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ABSTRACT

The Use of Neighborhoods by Mothere and Young Children

David 5. Stern

Submitted to the Department of City and Heglonal Planning on
May 17, 19568, in pertlal fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of Master in City Planning.

City planners have devoted little attentlion to the do-
mestic side of urban life. In varticular, they have almost
ignored the question how to design nelghborhoods to accom-
modate mothers and young children. This paper itries to de=
velop some criteria for such design.

Obviously, different kinds of femilies will prefer dlf-
ferent types of nelghborhoods. The paver therefore dlescusses
what kinds of familles thepe are. Cne imnortmnu distinetion
1s thet somz people are more "familistic", others more "indi-
vidualistic" Three compon nts of fumili m are degseritcead,.
First, nmlllSuiC veople have stronrer ties to relatives ocut-
side their own nuclear families. Second, famllistic mothers
usually want less 1ndependence fronm their childrenrn than in-
dividualistlc mothers want. And third, familistlc parents
ralse thelr children to adjust to the family group, not te
g0 a8 Individuals into the world outside, In all three re-
spects, past studies tkave shown that working-class veoyple
are usually more familistic than middle-class peoples

The next question is what kinds of nelghborhoco
best sulted for famillists and individualists., Sock
have often wriltten that suburban nelghborhoods zare
familistic. Howewver, thls paper reviews some of tre -0-
loglecal 1literature, and rejects tre notion of suburban Tami-
lism. HYUOulua s are developed, argulng that suburbs are
actually gfﬂs e&VQdud,ﬂ@us fer fami'*sm, for three reasons,
First, at low densities it 1s more difficult for relatives
to live nedrby. Second,; suburbs offer less for mothers and
children to do Lo~3’uvr, and spariour yards maXe maternal
supervisicn superfluous. Third, young ehildren who spend
much time Ulajing unsupervised in SLbuIOan yards are more
likely to meet friends outside the famlily, and therelore
thelr personalitizs have more opportunity to deveico apart
Trom thelr mothere..

These hypo

_ theses are tested with data from a small sur-~
vey of mothers of prescheol children in three nelghborhceds
of meiropolitan Bostone. The survey cdoes show that middle-
class mothers are more individuslistie, that suburbas favor
individualiem, and that middle-class mothers are therefore
more satisfied with the suburbs than with the city The
survey does not suvrport the hypothesis thst wnrxznchlass



mothers are haopler in the clty than middle-class mothers,
but apparently the reason 1s that the samples were not drawn
from comparable urban nelghborhoods. ‘

Though suburbs may be the best kind of existing neigh-
borhood to accommodate the individualistic relationships
between middle-class mothers and children, they are not the
best neighborhood imaginable for this purpose. The findings
imply that middle-class mothers of young chilldren might pre-
fer a medium-density development with a communsl bpack yard
for about fifty dwellings, perhaps cwned as a condominlum.
Working-class mothers might prefer slightly higher densities,
and private rather than communal outdcor spacce.

Thesls Supervisor: James M., Beshers
Associate Professor of Soclology
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INTRODUCTICN

Neighvorhoods, 1f they are planned at all, are secldom

J

planned for the benefllt of children. Since children lack
both economic and political power, nelther real estate
developers nor clty vlanners need pay any attention to them.
No one expects children to understand or express their own
best interests, anyway. Even the experts whe write about
children's development know little or nothing about the
optimum physical environment for chlldren, (Eoffman and Hofiman)
In practlice, it is parents who decide where children will

live. But since parents and children live together, the
parents' cholece of neighborhood, if they have & cholce, de-
pends heavily on thely own wants and needs. The children are
not consulted, though their needs, as interpreted by the
parents, presumzbly influence the declsion. It seems likely,
however, thai parents' interovretation of children's nezds

will be blased toward agrecment with the parents' own desires,
Mothers are probably reluctant to consider their childran's
interests as indevendent from their own, end they might have
difficuliy answepring the questlon whetrer they or their

Qe For

Cx
£

chlldren derive mopre benefit from thelr neighborho
instance, thbe mothers of the children who play on the side-
walks of lowepr Manhatian could not really say that their
children were better off than children in the spaclous suburbs.
Nor could Janz Jaocobs tersell, who described this neighborhood

(Jacots, p. 73), te sure that her children need the teeming



clty as much as she does. Conversely, suburban mothers could
not be certain that their children develop better in barren
back yards than amid urban excltement and diversity.

This paper reports an attempt to discover some of the
advantages and disadvantages of different kinds of neighbor-
hoods for railsing children. It 1s a tentative and small
attempt to develop criteria for designing neighborhoods to
benefit children. The most direct ways to develop such cri-
teria would have been elther to conduct long-term experiments
with real children in controlled environments, or to study
children now living in actual neighborhoods. However, the
first method would have taken too much time, and the second
method would have reqguired more direct access to children
than was avallable. Therefore, the technique chosen was to
survey mothers in different nelghborhoods. And because
mothers probably do not really know how the neighborhooed
affects thelr children, the survey hzad to focus on the
mothers rather than on the children. The maln gquestlon
became, not the effects of neighborhoods upon children's
development, but the effects of nelghborhoods upcen the re-
lationship between mothers and chlldren.

Obviously, nelighborhoods do not determine tre relation-
ship betwsen mothers and children. But certain zinds of
neilghborhced may lmpede or facllitate certaln kinds of
relationship., And although there is an infinlte number of

[}

ways to classify mother-child relatlonships, 1t should be



possible to find a classification that 1s both relevant to

the physical environment and lmportant to motners and chlldren.
This paper considers one such fundamentel dlmension, which

nmay be called familism versus individuszlism. The next sectlon
of the paper wlll define thils concept, 2nd will dlscuss three
vays in which the worklng classlis more familistic than the
middle c¢lass. The paper will then look critically at some

of the literature on suburbia, and will argue that suburbs
should not be considered familistic. Next, the results of

the survey will be presented, to show that suburbs favor
individualistic mother-child relationships, which are common
in the middle class, while urban neighborhoods faver the
femilism of the working class. Finally, there wlll ve a
brief description of the kind of neighborhocod which could

be bullt to eliminate the disadvantages of existing éuburbs
for the individuelistic middie class, and also a descripilion
of the kind of neizhborhood which would be more sultable

than presén urban nzighborhoods for the familistle working

clazas,
FAMILISHM: CLASS DIFFERENCES

Familism 1s a characteristic of peocple who direct ibeir
time, energy, and ettention toward the iInterests of theilr
femilies, rather than toward thelr own Interests or the
interests of people cutside their families. At the same

time, the interests cf familistic people are served by menbers



of their famllles, rather than by veople outside., A famlllistlec
person ls more likely than an individuslistic person to mzke
sacrifices for his family, but thls does not mean he 1s less
selfish, because he also expects more from his family in
returne.

Rogers and Sebald have found that famllism has two
separate components. They distinguish between famlly in-
tegraticn, i.e. the degree to which a person is oriented
toward maximizing the welfare of otkers in his nuclear family,
and kinshlp orientation, i1.e. the degree to which he fulfilils
the expectations of his extended famlily. They measure famlly

by

integration the freqguency of Jjoint decislon-making and

Y

o

Joint participation in leisure activities by hucebands and
wives. Xinship orientatioh, on the other hand, is measured
by the eamount of interaction, jolnt participatlon, and
exchange of gonds and services with relatives other than
spouse opr childrsn. Studles with several samples have shown
no significant statlstical correlation between these two
forms of familiesm. This is really not surprising, since the
claims of the nuclesr famlly are qguite independent of obliga-
tions to the extended family, and sometimes they clearly
conflict. (Dore, pr. 97-99, 125-130)

This sectlon of the paper, therefore, wlll discuss three
components of familism. The first is kinship corientation, as
Rogers and Sebald defined it. The second snd third are

maternal indszpendence and chlldren's autonomy. These two
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variables are relaied to nuclear family integration, especially
to mother-child relationshipse. The three varlables will now

be defined, and class differences dlscussed.

Kinship Orientation: The Extended Family

The normal famlly in Western industirial sqcieties has
relatively weak kinship orlentation. Tyoically, industrialil-
zation coincides with the emergence of the conjugal famlly
system., The basic characteristic of this system 1s the
exclusion of blood relatives and in-laws from people's
everyday affairs. (Goode, pp. 8-9) This exclusion means,
for example, that people move away from thelr parents ailter
marriage, that parents do not determine the cholce of spouse,
that the relatives of one spouse are not necessarily more
importznt than the relatives of the other, and that the
emotional relationships among husband, wife, and children
are comraratively intense.

A fact of considerable importance to the planning of
neightorhoods in Western industrial countries is that
soclal classes differ in the extent tc which they adopt the
conjugal famlly system. Total separation from extended
families is rare in any social class, but several studles
have shown that the degree of separatiocn 1s greater in the
middle class than in the working class, and that the working
class has stronger kinship orientation than the mlddle class.

Dotson showed in 1350 the importance of relastives in the
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soclal 1ife of the working class. And later studies in both

the United States and England have shown that married people

in the working class are more llkely both to live near

(Litwak; Sussman; Willmott and Young 1960, pp. 17%-177) and

to interact with (Cavan; Willmott and Young 1860, pp. 173-177;

Rainwater and others, pp. 103-114) their parents and siblings

than are married people in the middle class. Herbert Gans

even considers this the distinguishing difference between the

two classes:

"Perhaps the most important - or at least the most visible -

difference between the classes 1is orie of famlly structure.

The werking-class: subculture is distingulshed by the dominant

role cf the family circle. Its way of 1life is based on

social relationships amidst relatives..." (p. 244)

"The middle-class subculture 1s built around the nuclear family

end its desire to make its way in the larger sccicly. Although

the famlly circle may exist, it plays only a secondary role...

Contact with close relatives is maintained, but even they

participate in & subordinate role., Individuals derive most

of theiyr soclal and emotional gratifications from the nuclear

family itself. ... The professional upper-mlddle-class culture

is 2lso organized around the nuclear family..." (p. 247)

Though this difference in kinship orientation is an emplirically

demonstrated feet, a fact has llittle relliability or practical

utility unless: it can be explained. Therefore an explanation

will now be offered, in terms of need; ethriclity, and mobility.
Perhaps the main reason why the working class:maintains

stronger tles with extended relatives is greater need. Inter-

actlion among working-class kin consists not only of friendly

visiting, but also of mutual aid and solace. {Young znd

Willmott 1957, pp. 190-194) Relatives help eécb other cope

with the physlcal and psychologlcal stresses caused by limited
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resourcés and occaslional unenployment, which are much smaller
problems fo;» the mlddle classs

The class difference in kinship orientation may also be
due 1in part to ethnle differences. The description by Gans
of working-class kinshlp orientation>depends heavily on his
Observation of the Italian community in Boston's West End,
and Cavan's conclusions similaprly rest upon a study of Italians
in New Haven. In these cases, strong kinship orientation may
result not firom class position but from the familistic tradi-
tions of peasants in southeprn Iﬁaly, All.studies of southern
Italy and Sicily show that soclal life centers almost exclu-
sively around the Tamlly circle of relatives, and that tihis
has- traditionally been so. (Campisi; Gans, pp. 200-201)
Similarly, Bardis has found that students from the rural
Greek Peloponnesus scored significantly higher on nis famlilisnm
scale than did several groups of Protestant studenis in the
United States. (Bardis 1959)

This difference in kinship orientation between southern
Europeans and Anglo-Saxon Protestants may te traditionel.
Accounts of European travelers to the United States between
1800 and 1850 indicate that people even then were relatively
free to marry whom they desired, and to leave thelr parents
when adult. One Frenchman marveled:

“"As soon as they have thelr growth, the Yankees whose spirit
now predominates in the Uniocon ocult thelr parents, never to
return, as naturally and with as little emotion as young
birds..." (Furstenberg)

This lack of sirong kinship orientation seems to have Dbeen
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irported from northern EBurope. The 1lmmigrants wno crossed
the Atlantic before 1850 to become "01d Americans' came
mostly from areas in northern EurOpé where "single-family
homesteads were the rule." (Mogey) The vresent differences
in kinship orlentation between some working—class ethnic
and some middle-class ethnic groups can therefore be traced
back into EurOpean history, and are independent of class.
However, ethnicity is not the whole story. For instance,
middle-class Italians probably have weaker kinship orientation
than working-class Itallans, although no hard evidence supperts
this assertion. But the assoclation between class and kinship
orientation has been clearly shown in London, where ethnleliy
is surely irrelevant. More explanation therefore 1ls needed.
One explanation can be derived from the theory that the
nuclear family 1s better adapted then the externded famlily to
an industrial econcmy. Development of a conjugmal famlly
system may facilitate industrizlization because 1t frees
people from the zscribed roles and inherited occupations of
the extended family, allowling workers to be drawn by higher
wages tc occupatlons most in need of labor, and to be hired
and promoted according to what they can do rather than who
they are. (Goode, pp. 10-15) Sometimes both industrialization
and the dsvelopment of the conjugal famlly system are connected
with the seme political or religious ideology, for instance
the Protestant ethic in English history. (Pitts; Goode, p. 19)

But whether ldeclogically motivated or not, the people who
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@

leave iLheilpr extended families are the ones who fit in best

ft

with the indu

16}

trial system, Therefore it 1s perhaps not
surprising that the middle class in industrlal socletles,
i.e. those who fit in best with the economlc system, have a
weaker kinship orientatlon.

It is possible, however, that Kinship orientation, which
now 1is strongef in the working class, used to be stronger
in the milddéle classg, Goode has argued that, in socletles
just undergolng industrialization, the "peasants and
primitives" are under strong pressure to renounce their
extended fémilies, but the middle class-can actually use
the extendad family to explolt the new economlce opporituni-
ties. (pe 13} If this is true, 1t indicates that those
English and American peasants and proletarians who did take
advantage of industrialization, and who managed tc move up
into the new, industrial middle class, were those who dld
renounce thelr exiended families. Since most members of
the contemporary middle class are descendanis of these
upwardly moblle peasants and proletarians, rather than
descendants of the familistic, preindustrial middle class,
this explsins why the contemporary middle class has weaker
kinship orientation than the contemporary working class,
whose pezasant ancestors were not mobile., In short, soclal
mobility weakened extended families. (Willmott and Young 1960,
p. 87) Though a study by Litwak has suggested that mobility

in postindusirial socletles no longer has this effect, Litwak
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did find that the woriing class stlll lives closcer to
relatives than does the middle class.

In sum, the working class has stronger kinshlip orlenta-
tlon than the middle class, because it has greater need for
aid from relatives, because it contalns more ethnic groups
with familistic traditions, and because it has been less
soclally mobile. This implies that working-class mothers
will want to raise their children in nelghborhoods where

thelr relatives live nearbdye.

Maternal Independence

The difference in familism betwe=zn the middle and working
classes is apparent not only in relatlonships with relatives
but also within the nuclear family itself. Specifically,
middle-class methers, or at least upper-middle-class mothers,

3

more often have some degree of independence from thelr
children than do thelr working-class counterparts. The freep
hand which working-class husbands allow thelyr wives in
matters concsrning the children and the home increases the
women's respensibility, and ties them more strongly %o
maternsl and deomestic duties. (Besner; Rainwater and others,
rp. 76-87) In contrast, middlévclass husbands often help
thelr wives wlth household chores, particlpate 1n making
declsions about the children, and encourage the women to do
things outeide the homo. (Blood; Nye)

Working-class wives are more strongly tied to msternal
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duties not only because thelr husbands want them to be, but
also becauvuse this is what they themselves want. The exclu-
sively maternal motivatlon of working-class wlves was
demonstrated in a study by Ralnwater and others. They found
that

"The working class wife and mother lives her life closely
tied to the day-to-day experiences within the famlly, and her
children and her husband occupy her energies and emotions,

her ianer life and her routine behaviors much more extensively
than is true for the middle class woman..." (p. 102)

Because the working-class mother lives almést exclusively
within the family, her very identity as a person depends on
her children. She finds 1t difficult to have an identity
apart from that of a mother. (p. 91) When asked, "What would
you say is the best thing that ever havpened to you?", a
large proportion of working-class women say "having children'.
(pre 88) Likewise, when asked what they would most 1ilke to be

if a maglelan could change them into something other thas

s
)

human being, many working-class women indicate a wish to
continue playing a maternal role. One wentcd to be "The bed
ry children lay on so I could still be close to them." An-
other said, "A fairy, so I could watch over the kids and
other people;” In contrast, middle-class women more often
want individuél freedom and happiness. They sald things
1ike, "A bird because it can fly wherever 1t wants and see
the wpfld?f "A cloud because 1t is so light and frothy and
i a

free™, or "A flower ithat blooms for years". (pp. 49-50)

Mlddle-class women c¢f course tzke motherhood very serilously,
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but they may also wanit to be career women, companions to
thelr husbands, and graclous ladies. In contrast, motherhood
is frequently the only role that working-class women could
want or imagine.

An example of middle-class mothers' more freguent
desire and 2bility to play other roles is the fact that they
»more often work when they do not have to. A sample survey
of working wives in the United States showed that those with
orofessional or managerial occupetions, and those whose
husbands had high incomes, more often said they worked be-
cause of thelr need to accomplish something outside the home
or becauze they wanted to meet people or occupy their tine,
rather than bacause they had tc make moneye (Sobel) lMoreover,

LY

a study of more than two hundred married English women

tole

Ln
the professions showed that financlal motivatlon was even
less important for those who had children. (Myrdal and Klein,
P. 86) Apparently, middle-class mothers who work do so not

- because thelr families need money, but rather btecause they
want an economic as well as a maternal rocle, Their motlves
are therefore individualistic, not familistic. Thls probably
explains why a study in France showed that women whose
husbands work in the "liberal professions", as compared to
women whose husbands are "employees" or "industrial workers",
less often let the presenée of children deter them from
working. (Myrdal and Klein, p. 47)

To treat maternal particiration In the labor force, in
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1tself, as a negstive index of familism, would be misleading.
The fact is that the mothers most likely to work are those
whose husbands are absent; and among mothers with husbands
present thoze whose husbands make less money are mocre 1likel
o work. (U.S. Women's Bureau, pp. 29, 37) It is not sur-
prising, therefore, that women in general give "money" as
thelr main reason for working. (Hoffman) Indeed, the studies
mentioned above showed that only middle-class mothers work
malinly for non-monetary reasons. Working-cliass mothers,
though they work more frequently than middle-class mothers,
go to work because thelr families need money. Typleally,
working-class girls nope not to work after marriags. (Myrdal
and Klein, p. §) Thov feel thelr place is in the home, wlth
the children, and they go to work only to satisfy the chlld-
ren's needs.,

The fact that middle-class women more often deslre
indecendence seems tled to the fact that they have more

education. In both the United States {U.S. Women's Bureau,

p. 193) snd France (Myrdal and Klein, p. 48), the rate of

Q\

particivation in the labor force 1s higher among women with
more educatlon. This remains true among mothers of young
children. (U.S. Women's Bureau, p. #7) Interestingly, a
study in Seattile showed that more education 1is assoclated
with a kigher rate of labor Torce participation among mothers
whose husbhands have working-class occupationse. (Myers)

w

Zducation raises womean's level of asplration, broadens
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thelr swareness, and equlps them to use thelir intelligence
in economlcally productive ways. In short, 1t affects women
Just as 1t affects men.

Since middle-class mothers are seldom obliged to work
by their families' finencial needs, they may face a difficult
role-conflict if they want to work. (Ginzberg) Especially
if their children are not yet in schéol, they must choose
between staying home to care for them and going out to pursue
their cwn interests. This 1s a unique dillemma of middle-class
mothers in industrial socleitles. In preindustrisl economies
women work at home. (Myrdal and Klein, pp. 1-6) Therefore,
women can play a productive role, sometimes even converting

thelr produce into cash for thelr own needs, tut tnis doe

Q
[62]

not conflict with their maternal role. (LeVine and LeVine)
Industrialization, however, renders the domestic production
of houszhold gecods otsolete, and removes all productive work
from the home. This creates a dilerma for middle-class
vonene. Since thelr chlldren will not suffer if they do not
go out to work, and since the chllidren in fact probably
benefit from thelr presence at home, these women often must
try to reccncile a conflict between theilr children and
thelr careers.

In summary, middle-class women, because of thelr own
education and their husbands'® encouragement, more often have
independent roles avart from their children. In contrast,

working-class women more often aspire only to motherhood.
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Paradoxically, middle-class women have more lnclination and
training to pursue careers, but they also have less Justifl-
cation for leaving the children, since their famlllies do not
need the money. Middle-class mothers therefore need nelgh-
borhoods which minimize the conflict between thelr maternal
roles and their independent roles. Worklng-class women only

need neighborhoods which enhance their roles as mothers.

0
s

Autonomy as a Goal ¢f Child-Raising

Just ag middle-class mothers more often want independence
for themselves, they more often value autonomy for thelr
children. Middle-class mothers are more likely to say that
young children should be curious, happy, conslderate, well-
rounded, and self-controlled, On the other hand, more
working-class mothers say chlldren should be cbedient,

uprisht, neat, and clean. (Kantor and others; Kohn 1959;

~

et

lainweter end others, ». 94) Urle Bronfenbrenner's critical
review of child-raising studles done between 1928 and 1957
revealed that a middle-class mother "has higher expectatlons
for the child., The middle-class youngster 1ls expected to
learn to take care of himself earlier, to accept more re-
sponsibilities about the home, and - 2bove all - to progress

i

furtheyr in schoocl. Toward this end, middle-~class parents

use more peychclozical than physical punishment; this 1s
"more likely %o bring about the development of internalized

?

- . RSN TV | 3 ] o=
values and conitrolse. Bronfenbrenner founi, in sum, that
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"Over the entire 25-year period studled, parent-child
relationships in the middle class are consistently reported
as more acceptant and equalitarlan, while those 1n the
working class are criented toward malntalning order and
obedience."
It should be noted that mothers who want thelr children to
be autonomcus do not necessarily love them any more or sany
less than do mothers who exercise direct control over their
children's behavior. (Schaefer)

The differences in goals and methoeds for raising young-
“ehildren reflect differences in the conditions of life for
the two classes., Middle-class parents may not kave to worry

about such things as their children's neatness and cleanli-

ness because thely larger and more stable incomes allow

Q
=

te

4]

to

them to take for granted the respectability for wh

working class must strive. (Beshers, pp. 137-138) On th

D

other hand, middle-class parents must stress self-contrel
and curiosity because they intend that thelr children enter

middle-class occupations, which regulre more individual
initiative and self-direction than the occupations of
manual workers, which are subject to more standardized and
direct supervision. (Kohn 1963) 1In fact, among mothers
whose husbande have working-class occupations, those who
themselves work at white-collar Jjobs do have more middle-
class attitudes toward raising children than those who work
at more rmenial jobs. (Kohn 1958} In addition to income and
occupation, differences in education also influence child-

raising. Sirce middle-class women are more educated, they
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more often can "deal with the subjective and the ideatlonsl.”
They can therefbre use psycholozical discipline to manlovulate
their children's motlves and feelings, rather than merely
using physical discipline to control thelr overt behavior.
(Kohn 195%) Such manipulation inculecates principles of
behavior, and creates more autonomous children. Finally,

the greater concern of working-class mothers for "maintaining
order and obedience" may reflect the more crowded living
conditions of this class.

In short, working-class mothers wantAtheir children to
obey tham. Middle-class mothers, though of course they also
want their children to do the right things, more often want
them to be self-regulating, or autonomous. Thej would
therefore prefer neighborhoods with plenty of wholesone
setivities for the children to do on their own. Working-
class mothers, on the other hand, would be less enthusiustilc
about thelr children partilcipating in activities which they

themselves 434 not control.

Summary z2nd Prosvects

Mother-child relationships in the middle class are
different than in the working class. First of all, mlddle-
class mothers have fewer relatives nearby, and therefore
they less often have someone to help them with the children.
Secondly, many middle-class motihers face a conflict between

their maternal responsibilities and thelr desire to have a
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career or some other independent role apart from thelr
children. Working-class women seldom confront this dilemma,
because they usually want only to be mothers, and 1f they do
go out to work, they not only may have relatives nearby to
care for the children, but they also know that thelr chlld-
ren would suffeyr if they did not earn money. The third
difference 1s that working-class mothers want their children
to obey them, and to depend on them for almost everything,
including Judgments of rlght and‘wrong. In contrast, middle-
class mothers are less anxious to dominate their children's
everyday lives, just as they do not want thelr own lives to
be completely determined by the chlldren.

What is the 1likelihood that these class differences wili
persist in the future? The difference In kinship orlentation
wlll probably persist,‘but it may diminish., It is likely
to persist because occupational and geographlc morility is
less freguent among the worklng class, so kinship tles are
subjected to less straln. However, as the condlitions of
1ife are made more secure for the working class by means
such 2s the guaranteed annual wage recently won by the United
Automoblle Workers, the need for strong ties with extended
relatives will decrease.. Moreover, as families in the
middle class learn to cope with and even encourage mobility,
i1t will become lecs damagling to extended family ties. There-
fore working-class people wlll protably continue to live

nearer their relatives, but actual visiting and mutual aild
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may diminish and become no more common than in the mlddle
elass, If so, then working-class mothers may no longer have
the advantage of more frequently receiving relatives' help
with the children. '

The difference in maternal independence will probably
persist for many years. Indeed, in the next decade or two
1t is 1likely that dorking—class mothers will devote even
more of thelr time directly to their children, as rising
incomes reduce the need for them to work., In the very long
run, perhaps, improved communications will permit women to
work at home, thus eliminating the middle-class- conflict
between career and children. Also in the very long run
increasing education may stimulate most women te follow
careers. The proportion of women older than twenty who were
enrolled in schcol increased from 5.4% in 1950 to 15.4% in
1964, But at the same time, only 6.5% of all women in 1964
had completed college. (U.&. Women's Bureau, pp. 172, 175)
Obvliously, 1t will take several decades before higher
education will reach a majority of women. Even then,
middie-class women wlll have more college degrees thaﬁ
vworking-class women, and more of thelr own interests to
satisfy in addition to thelr children's demands.

Finally, this educational difference will help perpetu-
ate the class difference in goals and methods for raising
chlldren. Better educated middle-class mothers will con-

tinue to pay more attention to their children's motives and
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feelings, in order that the children may become autonomous
by internalizing the right rrincivples of behavior. Morecver,
the difference between middle-~class and working-ciass
occupations also seems likely to persist; even 1if working-
class jobs become less manual and more techﬁical, while
middle-class occupations become less entrepreneurial and
more buresucratic, there will always be some people on one
side of the machines and some people on the other. Conse-
quently, middle-class chlldren still will be trained to take
initiative and participate in setting thelr own standards,
vhile working-class children will learn to depend on rules

thelyr mothers impose. -
THE: MYTH OF SUBURBAN FAMILISH

There are sevearal kinds of suburbs. This discussion
will deal only with low-density, residential suburbs. {Schnore)
These are municivellities or pvarts of municlpalities or urin-
corporated areas, from wnlch most heads of families must
depart each day to go to work, and in which most dwelllings
are detached houses with at least ten thousand square feet
of land. This type of suburb is usually inhablted by wmlddle-
class people. (Duncan and Duncan; Duncen and Reiss; Dobriner,
v. 48) Tberefofc they should be less famllistic than work-
ing-class nelgnborhoods in industrial suburbs or central
citiese That is, irhabitants of low-density, residential

suburbs should have weaker tiles with extended relatives, and
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should place higher value on independence for mothers and
sutonomy for children. The testing of these hypotheses will
be reported in the next section of this paper. The remain-
der of this section will try to refute previous arguments
that suburbs are actually more familistlc than clties,

Some of these previous arguments have been based on
findings by se&eral sociologists who asked people why they
moved to the suburbs. All have found that people glve
Hpetter for children" at least as often as any other reason.
(Dobriner, p. 64) This would seem to shéw that suburbs ai-
tract familists. Even the fact that some cther studles have
found many suburbanites dissatisfled with the lack of space
or facilities for children's recreation would not contradict
this conclusion. (Benson and others; Martin) Parents might
move 10 the suburbs because they thought the new environment
would be better Tor the children, even if some of them
became disillucsioned later.

However, the study wnich at first seems the most con-
vineing in showing suburbanites to be more familistle,
actually reveals upon a second reading that the apparently
familistie reascns why people move to the suburbs are not
purely child-centered at all. This 1s the 1956 study by
Wendell Rell, where he set out to prove that
"the move to the suburbs expresses an attempt to find &
location in which to conduct family 1ife which 1s more sult-
2ble than that offered by central cities, 1l.e., thal persons
moving to thes suburbs are principally thoss who have chosen

familism as an important element of thelr 1ife styles as
over agalnst carecr or consumership."”

[
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Bell asisd two hundred residents in two rapldly growing
suburbs of Chicago why they bad moved to the suburbse. OF
all the reasons glven (some gave several), 81% referred to
the advantages of svburbs for children, T7% were ways in
which 1ife would be generally more enjoyable, 21% had to do
with the husband's job, 14% were about being near relatives,
and 3% were mliscellaneous. As in the other studies, "better
for children" was the most commonly stated reason. |
Feople ﬁho claimed suburbs were better for children
vere: then asked why. Of all the answers-to this question,

Bell found 20% referring to the extra space outside the

H
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house, 14% to extra space inside the house, 13% to
outdoors", 127 to less traffiec, 10% to better schools,

9% to the precence of "nice" children, 6% to the cleanliness
of the neighborhood, and the rest to other things lesa
frequently mentioned. In general, physical reasons were
clted nearly three times as often as soclal ressons. Bell

seems convinced thatl these supposed advantages really d

o]

ma¥ke the suburbs better for children.

"More space outside the house wlth less traffic and cleaner
areas wvere clted as allowin5 the children to play out of
doors 'iike children should', with much less worry and
supervision or. the part of the parents. Alsc, the fresh
air, sunshine, a2und other features of ‘'the outdoors' were
mentioned as providing a 'more hecalthy' life for the child-
ren. Living in a single-famlly detached house - instead of
next to, above, or below other persons as in an apartment -
was clted ag glving the children more freedom to run and
play in the house without the constant repressive demands
of the parents. Also, the additional space Inside the house,
according to the respondents, allews the children to have a
?1ace of thelyr own within the house, and permits them to

be children' without constantly 'being on top' of thelr
rarents. HNapas are less Iinterfered wiih in the quiet of
the sutuibs,”

v’
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Bell's yreport would seem to indicate that suburbs do
have advantagee for children. But a second reading reveals
that these are also advantages for the parents. The suburbs
are ”better‘for children" mainly because they make 1t easier
for parents to take care of theme City children can get
outdoors just as much as suburban chlldren, so the nelghbor-
hoods are equally salubrious for the children; the main dif-
ference 1s that ecity neighborhoods less often permit children
to be seht outside without supervision. That 1s, children
in the suburbs require less meaternal attention. Thus, of
all tﬁe reasons Bell's respondents gave for saying suburbs
were better for children, more than a third had to do with
safe, clean, outdoor space; and the main advantage of ithis
space i that 1t allows for "much less worry and supervision
on the part of the parents.” Likewise, extira space inside
the house 1s a blessing because 1t keeps the children from
"eonstantly 'veing on top' of their parents.' And the

}

beauty of "the outdoors" is something the parents enjoy at

least as much as the children, as Mowrer has argued:
Veoo the most common reason given by interviewees for moving
to the suburban homes 1s that here 1s a better place in
which to rear children. But when he is asked to explaln
why suburbila is a better place in which to rear children,
the reasons he glves apply equally as well to kimself as 1o
his echild. Frecsh air and sunshine, cultural opportunities,
absence of disturbing noises, more spaclious homes, mcre
friendly contects, places for pets, etce, are attributes
which reccgnize no age differentials. Likewlse less crowded
cenditions with more space for play are less restrictive of
adult as well as of child behavior."

In short, the main reason why suburban parents prefer the
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suburbs for ralsing children 1s apparently that suburban
spaclousness, aslde from being intrinsicelly more pleasant,
allows mothers and children te be more independent of ezach
other. Thus subﬁrbs facilltate individualistic mother-child
relationshlips. But this is not purely an advantage for the
children. The only purely chlld-centered advantages men-
tioned by Bell's respondents were better schools and "nice"
children. While neither of these features requiresvaﬁy h
sacrifice or effort from the parents on behalf of the child-
ren, neilther represents a saving in parental efforti, elther.
But these purely child-centered advantages amounted to less
than one Tifth of all the benefits mentioned.

Previous arguments that suburbs are more familistic bave
been based nct only on people's steted reasons for moving to
suburbs, which have just been discredited, but also upon
certaln Census data, which will now be shown to be irrele-
vant. Three intercorrelated Census variables have been con-
sidered an index of famllism. These variables are the crude
fertility ratio, the proportion of detached houses, and the
rate of female participation in the labor force. (Greer, pp.
77-85; Dobrirer, pp. 19-20; Beshers, pp. 90-102) Fertility
is the number of children younger than five in a given area,
divided by the number of women between twenty and forty-four:
this ratio iends to be higher in suburbs. So does the pro-
portion of single-famlly houses, The proportion of women

whe work ternds to be lower. However, as will now be shcwn,
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the construct of these three varlables really lmplies notalng
about the guality of mother-child relationships.

First, to say that suburbs are more famllistic because
they contain more detached dwellings is not very instructive,
since suburbs are defined as places with more dstached dwell-~
ings. Does familism follow from the definitlon of suburbs?
Only in the symbollc sense that a detached dwelllng, Dby |
separating a family from work and from cther families, some-
how exalts or enhances it. And there 1s no evidence that
this symbolic emphasis exists anywhere but in the minds of
sociolcgists. Besldes, regardless of any symbollc meaning
for the nuclear family, low density obviously hinders inter-
action within the extended family, by ma2king it more difficult

for relatives to live near each other. Therefore, detached

1

houses are noi intrinsicelly familistic. Indesd, as suggestsc

=

above, the main virtue of houses with yards apparently is
that they facllitate individualistic, rather than famllistic,
relationships beiween mothers and children.

High fertllity is an equally poor index of familism,
First of 211, high suburban fertility ratios show not that
families are much larger in the suburbs, but only that
childless women seldom live there. Unmarrled women have no
need for blg, detached houses, so they almost always live
in central cities. (Duucan and Relss) But single persons
should not be countéd in comparisons of urban and suburban

familism, sinece in discussing relationships within families
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it is reisvant to conslider only the populaticn witnin
families. Thus, when single people are excluded and only
the family populatiocn 1s considered, the average suburbvan
femily turns out to have 1e4 children younger than elghteen,
and the average family in central cities has 1.2. These
figures are the same Tor 1950 and 1966. (Duncan and‘Reiss;
U.S. Bureau of the Census 1957) Even this small difference
would partly disappear 1f young, childless couples were not
included in the family population. Such couples may seldom
want, and can rarely afford, a house in the suburbs; there-
fore they are concentrated in cities. In short, the differ-
ence in fertility ratio between suburbs and central cltles
reflects only the lack of small dwelllngs in the suburbs,
which prevents many single women and childless couples from
living thesre. If comparison were restricted to married women
of the same age, instead of all women of chlld-bearing age,
fizn the differencz between urban and suburban fertility
might disappear altogether. Finally, even 1T some difference
did remain, it would be difficult to interpret. Parents who
have only ons or two children may value them even more than
parents wno have many. Indeed, they may intentionally have
fewer children so that they can devote more time and resources
to each child. {Ogburn and Nimkoff, pp. 209-211) Therefore,
crude fertility'ratios not only reveal little about the size
of urban and suburban Tamllies, they 2lso fall to show any-

thing at all about the quality of mother-child relationstnlpss
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The third putative index of familism 1s female par-
ticipation in the labor force; this index 1s no better than
the other two. First of all, it is higher in areas with
more single and childless women, since these are more likely
to work than women with children. (U.S. Women's'Bureau, DPe 24)
Since single and childless women, as argued aBove, tend not
to live in suburbs, the scarciiy of working women in the
suburbs once agaln largely reflects the lack of small dwell-
ings. It also reflects the fact that suburban families have
higher incomes, so fewer mothers need to work. But, as
pointed out earlier, mothers who work to help feed their
families cennot be considered less familistic than middle-
¢lzss mothers who stay home. Therefore, the lower rate of
lzbor Torce particilpation by suburban mothers Jdoes not show
that suburban mothers are more familistic. Indeed; the
previous discussion of maternal independence argued that
middle-class women are actually less willing to renounce
careers and otner independent roles when they become mnothers.
Thus the lower rate of labor force participation merely
shows that suburbs do not attract single women, childless
couples, or families of modecst means.

In sumnmary, previous arguments that people in the
suburbs are more famllistic seem incorrect. Higher fertility
ratios and lower rates of female participation in the labor
force show only that suburban housing is not suited for

single women, cnildless couples, or Tamilies of modest means.
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This obviously inmplles nothing about suburban mothers beling
mere familistic. To the contrary, low residential density
should actually inhibit kinship orientation, by making 1t
more difficult for relatives to live nearby. Moreover,
though suburbanites say their nelghborhocds are better for
children, the maln advantage of suburbs is outdoor space,
and this 1s most advantageous 1o mothers who want an
individualistic relationship with thelr children. The next
section will ncw present some support for these new

hypotheses.
THE SURVEY FINDINGS

This section will repert and interpret some survey
results which show that the middle class is in some ways
less famllistic than the working class; that suburbs favoer
individualistic mother-child relationshivps; trhat middle-
class nothers are therefore happler in the suburbs than in
the clty; and, finally, that working-class mothers should
therefore be happier In the city than middle-class mothers,

About twenty mothers were surveyed in each of three
nelghborhocds. Because the samples are so small, this sur-
vey can really be consldered only a pllot study. The
three nelghborhoods are in Lexington, Brockline, and
Somerville, three municipalitlies in the area of Boston.
They are, respectively, a middle-class suburb, a middle-

class urban town, and a working-class city. I attempted

(%4
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to choose areas such that the Brookline nelghborhood would
be similar in socloeconomic status to the Lexington nelgh-
borhood but comparable in housing density to the Somerville
nelghborhood. Having chosen the three neighborhoods, I
began looking for children, I wanted only preschool child-
ren, ages three and four. The reason was that for chlldren
younger than three the neighborhood 1s irrelevant, and for
children older than four the quality of the local schools,
which is independent of neighborhood design, has overriding
importance. Therefore, in each neighborﬁood I sinmply
walked from door to door, up and down the streets, asking
2ll who answered if they had preschool children, or if
they knew any nelghbors who did. If I found no one in, I
d1id not call back unless a neighbor had told me of a pre-
gschool child 21 that address, in which case I would call
back until I found someone in. Having found a house wlth
a three or four year-old chiid, I left a questlonnaire with
the mother. After a week or two I came back to pick up the
form and answer questions about it. If the mother had not
yet filled 1t out,; I kept ccming tack or telephoning until
she elther handed it 1o me, malled 1t, or told me éhe did
not intend to complete it.

This procedure produced a2 somewhat blased sample. In
Lexington everyone cooperated, so there was no blas. In
BrooXline two mothers of preschool children refused to

take questionnaires, and two took questionnaires but did

4



net return theme This amounted to a nonrespcense rate among
known mothers of preschool children of twenty percent, but
the four noncompliant mothers did not differ in any obvlious
way from the sixteen who complied. However, in Somerville
people were generally less cooperative, and I never found
out with certainty, as I had in Brookline and Lexington,
exactly how many three and four year-olds were in the
neighborhood and where they lived. More people were out,
end I did not call back. Hany houses iacked doorbells or
public front doors. HMoreover, about five people with pre-
school children would not or could not take guestlonnalres,
and anothar five took but did not return them, sv the non-
response rate among kaown mothers of preschool children
was elmest Torty percent. These nonrespondents, and prob-
ably those who were not in or who lacked doorbells, seenmed
to inelude more working mothers, broken or unstable faml-
lies, and recent immlgrents wlth pcor English, than did
the grouvpd who cooperated. This means that the sample
from this working-class nelghborhood includes fewer faml-
lies frem the lower-class than from the mlddle-class fringe.
Thore were also some problems with the questlonnaire
(see appendix), because 1t was not pretested. The most
serious problem was seazsonal varliation. Several questlons
asked about a typical day, and the answers would obviously
depend on the scason of the year. I did not antlicipate

this problem in composing the guesticnnaire, but I discov-
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ered 1t from the very first respondent. Subsequently, I
explained the problem to all respondents, and asked them
either to glve separate answers for different seasons or to
give average answers for the whole year. Everyone scemed
to understande. Hﬁwever, because of confusion about seasonal
variation,‘somé answers could not be converted into averages
for the whole year. An even larger group of answers, be-
cause of the sheer difficulty of the guestlions abcut a
typical day, were not internally consistent. Therefore, in
tabulating the answers to these questions, about forty per-
cent of the questlonnalires from Lexington had to be excluded,
as did more than thirty percent of those from Brookline and
ebout ten percent from Somerville, Apparently, mothers in
Somerville have a more reliable sense of how thelr children
spend tlhelir time.

The three nelghbortoods differ sharply in appearance

and atmosphere In Lexington the houses are sirung along a

e
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few curving streets which loop off from a rural road a
couple of miles from the center of town. Woods border some
of the back yards, and.occasionally crowd around into the
large front yards as well. The houses are substantlal and
sophisticated. Bullt between 1956 and 1966, most are worth
more than §40,000. Scandinavian styles outnumber colenial,
and the rolling terraln creates pleasant varlations in
siting. Automoblles are rare, as are pedestrians, at least

in late winter. A1l is qulet and safe.
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The Brookline nelghborhood is less than half a2 mile
from a main street with a trolley line. The nelgnhbornood
has no sharp edges, but 1t has a definite'center. The cen-
ter 1s a public playground, an acre of grass on tOp‘Of a
hill, from which streeits curve down in four directions.
Big, stately houses of wocd.,, stucco, and Georglan brick
stand on the brow of the hill. The lower‘slopes are dense
with wooden three-deckers and thfee-storey brick apartment
buildings. Many of these have tiny yards in back. Cars
are surrrisingly freguent on the winding streets, and
there are a few elderly pedestrians. The nelighborhood 1is
clean, gulet, and solid.

In Somervlille, the sample nelghborhood lies within a
triangle of three arterial streets. The tepography is not
flat, but there is no well-defined hill, and the streets
are rectliliinear. 7The houses here are o0ld, as in Brookline,
but they are less substantizl, and occasional bulldings are
enpty and decayed, Most dwellings are In multifamily wcod-
en structures, but there are also some small brick apart-
ments. Nearly all the buildings have small yvards. There
is a park, as in Brockline, but this one is larger, has a
dirt surface, and sezms more sulted for c¢lder chlldren to
play ball than for toddlers and thelr mothers. In the
neighbortcod ere grocery stores, varlety stores, and a
couple of bars, two public elementary schools, a Catholic

scheol, and an Amerlcan Leglion post. At night the older



38

children gather on the stireet cornefs, but during the day
both cars and pedestrians are rarec. The nelghborhocd 1is
shadbby and bleak.

Tables 1 and 2 present measures of some of these phys-
ical characteristics, and also reveal the soclal character-
isties which underlie the differences in neightorhood
appearance and atmosphere. Lexington and Brookline are
clearly shown to be middle—ciass areas; thelr residents are
wealthler, better educated, and more often employed in
middle-class occupatlons than the people in Somerville,

The Brookline population is gulite different from the Lexing-
ton populaticn, however. It contalns mény elderly

pecople, and a high proportion of Russlan Jews. 1In 1ts

high ethnlecity, the Brookline neighborhood 1s more similap
to Somerville, which has many Irish and Italian Catholics.

Brookline families have fewer chlldren than Lexington
and Somerville families. Lexington hag the highest conecen-
tration of three and four year-olds per dwelling. But the
lower density of the Lexington nelghborhood allows more
outdoor space for each three or four year-old than iIn the
other neighborhoods. Brookline's pPesohoolers have the
next mest oven space, because there are so few of them. In
Somerville, where ezch bullding contains many small dwell-
ings and each dwelling has a large number of children, the
three and four year-olds have the least space, boih Indcors

and oute
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TABLE

1

Selected Characteristics in 1960 of the Census

Tracts Containing the Sample Nelghbornoods

Lexington Brcokline Somerville

Occupations of employed males:
Prof., tech., managers
Clerical, sales
Craftsmen, foremen
Operatives
Service workers, laborers

Occupations of employed Temales:
Prof., tech., managers
Clerical, sales
Craftsmen, foremen, operatives
Service workers, laborers

Median family income
Median family income per capita

Median school years completed
(of population 25 or older)

Total foreign stock
Irish
Russian
Italian
Canadian

Median age of males
Median age of females

Numbey of children younger than
18 liviung with both parents,
per married couple

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1960: Census Tracts, Tables

16%

59197
82380

12.8

35%
3%
5%

10%

29.6
30.7

-1, P-2, ?-3, H-1, and H-2

4%
15%

88355
£3010

125

65%
%%
31%
1%

7

0.7

9.7

49%
1%
Ok

13%

28.6
30,6
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TABLE 2

Selected Characteristics of the Blocks
Comprising the Sample Nelghborhoods

Lexington Brookline

Percent of dwellings occupled

by owners 100% D5k
Percent of dwellings in sound

condition 100% o8t
Median contract rent for )

rented dwellings - $103%%
Population per dwelling PN ki A T Lt
Median contract rent per person - $335%
Median number of rooms

per dwelling 84 5, 7
Medlan number of rooms

per person PPREEE 1, Qi
Dwellings per gross acre st 1 Dok
Dwellings per net acre : {dsedest 15
Percent of gross acreage k

covered by buildings 143 DI
FPercent of gross acreage

used for streets 1435 DR
Fercent of gross acreage

left as open space T2% Youaa
Number c¢f chilldren aged % and 4

per dwelling 0.3% 0.05%
Number cf children aged 3 and 4

per gross acre 0.43%% 0.6%

Number of square feet of open '
space per child aged 3 and 4 100,000% 38,000%

Sources?
#estimated from direct observation

##fprom U.S. Bureau of the Census 1960: City Blocks

0
6

Somerville

Dkt
TSt

O
b3
b

Qe

0
s wls
S

9,C00%

wiwwfrorm UeSe Burcau of the Census 1960: Census Tracts

#AHLr 4 Sanborn Map Company
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Middle-Clags Individvalism and Vorking-Claso Familisn

Mothers and children in the middle-class nelghberhoods
of Lexington and Brookline give evidence of being less
familistic than those in working-class Somerville., Part of
this evidence is in Table 3. Here the most striking fact
1s that chlldren in Somerville spend a substantlally larger
part of their time with their mothers. In other words,
mothers 1h Brookline and Lexington spend less time with
thelr children. In splte of the small samples, anzalyslis of
varliance shows this difference is statistically significant,
at a level of probablility less than 0,01, foreover, Table 4
reveals that, desplte spending less time with their children;
Brookline and Lexington mothers desire more time for them-
selves at least as often as mothers in Somerville. In other
words, the middle-class mothers both want end have more time
for their own activities. Therefore Taebles 3 and & indicate
that niddle-clasgs mothers and children zre less dependsent
on each other; they have a more individuaiistic relationship
than do mozhers and children in the worklng class.

The amount of time that mothers and children spend
together is admittedly a somewhat superficial 1index of
familism, It 15 possible that a middle-class mother becomes
more emoilonally involved wilith her chlldren during the time
when they are togetner, and that she therefore needs more
time away from them. Il 1s also possible that since

middle-class children internazlize more of their parents'
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TABLE 3

Mean Percentase of Children's Time Spent in
Various Flaces, Company, and Activities on
a "Typical Day"

Lexington Brockline Somerville
(n:14) (n:11) (n:14)

Inside own house, with mother 43 45 59

At park, playground, or
swimming pool, with mother

In own yard, with mother

Shoppling or doing errands,
with mother

Vieiting friends or relatives,
with mother

Other time out of house,
with mother

A -

NV W
noUT v I

Subtotal ¢ time out of house,
with mother 19 22 20

Subtotal: time with mother 62 67 79

Inside cwn house, without mother

11

(0)}

In neighborhing yards,
wilthout mother
On stre=t op sidewalk,
without mother 1 0
At parz, playyround, or
swimming pcel, without mother 0 6
At nursery school 13 10
Visiting otner children,
withcut mcther 4 2 1
Visiting adult friends or '
relatives, without mother 0 0
Other time out of house, :
without mother 0 1 0

5
In own yard, without mother 9
6

b}

- W

Subtotal: time ocut of house,
without mother 33 26 20

Subtotale time without mother 38 33 21

Total 100%° 100% 100%
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TABLE 4

Answers to Question, "Do You Ever Wish You
Had More Time for Activities of Your Own?'

Lexington Brookline Somerville

"Never" 2 0 i
"Very rarely" T 3 4
"Sometimes" . 12 9 8

4 0

"orten" . 2

rules, they are actually less autonomous than working-class
children, even though they spend less time with thelr mothers.
If these possibilities were true, then the smaller amount of
time that middle-class mothers and chlldren spend together
would not necessarily imply elther greater maternal independ-
ence oy more sutonomy for the children. However, the truth
of these possibilities is not self-cvident, and would bpe
difficult to test. Therefore the implication of Takbles 3
and 4 remains that, at least superficlally, middle-class
mothers have more independence from their children, and the
children have greater autononmy.

Table 3 shows that an important reasson why mlddle-class
children spend less time wilth their mothers is that they go
to nursery school., In Brookline and Lexington, every mother
except cne sends her children to nursery school or plans to
send them next year. In Somerville, though, only two child-
ren attend. Pive Somerville mothers were not Interested 1in
nursery school at 2ll. As one mother of six children wrote,
M1 did not have children to have someone else bring them up.”

The other nine mothers in Somerville indicated that they
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would like to send thely children, put nursery school cost
too much. However, the fact that a nearby seitlement house
runs a nursery school and charges almost nothing (two child-
ren in the sample o there}), reises some doubt about the
strength of these nine women's expressed desire to send
their children to nursery school. At any rate, a larger
proportion of the working-class than of the middle-class
mothers show no interest in nursery schoocl. Apparently,
they consider the mother-child relationship sufficlent for
both themselves and their children, and they want no outside
agency to intervene.

Another indication that the lives of three and four

[

year-old working-class children are more fanily-centere
than the 1ives of middle-class children is the lower ratlo

of pleymates to siblings. Mothers were asked how many play-
mates their children have, and also how many slblings

younger than elighteen. In Somerville the mean number of
siblings is 2.8, in Brookline it is 1.5, and in Lexington
also 1.6, The mean numbers of playmates, respectively, are
4,8, 4,5, and 5.6, It is clear that Somerville children

have relatively more siblings and Lexington chlldren have
more playmates. Though the questibnnaire allowved siblings

to be counted as ?1aymates (see avpendix), this does not
destroy the findings. For even if Somer?ille mothers counted
no siblings as playmateé, while Brookline and Lexington

playmates, which is extremely

<

mothers courted all siblings as
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unlikely, the ratioc of siblings to non-sibling playmates
would still be highest in Somerville. The ratics would be
0.57 in Somerville, 0.55 in Broockline, énd 0,40 in Lexington,.
Thus»working«olass children have fewer playmates as compared
to siblings despite the fact that thelr neighborhood has

the highest concentration of three and four year-clds, as
Table 2 showed. Moreover, the middle-class children have
more playmates even when nursery schoolmates are not counted,
Clearly, family members play a larger part in the world of
working-class children,

The greater importance of family members for children
in the working class 1s also apparent in Table 5. When
working-class mothers need baby-sitters, they are more likely
tc call on members of the nuclear oy extended family. In

re someone., This

,.'o

contrast, middle-clase mothers usually h
means once agealn that mliddle-class chlldren have far more
extensive contacts with preople outside the familye The
greater rellence upon relatives also indicates the stronger
kinship orientation of working-class adults, which was dis-
cussed eariier.

Desplte the fact that working-class mothers more often
call on relatives to baby-sit, they very rarely 1f ever have
relatives In to help with the children while they themselves
are at homes Like mothers in the middle-class nelghborhoods,
Someyrville mothers report that, when they are with the child-

ren, they have someone else to help them only a negliglible



TABLE 5

Number of Mothers Using Various ¥inds of
Baby-Sitters

Lexington Brookline Somerville

Adult in household 7
Older child in hcusehold 8
Relative in neighborhood 1
Helative outside nelghborhood 5
Friend in neighborhood {unpaid) 5
Friend outside nghbhd. (unpaid) 1
Other in neibhborhood (paid) J 11
Other outside neighborhood (naid) 16

Ul VO~ 3
- e O OY OV

fraction of the time. This 1s somewhat surprising, in view
of the stironzer kinship.orientation of working-class womene
However, working-class familism does express iiselfl
sgain in the values of the Someprville mothers. Item 29 of
the guestlionnzire (see'apﬁendix) asked mothers to rank four
alternatives in terms of wkat they consldered most important
for thelr preschool children. The alternatives represented
physic individuel, socigl, and emotional develorment
(these are obviously not mutually exclusive). Tables 6 and 7
show that middle-class mothers, especlally in Lexington,
nore often velue emotlonal and individual developmenti., In
contrast, Somerville mothers value physical ard soclal de-
velopment. The reason why middle-class mothers value indi-
vidual development 1s thelr desire, discussed earlier, that
thelr children become autonomous. And because teaching
children to be autonomous means inculcating certaln feelings
of right andl wrong, middle-class mothers must show respect

and concern for thelr children's emotions. On the other
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TABLY 6

Number of Mothers Who Velue Physlcal Versus
Emotional Development

Léxington Brookline Somerville
Physical ' 10 11 10
Emotional 12 5 5
TABLE 77

Number of Mothers Who Value Social Versus
Individual Development

Lexington Brookline Somerville
Social : ' T 8 ' 10
Individual 12 8 5
hand, working-class mothers, who are usually more dependeny
than middle-class mothers upon the maternal role, do not iry
to make their children autonocmous. Instead, they cater to
the children's physical wants and try to teach obedlence to
familial authority. In short, middle-class mothers have more
individualistic goals for thelr chlldren, while those of
working-class mothers are more familistlc.

It is not clear why the values expressed by Brookline
mothers tend to resemble those of mothers in Somerville. Per-
haps the high density of housing in Brookline does not allow
the tolerant concern that middle-class mothers usually show
for thelr children's emotions. Since less space makes 1t
more;difficult to isolate misbehaving children, their behav-
for must be controlled., The Brookline mothers may also be

Iinfluenced by traditional Jewish familism (Bardis 1961),
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TABLE 8

Answers to Quesztion, "Does Your Child Ever
Get in the VWay around the House?'

Lexington Brookline Somerville

"Never" -3 2 0

"Very rarely" 6 2 1

"Sometimes" 12 10 11

"orten" . 2 2 2
TABLE O

Answers to Questiion, "Does Your Child Ever
Get in the Way around the House?", by Whether
Or Not Children Share Bedrooms -

Lexington Brookline Somerville
share not share share not share share not

) shars
"Never" 3 1 i 0 C
"Very rarely" O 6 1 1 0 1
YSometimes” . 5 7 3 7 7 4
"orten" 0 2 2 0 1 1

though this sample is less Jewish than the rest orf Brookline.

On balance, the evidence does indilcate that the working
class is more familistic. Somerville motters do not mind
spending more time with thelr children. And Somerville
children not only spend more time with thelr mothers, they
afe also more likely to have relatiQes for playmates and
baby-sitters. Moreover, Somerville mothers train their
children not to be autonomous, but to live in a working-
class family.

Of course, even Somerville mothers are annoyed by thelr
children sometimes, as Table 8 shows. But Table 9 reveals

that lack of space, as indicated by the'necéssity for
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sharing vedrooms, is a major cause of maternal annoyance,
Lack of space in Somerville was shown in Table 2, and Table 11
will show that Somerville mothers considef thlis the nelghbor-
hood's biggest drawback. But the reason they dislike the
lack of space is not that they mind having to supervlise

thelr children all the time; rather, 1t is that overcrowding
makes it difficult for mothers and children to spend thelr
time comfortably together. Therefore, the fact that Somer-
ville mothers complain of overcrowding does not contradict
the main conclusion, which is that workihg—class women think

a mother and a young chlld should play a larger part in each

other's dally lives than do middle-class women.

Suburbs ¥Favor Individuslism More Then Famillswm

The fact that suburbs appeal less stirongly to Tamlilists
than to individualists is implicit in Tebles 10, 11, and 12,
which show what mothers like and dislike about thelr nelgh-
borhoods. Abundant and safe outdoor space, where chlldren
can play unsupervised, is the advantage most often mentloned
by mothers in Lexington. Conversely, the lack of such space,
and the consequent need for constant sugervlsion, ls the
disadvantage most often mentioned by moihers in Brookline.
These individualistic middle-class mothers want a nslghbtor-
hood where they do not always have to wateh thelr children.

Familistic Somerville mothers also complain about lack of

]

outdoor svace, but, as was argued above, this 1s not because

o
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TABLE 10

Advantages of Nelghborhoods: Number of
Mentlons of Xach Advantage as a Percentage
Of All Mentions of All Adventages

Lexington Brookline Somerville
(n =88) (n=174) (n = 45)

Accessibility to Boston, church,
school, recreation, medlcal

care, nursery school, library 3 28 35
Good schools 8 7 4
Public parks and playgrounds 1 21 18

Safe yards and outdoor space,

lack of need for constant

supervision of children 32 11 18
Presence of other children,

nice children, or children

of same age 17 13 13
Attractive nelghborhoced,

advantages of country 13 0 0
Nice neilghbrtors, soclal atmosphere 10 9 4
Communally owned swimming pool 9 0 0
Qther T 11 8
Total 100% 100% 1005%

they want more independence from their children; rather, 1t
is a reactlion to overcrowding, which is much more severe In
Somerville than in Brookline or Lexington.

Table 13 confirms even more strongly that suburbs appeal
to individualists. When listing the advantages of thelr
neighborhoods, mothers sometimes repeated themselves by say-
ing the same thing in different ways. For 1nstance, mothers
in Lexington sometimes stated the advantzge of outdoor space
by writing that they liked the big yards, and that 1t was
safe outside, and also that there was n» need for constant

éupervision of children outdoors. Therefore 1t was possible
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TABLE 11

Disadvantages of Nelghborhoodss: Number of
Mentions of Each Disadvantage as a Percentage
Of All Mentions of All Disadvantages

Lexington Brookline Somerville
(n = 32) (n=28) (n=27)

Lack of outdoor space where
children can play safely,
alone, freely, or without

supervision 0 46 41
Indoor crowding, lack of privacy 0 14 0
Hills _ 0 11 0
Lack of playmates 9 T 7
Urban ugliness 0 11 0
Poor schools 0 0 15
Necessity for scheduling and

managing children's

playmates and activities 16 0 0
Undeslirable pecple, chlldren,

language, or bshavior p) 0 15
Lack of a playground 6 0 4
Dogs 0 0 T
Socloeconomlc and zge homogencity 13 0 0
Lack of things to 4o nearby,

dependence on car, necessity

for chauffeuring 31 0 4
Othey 22 11 T
Total 100% 1005 1007

to separate the Lexington mothers into categories according

to the number of waye in which they expressed thelr enthuslasm
for outdoor space. Table 13 shows %that mothers who most

often mentioned the advantage of outdoor space spent the

least time with thelr children, yet they felt Just as often

as other mothers tlhat they needed more time for themselveso
Clearly, the mothers who are most enthusiastic about outdoor
space, which 1s the main advantage of the sﬁburbs, aré those

who want to be morce independent of their children. Table 13
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TABLE 12
Attributes of "Best Neighborhood": Number
Of Mentions of .Each Attribute as.a Percentage
Of All Mentions of A11 Atiributes

» Lexington Brookline Somerville
(n=20) (n=25) (n=15)

Like suburb, with yard or

safe outdoor space 0 40 33
Playground or park nearby 15 8 6
Other children available 0 16 o]
Good schools 0 4 20
Like present nelghborhood, :

without qualification 50 4 0
Clean 0] 0 20
Other 35 28 20
Total 100% 100% 100%

also shows thzt thesce mothers more often emphasize thelr child-
ren's emotioral rather than vhyslcal develovment; this indl-
cates a desire that thelr children become autonomous. In
short, the mcat individuelistic mothers are the most enthusl-
astic about outdoor space.

Analysis of the Brookline questionnalres failed to reveal
that the mothers most often expressing a desire for outdoor
spece werc those who spent less time wlth thelr children, or
who emphasized emotlonal more than physical develoument for
their children. The reason for thls seems to be that several
mothers on top of the hill in the Brookline neighborhood
already have adequate yards, and these mothers do spend less
time with thelr children. Moreover, in Somerville those
mothers wno want suburbs and more outdoor space do, llke

middle-class mothers, spend less time with thelr children



TABLE 13

Amportan? of Outdoor Space for, and Selected
Other Characteristics of, Le)lp"ton Mothers

Number of ways mocthers stated
the advantage of outdoor space

None One Two Three
Number of mothers 7 6 8 2
Mean percent of time children
spend wilth mothers on a 71 59 56 54
typical day (n = ) (4) (5) (4) (1)

Number of mo hers answering
question, "Do you ever wish
you had more tine for activi-
ties of your own°

never" 0 2 0 0

‘very rarely 3 1 2 1

»sometimeQ' 2 3 6 1

"often' - 2 0 o 0
Number who value physlcal more

than emotional development 5 3 2 C
Number who value emotlional more

than physical development 1 3 6 2
Number who value soclal more

than individual development 2 0 5 0
lumber who value individual more ‘

than social development 3 4 3 2

than the other mothers in Somerville. The implicatlons of
Table 1%, therefore, are not contradlcted by date from the
other two neighborhoods. ©Suburbs do appeal most strongly to
mothers who want individualistic relationships with thelr
children.

Another reason why suburbs appeal to mothers who want
more independence from their children is that other mothers
can ezslly take cver supervision. This is a ccnsequence of

-

what Dobriner called the visibility‘factor. (Dobriner, p. 9)
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TABLE 14

Number of Chlildren Spvending Varlous Amounts
0f Time with Other Children

Lexington Brookline Somervilie

Number spending more than 50%

of time with no other children 2 5 1
Number spending more than 507 of
time with only one other child 5 6 5

Number spending 5C% or less of time

with no cther children, SOﬁ or

less of time with only one other

child, and 5C% or less: of time

with two or more other children 8 3 4
Number spending more than 50% cof

time with two or more other

children 8 1 1
The openness of the suburbs allows people to see Into other
people's yards, and also allows children to roam from yard
to yard. A mother therefore knows that she 1s not the only
one watching her child outside. In Lexington, half of the
mothers said the nelghbors keep an eye on their children
outside, while only a third of the methers in Brookline and
in Somerville sald their nelghbors did.

- One more sign that suburbs favor individualism 1is
Table 145 Individualism, as defined in this paper, neans
only that people's lives are not centered on the family,
not ihat people participate in no groups at all. It was
previously argued that a higher ratio of playmates to slb-
lings is one of the tralts that demonstrate the individuallsm
of the middle class. Middle-class mothers want thelr child-

ren to have many vlaymotes outside the Tamlly because among

playmates +the children beccme more independent of thelr
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mothers., Thus the individualistic Lexington children spend
more time with playmates than do children in the other
neighborhoods, as Table 14 shows; chi-square analysis
shows the difference is statistically significant, at a
level of probability less than 0.02. This points up another
reason why middle-class mothers like suburbs namely, that
their own and neighboring yards are ldeal places for child-
ren to meet and play with friends, under minimum supervision.
Suburban children can learn to play in a group of peers, and
the mothers can attend to thelr own interests. In Brookline,
where outdoor space 1s scarce, the fact that children spend
less- time with playmates is regarded as a disadvantage by
mothers, who would prefer a nelghborhood where other child-
ren were more avallable, as Table 12 showed. Brookline
mothers, like their Lexington counterparts, want outdoor
space because it facilitates their children's autonomy.
Finally, Just as the suburbs favor individualism, the
city favors familism. In Brookline and Somerville, Table 5
showed that half of the relatives called on to baby-sit live
in the same neighborhood, but in Lexington only one out of
six does. This difference 1s not due to differential
mobility, since the distributions of the three samples by
length of residence in the neighborhood are identical.
Rather, it 1s due to higher density, which facilitates in-
teraction with extended relatives simply because there are

more dwellings nearby where relatives can live. It would
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be very difficult for a woman in Lexington to find her mother
a house within walklng dlstance of her own.

In summary, suburbs facilitate Indlvidualistic rela-
tionships between mothers and children because chlildren there
require less supervislon outdoors, because part of thisb
supervision can be supplied by neighboring mothers, and
because unsupervised children can more easily meet friends
and begin tc live their own 1life apart from the famlly. Con-
versely, familistic people may prefer the city because at
higher densities it is easler to maintain tles wlth extended

relatives.

Mi@rlghgl¢3s Mothers Are More Satlsfied with the Sudburbs
Trhan with Lhe CLLy
Because middle-class mothers are more often individual

ists, and because the suburbs favor individualism, 1t should
follow that middle-class mothers are hanpler in the suburbs
than in the city. This, indeed, is what the survey found.
The most direct evidence was in Table 12, which showed that
rany more mothers in Lexington than in Brookline s2ld a
neighborhood 1like thelr present one would be the best 1n
which to raise theilr children,

That middle-class mothers are more satisfied with the
suburbs is also shown, though more indirectly, in Table 15,
All mothers were asked to list the advartages and disadvan-

tages of thelr nelghborhocds, botn for thelr children and

3

for themselves a
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respensible for the childrens
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TABLE 15

Number of Advantages Minus Number of Disadvantages
Of Nelghborhood

Lexington Brookline Somerville

Number of mothers for whom the
number of advantages for child
minus the number of disadvan-
tages for child 1s:

less than O 0 1 3
¢} 2 1 3
1 8 6 5
2 6 3 4
3 4 2 0

nore than 3 3 3 0

Number of mothers for whoem the

number of advantages for self

minus the number of disadvan-

tages for self 1s:

less than O 2 1 1
C 9 3 5
i 6 6 6
2 3 2 i
: 2 % C

more than 3 1 1 1

Since the main benefit of suburban nelghborhoods is to free

mothers from the task of constant supervision, Lexington

G

mothers were expected to 1ist more advantages for themselves,
in relation to disadvantages, than Brockline mothers. How-
ever, Table 15 shows just the opposite, The number of
stated advantages for the mothers themselves usually ex-
ceeded the number of disadvantages by a greater margin in
Brookline than in Lexington.

. The reason for this is that mothefs considered constant
supervision a dlsadventage for thely children more cften

than for themselves, Tabtles 10 and 11 showzd that safe



outdoor space and the consequent lack of need for constant
supervision was the advéntage Lexington mothers most often
found in their nelghborhood, aﬁd the shortage of such space
was the most common complaint of mothers in Brookline. But
most Lexington mothers listed this as an advantage for thelr
children, not for themselves, and most Brookline mothers
sald the lack of it was a disadvantage for the children,

not for themselves, This goes a long way toward explaining
why, in Table 15, mothers found more net advantages for
their children in Lexington than in Brookline. It also ex-
plains why mothers often found fewer net advantages for
themselves in Lexington than In Brookline, where, as Table 10
showed, they liked the proximlty to many facilitlies and

things to do.

H
ct
e
03]
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ot obvious why Lexington mothers considered the
lack of need for outdoor supervision an advantage for thelr
children more often than for themselves. Nor is it clear
why Brookline mothers thought thelr children suffered from
the leck of a yard in which to play unsupervised, when these
seme mothers dld consider the local parks an advantage for
the children. There seem to be two possible reasons why
middle-class mothers belleve children should have a place

to play without maternal supervision. First, the bellef may
derive from thelr desire that the childfen become autonomous.
They may feel that, in order for children to develop as

irdividusls, they must have a place to play without maternal
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supervision. Therefore a safe yard would be an advantage
for the children.

A second possible explanation is that mothers would
feel gullty if they admitted they do not want to supervise
their children all the time. (Gray) If this were irue,
they might project thelr own desiré fér independence onto
the children, as a belief that the children need to become
autonomous. This would mean that the real reason mothers
1iked suburbs was that the lack of need for supervisilon
gives them more free time, but that they prefer to consider
this lack of need for supsrvision as an advantage for the
children.

Whether middle-class women consider the lack of need
for constant supervision an advantage for themselves or fop
thelr children, either reason would reflect thelr desire for
an individualistic relationship with the children. However,
other features of the suburbs actually make this kind of
relationsnip more difficult, and therefore Lexington mothers
complain about these features. For instance, in a low-
density residential neighborhood, friends, recreational
facilitles, and things to do are likely not to be within
walking distance for a preschool child. Mothers therefore

ust chauffeur their children. As Table 11 showed, thls is
considered a disadvantage for nothers and children who want
to be independent of each othner.

In sum, the survey does show that middle-class mothers,
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because they are more individualistlie, generally seem moye
satisfled with the suburbs. The main advantage they find in
suburbs is that children theré can play outdoors unsupervised,
and this facilitates an individualistic relationshlp between
mothers and children. However, some features of suburbs,
such as the néed for moihers to chauffeur thelr children,
actually hinder individualistic relationships. Moreover,
some features of the city, such as the accessibility of many
things to do, appéal to middle-class women because they
alleviate role-cconflict by allowing mothers to pursue thelr
own interests without leaving the children.

Are Vorking-Class Mothers More Satlsfied with the City
Uhan Middle-Class Mothers?

Since the working class is more famillistlc and clties

Y-

6]

favor familism, werking-class mothers should be happler in

the city than niddéle-class mothers. The survey did not

o]

corroborate this, however. As Table 15 shows, most Somep-
ville mothers found fewer net advantages in thelr neighbor-
hood, for beth themselves and thelr cnhlldren, than did
Brookline mothers. Table 10 indicated that mothers found
the same typeg of advantages in Somerville as In Brookline,
"But Table 11 showed some different complaints. Several
mothers in Scmerville objected to poof public schools, and
several also complalined about undesirable nelghbors, drunks,
bad-~-mouthed or unsupervised children, aﬁd dogse. These prob-

leme do not exist in the Brookline nelehborhood, and therefore
jal 3
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they reduce the wvalidlty of any comparison between satisfac-
tion in Somervlllie and satlsfactlon in Brookline. Perhaps
1t is valid, however, to note that, despite the much more
severe lack of space in Somerville shown by Table 2, Taple 11
reveals that the mothers there complain about lack of space
no more often than do the mothers in Brookline. 1In short,
considering the greater lack of space and the presence of
more dangers and bad influences, it is not surprising that
the famlllstic mothers in Somerville are dissatiefied with
their necilghborhood. The data, therefore, nelther confirms
nor contradicts the theory_that working-class mothers would
be happler than middle-class mothers 1f they lived in identi-

cal or comparable urban nelghborhcods.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING

—

This study was small and somevhat unsystematic, so some
of the argumenis are suvported weakly if at all. However,
the major conclusions seem sturdy enoughe. These ape:

First, the middle class In csome ways is less famllistle than
the working class. Middle-class mothers have weaker ties
to thelr own extended relatives. They more often want a
degree 0o independence from thelr children, sometimes in
order to follow a career. Simllarly, they want their young
children to be more autonomous, and to learn to get along
with people outside the family. The second major conclusion

is that suburbs facilitate anifidddji tiec mother-child
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relationships, mainly because the abundance of safe, cutdoor
space permits young children to play outside wilthout super-
vision. That is apparently the main reason why middle-class
mothers pfefer the suburbs,.

These concluslons of course 4o not completely explain
why middle—cléSS famlilies prefer to live in suburbs. The
middle class probably wants, in part, to segregate itself
from the lower classes of soclety. In particular, it prob-
ably wants schools where 1ts children will have the right
kind of claésmates and teachers when they grow older.,
Moreoveyr, although this paper has examined the moitivations
of mothers, these may not be decisive in determining where
to live. Fathers have ressons all thely own. Some of thsse
are probably Tinznrclal, such as the desire to own a house,
But other paternal mectlvation may be familistic., Further
research should study what vaternal familism 1sg, and whether
it varies between classes. Possibly, as maternal familism
in some sense decreases in higher soclal classes, paternal
famllism may increasse. &n interesting question for further
research would therefore be how the choice of neighborhood
depends on the interaction between maternal and paternal
familism or individualism, and whether the familism faciopr

hea

[]

greater or lesser importance tuan social and financial
factors.
But even the present conclusions by themselves have

implications, In drawlng these implications out, I &ssume
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that social stratification and residential segregation by
class wlll continue to exist, deplorable though they are.
The 1lssue therefore 1s not integration, but rather desligning
nelghborhoods to meet the specific needs of different
inhabitants.

The most obvious implication of the present findings
is that the government or some other ofganization should
subsidize a messive system of top-quallty day-care centers,
for the children of worklng-class mothers who have to work
and middle-class mothers who want to work. (Cochran and
Robinson) 'For a varlety of reasons, these services cannot
exist without subsidies,

As for actual nslghborhood desigrn, 1t ls apvarent thad
the middle class wants plenty of safe, outdoor space. Eut
low suburban densitles have at least two disadvantages.

First, there les often nothing in the nslghborhioed for mothers

P

to doo. Second, children must often ve chauffeured to friends
houses or other places where they may want to go.

These disadventages of the suburbs cculd be eliminated,
and the advantages retained, 1f mlddle-class housing were

built at higher densiiies - for instance, twenty to twenty-

five édwellings per net z2cre. Instead of private yards, the

D

houses could share a common back yard. The houses might be
detached, but probably would have to be duplex, row houses,
or gaerden apartmenis. Attached houslng might actuzlly be

preferavic, because then the houses weould act as a wall to
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prevent little children from wendering into the sitreet. A
development of this type might look like something halfway
between a small superblock and a large atrium house, with
perhans fifty dwellings bullt around the periphery of a two-
acre block. Small children could play safely in the communal
back yard; there would probably be ten or fifteen preschool
children in the block. Mothers could therefore send thelr
young children outside without supervislng them. Thus they
could go cut for an hour or so without worrying about thelr
children, especlally if there were a pald supervisor in the
courtyard or some kind of cooperative arrangement among the
mothers so that someone was always on duty. Not only would

would makXe 1t feasidle to develop commerclal and recreational

rs
o

facilities in the area, so there would be somewhere nearby
for the mothers to go. This would clearly pe an improvement
over the vpresent suburban situatlon.

In order to ?reserve the advantages of a one-Tamily
house - including the tax beneflts, which are important for
the middle class - the whole development might be owned as
a condominium. This would facilitate the hirling of a court-
yard supervisor, and also the operation of other communal
services 1f wanted. (Myrdal and Klein, p. 170} Of course,
to be completely competitive with the suburbs each dwellling
should have its own garden, however small, and 2 little lawn

where pecple could dig crabgrass. Altogether, this kind of
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development would have all the advantazes of vresently exist-
ing suburbs. And 1t would eliminate the dlsadvantages of
mothers having nothing to do and children needing to be
chauffeured everywnere. DMoreover, not only would these
medium-densiiy developments be preferable to existing low-
denslty suburbs for ralsing young children, but also they
would probably be no worse for older children. Large play-
grounds could be bullt for the children about eight to fif-
teen years old. Then thelr noisy play would not havé to

take place in back yards where it disturbs people, as in
present suburbse. \1ls0, these children, like thelr younger
siblings, would requlire less chauffeuring in a medlum-censity
development. As for the zdolescents, they, like thelr
mothers, might be able to find things to do nearby, rather
than veing tored as in existing suburbs. Finally, the idea
of this kind of development, which can be built at falrly

high den

n

ttlesg, might be useful to plamnners in central cltles
who are wondering how to bring back the middle class,

For working-class families, planners of urban renewal
projects in workling-class areas should not build imltation
suburbs, because a nelghborhood where young children could
play outside unsupervised would only leave working-class
mothers with nothing to do. Instead, working-class families
would probably prefer a neighborhood of fairly high density
- perhaps thirty to forty dwellings per net acre - 20 that

land costs would be low, and sc that relatives could live



nearby. Such high dwnsity would e possible because the
working class would not require a large common back yard.
These mothers would rather have a place where they themselves
can be with the children, than a place where the children
can go to meect friends outside the family. They are nore
concerned with controlling their children than with encour-
aging them to go off on their own. Therefore the outdoor
space In a working-class neighborhood should be more private,
perhaps fenced 1in, so that children could be more easily
contained and so thal each family would have its own outdoor
place to gather as a group. To accommodate large families,
the dwelllugs should be as laprge as economlcally vossible.
Finally, the stores and other facilities in the nelighborncod
should have l1ittle, fonced-in spaces nearby, whers mothers
could park thelr chlldren for a few minutes. VThls would
enable mothers to tuke thelr children with them when the;

go out. Nelghborinooln like these would be favorable for the
famllistlc relationshilps found between working-class mothers

and children.



APPENDIX: THE QUESTICHNAIRE

The purpose of this questlonnaire 1s to find outl the
advantages and disadvantages of dirfferent nelghborhoods for
raising children. The guestions refer only to preschool
children, three or four years old. The questicnnaire should
be filled out by the ckild's mother..

Some of the questions ask how much time is spent dolng
certain things on "& typlcal day". This is meant to include
all the child's waking hours, during both daylight and evening.
1f something takes different amounts cf time on different
days, please try to give the average amount of time. You
may gilve answers in fractlons of hours if you wish. It 1is
less important to state the exact number of hours spent doing
something than to make sure your answers are consistent, so
that you show which things take more time and which things
take less.

i. How many peovple live in this household? How many
boys ycunger than 1872 What ages are they?
How meny girls younger than 1872 What ages are
they?

2. On a typilcal dsy, how many of your preschool child's

3. During how many of the hours when your chlld is 1insilde
the house are you inside yith him or her?

4, During now many of the hours when you and the chlld are
in the house together i1s there someone glgse here to help
you take care of him or her?

5. During how many of the hours when your chlld is in the
house arse you not here with him or her?

6. On a typiecal day, how many hours does your chlld spend
out of this house?

7. During how many of the hours when your child 1is out of
the house are you out with him or her?



How many of these hours do you spend:

going to the park or playground

being in the yard or eround outside the house
shopping

doing other errands

visiting at friends' or relatives
other (please specify)

' houses

During how ﬁany of the hours when you and the child are
out together is there someone else with you to help
take care of him or her?

During how many of the hours when your child is out of
the house are you not with him or her?
How many of these hours does he or she spends

playing in the yard without supervision

playing in the yard with supervision

playing in neighboring yards without supervision

playing in neighboring yards wilth supervislon

playing on the sidewalk or street near the house
without supervision

playlng on the sidewalk or street near the house
with suvervision

playing in a vark, playground, or vacant lot
without supervislon

playing in a park, playground, or vecant lot
with suvpervision

at a day-care center

at a nursery school :

visiting other children's homes

visiting the homes cf adult friends or relatives

other (please specify)

When your child is outsidé playing without supervision,
do the nelghbors ever keep an eye on him or her?

Which of the following types cf people usually baby-slit
or help you look after your child? (Check those which
apply. About how much, if anything, do ycu pay them
per hour?
: Amount Paid,
Tyve of Person If Any

other adult in this household

older child in this household

relative who lives in thls nelghberhood
relative Trom outside neighborhood

friend from outside nelghborhocd

friend who lives In thls neighborhoeod

other person who lives in this nelghborhood
other person from outside neilzhbvorhood
other (please specify)
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If your child gees to nursery school, how many weeks

per yeay does he or she zttend? How many days per

week? How meny hours per day? . How much does Lt
p

cost per year? .

If your cnild does noct go to nursery school, would you

1ike him or her to attend? If so, how many weeks
per year? How many days per week? How many hours
per day? How much would you be willling to pay per
year?

If your child does not go to nursery school, and you
ere not interested in sending him or her, what are the
reasons why you are not interested? (Number the fol-
lowing in order of importance: 1 = most important,

2 = next most important, etc.)

The child may catch cold or sickness from other children.
Nursery school costs too much.

The child gets everything he or she needs at home.

You enjoy having the chlild stay home.

The chlld enjoys staylng honme.

other reasons (please specify)

On a tyricel dzy, how many hours does your chlld spond
with no other chlldren?

On a typlecal day, how many hours does your ctlld
with one other child? (Include brothers and s
but not nursery schoolmates.)

spend
-

How many hours does he or she spend with two or more
other children? ({(Include brothers and sisters but not
nursery schoolmates.)

How many playmates does your child have in all? (Include
brothers and sisters but not nursery schoolmates.)

Do you hzve & television? If so, how many hours dces
your child spend watching it on a typlcal day?

Does your child have a tricycle or bilcycle? If so,
how many hours does he or she spend riding it on a
typlcal day?

On a typieal day, how many hours does your child spend
reading or having someone read to him or her?

With whom, 1f anyone, does your chlld share hls or her
bedroom?
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(For the next four questions, check the appropriste column. )
H s

Very
Never Rarely Sometimes Often

2%, Does your child ever get
in the way around the house?

24, Do you ever feel you could
use more help in looking
after your child?

25. Do you ever wish you had
more time for activitles
of your own?

26. Do the neighbors ever com-
plain about your child
making nolse?

27. How long have you lived in thls neighborhood?

28. What adventages and disadventages does thls nelgnborhood
have for your child and for you as the person responsible
for him or her?

Advantages for your childs

Disadvantages for your chnild?

Advantages for you>as the person responslible:
Disadvantages for you as the person responsible:

29, What do you consider important for chlldren of this age?
(Number the following in order of importance: 1 = most
fimportant, etc.)

To eat enough, sleep enough, and get enough fresh air
and exerclse so that they grow blgz and healthys

To start developing their own individual skills and
abllitles.

To begin learning how to get aleng with other people.

" To be kevt happy and secure so that they develop cheer-
' ful personalities.

other (please specify)

%0. What would be the best kind of neighborhood in wtich Lo
raise your chlld?
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