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For Parsons (1951), the key to s.r)ci’c-tal survival was the shared norms and values
held by its individual mcmbers. Deviation from those norms leads to disorganization,
which threatens the survx'val of‘ the system. Bcca.use the family is the key system in
qocicty, according to his view, divorce, teen rebellion, non-marital sex, and single par-
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. wo e are—why do they have to change? and it had a tremendous impact on family studies. For example, family research since

the 1930s had adopted the organic model, with its many studies on mariral quality
and adjustment. Family stability was assumed to be critical to childhood outcomes,
and because marital satisfaction was central to that stability, it was seen as one of
the most important research questions in the field, Furthermore, the existence of any
social structure, such as the family, was explained by the functions it carries our for
the greater society (Kingsbury and Scanzoni 1993).

The social upheaval of the 1960s led many to criticize functionalism for its inabil-
ity to deal with change. Parsons (1951) did not see deviant behavior as contributing
to positive change, whereas others, such as Merton (1957), recognized the role of con-
flict in maintaining equilibrium or leading to a new relationship status. Other writers
fGno(lc 1969) strove to raise the level of theorerical rigor in the discipline. Parsons
ng'nn‘rcd these ideas, feeling that change always came from the outside (such as indus-
trialization leading to the preeminence of the nuclear family) and that children only
learned culturally approved values in the family. He also called on Freudian ideas to
support his claim that there were biologically driven roles (instrumental and expressive)
thac men and women should fulfill wichin che ideal structure of the nuclear family.

Asaresult, seructural functionalism fell into disfavor with scientists after the 1970s.
Holman and Bugr (1980) declared it to be a “peripheral” theory with very liecle to
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BASIC ASSUMPTIONS

iricism of structural functionalism is chat it never Hman:mm. the long.
One common criticis e it could have because its terms, beliefs, and basic assump,.
term popalanity w_.a m&ma. M ped into what we would consider a formalized “theory”
logs were never fully develo] b ic assumptions of this theory is diffcay
ict-authiors work you reference. Therefore, we will discuss o::_,

(Lane 1994). For this reason, listing the
o we s thac all who use this framework would agree are the e

the two basic assumption that
| compooetes 2 .nwm o .:.8:.. to procreate and socialize children. Structural func.
H,? \wa.ﬁa.n o~\‘ f aﬂwﬁm M», Mowa_ survival. Irs key idea is that families perform
n.mou._.r.mﬂ ”m.n.uﬂn.w_uw “m rocreation and socialization of children so that they wil| §;
MMMQMMMWAMM%Q. .__.u_.,mo:ma ask themselves what .mm ﬂ.ﬁmn_& for a society to _..;m.ms-
wain icself and then which institutions or subgroups within _.”rmn society are Ew‘.asm
for those needs. They conclude that the intact nuclear me_.J. of r.cm_u.E.H_, é_m.ﬂ and
their children i the ideal structure. This is the configuration of individuals in the
modern world that works best in meeting the needs of its members, as well as chose
of the larger sociery. That is, it functions best, according to nrmm.ﬁrwog
AUl systems bave functions. Theorerical work has focused v:n.n_v»:w on the func-
tions carried our by the family and what these functions accomplish. Although other
functions are mentioned, the procreation and socialization of children are central. The
main function of any social system, including the family, is simply to maintain its
basic structure.

Parsons (1951) concluded that the best way to do this was for husbands and wives
to play certain roles. Males need to be instrumental, which means that they are the
ones who provide for the family. Because of chis, their abilities should be focused on
.Bnac.nm the physical needs of family members in terms of food, shelter, education, and

tncome. In contrast, females are to be expressize, meaning that they should meet the

wao:.oh.a_ needs of family members by being nurturing and smoothing out problems
in relationships. According to this theory,
predispose women for this

. the biological imperatives of motherhood
‘indoor” work, whereas the greater physical strength of
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ded on thi i i
parsons (1951) expan Mm MMDH 1S notion of instrumental and expressive roles with
o the functioning eties and the values and norms that they hold. He
reg! ved that our ermfoa or actions were driven by the hope of reaching a desirable
bel® and what is desirable is ﬂmm:mn_ by the cultural system of which we are a part.
mou_h_ seloped five pattern variables that reflect the valye orient
e
e

ferdecis b i ation of individuals
. cies aS they make decisions about what actions to take. In each of the word
g pelow, the term that comes first is the expressive characteristic and the term

s second is the instrumental characteristic. The expressive aspects, more
that gmmo&mﬂ& with the roles of women, refer to those things that must be done to
cmn.s Mmz the culture and our Hm_mao:mrmwr keep people involved and integrated, and
ap_sﬁo manage and resolve internal tensions and conflict. In contrast, the instrumental

ummoﬂan& with the roles of men, are focused on making sure that problems
.a%m&_,fm d and rasks are accomplished.
‘2,_\@ first paccern mm.>.§.N.w:.§\>Q:S%EE., and it is .Ummmn_ on the concept of what is
od versus what is U_o_.om_nm:.v\ predetermined. Ascription describes your individual
eafn . or those things with which you were born, such as sex, ethnicity, race, family
mBEm, and family composition, whereas achievement refers to those things that you
statd based on your performance. For example, we mighe say that although Oprah
ﬂ\”ﬂmﬂ@w ascribed status was one of poverty, her achieved status was one of superstar-
dom and great wealch. :

b%a%&_\w?n%ac_ refers to the ?mn:osm of relations, or the nature of our rela-
tionships and how Un.oum or narrow n:w: expectations are. If you pracrice diffuseness,
you have 2 2.Em variety of Hlm:o:mr_wm.nrnn meet a large range of needs, whereas
mvo&mni indicates a.sﬁ you mmcm_o.v relationships that meet a specific need. For exam-
ple, although your m,.ﬁnmm and family may meet many of your needs, such as support,
validation, conversation, and shared activities, other interactions, such as seeing your
physician or accountant, satisfy specific needs.

Whereas the previous category dealt with the types of obligations within a role
or relationship, Particularism/Universalism refers to the range of people with whom we
come into contact. Particularism refers to the fact that our behaviors are guided by
the person with whom we are interacting and the nature of that relationship. In other
words, we act a certain way simply because, for example, we are with our parents and
they have a certain set of expectations for our behavior. Universalism refers to the fact
that we behave in certain ways based on the norms and values that guide our behav-
jor at a societal level, or that dictate what we should and should not do. The fact that
everyone is presumed to be equal in the eyes of the law is an example of this.

AffectivitylAffective Neutrality is based on the quality of our relationships and refers
to the amount of emotional expression that is appropriate or perhaps even expected in
a given situation. If you have an affectivity approach, then your relationships are based
on things such as love, trust, close personal involvement, and other forms of emotion,
whereas if your interactions are affective neutral, they are based on what people can do
for you, or perhaps on what you can do for them.

Finally, one can focus on Collectivity/Self when performing any action. In the first
concept, the focus is on the interests of others, or the social group of which one is a
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h:.\'f"”””"ml ' . Jeviance is the same as conformity. For instance, a husband/father who is a good
formed within a family (.U.C"S‘“e 1es p11y51§al SUrVivy| . NO:ider and does so in the approved manner of hard work and achievement has con-
aa meed 10 be PET u{ s is placed on providing for the.materml needs of ﬂ:& 510 ed to the social norm of being the family breadwinner.
 eneal 1 AU Tﬁ‘ rt(:n sssumed from historical :.ma!ysns that males ype be form
iy membETS. and 1t 15 :—(mld 1nclude earning the family income, paying th, rens : )
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) ) ) in order to have the energy/stamina to get everything done that the “perfect mom”
. ons Necessaty for the psychological sa.nsfacuon of family should do. This is a huge social trend.
The sisonshp miert e They include love, communication, and support 4
ey e CXDTESSIVE IN ATUIE. JTED to be tasks best suited for females much :
s Ritualism

X - logy
sssamed, because of biology. i i
+troughout her marriage to Ralph in our vignette. Thus, mother

e gy Ale dud . . .
the way Alice : t be berter able to meet the emotional needs of their children chy,
are oftes assamed 10 O L

athers

Equilibrium
The assumprion here is that any human system will resist change. I?ven thou.?gh change
comes gradually, family members tend to function best when things are in balance.
Parsons (1951) felt thar this was most easily achieved when family members shared
the same values and goals and when they performed differentiated roles (i.e., each
spouse fulfilled a different function, such as an instrumental husband and an expres-
sive wife (Winton 1995).

Ritualism refers to a man who gives up on success but still works hard. No martte
how hard he tries, he will not meet his wife's expectarions of him as a provider. S
why does he continue to try? He does so because that is his nature, or his ritual.

Retreatism

Retreatism refers to the person who rejects both the normative goals and the me
to obtain them. Drug addicts and homeless people are examples of individ
who might fall into this category. They avoid both the rewards of society and
frustrations that come with trying to attain them. In other words, they retreat !

cultural norms.
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COMMON AREAS OF RESEARCH
AND APPLICATION

Strucrural functionalism has been most useful in mfa_:m nonam..:.,.:_wm research u_uoE "
s carried out by anthropologists and sociologists who were S

family, chiefly as it w Searcy,
ing for any universals in family life. It has also been :.mmm to nym_onm a:__z::_ Variatig,
among families and societies. This research has provided the foundation upep ﬁ._:a”

much of modern family science is b 1gh this |
been sf,.& since the 1960s or 1970s (Lane 1994), it still influenced much of ¢, . ot

j ork
- : ; i hat time. Below are some of the key

done in the field both prior to and since ol e e €Y arexs o
knowledge that was attained thanks to che structural functionalism framewock.

uilt. Even though this framework has _u.d._np:m.

Family Structuve

George Murdock (1949) surveyed 250 societies that were m.mmn,l_umm in the “"Humgy
Relations Area Files,” an immense collection of ethnographic held notes on cultyre
around the world. From this research, he concluded that what he n.p:nn_ the nucley,
familv was che basic social structure for humans everywhere. It consists of a husbang
wife. “and their children. This was the minimum m::n.nE.m_ and it was the norm S
one-fourth of the societies surveyed. The others were either polygamous or extendeq

families, but they had nuclear families at their cores. .

A similar study was done by Crano and Aronoff (1978), which nm_wnmm& 186
societies that were chosen to reflect a representative sample .Om mrn world's societies,
Thev were interested in examining the idea of complementarity in the expressive ang
inscrumental roles in families across these diverse ns_nfnm. They found that, while che
mother was the principal caretaker for infant children in m_chn. every society, the same
was not true as children got older. The facher was found to be significantly ::5?&. in
the expressive functions of the family as children grew up. They no:n_can.m n.?: having
expressive and instrumental roles as an absolute dichotomy was too restrictive, as men

and women in these societies exhibited both characteristics.

Family Functions

Historical analysis demonstrates that, across time, the family has provided .B.p%
important functions for society. In modern times, many of these functions—religion,
health care, protection, education, and entertainment—have been raken over by o:i
insticutions. Today we have churches, the medical establishment, the police, public
and private schools, movies, and other entities to meet these needs. As these kinds of
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ccurred, the family adapted and focused on what

nges ©
smith 199 46y cancluded ch

Z:_.n_:nr. :YCV il Lk nat there were four e556
es in all societies. I'he Rrst is sexmal. All socieries have found that chi

must be Z.mn.:::ﬁ_ in order to avoid chaes, Howaveris 35 this _w.sﬁ?_
ated or personality U_.c_u_n..:; :E._ an insufficient ?;;;;m:i Eq_._hﬂ_,_:woﬁ.m _v_.. c.ﬁ?.
mise found everywhere is marriage. Although sexual re| ichoos
arriage, most u.ex:.:_ mxvnnmw_o:. occurs in marriage,
of Bm_ Amur:u_ behavior is always socially acceptable,
2_:..%:,», mn.moap__ ?:n:cq _m_ N.«.\H_\.S\?.:Q. .ﬂ.r_m ?:cd..\m naturally from the fact that mar-
ia primary sexual relationship in all socieies. Although many children are
MA.:: out of ,ﬁ.ﬁ.:on_/.. the o e e born ,.F.n_on.%:n to society's preference, which is
~ichin the family. Such children are usually privileged in terms of acceprance, inheri-
and other factors.
E:am“:n chird function is socialization. In addition to producing children, the family
ust Care for them v:.ﬁmnu:w, ua.ﬁ_ HEE them to perform adule tasks and adopt the
calues deemed av_uﬁo.v:ann by &o:. ?:.:n:_w: culture. As Lee (1982) pointed out, this
:. much more chan simply learning Onn:vm:m:p._ skills. Tt involves language skills and
e cransmission of culcure as well. .>= societies depend on the family to love and
cure their children so that they will become civilized.
The final function is econonric. ‘This does not mean thar che family is the eco-
pomic unit of vncﬁ_:n:o:,. although mn, r:m been in many times and places. Here,
Murdock (1949) was referring to the division of labor by gender: “By virtue of their
primary sex differences, 2 man u.:a. a woman make an exceptionally efficient cooperat-
ing unit.... All known human societies have developed specialization and cooperation
pecween the sexes roughly along this biologically determined line” (7). In other words,
pecause males have greater physical strength and females bear che children, marital
pairs have found n.r.un cheir survival is enhanced if they divide responsibilities accord-
ing to their capacities.

In addition, the functions of rituals and behaviors within the family were also ana-
lyzed. Every culture has its own approaches to birthing, parenting, sexual raboos, and
other macters. A productive way of understanding these family rules is to investigate
what functions they each serve for the family and the society ar large.

it does best (Ingoldsby and

ntial functions that the family
::%_

—.

ations do occur outside
and it is the one context in

r.o:.;:‘o

ge 1S the

tl
nuf

Origin of the Family

The answers to the questions of how and when the family originated among humans
are presently considered to be beyond the reach of science. However, there have been
many philosophical and theoretical speculations, and most of them have come to the
same basic conclusion: The structure of the family developed as the result of the eco-
nomic division of labor. Social and technological changes have reduced this craditional
(expressive/instrumental) division of labor proposed by the functionalists (Ingoldsby
and Smith 1995), but the argument that economic efficiency and sexual attraction are
the basis for marriage and family life is still a powerful one. As Lee (1982) explains:

The family originated among human beings because a certain division of labor
between the sexes was found to be convenient or efficient and maximized the
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| described the work of Edith Clarke in Jamaica and Melforq Spir,

-e'-i':u:zi:n. which tells 2 different story. Clarke argued [hff[ fathers are
: class Jamnaiczn families, and t_hus the structure there IS @ mothe,_
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Le= (1982) demonstrated that there are a'few s.table socieiies, such g
= ;—'[;-:Ii-’- in which biological fathers do’not live Witl'i or prm.nde for thej;
keln socialize their children. Mother—hild dyads, cypically nnth help from
oeher male relacives, do exist as the norm in a few places and function much.likt
sinzle-parent families do in the modern Western n/orld. By means of comparison,
irvorce be said to provide the important function of enabling adults to escape
from difSculr relationships, 2nd single parenting may become a necessary i_idaptation
to thar situztion. In these other societies, however, mother-only parenting is the pre-
ferred family scructure, even though the couple remains married.
A case could also be made that there are other functions beyond Murdock’s four
that have emerged as important family contributions to society. The principal one
would be providing companionship and emotional support to its members. Although
love is not yer found to be essential for marriages everywhere, it is playing an ever
greater role in urban, industrialized societies (Ingoldsby and Smith 1995). Given thar,
in 2007, more than half of the world’s population was living in cities, this is becoming
increasingly important (Population Reference Bureau 2007).
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Marital Structure

Students are often surprised to learn that historically polygyny (multiple wives) is
the preferred marital scructure in over three-fourths of all societies. This is the case
despite the fact that the r elatively balanced sex ratio results in most people practicing
monogamy. The temptation has always been to blame polygyny on the male sex drive,
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Working Women

.onalists found working mothers to be destabilizing
ly fu‘anl hild rearing. Political conservatives who conting,
“al",ry Crin"" and “greedy” mothers in a marerialiseic
y ur:znali,sm tends to look to outside forces,
Funcfor example, the rilse in the ‘number of working mothers since the 1960s
ed from the shift in the United States from a manufacturing to a service

my. Because these new salaries are much lower than those paid for skilled factory
cconko couples have found it necessary for both of them to work outside the home in
wOrk,

s to maintain a middle-class lifestyle. In this way, many valued benefits for their
Or'ledren such as music lessons and sports activities, can continue to be provided. This

1 1 H 1
c:;ory always encourages us to look to larger societal forces to explain changes in the
t

family, as it adapts only when there are other factors that require change in order for
;e family to reestablish equilibrium.
d
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ExpressivelInstrumental Roles

As was previously stated, although structural functionalis
has not been used for several decades
since that time. A good example of ¢
sive/instrumental gender roles in vari
(1985) used this concept to address
and whether or not such technology
He reported that households take b
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m as a theory in its entirety
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the adoption and use of technology in the home
is used for instrumental or eXpressive purposes.
oth of these purposes into consideration when
se, and couples are most likely to choose technol-
ogy that can provide a high level of functioning in both arenas.

Finley and Schwartz (2006) assessed whether or not the father’s instrumental role
has changed in the fifty years since Parsons began writing about it by studying an
niversity students who retrospectively reported on
d that, in this sample, the fathering role remained
e, although there was some indication that fathers
behaviors.
onducted study by Caldwell and Mestrovic (2008)

nd expressive behaviors as exhibited by the military
the langUa
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ge of instrumental/expressive behaviors to explain b
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scase "CAD because it is focused on figuring out how structures that are in place e
mg of .
the functions needed by a system (Dannefer 2.003)- . .
13 Finally, Chilcote (1998) wrote an interesting article asserting t at. structural func.
ionalism could be modified to help analyze school systems. If you think of the Schog|
jele) . el
el as 2 syscem, with principals, teachers, and students each playing roles withi, thay
ITS! 25} s
svsterm. such a framework could be used to better understand why a system does and
does not work. You could also research how t!’xose rgles work tqgether to form an ing.
grated whole. Thus, you can see from this brief review of the literature that, althoygh
- 2 . .
serucrural fancrionalism itself has not been used much in recen; research, 1;{ .has been
influential in different ways and modified f?r many uses over the years, making it 4
important component in the history of family theories.

Ta.
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CRITIQUE

A number of problems have contributed to the general decline in the acceptance of
and use of structural functionalism. The main ones are listed below (see Kingsbury
and Scanzoni {19931 and Winton [1995] for a more detailed description).

First, very few scientific ideas can be completely free of the dominant values of
society, and structural functionalism is no exception. Historically, it developed in 2
conservative time and, therefore, values traits that were popular at the time, such
structure, stability, and unity. One must remember that, at the time this theory was
developed, it was believed that the family had been growing and changing for decadss
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§ gt in the 19505 we had finally arriyeq
an

vec at the “normal” American family. Thus,
e ideal of the h.eteroscxual couple ?fth 15 married and raising childl::rrxl ba.seii&c-m gen-
b ol expectations of the male being instrumencal N g
def the standard that would be followed f, -

; t decades
1i5e standard did not last for long, an
W,

" s i S :

T S S jozsz like A}Jce 1n.the vignette at the
inning o S o S ’::] press themselves in both realms. As
licical VIE™S 20 e theomy e e Support for the theory waned.

Ara deeplel' level, the t eory is criticized for confusing “function” with “cause.”
ven chough it may be Possnble to demonstrate that families perform certain func-
ons that 3¢ pecessary to soclety, it does not necessarily serve as a causal explanation

tf‘r why families exIst. The theory does ot do a good job of explaining the historical
0 o of how family types come to exist in a given society.
Pmcechilcof"- (1998) also suggested that structural funcrion
ac for change- Because it is based on a static model
aCCO';‘nes difficult. Similarly, he states chat dysfunction is
1oful- Both of these problems, however, have been ad
help as a basis from which to start, rather than as th
thfo;yunctionalism also focuses on a macroanalysis of |

¢hat maintaining 2 steady state is tmportant. Many other theorists feel that under-
canding the interpersonal struggles that go on in family life is critical and that dis-
greement must be assumed to be intrinsic to family life.
3

female being expressive
o come (Scanzoni, 2001). As we

nalism does not adequately
of society, explaining change
not dealt with in a way that is
dressed by people who use this
eir only theoretical framework.
arge social systems and assumes

Finally, some theorists have made the mistake of assuming that, just because some-
thing is functional, .it deserves to be maintained. Feminists in particular have been
offended by the notion tha.t women should always perform expressive tasks, because
chis is seen as hurting their status wichin the system. Therefore, the status quo has
been dysfunctional for women, even if it has been functional for the rest of the fam-
ily or the overall society in some times and places. This can be further expanded to
include the idea that this theoretical model would be problematic when applied to
same-sex relationships. In fact, Parsons considered any family form that was not the
benchmark family.as devianF and harmful, not diverse. The inability of the theory
to allow for the diverse family forms present today has been the source of its most
damaglng criticism.

However, structural functionalism has a number of strengths that result in its
usefulness in family studies today. As mentioned previously, the organic analogy is
still used in other, more current theoretical approaches. Family systems theory takes
the basic concepts of equilibrium and roles and successfully applies them to a micro-
analysis of family relationships.

As the research exafnples in the chapter demonstrate, the theory is very useful for
cross-cultural scholarship. No other framework has been as successful in providing us

with an understanding of different family forms and why they work at various times
and in various places. An exam

ple would be the relationship between marirtal structure
(monogamy, polygyny,

etc.) and economy (Lee 1982).

' Finally, as Pittman (1993) explains, “the presumed moralism allegedly under-
girding functionalism with a c

certainly the
th
d

onservative, consensus-based, status quo bias, is almost
: product of the period of theory development (1940s and 1950s) rather
an inherent to the theory itself” (221). For example, the theory itself does not
emand that all families need to be nuclear, with the husband acting instrumentally

Scanned with CamScanner



aynf FAMILY YHTORIEA
)
;\\1“

ang thit framewor fa 1)
carchers Wi thit tramework have Simy,

v Res N it
) * approach i many )
and the wite eXes ) o puvest O thie apy Ny soc 1€t gy ""N
1 ol and comparstty ] views and €CONOMIC sty e W g
yierortcal 8 )oas S . ] a LT
arh . ye useful, Equiliby RUTERT
3 circammerances—® | e 10 B¢ Mot 1librigg, Can ™,
ant MR
X Fanctie
ermTures o

i
» c} Ve
C . 1eOr " . \“‘ n
nami {he hasic theory 18 neutral iy thay | Ny, iy,

s e rOr - " A
herefore, be viderste T value it a3 SUpertor to other possipy),. fet T M
therefore, I e T | to inte oy, ky
- deen ¥t ve attempted to mneegrate . m
srabnlicy but doe J che theory ha I ? onflic, ““(l‘ A
4 ¢ wi 3 )
madern (atepeETEs Lh‘\n“
inte the parsd@™ b

{\pp[.[(‘,;\TlON

e described 10 the vignette at the beg
¢ coup .- . e .

e aen about 2 family just by nnnlyung 1ts Strucy ) th

. : r be ¢ . o . Upe

1 Would this theory be able to help Aljc, Ch1lr( g

Nge he,

tt

innin

hayt th
v Theak ahout £
1 Theok & e le
hocan W

y

harrer How mc
e y a1 P(.rmrmﬂ

che hanctas ['L‘.\

[

¥

’ |iting every member of your own family “f()l'igin
apet ¢ 4 2
3 Wrie a short P

. A ” sgelum : ];1‘
: o instrumental and expressive task) 5
> Who pvrmrmml th A

a5
.o frectioning, and if so, who carrie € th,
mooth family functioning, anc » Who carried they, e -,Kr°

Tl

e hasc SETOCCURES
5

. roles pECESSAn for e o Y are ol

= hack to a time of family "“S'S',Whm changes were tal\.mg Places W,

gt il Iibeium  reached? Did anyone play a rebellious role

g ay
- . l
and different equ > How strong were societal forces the
3 now and 3 . out? How § g e For N t
{f s - did chat turn s
s, and b SO, how ¢ :
b
emain the M’ . . . | |
enical are the families that you l'\now. H.ow -m“l]y dlo 7ou ghlnk "
4 How oy benchmark family as described eatlier in the chapeer? oy, = 5
i o 208 I TN . ) vin
e~ 4o vou feel that the Jess traditional families function?
'...".1.'1‘(‘3. 0V - 7
. The arcicle that follows is about gendered styles of caregiving. After —_
’ (RIS

* hehaviors that are gendered in our cy|
o o=t think about other types of bghﬂ Par " Culture 5
oo A hey are similar to ot different from what Parsons outlines, 1,
d  Jicruss whether they
CusCUss W4 r

. . 1§
4 * different from what you know about caregiving for children?
ghrs szmilar to Of

REFERENCES

Caldwell, R A 20d S G. Mestrovic. 2008. The roles of gender in ‘expressive’ abuse at Ap,
Ghraib. Celreral Sacislogy 203): 275-299. .

Carrall, M., and L Campbell. 2008. Who now reads Parsons and Bales? : Casting a critical ¢y,
on the “gendered syles of caregiving” literature. Journal of Aging Studies 22: 24-3,
Chilcotr, J. H. 1998, Structural funcionalism as a heuristic device. Anthropology & Educatip

Quarterly 29(1): 103-111.
Crano, W. D, and J. Aronoff. 1978. A cross-cultural study of expressive and instrumental role
complementarity in the family. American Sociological Review 43(4). 463471,

Dannefer, D. 2003. Cumulative advantage/disadvantage and the life course: Cross-fertilizing
age and social science theo:

ry. The Journals of Gerontology: Series B: vical Sci
Sl s SEr J of Gerontology: Series B: Psychological Sciences and

g

qrpUerURAL pPURe ”,).“J"” THEORY ,),’

) /
L | 5 hwartz. 2000 Parsons and fa)ee revisited:
4 L ey

[« i < ohe fatheeng voles Poycholagy of a A 'f'»v{vl;r, adule childten's chat-
e il e B 2 of Mo & Masenlimty 71y 4259
i ,.."'”," l"(")' [he theore tvu,l tnpareance of |oge Amerivan Suctalagical Revien 54 3H—4T
ode Y970, Geructural 'llll'I.llnl.l.ll".llll',lhtl political devslupment: Three problems. The
o salitical Quarterly 2 505): AB5-4Y1).

AN
il
o \",vlt'" !

and W. Burr. 1980, Hl'yflllvl| the beyond: The prowth of family theories in the
| an &, r'N[ ,,[ Marriage and the l‘um/ly 472 129142
ot e | < B
HO g0 J wnd §. Smith. 1995. Families o multicultural perspecsive. New “tork: Guilford
[dsbyr

0 and J- Scanzoni. 1993, Seeucensal-funcrionalinm. In Somreehmnk of family thes-
ll.’hu»*l’"ry' I};llrt!(/(: A cantextual approach, ed. P, Gy, Bogs, W J. Doherty, R LaRessa, W. R
(Lrlf‘ and nd 5. K. Steinmetz, 195217, New York: Plenorm
g(lu.n"(‘)'i' ‘;(r“cwrnl-l'unctinnulnm reconsidered: A proposed

TR 7
b“w'pnl;f/" 26(4): 46147

0!

5 Family styucture and interaction: A comparative
082. It

research model. Comparative

analysts. Minneapohs: University of

16 p,'(il‘"cs“fﬂ l[:)r;‘; Social theory and social structure. Glencoe, 11: Free Press,

Mm(""v y P 1949. Social structure. New York: Free Press,

x\(uf‘l”c »:r 1'951- The m(l:d[ ;}'.f(t’lll. New York: Free l’rcjss.'

pjrs""s' . 1093. anc“()n;ﬂlﬁl’n may be down, but it is not out: Anather point of view for
Pit[n;:‘;.ily, herapists and policy analysts. In Sourcebook of family theorse: and methods: A contextual

o, ed. P. G. Boss, W. J. Doherty, R. LaRossa, W. R. Schumm, and S. €. Steinmetz,
rt[’/’m/;z" New York: Plenum.

213‘0 l.99(" Life withont father. New York: Free Press,

not, 7

i Reference Bureau. 2007. World population data shee. hetp://www.peb.ory (accessed
4 2007).
tm“’-‘f?:ﬂi;n‘ A. 1952. Structures and function in primitive society, Glencoe, [L: Free Press.
Ra‘]gllffF‘J (2001). From the normal family to alternate families in the quest for diversity
‘anoflll'i"‘intcl'dcl-’cndencc’J'mm”l of Family Issues 22(6): 688710,
““?n M., and P. H. Gulliver. 2006. “Common sense” and “governmentality”: Local gov-
Silvc::m;fnt in southeastern Irﬂand, 1850-1922. Journal of Royal Anthropology 12: 109-127.
rens, W, 1963. The family in cross-cultural perspective. New York: Holr, Rinehart, &
Step! \Winston. o
sakotesh, A. (1985). A conceptualization of the household/technology. Advances in Consumer
Research 123 2T

walle wstein, Jo and S. B%akeslee. 1989. Second chances: Men, women, and children a decade after
Jivorce. New York: Ticknor and Fields.

pop¢
P‘,pul

Whice, J» S. Marshall, and J. Wood. 2002, Confusing family structures: The role of family

seeucture in relation to child well-being. Paper presented at the North West Council on
Family Relations, Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada.

Winton, C. 1995. Erameworks for studying families. Guilford, CT: Duskin Publishing Group.

SAMPLE READING

Carroll, M., and L. Campbell. 2008. Who now reads Parsons and Bales?: Casting a critical ey
on the “gendered styles of caregiving” literatute. Journal of Aging Studies 22: 24-31.

Although there is a lot of depth in this theory, much attention in this chaprer has bee

focused on Parson’s notion of expressive and instrumental roles for individuals and f
societies. We have also discussed that this theory, once the primary theory in sociolo,
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