respondents
is higher in Hometown thah‘in Jobtown for both father and mothet,
irrespectivevof social class, it would appear that female re-
spondents in Hometbwn are more favorably disposed towards re-
creation with their parents than their counterparts in Jobtown.
The one ther,consistent pattern of difference that emerges

between the sﬁburbs for both sexes is among the upper class

. 7The‘detailed tables of mean scores and t-tests are
contained in Tables 52=55 in Appendix II.
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respondents. Irrespective of sex, the mean score for upper.
class respondents fbr both father and mother is higher in Home-
town than in Jobtown.'.HoweVer, as indicated already, the
differences in mean scores between the two suburbs are not
significant. To this extent, it would appear that there is
little difference between respondents living iﬁ Hometown and
Jobtown in the degree tb‘whicp they are favofably disposed
towards participation in récreational activities with their
father and mdthef; | | | :

In the use of the acceptance-rejection scale, developed
by Nye, the purpose was to obtain a measure of the respondents'
more generél attitude tdwards his parents. As Nye states,
the scale provides anvindex of the respondents' "generalized
attitude" of acceptance or rejection of his parents.8 While
one cannot form discrete categories of acceptance or rejection,
yet a particular respondent or group may be classified as more
or less accepting of their parents on the basis of their scale
score. To this‘eXtent, the scale scores do provide. a basis
of comparison betwéen.the respondents in each suburb.

As- in the case of tﬁe recreation scale, the mean scores
for respogdenté of the:same.sex and social class in each suburb

were computed. The differences in mean scores of respondents

8Nye’ OE. Cit., po 71.
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of the same sex and social class in Hometown and Jobtown are not
gsignificant. It would appear that there is very little differ-
ence in the general attitude of acceptance or rejection ofbtheir
father and mother between the respondents living in the two
different suburbs. The direction of the difference between the
9

two suburbs within each sub-category is presented in Table 49.

For male réspondents, both in relation to father and

to their mother, the mean score is higher for each social

class categéry in Hometown than in Jobtewn.

TABLE 49--Pattern of difference in mean scores on acceptance-~
rejection of father and mother between respondents of the
same sex and social class living in Hometown and Jobtown#*
E-W

, Male.hquondents Female Respondents

Social Father Mother Father Mother

Class Home. Job. Home. Job. Home. Job. Home. Job.
Upper :

Class X X X X
Middle ' ' '
"'Class X X X X
Lower ‘

Class X ' X X X

*The position of the x indicates in which suburb the
higher mean score occurs within any one sub-category.

The second over-all pattern of difference that one
can identify is that the mean scores for middle class respon-

dents in Hometown,'bbth male and female, is higher for both

parents than that of middle class respondents in Jobtown.

. rhe detailed tables of mean scores and t~tests are con-
~tained in Tables 56-59 in Appendix II.
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To this extent, 1t would appear that male respondents in Home-
- town, irrespective of social class, and middle class respon-
dents in Hometown;,irrespective of .sex, are more accepting of
their fathers aﬁd mothers than their C6ﬁnterparts in Jobtown.
However, the differences are not significant and to this ex-
tent, one may conclude that there is little difference be-
tween thé'respondents:iiving in the two suburbs in the degree
to which théyvare accepting or rejecting in their general
attitude.fowardéIthéir'parents.' -

 Finally, as a measure of family integration, the two
scales, accepﬁande—rejection of father and éccéptance—rejection
of mbther,_haﬁe been bombined. Thé mean score for the total
universe of study was»computed for each scale separately.
Those respondents who scored "at or above" the mean scores for
both father and mothe: were defined as belongiﬁg to families
“with a “high"'degreé‘Of integration} Those scoring below the
mean for both father and mother were defined as belonging to
families with a "low" degree of integration, while all others
were placed in aﬁ intermediate category.lo A similar proce-
dure was used by Nye in his study, already referred to,

though he used different cutting points.’

1QThe mean scores for the total universe of study for
fathers was 11.556 and for mothers was 12,159. The cutting
point used for fathers was 1l and that for mothers, 1l2.

l'11\Tye~, op.'ciﬁ., PP. 64—65._
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The distribution of the families of the respondents

into the three categories of "high," "intermediate" and “low"
family integration by suburb and social class is presented in

Table 50A. In both suburbs, the middle class contains the

TABLE 50A.--Per cent distribution of the families of the respon-
dents into categories of high, medium and low integration by
suburb and social class

— ——— —— — e o—
——— —= e e e—— —————y

Family =~ Hometown Jobtown
Integration T IT TIT I IT T11
High . 48,0 61,1  39.5 ° 29,2  47.1  37.0
Medium .. . 28.0  22.2  18.4 37.5  17.6  22.2
Low | 20,0  16.7  42.1 = 29,2 _ 29.4  38.9
One parent . » 

dead 4,0 4.1 5.9
Incomplete o 4 1.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0

Number 25 . 36 38 24 34 54

highest préportiop of highly integrated families. In hometown,
the middie‘class not only have the highest proportion of fami=-
lies with a high degree of integration (61.1 per cent), but also
the lowest piopﬁrtidn of families in the low integration cate-
gory (16.7 per cenﬁ). The lower class in Hometown has the low-
est proportion of families with a high degree of integration
(39.5 pefwcent)'and highest'proportion with a low degree

of integratioh (42.1 per cent). In Jobtown, the highest pro~
portioh of_families in the‘highly integrated category is among

the middle class families (47.1 per cent), while the lowest is
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among the upper class families (29.2 per cent). The lower class
families have the ‘highest pfoportion of low integration families
(38.9 per cent). |

The‘différences'between the two suburbs within any one
social class category‘are not significant (Table 50B). However,
TABLE 5OB;.-— Frequency distribution of families of the respon-
dents into categories of high, medium and low integration and

chi-square test for 81gn1flcance between 31m11ar social class
groups in Hometown and Jobtown™

Hometown Jobtown
Social High  Medium = Low High  Medium Low  Chi-
Class Integr. Integr. Integr. Integr. Integr. Integr. Sg. D

Upper S
Class- = 12 ~ 7 5 7 7 9 1.879 us

Middle ’
Class 22 8 o 16 6 10 2.005 ns

Lower . -
Class 15 7 16 20 12 - 21 0.259 ns

*Those respondents, one of whose parents is dead, or who
did not complete the scales are not included in this table
within each social class category, the proportion of families
with a high degree'of~integration is higher in Hometown than
in Jobtown. The reverse is also true in the case of the upper
and middle classes, in that the proportion of families in each
of these two categorles w1th a low degree of famlly integration
is higher in Jobtown than in Hometown. To this extent, it
would appear'that there is a higher degree of family integra-

tiqn'in‘Hométown, hbwéver.the differences between the two sub-




208
urbs, as méasured by the scales used in this study, would appear
to be quite small.

' Based on the foregoing data, there appears to be little
difference between the two suburbs in parent-child relation-
ships as measured by the respondents' attitude towards recre-
ation with his parenté'and his feelings of acceptance or rejec-
tion towards them. fTo this gxtent, it would appear that the
function of a suburb, as measured by its employment-residence

ratio has little‘influence on parent-chktild relationships.

Summary and Relevance to Theoty

This chapter has focused on the area of child-parent:
relationships,.particularly'on the parents' interest and in-
volvement in fhe peer-group and school life of their eighth
grade children‘and the childrens' response as measured by their
attltude towards parbicipation in joint recreational activities
w1th their parents and their more general attitude of acceptance
or rejection of their parents.

Tt would appear that there is little difference gener-
ally between the two suburbs within any one social class cate-
gory. Significant differences between the two suburbs were
found only in the foilowing cases, for upper class respon-
dents in relaﬁion to their éarents' desire that they should
not make friends of particular fellow students in their own

neighborhood, for lower class female respondents in relation
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to their parents' attitude towards their participation in social
-activities with members of the opposite sex and finally for
middle and lower ciass respondents in-relation to the time
spent in studyaoﬁtside:school. To this extent, the null hypo-
thesis that "family relationships do not vary significantly

for Catholic‘familiesiwith students in eighth grade in func-

tionally different suburbs" is not disproved except in the
above mentionedvinstaﬁCes; - It would appear therefore, that
the function-of é'suburb,.aé measuredlﬁy its employment-resi-
dence ratio, does not influence significanﬁly the pattern of
childQParent relationships, at least as measured in this re-
searéh'and‘in‘relatioﬁ td this universe.

However a number of points may be made in relation to
the data presented in this chapter. As measured by the be-
havioral indices used in this study, parents in the suburbs
'ﬁould appear to be déeply involved in the scholastic and peer-
group life of their children. The respondents' friends are
welcome in his home.aﬁd are known by name in the majority of
instances to his'parehts. There is little effort made, ex-
cept by upper;class parents in Jobtown and to a‘lesser‘extent
by middle class parents in Hometown, to control'or positively
direct the respondents' choice of friends. This would appear
to reflect a very close agreement between parents and children

and also, what Elkin and Westley describe as the protective




210
environment of the suburbs. Thé parents take an active interest
in the respondents' schooi life, helping with homework, watching
his progress to the extent of discussing it with his teacher
and to a lesser extent, depending on their social class, atten-
ding parent-teacher meetings. To this extent, the child—cenfer—
edness and familistic orientation attributed to suburban parents
by Wendell'Bell, Jaco and Belknap and Elkin and Westley would
appear to be verified.

Mothers ére more involved in the day to day life of
their children, irrespebtive of social class or type of suburb,
than are fathers. To this extent, there would éppear to be
some evidence to supﬁort Mowrer's concept of the maternal
family, yet the data in no way suggest that the care of the
children is relegated to the mother or that the father is unin-
volved. Nor would it appear that commuting is a factor in-
‘volved in the lower proportion of fathers who take an active
interest in the life of their eighth grade children in regard
to the variables consiaered‘in this study. If commuting wefe
a factor, one would expect a higher degree of involvement
among Jobtown fathers, a much lower proportion df whom ére
commuters, particularly in the upper and lower classes. How-
ever this is hot the casé. To this extent, it would appear
that while Walter Martin may be right in describing commuting

as a "definitive characteristic" of suburbia, as outlined in
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Chapter II, in the senée that it is very widespread among
suburban residents,vparticularly in the residential suburb,
it would not appear to play a definitive role in father-child
relationships, at_ieast in regard to the data presented here.

The data clearly suzgest that the respondents do not
cross religious boundaries in the choice of close friends and
to this extent, there would appear to ve little evidence to
suggest a lesseﬁing of the importance of religion for social
life, or to 1ndlcate a lessening of religious differences in
the suburbs. Though the data is very 1ncomplete, there would
appear to be some evidence that class boundaries also play &
major role in the forhation of close friendships.

Finally, while ﬁhe differences between the two sam-
ples, closely matched on the variables of social class,
ethnicity; length of residence and, to some extent, family
’cycle stage, are not significant, the cumulative evidence
of the data presented in this chapter would appear to indi-
cate that participation of parents in the 1life of their
children and family‘integfation are higher in Hometown than
in Jobtown.e‘To this extent, it would appear that the type of
suburb in which one lives does influence the pattern of parent
child relationshi@s,-though as measured in this research and
in relation to this unlverse of study the differences between

two suburbs, matched on the variables of age, size and dis-
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tance from the central‘city, and distinguished on the basis
of their employment-residence ratio, are not statistically

significant.




CHAPTER VIII
CONCLUSION

This study was designed specifically as an experimental
case study of the s1m11ar1tles and differences in the soc1al
class structure and pattern of family relationships between
two suburbs dlstlngulshed on the basis of function. The func-
tion of the two suburbs was determined by their employment-
re51dence<ratlo. - The two suburbs chosen for this study, one
with an employment-residence ratio of 0.3 (Hometown), the
other with an employmeﬁt—residence ratio of 2.1 (Jobtown),
are located within a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
in the Mid—Western.Region of the Unitéd States. They were
matchedvas far as possible on age, size and distance from the
central city. The families included in the study were matched
"on length of residence in their respective suburbs, ethnicity,
rural-urban drigin, religion and to some extent, stage in the
family cycle. Throughout, the analysis has consisted in a
comparison of families of similar social class pesition living
in Hometown and Jobtown. | |

More SPecifically, the study was designed to test
two major hYpdtheSés. The first hypothesis, that "the social
class structure of Catholic families with students in eighth
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grade does not vary significantly in functionally different
sub%rbs" was not disproved. The differences in social class
structure were invtheﬂanticipated direction in that the pro-
portioh of upper and middle class families was higher in Home-
town than in Jobtown and the proportion of lower class fami-
lies was 1qwer, Héweﬁer,-to the extent that the differences
are not étatistically significant, it would appear that they
are not very great. ‘This would suggest that some of the major
- differences in 6CCupationa1 and educaéional Stétus and level
of income, identified in macroscopic analyses of functionally
different suburbs, as ¢utlined in Chapter II, may not be veri-
fied in individual éases, or that they may be due to factors
other than a suburb's function.

The second hypothesis, that "family relationships
do not vapry sighifiéantly for Catholic families with students
“in eighth grade in functionally different suburbs" was tested
throughout the Study in relation to those aspects of family_'
life considered. :One proﬁlem throughout, was that for many
variables, the distribution of the respondents was such‘that
it d4id not lend itself .to. chi-square analysis. In such cases,
the analysis consisted in a Qomparison of proportions. For
the remaindef, se#enty—seven statisticgl tests were carried
out between respondents of the same social class living in

Hometown and Jobtown. Table 51 presents, in summary form, the
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outcome of these tests, indicating for each variable, the
significance and the direction of the differences betwzen the
two suburbs.

‘The differences between the two suburbs were signi-
ficant at the .10 level or more in eleven instances, two in
relation to‘thé.two'upper class categories, six in relation
to the two middlelclass categories and three in relation to
the two lower class cétegqries. To the extent that in these
cases, the différences between the tw6 suburbs are statisti-
cally significant, the null hypothesis is disproved and the
conclusion may be drawnwthat, for these particﬁlar variables,
and for these.particular.sqcial class categories, the function
of a suburb does appear to influence significantly the pattern
of family relationships. Particularly, this would appear to |
be true for middlé class families in relation to participation
'in formal voluntary groups, parochially based or otherwise.
Four of the six significant differences between the two middle
class categories occur «din relation to formal voluntary group
membership. As indicated in Chapter V, this would appear to
reflect an area effect and suggest that in the fesidential
suburb, there exists a certain expectation, or even some degree
of social pressure iﬁ’relation to voluntary group membership,
or possibly an "atmosphere" conducive to participation in

formal voluntary groups.




?ABLE 51l. -- Summary of variables on which statlctlcal tests were run between
homequ? and Jobtown, indicating for each variable the suburb in which the
higher proportion or mean score occurs and the level of significancel
Level Level Level
Upper Class of Middle Class of Lower Class of
Variable Home. Job. Sign. Home.  dJob. Sign. Home. dJob. Sign
Father
Commutes X ¥ X ns X *
Mother
Employed X s X ns X ns
Number of Chil-
dren per Family X ns X ns X ns
Membership in
Parish Groups
a) Father X ns X ns X ns
b) Mother X ks z .001 b4 ns
Membership in
Voluntary Groups )
a) Father X * x i i X ns
b) Mother 4 * X .001 X ns
c) Respondent X ns X .001 X ns
Relatives living
in Household X ns X * X ns
Kinship
Contact X ns X ns X ns
Contact with
Neighbors X ns X ns X ns
Joint Informal
Participation
of parents X ns X e X My
Father knows
friends' names X ns X ns X ns
Encouraged to
cultivate | E
special friends X o X ns X ns
Forbidden %o .
make certain
friendships X 265 X ns X
Parents' atti-
tude to opposite !
sex relationships :
a) Male Resp. X ns X ns X ns
b) Female Resp. X ns X ns X 0
Father talked
with Teacher X & X ns X ns
Father attends
parent-teacher
meetings X % X ns X ns
Time at study
outside school X ns X 05 X 05
Attitude toward
recreation
with Father
“a) Male Resp. X ns X ns 5 ns
b) Female Resp. X ns b TS 2 - ns X ns
vha et o | -
Attitide toward .- ‘ "
recreation
with mother
a) Male Resp. X ns X ns X ns
b) Female Resp. X Wigais X ns X ns
Acceptance-re-
jection of father
a) Male Resp. X ns X ns X ns
b) Female Resp. X ns X ns X ns
Acceptance-re-
Jjection of mother
a) Male resp. X ns X ns X ns
b) Female resp. ;.1 ns X ns X ‘ns
Family
Integration X ns X ns X ns

it

“The position of the X indicates in which suburb the higher proportion

*The ire
permit chl squar

CD;Q

a

score occurs wi

Ehin:

nei
nalwx

Qj (D

}.J

n these social class categori

each social class category
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es are too small
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However, though the differences are not significant,
perhaps the most important finding in this study is the fact
50 clearly illustrated in Table 51, that for the majority of
variables, and in relation to each social class category,
the differences between the two suburbs are in the same direc-
tion. This fact, mﬁch more so than the comparatively small
number of Signifibant differences, wouldlappear to indicate
that there is a difference in the pattern of family relation-
ships in the families included in this Tesearch by suburb of
residence. In sixteenﬁdf‘the twenty-nine variables, included
in Table 51, ﬁhe differeﬁceS‘between the two suburbs are in
the same direction, irregpective of soéial class. To this
extent then, though‘the‘differences between the two suburbs
are not statisﬁically'significant in the majority of instances,
it would appear that the function of a suburb, as measured by
its employment-residence ratio does influence differentially
the pattern of family relationships.
While the above conclusions are immediatély relevant
only to the familieS'bfvthe respondehts in the two suburbs
included in this research, they would appear %o indicate the
revelance of the function of a suburb to the family life of
its residents. Tojthis extent, the findings of this study
indicate ﬁhat this area of suburban sociology certainly

warrants further research, based on adult respondents and more
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representative samples. However, to the extent that the differ-
ences by type'of_sﬁburb were'not statistically significant'ih
such a la:ge number of iﬁstaﬁces,.it daes raise the question as
to whether thellifeéétyie ofrsuburban residents may be ecologi-
cally defined.‘ Mowrer, Gans, Dobriner and Clark, among many
others,»all_consider the suburban life—style to be simply an
extension of the patterns of life identified with urban areas.
They maintain that status vafiables are more determinative of
suburban life than are_ecological variables. While it was not
the intention in thisrresearch to exémine the differences in
family patterns by social class, many such differences were
identified. The resolution of this problem of sociological
versus ecological-variables can only be arrived at by more
rigorous research that matches, not only the respondents but
also the areas in which théy live, on as many variables as
possible. .Particularl§5~this is true of comparative city-
suburban research. h

There are a number of other concluding observations
that may be made in:relation to the findings of this study.
As measured by home-ownership, family size, participation in
the performancé of the day to day tasks ébout the home, and
the ihvol;ement of'barents in the life of their children,
there would appear to bé clear evidence in this study to in-
dicate that familism'is an important value among suburban

residents. There is also evidence to suggest that whatever
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the physical distance that.may separate members of the extended
family, it appears to have little detrimental effect on kinship
relationships. Baséd on this study, there would appear to bhe
a very strong,kinship orientation among suburban families.
Finally, the‘data doeé ihdicate that mothers are more involved
than fathers in the»life of their eighth grade children.
However,laé the involvemént\of fathers is also relatively high
throughout,  this fact can hardly be taken as demonstrating the
existence ih thé subufbs of the maternal family. It does,
however,‘pfovide somé indication that this concept may be
valid. |

In conclusion, the findings of this study would appear:
to suggest that, while not to the extent that might be ex-
pected on the basis of the analysis of census statistics, the
ecological—econbmic'variable of function, as measured by a
’suburb's.employment—residence ratio, differentially influences
the pattern of family,relationships, but that within any one
type of suburb, the'sociological variable of status also plays

an important role. ‘ \
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APPENDIX ‘I
THE QUESTIONNAIRE

 SURVEY OF EIGHTH GRADE STUDENTS - 1966

This study is part of a series of studies of eighth
grade students. Thé study is being carried out by Loyola Uni-
versity. In this study, we are interested in finding out what

the important activities of the students and their parents are.

This is a completely anonymous study. The answered
questionnaires will not be seen by anyone here‘in your school.
You are asked géz_td‘put your name or address on any of these
sheets. The reséarch scientist who has given you the question-
naire will take Tthem back direcﬁlyﬂto Loyola University. No

one will have any way of telling who answered then.

This is not a test. There are no right or wrong
answers. Please answer each question as honestly and as

frankly as you can. Be sure you answer every guestion as

otherwise you will not qualify to be part of this study.

. We, at Loyola University, would like to thank you

for your co—operation,and for taking part in this study.
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Survey of eighth grade students - 1966

Please be sure to answer every question. For each question,
put an X opposite the answer that applies to you.

lo

2.

Sex: MalCeeeeeoesw
Female.......

Please check the type of house you live in:
a single family hoUS€.eceeecees
an apartment or flal..ieeeeceeaee

Do you own or rent the .apartment/house that you live in
own ite.ee..
rent it....

. don't know.

How many broﬁhers and sisters do you have
Brothers..'...‘...
Sisters..’-o..oooo.

_Please check whether 'any other relatives are living with

you : :
- GrandparentSeieceeccececcecccccss
Aunts or UncleSeceoececoecses
Other relatives............

If both your parents live at home, please go on to ques-
tion /.

If either your father or mother is not living at home with
you, please check the reason why (CHECK SEPARATELY FOR
EACH PARENT).

Father Mother
Deatheeeeeeeecoccecoaccnncne -
SeparatioNeeeececececcccacss
Divorcedeeeeecececccceccenes
Job away from home..ceececeee
Other reasONececcecccccsccss

Does your famlly exchange cards and greetlngs with any of
your relatives for birthdays, anniversaries, Chrlstmas,
etec. (Please exclude those relatives who live in your

home) - ; Yes....
» No.....
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TOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, 8 THROUGH 17,
PLEASE CHECK WHETHER IT IS TRUE OF YOUR FAMILY
REGULARLY, SOMETIMES, OR NEVER.

8. Does your family visit the homes of your relatives

- Regularly ‘Sometimes Never
9. Do any of your relatives visit your home
Regularly Sometimes Never

10. Do your parents give presents (gifts or money) to any of
your relatives for birthdays, anniversaries, etc. (Please
exclude those relatives who live in your home)

Regularly Sometimes Never

11. Does any member of youv family receive presents (gifts or
money,) from any of your relatives for birthdays, anni-
versaries, etc. (Please exclude those relatives who live
in your home) , .

Regularly Sometimes -~ Never

12. Does your family get together with any of your relatives
to celebrate holidays, big feast-days, birthdays, etc.
(Please exclude those relatives who live in your home)

Regularly - Sometimes Never

13. Does your family give oI receive nelp from any of your
relatives in doing household repairs such as painting or
fixing equipment, etc. (Please exclude those relatives
who live in your home)

Regularly . Sometimes Never ,

14. Do your parents go out to visit with friends and neighbors

in the neighborhood
- Regularly____ Sometimes Never

15. Do your parents have friends and neighbors from this

neighborhood in to visit with them in your home

Regularly _ Sometimes Never
16. Do neighbors visit with your mother during the day
Regularly Somatimes Never

17. Do your parents DOrTOw OT lend household items (garden
tools, household utensils, etc.) with your neighbors
Regularly Sometimes Never

18. TPlease check below the statement that best describes
how often your parents go oub for an evenihg together
(if ‘your parents are divorced or separated or dead,
please go on to question 19).
‘ more than once a weekKeeeeceoooose
about once a wWeekKeceecoecooooooon
two or three times a month......
about once a month....... cesecce
seldom go out togethereeceeceececss




19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.
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Are you allowed to bring your friends home to visit
with you - ,
YeSeaeano
NOseeoooos

Do your parents know the nemes of the majority of

your friends (ANSWER SEPARATELY FOR EACH PARENT)
v . Father Mother
YeSesoaene
NOceeoocoosos

What is the occupation of the fathers of your two best
friends

1

2

What is tge religion of your two best friends
1) _
2)

Do your parents try to encourage you to make special
friends of any particular fellow students in your
neighborhood.
‘ YeSeeeeoene
NOseoeosoas

Are there any fellow students of your own sex in your
neighborhood that your parents have forbidden you to
go around with = -
- ' : YeSeeeoeonn
NOeeoeeeoow

When you were born, where was your family living
‘ B In this sUbUrDevecsecces
In another suburbecececees
In @ CitYeoocecccoccacas
In a small tOWNeeeooosasos
On a2 farMeeeeececsossccees
Outside the United States.

If vou were not born in this suburb, how long have you'beer'

living here o
’ OveI» ten yearSe.cecececececsscs
9-10 yearS.ceececcsscassccce
6~8 YEATrSeececescsccscnccsns
ILess than © yearSeeeesoceos
" Don't live in this suburb..
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27. In what country was your father bOTN.....

28. If your father was born outside the United States, please
go on to question 29. If your father was born in the
United States, was it

In a cityeeeeeeenee
In a small town....
On a farMeececeocsse

29. In what country was your mother born.....

30. If your mother was born outside the United States, please
go on to question 31. If your mother was born in the
United States, was it '

In a cityeaceoceee
In a small towh...
On 3 falMeeceeooeaee

31, What is your re11 ion
Protestant %GIVE SPECIFIC DENOMINATION)

. Catholi_c...‘oé.O...ot.o....'.n......
Jewisho..-o.‘...nou.QO....‘O..O‘Q..O'
Gther (BE SPECIFIC).csececccccccnce

NO .religion.o.o.o'o..oo....o..o.o.o

32. How often do you attend church
_ ‘Once a week or more ofteNeceecece.
1 to 3 times a monthececeecscoeses
~Less than once a monthesececoces
Don't attendeeeeeceecscvrcevosecses

3%, What is the religion of your parents (ANSWER SEPARATELY
FOR EACH PARENT)
: . Father  Mother
Protestant (GIVE SPECIFIC
DENOMINATION) e eeeecencns .
CatholiCeseecceccceocccnes
‘JeWisSh,eeooseoceccsccocncns
Other. (BE.SPECIFIC) cesaees
NOo religiONecececcececcccccee

[

34, How often do your parents attend church (ANSWER SEPARATELY
FGR EACH PARENT)
Father Mother
"Once a week or more often...
1 to 3 times a month.ceececse.
Less than once a monthe.....
Don't attend.eseaceoosceoecse




55.

36.

57

28.
59.

450.
41,
42.
43,
by,
45,

46-
47.

48 .‘

I enjoy (or would enjoy) going to moving pilctures with my

239

Besides attending religious services, does your father.
belong to any society or organization that is connected
with his church
: YeSeneons

) ’ NO.......
If yes, please give their names

Besides attending religious services, does your mother
bYelong to any society or organization that is connected
with her church ‘ :
' . Yes.eeeo
L NOeeossne
If yes, please give their names

FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS, PLEASE CHECK THE
ANSWER THAT BEST INDICATES HOW YOU FEEL

I enjoy (or would enjoy) being at home for an evenings
entertainment with my mother
Very much Somewhat A little Not at all

I enjoy (or would enjoy) attending ball games with my mothzap
Very much Somewhat A little Not at all

I enjoy (or would enjoy) going to moving pictures with my
mother

Very much Somewhat Prefer to go by myself

I enjoy (or would enjoy) going on picnics with my mother
Always Almost always Seldom Never

I enjoy (or would enjoy) going visiting With my mother
Always Almost always- Seldom ‘Never

I enjoy (or would enjoy) going on trips with my mother
Always Almost always Seldom Never

I enjoy (or would enjoy) being at home for an evenings
entertainment with my father : _

Very much ‘Somewhat A 1little Not at all

T enjoy (or would enjoy) attending ball games with my fathegr
Very much Somewhat A little Not at all

father .
Very much - .Somewhat Prefer to go by myselfl

I enjoy (or would enjoy) going on picnics with my father
Always Almost always Seldom Never

I enjoy (or would enjoy going visiting with my father
Always - Alpost always Seldom Never

I enjoy (or wopld enjoy) going on trips with ny father
Aleays Almost always Seldom Never




49.

50.

51.

52.

55.

54,
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Did you attend summer school last summer
YeSeeruona
NO........

Do your parents intend to send you to college when you
IlnlSh High School

YeSeeeeooonn

NOeeeeoeoansns

Dont't know.

Doyour parents help you with your homework when you flnd
it difficult (ANSWER SEPARATELY FOR EACH PARENT).
Father Mother
Usuallyeceocococos
Seldomeeeceeecccnes
Nevereeeeeeeeoeo..

How much time on the average, do you spend doing homework
outside school
None or almosSt NONE.eeeesccsn
- Less than a % hour a 487eese.
About % hour a 38Y.eeeeeccecss
. About one hour a daFeeeccecccss
About 1% -hours 8 d8Yeceescoss
Two Or more hours a G8Yeeeess

In the past year, have your parents discussed your progress
at school with your teacher/s (ANSWER SEPARATELY FOR EACH

PARENT)
Father Mother

Yes.....o.....

NOO..‘....O....

In the past year, did your parents attend Parent-Teacher
meetings in your school (ANSWER SEPARATELY FOR EACH
PARENT _
Father Mother
Ustuallyeeeeocooe
SeldoMeececosseeaee
Nevereeceeeeeeeoo
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55. We would now like to know if your parents belong to any
clubs or organizations (other than church groups). Be-
low is a list of the types of clubs they might belong to.
Please check any of these that your parents belong to,
and write in any others at the bottom (CHECK SEPARATELY
FOR EACH PARENT .

: Father Mother
Political ClubDeeevececcscocscscasosscncscnas
Youth organizations (Y.M.C.A., Scouts, etc.)
Country ClubDeceeecesocencoscsscssancsccacnss
Labor UnlONeceesesscescosscoscsccacsscsosncsscs
Parent-Teacher organizaliON.cecsceccoccscsce
Hobby or Sports ClubD..ssecececcccoccccscoscosnce
Civic or Community Clubs (Rotary, Chamber
of Commerce, etc.§
Veterans Organizations (American,

Legion, €5Ce)eeeieccceescccsccssosssnsannas
Fraternal Organizations (Elks, €tC.)ecesso.
Other (PLEASE GIVE THE NAMES OF ANY OTHERS). .
Father :
Mother

_Not a member of any Clubeceeeccececcoccnccces

® @ 5 6 806 000000 066000000

56. Are you a member of any club or organization (Please
check those that apply
‘ A 2
SCOULSeeeesocsccssnsancece
Church ClubDeeceeccecosccecoes
. Other.(Please -name.them).._

Not a member of any club..

WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW HOW YOUR PARENTS FEEL ABOUT YOU
GOING AROUND WITH MEMBERS OF THE OPPOSITE SEX. FOR
EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS (QUESTIONS 57 THROUGH 62),
PLEASE CHECK THE ANSWER THAT YOU THINK BEST DESCRIBES
HOW YOUR PARENTS FEEL.

57. Attending mixed parfies _
Not allowed Don't mind Incourage it
58. Atténding dances arranged for your own'age—grogp
Not allowed Don't mind incourage 1t

59. Attending dances arranged for high school students
Not allowed Don't mind Encourage it




60.

el.
62.

63.

4.

65.

66.

ou2

FOR MALE STUDENTS ONLY
Going around with a girl friend A
Not allowed Don't mind Encourage it

TOR FEMALE STUDENTS ONLY
Going around with a boy Ifriend

Not allowed Don't mind Encourage it
Wearing make-up
Not allowed Don't mind Encourage it

What is your father's occupation (PLEASE BE AS SPECIFIC
AS YOU CAN,.e.g., owner of a small store, skilled laborer,
s furniture salesman in a department store, a file clerk
in a loan company, vice-president of a four man insurance
agency, GIVE AS MUCH DETAIL AS YOU CAN)

-

Where is your father's place of work
‘ In this sSuUbUTrD.ececececceccecacnscs
In another SUbUTrDececcscccscccee
. In the city of Chicagleceeeccaeces
Other (FLEASE SPECIFY).eeecescecs

Does your mother work
' " YESeececseaccces
Full time.ces.e
Part time.sescee

—————
Ent——————
——————

. 1%’0.00-0....-0..

Please check how much formal education your parents
have had (CHECK SEPARATELY FOR EACH PARENT) .

’ : Father Mother

Graduate professional training....

Standard college or

University graduationeecesececeecee

Partial college trainingeeeececees

High school greduatione..ccecece..

.. Partial high schoOl.ceecccccccene

Junior high schpoliceeececesscsss

- Less than seven years of school..




67.

68.

69.

70.

71.
72.
73,
4.

75.

76.

7’7.

2u3

In the past year, how often did you visit the doctor
Number of VisitSoo ..... ® & © & 00 & 0 00 0V e s 00 08 oo
-Did not visit the doctor in the past year....

If you did not visit the doctor in the past year, please
go on to question 69. If you did visit the doctor, was
it because

l% YOu Were SiCKeeeeeceeo..
2 for a check-UDeeecoeoee
5) 'other reason (SPECIFY)

s —

In the past year, how often did you VlSlt the dentist
Nllmber Of Vlslts..‘..I................'..'..
Did not visit the dentist in the past year..

If you did not visit the dentist in the past year, please
go on to question 71 If you 4id visit the dentist, was
it because
1) you had a to0thaChEeeeeesccooccccasaccns
2) for a check-UpPeeoesscoss tececssccecsesoaana
3) other reason (SPECIFY)eevecccncccnsnosans

FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, 71 THROUGH 92,
PLEASE CHECK,K THAT ANSWER THAT COMES CLOSEST T0O EXPRESSINC
HOW YOU FEEL

Do you enjoy letting your mother in on your "big" moments
Very much____Somewhat Hardly at all Not at all___

Do you enjoy btalking over your plans with your mother
Always____ Usually Scmetimes Seldom Never

Where you are concerned do you think "what your mother
doesn't know won't hurt hexr"

Always _ Usually Sometimes _ Seldom Never

Have you ever felt ashamed of your motheT
Often Sometimes Once in a while Seldom
Never

Do you enjoy doing extra things to please your mother
that you are not requirned to do

Often . Sometimes Seldom Never

If it Were possible TO change Teal parents into ideal
parents, what would you change in your mother

Just about everything A large number of things

A few things One or two things Nothing

Do you confide 1n your mother when you get into some
kind of trouble

All problems - NMost Some Few None




78.
79.

80.

81l.
82.
83.
84.

85-
8o.

87.

88.

89,
S0.

91.
92.

93.

 Very much____ Somewhat Hardly at all

2y

Do you feel rebellious around your mother

Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never

In general, do you feel that you get a "square deal
with your mother

Always Usually Sometimes -~ Seldom Never
Do you think "Oh, what's the use™ after you have tried
to explain your conduct to your mother

Often Sometimes Seldom: Never

Are you interested in what your mother thinks of you
Very much Somewhat Hardly at all Vot at all
Do you enjoy letting jour father in on your "big" moments
Very much ~ Somewhat, Hardly at all Not at all
Do you enjoy talking over your plans with your father

Always Usually Sometimes Seldom Never
Where you are concernacd, do you Think "what your father :
doesn't know won't hurt him" .

Always Usually _ Sometimes Seldom Never

Have you ever felt ashamed of your father

Often  Sometimes Once in a while Seldom

Never

Do you enjoy doing extra things to please your father

.that you are not required to do :

Often Sometimes Seldom Never o
If it were possible to change Teal parents into ideal
parents, what would ycu change in your father

Just about everything A large number of things

A few things One or two things Nothing

Do you confide 1n your father when you get into some

kind .of trouble

All problems__ ~ Most ___ Some Few None
Do you feel Tebellious around your father
Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never

In general, do you feel that you get a '"square deal
with your father

Always Usually Sometimes Seldom Never
Do you think "Oh WwhatTs the use" after you have tried
to explain your behavior to your father

Often Sometimes Seldom Never :
Are you interested 1n what your Tather thinks of you
Not at all

AN

In jour home,'who usually prepares the meals, does the
cleaning up, makes the beds, etc.
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94.

Who else helps in doing these chores generally

Who does the gardeninz generally

95.

Who does the odd jobs and minor repairs about the house

%e.




APPENDIX II

TABLES

TABLE 52. -- Mean score for male respondents on attitude towards

recreation with father by suburb and social class and t-test

for difference between means of similar social class groups in
Hometown and Jobtown

Social ~_Hometown Jobtown

Class flean ©St. Dev. N Mean ©%. Dev. N t e
Upper : a‘

Class 7.289 3.775° 16 6.400 4.013% le 0.728 ns
Middle : - . |

Class 9.353 -2.422 . 17 9.778 2.279 9  0.434 ns
Lower o - , '

Class 7.118 3.919 17 7.179 3%.518 28 0.054 ns

-8The father of one respondent is dead

TABLE 53. -- Mean score for female respondents on attitude

towards recreation with father by suburb and social class

and t-test for difference between means of similar social
class groups in Hometown and Jobtown

Social Hometown Jobtown :
Class Mean St. Dev. N Mean St. Dev. N t D
Upper | . V T .

Class 9.500 3.464 8 8.000. 3%.505 8 0.861 ns
Middle | -

Class 7.526 3.373 19 6.120 3.734 237 1.289 ns
Lower . | o | |
Class . 5.810 3.723 21  5.192 3.930 26  0.549  ns

&The fathers of two respondents are dead

216
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‘TABLE 54. —-- Mean score for male respondents on attitude

towards recretaion with mother by suburb and social class

and t-test for difference between means o0f similar social
class groups in Hometown and Jobtown

Social Hometown Jobtown

Class Mean ©St. Dev. N Mean ©&t. Dev. N t P

Upper ‘ o

Class 6.389 4.175 17 5.600 3.996 16 0.551 ns

Middle : )

Class 7.294 . 3,197 17 8.222 3%.420 9 0.688 ''ns

Lower ‘ C -~ .

Class f7.118 3.569 17 5.%557 4.011 28 1.487 ns

TABLE 55. — Mean score fér female respondents on attitude

towards recreation with mother by suburb and social class

and t-test for difference between means of similar social
class groups in Hometown and Jobtown

Social - Hometown Jobtown :

Class Mean = St. Dev. N Mean ©St. Dev. N t P

Upper . 2

Class 8.375 3.739 8 6.125 3,603 7 1.226 ns

Middle

Class 7.947 3,082 19 7.160 2.954 25 0.859 mns

Lower , N . ,

Class 7.238 3.254 21 5.923 3.405 26 1.342 ns

811é mother of one respondent is dead
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TABLE 56. -- Mean score for male respondents on acceptance-

rejection of father by suburb and social class and t-test

for difference between means of similar social class groups
- in Hometown and Jobtown

Social Hométown Jobtown

Class Mean St. Dev. N Mean ©St. Dev. N t jo
Upper ‘ a

Class 12.667 5.145 167 10.200 5.454 16 1.335 ns
Middle | o

Class 12.471 2.918 17 11.889 3.333% P 0.461 ns
Lower S _ ' .

Class 12.35%3 5.037 17 10.750 5.2%3% 28 1.010 ns

8The father of one' respondent is dead

TABLE 57. —-- Mean score for female respondents on acceptance-

rejection of father by suburb and social class and t-test

for dlfference between means of similar social class groups
in Hometown and Jobtown

——p

Social __Hometown _ Jobtown
Class Mean ©St. Dev. N Mean 5. Dev. N . t D
Upper

Class 1%3.750 4.773 ° 8  12.875 6.402 8 0.310 s

Middle - a |
Class  12.368 4.450 19 11.000 7.174 23% 0.732 ns

Lower g ' b ,
Class . 8.810 4.512 21 9.538 4.852 257 0.527 ns

8The fathers of two respondents are dead
®one incomplete
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TABLE 58. -- Mean score for male respondents on acceptance-
rejection of mother by suburb and social class and t-test
|for difference between means of similar social class groups
- in Hometown and Jobtown

Social Hometown Jobtown

Class Mean St. Dev. N Mean St. Dev. N t D
Upper ~ ‘

Class 13.167 ‘43062 17 11.400 3,043 16 1.3%390 ns
Middle . | )

Class 11.706 2.568 .- 17 11.33%3% 3%.808 S 0.298 ns
Lower

Class  12.235 5.345 . 17 10.357 4.572 28 1.253  ns

TABLE 59. —-- Mean score for female respondents on acceptance-

rejection of mother by suburb and social class and t-test for

difference between means of similar social class groups in
Hometown and Jobtown

Social Hometown Jobtown

Class Mean ©St. Dev. N Mean St. Dev. N " D
Upper a

Class 13.000 4.309 8 1%3.500 6.928 7 0.17% ns
Middle ' '

Class 14,000 4,069 19 12.840 5.105 25 0.813% ns
Lower ' ‘

Class 10.714  4.113 21 11.654 5.114 25b 0.682 ns

®The. mother of{bne“respondent is dead

bOne incomplete
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