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CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM, DEFINITIONS, AnD mETHOD OF STUDY

Iin the history of ecivilization, few men have, as the
result of theilr own thoughts, raised themselvez head and
.Shoulders sbove their fellows., XMost have had to be content
‘merely to adopt their ideaz and beliefs from others. Few are
they, indeed, who have penetrated the é@pths of the unknown
and then have successfully returned with new ldeas expressed
in conventional language so that we of lesser abllity might
* also uvnderstand, Charles Horton Cooley was one of these. He
‘did not invent a new silver cleaner or make an improvement on
a mousetrap. He merely s"contemplated his own soul and saw the
‘world reflected there,"l Aided by the power of introspection
and inspired primarily by the great massters of literasure, he
book many of the vague tendencles and lmpressions of his age
-and returned them through his writings as clear, definite,

" and workeble ideas..

‘An investimation inte the influence which Cooley's

conespt of the primary group has hed upon American sociology

ig impertént, perhaps, for two reasons. .First, no matter how

sopstei®cated we es student"8fsociology may become, we can

‘1ﬁdward C. Jandy, Charles Horton Cooley, His Life and

* His Social Theory (%ew York: ODryden Press, Lo02), Ds ke
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noever free ourselves entireiy from an atavistie concern for
the sources‘of our intellectual being, *Only when concepts
ars roeted wi&h&nw%he”$iméﬁmwé.apaée framework of their crea-

. tion are they really useful to'the spcial scientist. An un=
f&tté@%é&&@@ﬂ@@@ﬁwulike_a bé@k'outu@f,placa.&n a libriry; is
of only limited value., Secondly, the task is important bee
cause this concept still today occuples the attention of a
darge. number of professional socioclogists. f&t-thusbpdséassas
an immediacy which transeends-the fifty-year period that spp-

Arates T4 from. usy
1. THE PROBLEM

t The purpose of this study 1s to dstermine the influ-
Qonezghe of Unndes HNondan ool .
ence which the concept of the primary group,/ first enunciated
k/ ‘:“?Tﬁ

by Charles Horton Cooley (1894+1929), "has mad upon the growth
and development of American sozlology. ‘Research will be conw.
Fined to statéments or other acknowledgments by Amerilcan
, - : these Coneedts Wmoe
sociologists as to the influence -which thls concept has had
upon their thought, The problem thus conceilved is one of

1ibrary research and will be dealt with in that manner.g

gGo@leyﬂs~writings consiat of thres baslic works,
.Which, because they contain most of his system of thought,
Wave beécome popularly known as his trilogy. These three
Books are Huoman Wature and the Social Qrder {1902), Soctal.




II. DEPIFITIONS

In a philosophlcal sénse at least; Charles Horton
CGooley has elther directly, through personal acquaintances,
or indirectly, through his writings, influenced everyone
with whoy he has sver nama1into c0ntaet. Moreover, this ine
fluence may ﬁava been negative or positive--in reality al-
waye some mlixture of both-~and may or may not have affected
any taﬁgible change of behavior on the part of the person
or persons bsing influenced. For this study, however, the
broad phileaagﬁical éafinitimn of influence is hardly mean=
ingful end certainly not measurable. Influence will be used
here %o refer to acknowledgments by American sociologists
concerning Cooley's original dlscussion of the ¢concept of
the primery group. These acknowledgments will usually be
in the form oft (1) statements about, (2) footnoted refer=

ences to, or {3) quotations from the sections of Cooley's

Bocial Organization in which this concept is outlined,
It is felt that e more operational or quantitative

definition of this term would unduly restrict its meaning.

/—‘-—Nm— s - ' . G R
‘Organization (1909Y, and. Soctdal-Fwaeess (1918). Othsr
writingsabywﬂanley 1ncludeﬂLife¢&ndmthe.ﬁhadénﬁ (1927), a
collection of notes and reflectiong Trom Uooley's Journals;

. Soclological Theory and Soclial Research, a numbeér of articles
which were pubilished’ @éﬁﬁh&hﬁ&%lﬁ;}énﬁ'@nbroéucte¢-;§pciclogy
{1933}, an introductory textbook gyitefi and partially written
\by Robert Angell andé Lowell Carr Cooley also publlshe

numb &7 articles which are llsted, along with 2
brief outliine of his 1life history, in Appendix A,
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Influence, after all, in every instance, has many qualitative
gs well as quanﬁitatiya napeets. The task of this study is
not go much to d@fima‘rigiély or o measurs érecisely Cooley's
influence sa it is to und&faﬁaﬁé 1% thoroughly. The attémﬁﬁ
here will be %o discern and bo interpret the flow of ideas
which has come down to us {yom this saétion of Gaélay*a writ-

ingse
111, MBTHOD OF STUDY

“av vie outses ef this investiration, the llteraturse

‘ Yhese
relatinz to this tople was divided into five fgeneral areas,
‘ Yivagr _
These tive-awems, although not mutuelly exclusive, dere sel-

o | 'hmg&ma#*ma
@cted on the assumptlon that theyrwers falrly exhaustiverof

‘the material which was avallsble. The areas were: (1) ‘the
twritings of Gharigé-ﬂbrtan Cooley, (&) literature about
social theory and the history of social théugﬁt which at-
t&mpteﬁ.ts place Cooley in the pensorel stream of sociol-
ogical thouszht, {3)‘thao?eﬁicai restatements er-yaitefations
of Cooley's concept of'hha primary group, (4) research in EQ
which there was acknowledgment of Cooley's primaery group
concept, and (5) textbooks which omployed this concept.
Prom this first crude classification eva}ved éh@
pregent outline, In thisg final form, Chapter II serves as
an introduction to the man Cooley, his bome background, and

some of the influences upon his thought. * The relatlonship
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batu&anu&ﬁ&ueeneev%a@fiﬁhﬁ’@rim&ry,gfaup and Coolay's general
eystem of sociel thought té explored in Chapter III, The
next three chapters are devoted to an analysis of three
phases of the influence which $hls concept has had on Amer-
fcan eocielaéy¢ In Chapter 1V theoretical reiteration and
alébnré%ign of the concept of the primary group by ﬁmer;aan
sociologlsts will be eon@iﬁsradtf é&ﬁﬁﬁf@ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁmaiffﬁﬁl.u
“dnvestigations in which &ﬁaﬁicaé.aéﬁin&ngists4haV@ emplayed
Uooley'a concéapy will be analyz#d in Bhapter V;/ ﬁh§§%§§;?2,
then, "will be devoted to sa Vrderstanding e:f ‘$#he ways in
‘whﬁaﬁvﬁﬁ@ namcﬁpﬁ'af-thﬁ primary group h&s been used in ine
trofedtory tentbogks indwmericean eocivlogy; and the summary
and oonelu&iéns_gra&enﬁ&é in Chepter VII consist of an abf
aemgt.tu trace the influeﬁﬁa of this concept o the present

days



CRAPTER 1T
THE RAY COOLEY

In attempbing to understand the infiuenaa whiaﬁ
Cooley's concept of the primary group has had upon émerieaﬁ-
sociology, perhaps the initi ylaas to begin iz with the
ran himaelf. Robert &ngell has writﬁen, "Phe conceptions
of thinkers srec glways in some measure their own }ifs Wrli-
ten large, but never more so than in Coolsy's case.l The
purpose of this chapter is to indicate some of the life exw
periences and other influences which hsve helped to shape and
.to mold Cooley's soclal thouzbt. dmphasis will not be co
much upon the things which Cooley 81d sa with the sort of

man hea waSga

I, LIPE EXPERIENCEZ WHICH INFLUEBNCED COOLEY'S THOUGHT

Cabley's 1ife exparianaés gseom to fall into thres
rather naturel periods, Hach of %these pericds of his 1lifes-
his youth, his sarly manhood, and his sdult life~«will be
analyzed with reference as to how they contributed to his

éocial thought.

lﬂbarlas Borton Cooley, Bocilal Qﬁhﬁﬁinﬁtiaﬂ and Hu~
man ¥ature and the Social Order lrevised edition; GLencoo,
l1llinois: PFrese Press, 1?56}, ppe vii-viii,

2&130 sec Appendlx A,



Boyhood, the Dreamer (1884-1880) .

Charles Horton was the fourth of six children born
into the home of Thomes McIntyre and Hary Horton Cooleys
His father was %o become, during the first twenty-seven
years of his 1ife, one of the most L1llustrious and successful
midwesterners of his psriod. He had a distinguished carser
a8 Chief Justice of the Hichiman Supreme Court, Dsen of the
Unlversity af‘ﬁighigaa Law Bchool, first Chairman of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, and author of a number of famous
legal treatises. The family residence faced the Michigan
University campus in the then typlcal small mldwestern town
of Ann Arbor. Thils settled small bown. atmosphere, with its
reinforced suggestions of academic life, was tob e reflected
in the ethno~regionism of young Cooley's. later writings.

‘These crucial §6ara of childhood development were, in
general, miserable ones for Cooley. They were characteriged
by bodily ille and many persocnal misgivings. Cooley sulffered
from a small and weak physique, obstipabtive eliminatieﬁ, and
a bad speech defsct. Within this general framework of 11l
health, s number of trends can be distinguished which were to
color his later attitude toward soclety.

Pirst there was the general attitude of reflection and
introspection which was early manifested in young Gooléy*ai
life. The ereative mind of this young genius, which found it-

self c¢learly inadequate in the physical world of men



and things, turned inward to shield itself ‘from the harsh
realities of the outward world, Cocley stated in this re~
gards
3 ne of the earliest things I remember is a habit of
~Veitting by myself and thinkings » o « My veal 1ife wen$
on within, somewhat vaosue in its thoughts end aspirations
but intense and penetrating. I weas passionately esager
for applause and s great part of my mental life wes
gpent in imagining aitustlons in which I was the glorious
hero. I confronted lions escaped from their ocsges, while
the terrified erowd wondered; or I dauntlessly entered
burning bgilﬁinga or jumped into the river and saved the
drowning.
r*““~?§This early dependence upon mental 1ife can bs clearly
noted in Cooley's later works, He regarded soclety as social
and the nelf as mental., His highest alm for himgelfl, and his
injunctlon to others, was %o meke ope's mental life & work of
art, MOur democracy,” he asserted, "might be & work of art,
e joyouz whole, rich in form and color, free.but chastensed,
tumultuously harmonious, unfolding strange beauty year by
y@ar.“k The general connection between Cooleyls sarly exe-
periences and his later emphasls upon the mind in his writ-
ings has been stated by Angell:s

The thoughtfulness of Coecley's youth 4z the key %o
his later theory. His mind waz the most important thing

BGh ‘ i ' -
arles Horton Cooley, Sociolowical ¥heory and
Soeisl Research (Kew Yoric: ﬁeéry Holt and Company, 1930),
.pd Viip ' )

&Gharlaa\ﬁc?nmnAGaule , Bocial Process (Wew Yori:
Charles Seribner!s Sons, 1920), p. 124.




in ths world to him, and 1t was only natural that it

should be the beginning point of his analysis of socle

ety. One could say that the focus of his whole scheme

of 1life was the dignity of the m.nﬁ,b

‘ Perhaps it cen best be sbated in rebtrospect that even
1f this over emphasis on the mind w&é somewhat unpleasant %to
the neo=positivist or extreme behavioriest, it nevertheless
&ilaweﬁ Cooley to lnvesbtigate that portion of society which
was most congenial to his naturs and talents,

Another fachtor in Cooley's early life which sesms to
heva had some effect on his later thoupht was his incessant
tendsncy to évoid eoniliot, FPerhaps becauss of his lack of
strength and aggressiveness, he aimest always shunned conw
troversy. He ssemed to have Leon very penaitive to orit-
iciam a&and, in his writingee, clwsys locked for ¢the new ayne
theslis thaet emerges from struggle. In fact, one of the most
frequent criticisms of CGooley's thought le that he did not
sufficiently emphasize ths conflict empect of lifa¢6

Cooley's speech handicasp also zeems to have affected
his later development. He stated:

During a great part of my youth my voics and artic-
ulation were so feable that 1 oould hardly make myself

5090133, Seocial Orzaniszatiop and Homan Nature and
“the Social Order, rev. ed., lem, Pe LX,

6Fsr examplss of this type of eriticism sest Zmory
2. Bogardus, A History of Social Thought (Los Angelaess
dessge Ray MilTleT FPress, L192u, De LGoy and ?4chalas 3, Pimaw
gheff, Sociolosical Theory, its Hature and Growth (Hew York:
Doubledey and ﬁcwpany, 1??;}, De elpds
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heard in conversation withaaﬁ special effort. 1 ondured
& torpldity of mind end body that must have ssemed weaks
ness and intolerance. « « & For these reasons I was, for
a bright boy, remarkebly deficlent in command of langusge.
I could frame sentences, elther spoken or written, only
with a great effort. Later I mede tremenfous efforte to
overcoms thig. A% oge time I used to write all my letb-
ters at least twloe,

The compensatory efforts of Cooley in this ares were
well rewarded. Hipg writings, slthough few in pumber, have
been universally epplauded for their clarity end lucidnesas
of literary style.

One last factor persalning %o Coolsy's early ysars,
which perhaps deserves mention, was his'induatrioasneﬁs and
abllity to organize his lifs. Cooley reperteé that he had
great ambitions as a chlld. Uost of these ambitlons were
~gquite umsbtaiﬁablﬁ,as far as his abilities were concerned.,
Although his illness made hiz voice wealt, he thought he could
be either a great singer or publlic zpeaiker. He stated in
his journals, "For a long time I cherished the bellel thet I
could do literally anything that I chose to atﬁemptw”g
Angell concluded that “perhaps it was the gap botween as-
piration and reality that drove him %o systematic, though

rather seclusive, induatrya"g

TGaoley, Sociological Theory and Spclal Hesesrch,

Pe ix.

3
Cooley, Sceial Orpanimation and Humen Hature and the
Social Order rev, ed., 195G, p. viii,

9ibid., p. ix.
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This idea is given added welght by encther of Cooley!s
statements in his journals: "All through my early life the
digcrepancy between my ambitions end my actual state was
great and often painfula“lo

The four traits which were treated in this sectiones
ﬁhcughkfulnasa,‘aVOidance of conflict, clarity af literary
style, and industriocusness«earel perhaps, exemplary of the
major dimensions of Cooleyts persenality during this perlod,
In the tradition of the "expressionistic" painter who leaves
- most of the details to bef illed in by those who view his
work, these four tralts are gresenteé as illustrative of the
"organic whole" which was Cooley's bgyhood life.

As we gaze at Cooley's youth in retrospect, we see
many of the traits which were tov become cornerstones in his
later life. As yet, however, they waré, ag in all youth,
without definite form or direction. It was not until the
second era of his 1ife, the nge of decision or explorataéy
period, thét we see his mseture self, in womewhat of a trial
and error manner, begin to take definite shape. In the third
period, we view the mature Gooiey, the harvest of the fruiss
of the other periods, whose countenance has, at least éo -

some extent, coms to us tarough his writings.

Lasandyy Ope Cite, Do 16.
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Harly Menhood, Age of Decision (1B50~189l)

The transition from "dreamer" to "scholar” was not an
sasy one for Cooley. When in 1380, at age sixﬁeen, ﬁe en~-
rolied at the University of Michigan, he was completely une
decided as %o what should be his life's work. During this
period he szeemed %o have a consbtant fear of Tailure and con-
sequently'wraﬁe much ebosut success, Some reflectionsg which
appeared in his journals at about this time were:

Suaéeﬂs s not attalned by following out a theory,

but the theory is ratner drawn from the obsservation of

BUCCe82,

A tendency to imltate _reat men in 11ttle things is a
mark of a small mind.

%

e % @ # & ¥ 4 # € F W A € 4 & &« L B S S G w £ .« ¢ & * &
A strong imagihation, or the abllity to realize the
éiffeggnt lights In which‘a aubgict mag be viewed, is an
esgential attrivute of sound judgment,
Cooley had many ambitions and aspirations during
these sarly collesge years. Onse which was recurrent from
his younger dgya waa that of orstor. He spent much time
imitating ine,great orators, from Demosthenss to Burke and.
webster. He actually committed to memory much of "o Corona"
for its disciplinary value and practicaﬁ'aﬁen'more the train-
ing of his weak, disobedient voice. |
| Cooley's health during this period was also at its

worst. He fell victim to malaria at age fifteeon, and this

llaandy,lgg. eit., 0o, 17-1C.
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dissase severely curtailed his activities for several years.
In an attempt to escape thoe symplous of thils disease, ho
traveled & great deal: Golorede in 1062, Carclinas in 1883,
end RZurope in 1884.

After his gredugtion from the Univeralty of Michigen
in 1887, Cooley returned for an additional year of btraining
in mechanical engincering, The summer of 1888 found him
practicing draftsmanship at Bay Oity, HMichigsn, Although he
felt that this type of experience was profitable, he pleaded.
in his journals for deliverance "from a lifetime of it."

My ambition flaps 148 wings and finds no element to
iy upon. I cannot distinmesly conceive whit it is that
would satisfy me. It rmust e s full cup of the hi@hast
life-~whatover that mey be, :

How is a man to find where he baiongs in life? The
more original he is, the less likely is he %o find his
place prepared for him, He must not esxpsct to see from
the beginning what monld his 1ife will take. The gower
to work on feith is what distinsuishes grest men.

Later in 1888 Cooley souyhit the advice of James Burw
rill Angell, then president of the University of ¥ichigen,
concerning the advisability of an scademlc career: Angell
enthusigstically advised him in favor of such a choiece; how-
éver, Cooley still remained undecided.

At the advice of his father, in 1889, Cooley went to

weshington D. C. where hs worked for the Interstate Commerce

121514., p. 26.
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Commisslion and the Census Bureau for two years. It was here
that Cooley!s first gcientific contribution came inﬁé‘beingp
He investigated ways of cutting down the number of rellway
aceidents and published, in 1090, his first written work:
"The Soeial Bignificance of Street Hailways.”
Also, in 1890, Cooley married Mliass Rlsie Jones of Ann
Arbor, whom he had known aince chii@ham&; Hobert Angell
said of hers
Mra, Cooley, well réad, capable of fine sxpression
both in prose and poebtry, wWwas a grest ssrvice as a syme-
pathetic critie of his writings, both in regard to :
clarity and form. Furtuermoru, realizing that his genius
needed to be unfettered, she so ordered her 1life aaz to
ehoroacning upon his quict mode of iiving i3 oo frem
& g
36&1&1 sclence hagﬁm to inkerest ﬁuﬁléy at about this
time. In 1888, he reported thet he had discovered the works
of Spencer and Schaffle. ile met ©iddings in 1890 who on-
couraged him to go into sociology. With ward, Gaale§ carried
on correapondence during these vears, particulariy over
Galton's views of g&nius. Ferhaps because of these infilu-
ences and others, he finelly, in 1892, declded on teaching
as & ﬂgéeerﬁ That seme year he acoepted & half~tlme in-
3truétorsnip at the Unlversity of Hic&igan in the department
of political economy. He also began work on & Ph. D. in

Beonomics with minors in sociology and statistice. In 1894,

zBOmalay, Soclal Organizaetion apd Human Yabure and
the Bogcigl Order, rev. ed., 1956, Dp. Xii-xiiie
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after receiving his degrese, Cooley began his ecsdemlc careexr
in soeloleogy. He taught "principles” during the firet sem-
ester and "problems” during the second semester.

In this second period of Coolsy's 1lifse, the ags of
decision, emphasis hes been upon events, for these are the
outward mﬁnifasta;iana ér the wandering organism a%t@mpﬁiﬁg
to unfold itself. Cooley's sniravors were, perhaps, anale
ogous to a chilld who gses a red ball outside his playpen. He
beass, kicks, pushes, and pulls the‘gate until he discovers
the latch which gllews him access to his goal. Wwhereas in
the first perlod we sbserved the embryonic personality
taking form, in this period we see it ln a quest of 8 means
of expressing itselfl, With the teaching of sociology
decided upon as this means, this periocd comes to a closs, .

making way for sn analysis of the mature Cooley--the scholar,

Maturs Years, the Scholar (1894~1929)

Most of the thirty~live years of Cooley's academic
1ifs was spent within the shadow of the University of
#Michlgan ocampus. Here he 1lived tihe simple uncluttsered life
of the elassical scholar. e consclously felt that his own
1ife alforded for him "materials enough for all the science
I want,” for it was his opinion that “true acciology is

only a systematic autabimgraphy.“lh

1}""5&{153’, op« eits, P 233&
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He wrote concerning his life In his jJournalsy

The life that one lives before the world ought to be,

as it frequently 18, a work of art. It is a man's se-
lect and perfected expression achieved by suppreassing
what %s weak and irrelevant amdtjrinﬁgng nis worthier
self to full and consistent working.

And agein he stateds

To make 1t total, to make it human, are the prime

aims in my treatmsnt of aociolcgyzléall must be seen as
parta of a living wholew~«our life.

There are geveral observations which can be made re-
garding the relation between Cooley's life and his soclal
thought during this period.

The first has to do with his point of view toward
gociety, If in his childhood Uooley was a dreamer, in his
adult life he tended as much asg possible to isolate himself
from society. A colleague at the University of Michligsn,
Arthur Evena Wood, stated, "To many he seemed a remote and
silent figura; and such he waa‘”l? Cooley himself declared,
“Phis apge is %oo clever, too strenuous; I would llve in some
older fashion. (Damn the age; I write for antiquity.)ﬁlg
The net effect of this voluntary isolation upon Gooley's

writings was stated by Richard Dewsy:

161114,

A prii

>10id., p. 9.

17Artbur Evang wWood, "Charles Horton Coocley: An Ap-
preciation,” American Journal of Sociology, 35:71k, Septem-
ber, 1930. ‘

185&1’1(3:}, op. Ciﬁ_g, Re Z&gﬁ
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In reading Gooley's works one can scareely esscape

from the conclusion thad his generalizations, keen and.
scholarly as they are, were derived ehiefly from books
pargusﬁ_igeughtfully in the cquar%able setting of the
library.

Dewey's astatement showad some Insight for, in fact,
Coolay obtained much of unils ampiriaai»i&farmatinm about
soclety from sutoblographles of hils students end novels
about the contemporary sceng. The bvest of these he solecked
and resad earafully, Although tnis information was second-
hand, he secemed %o have felt thet it was sdequate for his
. pUTPOBESs,

We ses then that Cooley viewed mociety reflectively
from a rather high level of generality-~although his 11~
lustrations made parts of his works very personal and ine
timate, Dy this rasérved and idsalistic attitude, he seems
to have gained in braaéth_and‘aamitg of view, esceping from
the passionate bubt unselentific enthusiasm of tﬁ@'advecata'
of soclial reform, on the one hand, and {rom the sll too fre-
guent narrowness and tecinieality of the laboratory psychole
ozist, on the mthawggﬂ Angell explained further that "he
ﬁﬁbalex7’balievaﬁ big fsolatlion necsasary to his self-expres-

sion, which otherwise would flow in soclable rether than

lgﬁachard Dewey, "Charlce mcrﬁoﬁ Cooleyt Ploneer
in Psychﬂsocialogy,“ ?arr% Elmer Darnes, An Introduction %o
the History of 8a¢icla New Yor'sy Univeraity of Chicago
Fress, i@ﬁg

agxbia., 0. 837
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scholarly channels, "L

Many aéhol&ra who have emphasized reflection in their
lives at the expense of partieipatian have, &8 &aoiey has,
¢ome to the sonclusion that soclety is a unified organié.
whole, wWhy is this so?. Basically, perhaps, bscause
these persong-«bs tﬁay‘g&ilegaghﬁrs, artizts, or sclentists~w
view society at long range. To the researcher who deals
directly with his data, love and hate responseg on & guestion-
naire, for example, may be considered the direct antithesis
of each other. Whereas to the "armchair™ scholar, calmly
contasmplating the mysteries of the worl&,‘thaae are b oth
mutually dependent, elaseig anglogous attitudes btoward obe
jects. In the higher levels of pgenarality all conflicts scem
to resolve themselves. The visw from the mountain top is
always more calm and wholistie than from the center of t he
markeﬁ@iacec

Another of Cooley's personal attributes wes his com-

plete lacgk Qf dogmatism. Although he treated socliety from
the soclal paychological frame of reference, he fully recoge
nized other modes of approach. Wood stated:

One of his finget gualities was hils utter lack of
combative dogmatism. His thinking processes were open
minded, fair and tentative; and, h&mc&, scientific,
¥henever he found presumable sc;entifia wen behaving

otherwise, and acting like sectarians, he took a mild
delight in pointing out their shortcomings. Xevertheless

Blﬁmoley, Social Orﬁanixaticn and 1}
the Social Order, reve 8d., L9056, Pes Viiie Humen Nature and
the Social Order, rov. ad., 1Qwé Pe VELL.
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with all bis hospitality toward other types of mind§ he
BB 200k it e TenaB"RS oo

»

4 related qualitvy in Goalay wes his love of democracy.
He Qﬁs‘known to bes gympethstic with the strggglas of the
working slasses for greater soonomic freedom and voted for
LaPollett in 1924, He 1liked plain people and praised the
rugged honesty of the "hand workers” which he found, too
often; to be leeking in other claﬁsas; Dewey oxplained that
"nis faith in demooracy reosted upon his conviction that, by
and large, the masges possess the ahilihy to dilscorn, raageet,
snd follow the besb leaders, though nat<in£allzhlg 80,83
This invincible £ aith in democracy was perhaps another ex-
ample of Cooley's midwentern small town enthno-regionismn.

For Cooley, however, democrsoy wes seon in a very
broed gense, He aéw it as an extension of the ideals de-
veloped in the primary groups It was perhdps more. of an
intellectual disposition than s way of life,

In this sdult period of his life, Uocoley wes the pers
feoct 4llustration of the tradisional scholari unpretentious,
quiet, sincere, with a breadth of vislon whioch could but
attract guick admiration from minde seeking enlergement,

Iike Erssmus who broocded over the disordered soclal lande

scape of his dey, yst would not become involved in the

224ood, ope Sib.y pe Tlle Eaﬁauey, ops cit., p. Blls
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gtrife, Couley withdrow f#wm.mﬁch of the disturbance of his
times ?hia makes the snsliysis of the influencs of others
particularly important sincs it was from literature that he

roceived most of hils stimmlation during thie later period. -
i1, INFLUBHGE OF OTHERS OF HIZ THOUGHT

According o E§WQré Jandy, who studied Coolay's
Jjournals and personsl ncisa syer a period of several years,
the irat master of Coolsy's thought weas ﬂmarsen,&& fle
secmed to bs the natural bridge betwesn Cooley's childhood
favorites , such as M&aau&a? and Swift, snd the more reflec-
tive and composed suthors of Cooley's mabture years, ®ven inv
‘bis later 1ife, as Meald aliiraw, “ﬁa'never‘aemﬁlﬁteig loat
the morel avrdor inspired %g-Emergon Guping bisg young mans

hﬁad@”ag In hisg Life and the Student, Cooley wrote:

Emerson should be read in youth, His boundless hope
and his call to self-trust are congenial then. Later,
when you hava beoome dlgillusicned, askepticel and lazy,
Fou may Tind his exhortations a littls tiresowe; hls
thinking inexact, and his opticiom not wholly verified,

I wage out & set of bis books when I wgs young and sven
now & carry sbout & thin book of extraects bo which I res,
sort when I neod to {ind g little more glamour in 1ife.’

ahﬁm&y, bﬁ{. G‘iﬁa; P ?‘3‘

Esﬁwmrg@ u&a&k ”Gm@lay*a Coutribution to Americsn
Bocial Thought," Amarifan Jourpald of Seofaloge, 351595, . arah,
1530,

gﬁﬁharlaﬂ ﬁggﬁ?ﬁ &aalgy, Lits and Lhe 36y {Yew Yorks
Alfred A, ¥nopf, 1 y Be D ‘ f “ }
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In the lats 1890%'s, Jandy reported that Cooley's jourw
nals were full of qumﬁatiwns from Goethe, whom Jandy alaim&é
wae the ﬁeaan& great mester of ﬁmﬁ&myf& %ﬁ@agmt, foethe wWas
pne who hed traly made his 1ife & work of art. Frow him;
Cooley a%éﬁnbﬁaély abbained much of his srbistic outliook,
ﬁeuaré‘lifa, for he visualized Goothe sa the parfeot aaaiglw
oglset. doothe had a cvertaels universality of spirlt end
sympathy which Cooley sdmired. &ng@lx poinbed out that
Cooley also apprecieted "the rovelation of inner struggle
that went on in Goethe, es in ell grest artigts,“a? Cooley
himseoif declared that Uoetiieo was the @awsanﬁawmm.ha turned
for zuidance in his efforte to underatand the world of men
during bis later Life,2"

Cooley's admiration for Thoreau, whom he qaaﬁeé more
frequently than any other writor in bis books, wmay have
*regted upon a‘&sgrﬁa of paychic aflinity with that iﬁtar«
esting figure in &m@ria&m‘li%@yary and pﬁiiaaﬁphia history."29
Thoreau, like Gooley, wes o withdrawn and siy soul who in-
bis later life felt i§ necsssary to isolate himself in ordep

thet he might communicats mors effectively. Cooley reported

ooley, Speisl Orgentzation and Human Hature and
the ﬁaaig@,ﬁr&éﬁg TOVe @ley 195G, Dw Vil

2$ﬁmaleg, Soclolozical Theory and Scocial Eegaarab,

Ea. Sa

ggﬁaway, gbe 8its, pe 835,
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that he "found no reeding mors salubary %o a weary mind than
PThoreau's journale-in f@urtaam ?ﬂiﬂmﬁﬁqnga At another
point, he raagaat{ﬁlﬁy gtated; "A book like his Walden has
something infinite about i%*"ﬁx

Closer $o ths literature of profesaional sociolopy,
bat still outaide 1%, wes Darwin., GCooley declareé, “From
Darwin I got, in the long run, the most setisfactory idea
of the pgeneral process of maturs and the way bo sbudy 15,932
Angell sdded;

- Cooley's admirstion in this cese zoems to bave sprung
from the Cact that %he iwo men wepe pufficlently similar
for intellectusl congealiality but sufficiently diffsrent
for Barwin to excite r&avmct‘ Hoth men saw life steadily
and saw it whole, wlth awe at the wonderful complexity
of the world, But Uooley appreclated that Darwin wes nmore
willing then he to plod tireleesly through careful empir-
ical investigation before reaching eondlusions. He under-
stood that hiis own more artiatic ayggaaah was subject to
%ﬁa danger of selective perceptions’

It scems certein that non-sosviological weiters had
wore lmportance in &h&@ing-@o&iﬂy‘ﬁ thought then did
sooiologistse In Lils works, roeferences to Wmersen, Thoresu,
Goethe, and Darwin far ontnumber his citatlons of aawiolwéﬁataw

fe stated, "I can hardly say that sny writer commonly

30aoley, Life pnd the Student, p. 10L.
Nipsa., pe 105, |
Baﬁaaiéy, Bociolosical Thesry and Bosial ﬁg.@a“ah, pe Us

33Gaaiay, Bocial Ursanizetion and Human Rature and
tha Soeial Ovder, rev. ed,, 195G, P, X,
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reckoned a scciologist was of the very firat impﬁrﬁaaaa in
rmy mentel grawﬁhxﬂj& Fevertheless there are several gooial
aaieat&gts whose influences are worth mentioning.

From Spencsr hs geensg %o i aVQ inherited gsome of hiﬁ
oarly notions for his outline ﬁf-%h& seneral scheme of
gvolutionary knowledge. " As tlime passed, however, lcoley
hacane more critical of him for he {elt that Spencer was too
inclined to lot his system ride roughshod over the fisld of
facts. Cooley also felt that soclety was not primarily a
biclogical organism but & paychologlcal ones

From this point of view, he liked the work of Schalfle
who, though relyling on the éimlan&aal analogy, gave it poye
#ﬂalug&aai content, wWard and Glddings also seem to have had
mome influence on Cooley. Ho was &aqgainﬁﬁd with, and had
read, the writings éf.ba&ﬁ before é@miéing to¢ make a@eielﬁgy
his aara@rgzé In his later 1life, he read s num%a% of she
worus of ﬁmmtﬁ, bu% there is no indiostion thet Cooley lne
corporated any of hie xd@aa *m%m his own weltings,

The social psychologists &amma, Pewsy, and Baldwin

i Theory and Socigl Besserch,

1% zation and Lhe Kuman Hature

36 Cooley, Boelsl Ore
1956, ppe Txiex

@pﬁ the Soceiel Order, rev. 6.,
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were probably more imporbant in influencing Cooleyta %hmugh%
than any of the above sociologists, sxcepting perhaps
Schafflo. From them he seems to bave obtained a. clesrer
view of the reletlion of tho pérson to Yhe group. Janes!
social gelfl, Dewey's motivign, and Baldwin'e dlealectic of
p@waamai growth esch contributed sowething to Copoleyts view
that both persons snd groups E?v@ organic wholes that moved
shead by 8 tembaltive @wwwﬁésﬂﬁz

Tuo ch@r writers, Tocgusville and Bryce, also seomed

to have appealed to Cooley.. ?haéa two anelyate of Amerlcan

soclety were the two mest cited anthors in his Aoclal

, : 1. Although Shey were not formally soclologiste,
Covley believed that Shey possessed the sort of insight thet
a,samiaiﬁ@iat‘ﬁaﬁéadnz

¥When we look oveyr the influences listed shove we ses

that there is more than & coincidental liksness eanong thems
Jandy viewed this similarity from ths philosophical stande
polntt '

The ghilﬁﬁ&@hi&az'ﬁei%ﬁﬁim% of Cooleyts day was prae-
dominantly ideslistis, Lranscendental idzaliom of the
ninetsenth century simed to see nature as an Iinbegraited

organie whole, or unity, with man ax a pbese of its To
this school delongsd thoss thinkers for whon Cooley carad
masts  Goethe, Ewxerson, fhorsauvs In sclenee he found the
organie viaggimpliﬂiﬁ in tuwe works of Darwin, 3Bcehaffle,
and others.””’ .

Wnether or not Covleyw nﬁﬁé@lf could be congidered sn

&

3iv1d., pe %0 CIbid.  27Fondy, op. cit., pe 4be
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idealist ic a movt guestiony On tihe one hand, 3ﬁmﬁ§ used
idsallisn 89 & basis for expleining wueh of Cooleyts thought,
while ﬁa}iav,hﬁ.ﬁngﬁliﬁ&l and Sellers uaﬁﬁ&li&v@ﬂ that Cooley
in no sense of the word could be considered an idealisti
?ﬁia problem is perbaps not of ceantral Ifmportance here) hous
gver, 1%t scems probeble that Cooley, being somewhat of an
golectic thinker, and & solentisnt instead of a pblilosopher,
perhaps, sank his roots in o numhsr of places;

dpen we view Uooley's 1life and environment from a
digtance, wo goe & certsin convergence of trends and harmony
aof elements which is mors conmplete thsan with most porsons.
Perbaps this 1z becausc he truly nmade bis life s work of arg,
casting aside irrelovent and contrary btraiiss In the backw~
ground thare 1ls alwayse gymaaa% the small toun midwestern
settings Of this Cooley nover éample%alg tranacended. A
little closer to the foreground stands the [ramework of
idealiom which in the form of She literary masters gave
Conley maﬁivé%ian and a general orientation: A& pert of the

sovering of this framework was. provided by the aaaia%@giaa&

BOrvia,, pe vis .

ooley, Spcial Organigation snd Humen Xaturs and the
Boolal Crder, rev, 8d,, 1956, Ps 1V

kgﬁay Wood  Belliers, Roview of “Charles Horton Uooley,
His Life and Social Theory,® American Journsl of Soclology,
49182, Jaly, 1943, o

of Boelolagy,
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systems of 3pencer and Schaffle; the social psychélagy of
James, Dewey, and Baldwini and the observations of Bryce and
Tocqueville., In the foreground is the man, Cooley, reflecting
all of the backgreund factors, and yet transforming them
with his reflective temperament and distinguished literary
style. It is with this view in mind that we proceed to the
next chapter which deals with the relation of the voncept

of the primary group to Cooley's systsm of soelal thought.
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RELATION OF THE CONCIPT OF TIE PRIMARY GROUP TO COOLIY'S
SYSTEN ¢F THOUGHTY

Toe purpuse of thile chaplsr is o analyzéythe Concept
of the primary group as it relates to fthe general structure
of Cooley'a soelsl thought. Thus, the first section will
be davoted to an mvara&l\maﬁl&n@ of the major dimensions of
ﬂémley’a theught and the gecond to an snalysis of the conw
cept of tha ?r&ﬁary grau@ and its relation %o this aystem

of Ghought,
I. QCOOLEYYS BYST. OF SOCIAL RHOUGHT

The taasn to which Cooley dedicated himaelfl in his
writings, in the words of Sanég, was finding out the intepe
active process by shich "society malss the man, saé man
melke s aweiaﬁy;“ To comprenend this thoroughly would lead
him, he thought, to an underghanding of the pature of social
reality itaalf;l Socieology was considered by him to be a
means of interpretding 1ife situationse., At one point he
defined soclology as “the sclence of man in the group,? and

further statzd that the faote of smocial science were the

iﬁ&w&vﬁ Jandy, Charles lorton Cooley, iiis Life and

His Scoial Theory {(¥ew Yorxt Dryden Freas, L9L2), ps G0
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"attltudsa, bellefs, and hablits as soolally determined by
she: proup” end ¥representsd &5 Tolkways, institutions and
by the primery am@laeacﬁ&arf ?armé of humen aaﬁaci&ﬁiamﬂng“
On another occasion, Cooley.delineated the subjlect matter of
aaﬁialﬁgg as cither "personal intercourse considersd in i»&
primary aagao%sm~th@ development of human nabure--or in iﬁs
sseondary sspects such as groups, institutions, and proc-
eszes." To this 5%atammm§, as i th.ampmaaiaa further that
sociology should only serve soclel life, he added the follow-
ing aamﬁﬁmaﬁﬁ "Saclologys 1 suppose, 1s the sclence of these
thiuga.“B ,Gooley felt that the relstion of soclety and
seclology wae spantaﬁammsa To be aﬁla syatematlioaily %o
understand the former aubtomeaticelly put yoursell in the
gategory of the latter. As his rglé in.aaaialogyg Copley
" gelected that of systematlser and i&%@f@?ﬁ%&? rather than
fact«pathorer, He was ?rimavilgliﬁﬁareata& not so ﬁucﬁ‘iﬁ

discovering now trubthe as in indterproding the old,

Bageic Assumptions.

anlay, aﬁcautinw the @vaiutigaar? v&&w of his time,

2

garthur Bvans W&aa, "Charles ﬁmrtan ﬁaalayz“Auv
ﬁ@praeia%ian &mwriﬁ&n d&u?nal of %acialﬁ‘a, 353709, Bep-
tember, 19%30. : , t -

[

33&%&&& Zotman, "Qcal&y' A ?erspaehiva,“ Ansrdcan
Sogiolozical ﬁavwew, 33&3:1&5&, 5&%&, 1958, .

uﬁmﬁy, DB @5,&'#&» Pe 333* :
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considered life as an organic growth adapbing ivself to
meet changing conditions. He insis%eé that "our life is all
one human whole®™ and must be studied as Suchcg In an eter-
nal on-goling process, human 1life was unified by many currents
of interaction which were at the same time differentiated into
two subprocesses, the social and the biologlcal. Boecial
life wasgs transmitted throuzh languagse, interasction, and
education while biological life flowed through the germ
plasm. Social forms interacted and grew sccording to the
Ttentative process,” a procsss of "experiment which is not
necegsarily acnscioua;“é #ithin this forward moving proaeéﬂ
there seemed to be "a vital impulse of unknown origin®
working ahead in all directions adapting itself to all the
other phases in the‘movement.? Cooley studied socliety from
the mental rather than the material side although he recs
o;nized that the material side existed. He felt, however,
more?competent in dealins with the mental, and also regarded

it as being more important.

5Charles Horton Cooley, Social Organization (revised
editlon; Glencos; Illinois: Frees Press, 19867, p. 12, -

6 ‘ o . .
Charles Horton Cooley, Bocial Procsss (Wew York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1@293, Pe B '

'7$amue1 M, Levin, "Charles iHorton Cooley and the
Concept of Creativeness,” Journal of Social Philesophy,
18:2.6 , April, 1930, ' ' .
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The oentral soncapbion of any roal amwmm was the
idea of a "continuing sooilal 1life, having an orgsniegation
and h&mﬁafyhéf $tn own, in which sentiments ave devaloped,
end from which they are ﬁﬁrivwﬁ.%y the imﬁiwﬁ&&ai;”g .ﬁﬁam
tinetly soolal facts were mental and inward. Uooley's two
mest basie azsumptions werst life as an orgenic praﬁeaé,
and 1ife as adaptablon,; survival, and @Wﬂ&&tiﬂﬂuq He used
She nﬁrm'“mrgania”.mnﬁ o tue ~$alagi@a1 senge of ﬁpaaueng,r
bub rather to imply the fumctionel unlty of the. individual
and society in the sooial procoss and its historical cone
tinuity embracing the pest, present, and future. Faocts
were to Eﬁ studied in theire Gamai&m relationship or in the
apcial situation, for the "orgenism™ was 8 living waole
made up of differentiated members, sach with special func-
tionse Thus he rejested geoyrsphic, economic, oultural,
and bioclosical ﬁm%mrminia&a as "pariteularisms.”  Jandy
classified Cooley philosophically as an idealist and soienw

tifically ag & socisl fﬁnﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁﬁiiﬁﬁﬁi@

Baharles Borton Cooley, "Refleolions ﬁgan the
Seciology of Herbavrt Spencer,” %ﬁﬂialﬂﬂiﬁal Theors and
ﬁacial Ressareh {liew Yorit Hewsry Holt and Uompany, ~i930},

s 212

ﬁaa&ey, ﬁas@ dtudy of Suall lnah%%uticnﬁ 85 &
Hothod of ﬁmm@armn, uw@ialawiwgl Theory snd Social ﬁ&aaa&eh,
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Soclioty.

[;aaelay'@r¢f$rrad to consider soclety as an ﬁorguni&m”
rather bhan an "organization® because "the labtder is
uaaally undsratood to imply conscious purgaaag and neglectad
the unconacious élaménﬁﬁﬁaz Soclety was to be eonaidérad as
ineluding ell of buman 1ile, &nu a8 orgsnic in the sense thad
all its paris were inlerdepsncunt and affected sach other
thyrough matual intersction.

We are all one life, end its various phsses-~Asia,
Burope, and Aperics; domoocracy, militarism, snd socigl-
iem; state, church, and commerce; ciltles, villages, and
feailies; and zo on to the perticuler peraons, Tom, Bick,
and Harry., « » » The Stotal 1ifs being upnified by inters
aﬁhipn,'ﬁaﬁ& gham@'wflétvm%a?rﬁw a%g ig in some dopgree,
an supression of the whele sysbem.

Phis whole might slso be viewsd as a complex gf
systens of intersctions, "more or less distinct, more op
less enduring, more or less eanaa&aus'and intellizent,™
Szramplog of thoge weret! “netlons, ingtitutions, doctrinea,
parties, and $wrw¢maiﬁ33 ‘Zxehanpglnp glences with s person
on the street would sgt up a procoss of interaction which
might become more or less permenent in bhought. Becauss of
this overlapoing and intorpensiretion, sach part of the ’
#&ml& h@iﬁuﬁﬁﬂ to more than wﬁ&.ﬁbg&niﬁ syaten, ?ér Toneta

own perscenality is one or-anic svatem; the persons he knows

116@01@3, Boclisl Process, p. 26. ithiﬁ,
13 ‘ |
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ers others." Prom am&‘?@imk of view, "human life is made
up of such personal systems,” whiech "interpenstrate one
snother,” for “each peraonality includes ideas and feelings
reflected from ath&wa;“x% Pron another polnt of viewy; this
complex aguXd be broken op Inde [roups reather than persongee
into familia&, spnmuntitise, periice, races, and atates. Zach
of these had its own histery and prowth and overlspped the
others, Loeoking at it from & Shird viewpoint, the whols
could be considered "a complex of thought or thought-~
sysghene, whose logus, cértainly, 1s the bumsn mind, bub -
which have & life and nrowth of their own."}® Hach of these
were equally réel, and ell were aspects of %Yhe common whole
whieh Cooley referred to as soclely.
Bumparigzing the ides of soclety as an organism, Cooley
stated tuabit |
« s « 1t 18 a complex of forma or processas sach of
which 45 living and growing by insersction with the
otherse. o + « It 13 & vast %issus of veeiprocal activiby
differsntiated into innumerable systowms. « « « and all
interwoven to guch & ﬁa¢§ < Bhab you gee, ﬁ ifTerent gysbens
according to the polnt of view yauAﬁahﬁ

Cooley fregmamﬁl& palierased the unlty and differ~

entiation of humen 1ife and society. In Social Process, he
treabed soclisety &85 a wémﬁlan of véaiyra&aily'iﬁtaractiﬁg

systems. In 3ﬁmaa ligturs and the Soclal Order, socliety weas
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considered.es e "phase of 1ife” rather than "a thing by
ftgell,® i.04, 1t wan “1€f® regarded {rom the peint of view

al? Lonley vlagpified human interw

of personal intercourse,
course in its primary.aspects es hunen nabure, and in i%e
aaaondary‘aap@ata a8 gsroups, institutions, nr procesges.
In this #aﬁse éa@iéty was dafined as "simply the collective
aspect of personal thﬁﬂfﬁﬁo“l
Jotiety was considered sn external strutbturs and pro-
cegs of a living reality whoge in%arw&l&tianahipsAmaae éeam
sible the seclial wind In the individual, Cooley’s insistence
that the facta of sceiology werez in the mind haas been in-.
portant for aocelisl gagmﬁaiegy;lg’ Perheps his most funda~
wen%al,yrapagitiaﬁa wores THind lsa, accialy soviety ls
mental, 20 Cach wan's lmegloation was "a special phasc of
gsociety" because 1t was 2 “maas of peorsonal impressionn
worked. up inte 4 living growing wﬁoia.” Hird or imagination
az o whole wea "human thought considered in the larpest way

as havin growth end orzanizabion éxtﬁndiﬁg ﬁhraughauﬁ the

17&&&?1@& Barton ! as?a?, Junen Baturs snd the aacial
@vﬁam {roviaed @ﬁlti&ﬁ* Flenoos 311¢ﬁaiaz Fres Vrass, 19661,

135,

Vipiga., p. 234,

lfﬁaargw iead, "Cooley's Contribution to Aumericen
Bocial Thought,” Amoricon Journal of Sooiolony, 331699,
Mayeh, 1930, - |
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ages, as bhe locus of soclety in the wideszt possible $6ﬂﬁ@&»21
These were the facts ag wWe know them in exp@rieﬂceq
Soclety, then; in its imwediate aspect, is a relation
among personal ideas. In order to have gec%ety it is
evidently necesszary that perseons should get together
somewhere; and they get LHogether only as paﬁs@&al idaess
in the minds + « « #hat othor possible loousg can be
assigned for the reel conbtact except as impressions or
ideas formed in this common locus? Boclety exiats in my
mind as the contact and @ﬁciyrocai influence of certain
idegs named “I“z%hamas, Henry, Busan, Bridget, and so
in every mind.®
The Person.
Cooloey insisted on the "vital unity of every phase
of personal life, from the simplest interchange of & friendly
word bo the polity of nations.™ He resjected "the crudely
mechanical® idea that "a person, or some trait of peruan*
ality or of intercourse” was "the alament of &ﬁciaty,
and th&t_socie%y was "an aggregation of thage elements,”
for he contended that this "mechanical conception? was "inap-
plicable to vital phenomenon.® Instesd he mainteined Lhat
"living wholes heve aspects bub not clements."®> Prom the
aspect of personal intercourse, since goclety was "a relation
among peraanal‘iﬁaas;” the real person was the personal iéea,

+ « » My agsocigtion with vou evidently consists in
the relation between nmy ides of you and the rest of my

glﬁealay,.ﬁnmggfﬁahgra and the Social Order, rav¢;aﬂ.,

23

Ps lBéa

22 : _ :
gxbidqg pﬂ‘ 1199 If}idn » g‘ﬂ 1660
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mind, If there ie something in you wholly hayon& .
this and makes no im@xaaﬁgfn upon me, it has no social
rosality in thie relation. A
Féy Gooley, then, "the dmecination which peopls hava
&
on one enother are the solld fasts of amcxmay,“»g He furw
ther maintained theal sincs jup peneals of personal idess
uaasaxpefience, personglity wes the ley in the study ol the

individugl and society,

The Sociel Self.

Cooley, in his discussion of the soeial aélﬁ, a3 gw
migsed any meta@hysiﬂal problems by abaavvian that 1ts
myﬁterv wna “simp&& &8 phass of %hﬁ peneral myaﬁawg of 1ife~'
To him the amg&riual solf was simply "shef which is dese
ignated in common ap&ach hy the vvananas of ths first perﬁen
Bingnlar, *I* ‘met, ‘myt, ‘mzne* end ‘myselfl’', 2l

fary;,aw over bis views of the neture of rnaliéy as
a ayﬁuen wf peraonal ldeasn, Goole y found thwe sell and other
arganiaallg‘intariaamé iﬁ'bhﬁ SE0e fie&d of the 1naiv;dwa1’s
experienca, Self and otuor 4id not "exist éé mutually B
exglusive soslal faata,”tan& nisvrascplogy wmiﬁﬁ'implieﬁ thﬁé
ﬁhe; did, liME the antitheszfsegotlsw versus alirulsm, "was
aﬁen o tba ebjectien of vagueness, if not falsity." ?

Cooley went further than his contempories, such as

ypia., pe 115, 1pid., p. 122,

g 11‘31&0’ Qb 124-39\ z?z&'}n&og i}o }»250
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James or Baldwim, by clavifyiv-.the mechapism by which the
self devpolopod. He eelled vhiargnasa of §&eiself,'ﬁtha
lookingeglass self® which he degeribed in s couplet: "iach
to eech & looking-glass/ Refleets thoe other that doth pass,™@d
Az we see our face, riguré, and dress in the glass, and
are intercsted in them pseanse they ara ours, end pleased
or otherwise with themn according as they do or do nob
anasvey to what we should like bthem $o be, so in imegination
we porceive in another's mind some thousht of our appears
‘anca, manners, aims, deeds, charscter, friends, s&nd so
on, and are variously affected by it,é
There were, according te Cooley, three distinetl
psychic clements of the looklng-glass selfy (1) the imag-
ination of one's appesrsnce to anothor perssn, (2) the
imagined estimation of that appéav&aca by the bth@» person,
and {3) & self feeling, such as pride or martifiaa&iéng
that was felt by the firyt perasn. "Wo are ashamed to seom
pvasive in the presence aof a brave gpe, gross inthe eyes
of & refined one, and 5o on."™ In the reflected self, ﬁﬂan,
this matter of what we lmaginc the judgement of the other
to be waas what "mmizes all the dgffaraaae‘w@%h our faelimg£’"3$
With‘children, the devélaament of the rols of the
looking-slass self could be traced without diffieulty. A
chilid began very early to study the movements of others

around it. He lesrned to have a meaguré of control over

EBEbid., = ll}f:;- Egzbifﬁagﬁa l&i@.

3gibiﬁ;, PPe 15853,
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them in the sams way as he could control a rattle. Hven
vefore the sizxth month, bthers wers aeiihgraﬁe mﬁ%@m@%a to
attract abtitention. He soon learnsd "to be different things
to different peopls, showing that he begins to apprehend
persenality end to foresee its operation.” For this resson,
&a became selactive in hig interest and his need for admirew
tion and prestige. %yrﬁﬁ@ second yesar, the "ehild already
sares much for the reflsction ﬁf'himaﬁlf Upon one persone.
ality and. 11ttle for that upon another,” '

In all this development, Cooley thoupht 1% useless te
look for any reguler sbages, The whole process Was one of
imporceptible gradations. To Be sure, there appoared S0 be
poeriods Sn the 1ifes of youtu woen seliwfeeling was extrexely
strong, notebly in sdolescunce, But in 211 sensitive, ame
bitioué, strenucus natures, selfi-feelinz "over how ue.
aggear to others aund whal we think of thet appeerance is
likely to remaln & poweprful iéflnancasﬂaa Whatover the
differences, Cobnley bellsved that "directly or indirectly:
the imagia@ﬁiaﬁ of how we appear to others is a conbrolling

Fores in all normal minﬁa.”33

3lip1d., ppa 129-32.
Baﬂowléy believed that girls were wmore inpressionabls
and more aware of thelir sgelfl image than boys.

331p1d,, pe 13he
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Social Organigebtion .

Cooleoy maintained that "socisty”® and "individuals®

ware not gapﬁr&blé phenomena but were the "ecollective and
diatributive aapeehﬁ of the same Hhing,” such as Vhe army
and the soldiors or the ¢lass and the sﬁﬁdamma.S& The A1ife
ference between the two was 6ot in the objects theomselves
but ratisar in the.peint of view or the approech. in looking
8t toe btwo., Socisty, or group, was Just a collective view
of persons as ideas, dHan has no exiatence apart from
socicty or the group since he iz bound to it by her@aitary
and soctial fﬁ@tO?ﬁ#Bs
Irn discussing the problem of whother soclisty waa any-
thing more than the sum of Shs lndividuals, Cooley maln-
,zaine@z Yin a aaﬁﬂa, yeg.? ‘Phore was an organigation in
lény-xmeﬁal whole that you could not see in the individuals
36

separately. He 614 pot use the term "group ming” 5u% did

not object to its uses in denoting this sspect of the indi-
vidualegroup ralaﬁiansmip¢3?

Cooley found Shat the "mechanism through which human
036

 reldtions exist and develop is comamunicatlon. Commurn~

ication also served as the foundetion for the orpsnization

Hinid., pe 37 Ibid., p. 33, CIbid., pe L
3 yooa, 2@+ $1.s B 709,

Sﬁﬁablay, ﬁgmial Qr%aﬁ%matinﬁt rmv. ede, 1550, p. &15
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of moclety. Thus this concept furnished & substantial basis
for understanding the paycho-ssciological phenomena which
was ordinarily called suggestion or imitation,

Conley defined communicabion asi -

s & o 811 the symbols of the mind, together with the
meang of conveylng them throuph spase and preserving them
in time, It includew the ezpresaion of thse abttitude and
gesture, the tones of the voice, words, writings, print-
ing, rellways, telegraphs, telephonos, and whatover else
may be the latesd ashievement in $he congueet of space
and time., A1l thesze taken Sogether, in the intricecy of
tholr actuel opmbination, wmelke up an organic whole copre
responding $o the oryanic whols of human thoughts ané
everything in the g@y of mental srowth hes an external
existence therein.:

In the total movemenit ol organic life, thers smere iwo
processes or tud branches of the came process--the blologe
leal worikln , through the germ-—plasm, and bthe sccial worlking

through lsnguege as the medium of paychlosl communication.
Thris wag in contrest to evolubtion on the pilant and animal
level where gsdaptatlion %o environment wes primarily horeés
itary and fixed. The "distinctive thing in buman evelution
+ + » 18 the dovelopment of a prosess which is not fixed
but plassic,” adapbiog itsclif, "direcsly to cach particular
aituation,” and “capablsc of g veriety of modes of astion, 40
The means of communiecabion daveloped remarkably in the

nineseenth century, chilafly ie the following wayst

R

Bglbié. &ﬁéaﬁlﬁy, ﬁéeig; Froczss, pps 18T7»9%,
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1s In expressiveness, that is, in the renge afiiéeaa

‘ and feelings they ars competent to cerry.

2. In the pepmenence of recording.

gf In the swiftness of communicaiion. |

e 4n the diffwsion tp all clasaes of people..
with these lmprovemsnts in the compunicetion wedia, Cooley
felt that 5Geiaﬁy eould be oppanized on the bosls of "intels
ligence and of rationalized end systematized feellings”
rather than on "authority, autoeoracy, end camta¢“&1

A free intercourse of ideas, that is "freed and un-
impaded aammuaiéatian,“ would not produce unifopmity. Selfw
feelin; merely would find enlarged opportunities for expres-
sion. An incremsed degree of communication thus would
farnish the basis for making the individual ¢onscious of the
unique pert he could and should play in laproving the
guality of the saciallwhelﬁi On the other hand,; freedom of
communicetion has tended to produce "the 4issase of tho
century,” namely, the disease of "excoss, of averwork, of
@ral&ﬁgeﬁ worry, of s competitive race for which men are not
fully aquigpaﬁéag
Pablic opinion, acooraing ‘o Gooley, was not ﬁaraly

an agerecets of opinions of Individuals but "a co-oparabive

produst of communication and reoiprocal infiu@na@."&ﬁ It

&1Gaalay, Human Natuys and the Soweial Ordsr, rev. ed.,
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was 8 crystallization of diverse opinion resulting in a
certain stabillty of thought. If it were produced by
ratimnéi discusalon, public opinlon was usually superior to
that of the average opinion of the membars of the pudblic,

The masses made fundamsntal sontributions %o éublic
‘opinion, not through formulsted idess but throuph their
sontiments, Thay; in their dally experlencos, were closs to
the sallent facts of human nature, and were nob% troubled with
the preocoupation with ideas which wonld hinder them from
immediate fellowship. Heither were they limlted by the ate
ﬁ&nﬁiun to the haaréiag of pri?ate property which would
prevent the wealthy from keeping in touch with the commen

things of life.“&

S8pcipl Froceass

The soclal process, as (ooley analyzed 1%, was not a
"series of futile repetitions” or brutel and wasteful cone
fli#%s, but an "sternal growth® involving the ”eantinugd
transformation and elimination of ﬁ@tailaa"hﬁ wWhile tﬁé
element of conflict was gﬁeful in that it awakened and
directed human attention, and thus led to aotivity, it was
‘1imited by & @u@@iinﬁ@néiug-fasﬁnv of oco-operation and ore

ganization, o which the contestants must adjust themsslves

a&;&ggi, ps 123, hs&aaley, Sgeial Process, p. 34.
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if they would succeed,
' Social stratifiocation hindered to the extent that it
sut off communication, Xﬁ_tanéaé to throw soecial ascendancy
into the hands of a stable, communicsabting minoritys The.
rajority were submerged in t he morass of igonorance, De-~
grading aeighberaaaé assaciaﬁiéns, viclous parents, dsapised
racial aemnsahimnawutheag all served to produce stratification
and to hinder @ragr&aaeué |
Conley held that in the social process the instituw
tions bequeathed the standerd gifts of the paat to the
individual and gave stability. At the same time, if ra=-
tionally controlled, they left ensrgy free for new undep~
takxnga; Vigor in the individusl commonly laed $o dlssat-
isfaction on hisg part with institutions. Disorgenization
thus arose from the reaction agsinst institutionsl formalism
manifeated by energetic persone. It might be regardsd aa‘a
lack of communication betweszn the individual and the insti-
tu%ianahy
It wes in the rational public will that Cooley saw
‘the salvation of the soolal process. while be repsatedly
expressed & large degree of faith in human nature as it was,

he looked forwerd to a day, rather remote, when communi =

' li"’ﬁaglgsy! m&%}. Organizetion, revs ed., 1956,
pp. 2171840 1 Toutn SEEARS | ,

47ip1q., p. 320.
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cation and education would enable all individuals to take s
large grasp of the human situation and on the basis of this
grasp bto express effectual soelal purposss. Unconsclous
adaptation would be superseded by the deliberate self-dirace
tion of avery group alamg 1ines of broadeing sympathy and

widenlng intellectusl reaches,

Final Causs or Purpose

According to Go@iﬁy,‘"thE'aim of &1l organligzation is
to express human nature and it does this %hrﬂugh'a sysﬁem of
symbols, . which are the gmbodiment and the wvehicle of the
1dsa¢&9 Human nature, s a aac%aa'nature, referred to the
sentinents, attitudes, and impulses which were charscteristic
of hﬂm@n‘bainga'aﬁ nll times and all plaﬁaa.gg It meand
particularly “sympathy and the 1nnumerablé sentiments into
which aympathy &aﬁera,'aaah aé love, rﬁsamﬁment, ambition,
vanity, hero-worship, and tne fecling of secisl right and
wrangaSl Gaﬁlay'baliaveﬁ that human na%ure;%hua defined was
a comparatively permanent element in aacie%? since all men
"sgel honor and dread ridicule, defer to public opinion,

cherish thelr goods énd thelir children} and admire oourage,

.hg

Ibid., pp. 41920,  *7Ibid., 342-L3.
SOGoolay,.ﬁumaﬂ.Eaﬂura and the Boclal Order, rev. eds,
1956, p. 32 : |
51

Cooley, Bocial Orgenizstion, rev. ed., 1956, p, 28,
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generogity and guccess,
Bumen nature was not something existing separately in

each individual, but was a "group-pnature or primary phase of

gocisty, & relatively simple and general condition of the

social minﬁ.“gs

This obgervation paved the way for Cooley's
analysis of the ermaryugrnu@;whicn e oonsiderad to be the
"aurgsery of human nsture,” ’

Lonaldering hﬁmaq nature as the hereditary equipment
of & cﬁild, 60¢iéy rogardsd 1t as consisting of wagus tend-
encies or aptitudeg needing actualization through society.
BabbLling, for instance, was ;ﬁgﬁinetiva'whiie speach b@déms
dsfined in socisty; curiosity aame,by'naﬁur@,-and'knawlﬁéga
by life; émﬁ instinctive seneibility developed into sympathy
and lova, | Ha conoluded from this tnes th%-impreveméﬁ% of
goclety did not involve any easential éhange in human nature
but ratheér "a larger and higb@r‘applieatian'af-1t3 familiar

im@ulaaa‘wgsl

ZI.' THZ PLACE OF THE CONCEPT 0F THE PRIMARY
GROU? I% COOLEY'S THOUGHT

Since human characteristics belong to man in

gaibid; Ssibiﬂ‘, Ppe 2930, suibi§‘, ppe 30«31

‘ . 55&9aley, Humen Nature and the 8c0isl Ordsr, rev, ed.,
lgség ‘pt 3?! . . . "

4
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assoclation, Oocoley ssked the guestion, "What Lind or éegraa
of masoclation is required to develop ﬁham?”ﬁﬁ His answer
was formulated in his gaﬁcepﬁ o2 the primary sroup. These
groups were "the carriers of asocecial tradition and soeisl
custom,® the chiel "moulders of personality, and the carrlers
of the human clement in persénal 1i£eqﬁﬁ? In the primary
group "everywhere human nature comes into existence, Man
doas nobt have it at birth; hse cannot ééquire it ezrcept
shrouih ralibwsnip, and Lt decays in iﬁalﬁ%iﬁﬂ.“gg If human
nature wers “comparatively astable and universael,® it was
because the intimate face~to-~face family and other primary
groups wers averywhere aimiliarpgg

Cooley desoribed primary groups as associationa

"eharacterized by intimate facomto-face association and com
operation.”

They are primery in asveral zensez, but ohielly in that
they are fundamental in fsﬁwimb tho social nature and
ideals of the indlividual. The rosult of intimate ssso-
ciation paychologically isa a certain fusion of individe
ualities in a common whole so that one's very selif, for

many‘gurpcgas at leest, is the common 1life and purpose of
the groupe.

56

Cooley, Social Orgenization, rev. sd., 1956, p. 30. -

?ﬁharlss A, Bllwood, "Charles Horton ooley, Sociol~
oglst 1864~1929," Sogiolopy end Soclsl Regsarch, 14:&, Sup=
hember~ﬂctabar, 1929,

Sgﬁoalay, Socisl Grgauizhtiaa, reve ed,, 1956, p. 31le

5?;bid49 o] 2% 33531¢ éazﬁiﬁ;, Pe 231
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He further desceribed this intimate feeling which was

generated in these groups as e "sort of sympathy and mutuel
tdentification for which 'we' is the natural exgreﬁsien‘“él
The shree most important primary groups universally wers the

family, the play-~group of ¢hildren, and the neighbornood

group of‘aidavawég These groups wers "primary inthe sense
that they give the iaﬁiviéualrhis asarlizat and most complete

experience of gocial unity.® They were alsoc the source of
those ideals upon which humsn sssoclation depended; loyalty,
t?u%h; sarvica to onsgtsg fellows, kindliness, lawfulness, and
free&omsgB
The polnt ¢snnot be mede too cmphatic bhet we do not

arrive at thess ldeals through abstrasct phlicosophy; we
~absorb them sponbaneously in these faob-to-face associas

tionge « & » It in in thege ;proups that the self loseas

its parrouwnees, and attains its highest expression., It

b
is & poor scort of individual that does not feel the nagg
to devote himaself %o ths lar.cr purposes of the group,.

The sacrifice of self-interest to the intereats of a
congenial group made a person more humen. In so far as one
identified himsell with the whole, loyslty to the group was
loyalty to aﬁasalf, or gelfe-resalication, Thess idesls of the
primary groupe wers the bapsis For the systems of larger
idealisp~~democracy and &hriatieni%y.éﬁ

Perhaps one of the ctlearest atatements of the nature

®1rp1a.  %Pmpia., p. 2. ©31pag., p. 23,

61&2333,‘3&’ PP 2530 , égx%iﬁ«g Ps 515
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of the primary group wes made in & private letter by Cooley
to Frederick R. Olow in 1919,

‘ I am accustomed %o zay that %h&Agrimary groupy is sim=
ply an intimate group, the intimacy covering a conside
arable period end resulting in an habitusl sympathy, the
mind of each being £1lled with a sense of the mind of
the others so that the group as & whole 18 She chief
asphera of the sscial self for csch 1ndivigga1‘in RV o
emulation, embition, resentment, loyaliy.

There 1la éam& question as to whers Cooley recaeived his
inapiretion for designating some groups as Mprimary." In his
later 1life he disclosed the fact that the chapters containing
this eoncept, slthough they appesared early in the book, were
Tthe very last pert to be conceived and written, ng%«apaéarmag
in the earliest draft st all.” Cooley explained that when
he had thig draft before him there merely apéaarad to be n
“"hole in my sxposition whieh I wes impelled to rilifup;“é7

Bdward 3hils has pointed out that most of the stroam
of sociclogical thought in tie late nineteenth and early
twentieth century tended to flow around ard past the primary
group. e found only four soclological writers during this

period who antiocipated to sny degree this later theory by

| 669?9&39163 Rs Clow, Principles of Educational Sociw.
ology (New York: HMacmillan Company, 19231, De 9bs. 7The chete-
ment whichh fg guoted above was given to Clow by Cooley upon
reguest for & concine definition of this concept %o go into
Clow!s book. Also sset F, R, Ulow, "Oooley's Doctrines of
Primary Groups,” American Journal of Scciolosy, 25:329, No--
vembers 191%. . -

ﬁ?coaiay,,ggaiqlaﬁi¢al EﬁﬁaryAanﬂaégeial'ﬁwgggrﬁg,‘g;.l?»
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Cooley: these being Tonniesz, 3immel, LePlay, and Durkheim.08
Jandy, however, hag contonded guite correctly that Cooley
newhere in his writings gevz any indication of being Influw
snced Girectly by Earopsan sociologys It is rather Jandy's
velief that Cooley obtained much aﬁn%hﬁ esgence of hig ldes
from Sumner and the label itself from a chapter by that name
in the book An Introducstion te the Study of Sceiety by ISmell

, , 69
and Vinocent which appeared in 1094.

Brauara A, Shils, "The Study of the Primavy Group,"
Dantel Lerner and Harold D, Lasewell {eds.), The Polit
Sciences (Stanford; Stanford University Press, 14951), pps

e F e I .

695&n&y, ©ps eite,s pps 100813 The problem of where
Cooley obtained his original ldeas regarding the primary
group wWill probably never be mnswersd, It should be noted,
however, that Cooley himeelfl pee¢med to think of this concept
gs his own ocreation and felt no nesd to schnowledze another
author., OJven in his later writing, guoted above, he saw it
only as & hole in his esxposition which he was foreced %0 £4111
in. Besides Bumnsr's possible influence, there was that of
#estermarck and Howard whoss woris Cooley oited as "the best
comparative studies of the Tawily® in the fieldy Cooley,
Sogiel Orcanizabtion, rev., ad,, 19536, p. 37

" As for the label of "primary”, it would seem very

possible that Cooley acquired 1t from the Small and Vincent
gource, The term, however, is not so unusual, and he might
have invented it merely becauss it adsquately desoribed the
phenomena which he was studyling. Indesd, anyone who reads
both 5mall and Vincent's and Cooley's discussion of this sub-
ject can scarcely fall to note that, outaslds of ths label
and one or tweo suggesitions about the psyehological bonds
connecting individuals in these groups, therse ig no further
par§1131 in zhm Lwo traahmgnbmg sa@it 3%311 gnd Vincent,
An Introduction to the Btudy of Soclety (Chicagot University
of Chicago ?ras&:glﬁQE3, Bi. 121, Chap. II, espeoially p.

133.
%;&ﬁ ~ Shajct On %Wr«g% Ve B .
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Having surveyed the relation of the ooncept of the

pringry group to the main body of Gaﬁiﬁy*a soctial thought,
the next throe chapbers will be devoted o thres different
aapectes of the influence which this concept hes had upon the
fieldé of sociclogy. Uvidencos of Oopley's influence upon
s?uiolahiaal thaory will be cenaidered in Chapter IV, upon
spelal regearch in Chapter V, and upon introductory sociology

\
textbooks in Chapter Vi.

———
—



LBAPTER IV

THEORETICAL REITERATION ABD BLADURATION OF THR CONGZPT OF
THE PRIMARY GROUF 3Y Al dalAX SOCLOLOGIETS

It is commonly recognized today that sclence walks on
two lega--theory and researoch. Although 4t is true that
these two aspscts are ultimately inseparsble and that sei-
gntific ideas cannot be developed or analyzed fruitfully
without reference to fact, still this basic distinction holds
true. . In this chaptor, the abttempt will be made $o delineate
and make explicit the iﬁflaanas which the concept of the
primary group has had upon American soclologicsl theory.

Phis will be done in two sections. in the first, those in-
atances in which socioloziste have acknowledged Cooleyts
influence by merely relterating or repesting his concept of
the primary group in thelr works without sttempting to melke
theoreticel {mprovements vpon it or use it in reassarch will
be analyaaﬁ.} Tie gecond seoction will deai'with further
thooretical criticisms and slaborations which have b son made

concerning this copept. Cooley's influence upon reaesrch

1En the meteriel Sthat follows, instances in whioch
aociologists merely repeat Cooley's concept without attempting
$o add anything theoretically or empirically %o 1% will bs
designatsd by the term "theoretical reiteration.™ Thua, this
first section is concsrnad with theoretical reiterations of
the ooncept of the primery proup by Americen soclologistsa.
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will be investigated in the next chepter, and in Chapter VI
ene specific area of theoretical influence will be aanmiﬂér@d
a8 attention iz centered upon $hwe use of CTooley's concept of
the primary group in recent introeductory soclelogy textbooksz.
Then, 1in the summary, these besic ereas of influence will be
brought ﬁegaﬁhar and the course snd major trends of primary
group development bebtween t he yesrs of 1909 and the present
day will be described, lgmm@whah annlogous %o a %ree in %the
world of botany, the endesavor will be made te show how this

concept, havingsrminated in Cooley's Soolal ﬂ?géﬂization,

siawiy took roob, grew robust be recounition and reiteration
in the writings of his early contemporaries, and then divided,
branching into the many theoretical and research trends and

tendencies of the present day.
I, THEORETICAL REITHERATIONS

Because so muech of sociolopy revolves around the
atudy of the group in one form or another, most sociolopiata
have either hed to develop or to vorrow some system of group
olagsification. Thase alasaifiea%lanm, usually in the form
of dichotomies or hr&aﬁc%mmia&, pertrey an interssting array
of simileritiea and differences, Some of the more impart&nt‘
‘have been Tonnies' "Gemeinschaft” and ”&ssailsanarh“; Durkheimis
"mechenical” and "organic® soliderity; Sorokin's “familistic,®
Teontractual,” and "compulsory™ groupa; enté Sumnsr's “we” and

— B N
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"they' groups. In Americen sociolog;, however, an Jandy
soncluded in 1942, "I% 3¢ not %Loo muech te sar that Conleyts
‘goncept of th@‘primarg,@rou@ 18 regarded &5 bagic Lo sny
classification gfgreupa.wg Tala concept sesms to have besn.
particularly meaningful secauvss It xarks & loglieal starting
point for the atudy of the pgenssis of the sarly development
of bumen neture and personality end becguse it enables ons
to set the intimate personal rroup over againgt the. impere.
sonal non-primary ones.

In the 1ight of the eminence which thils conoept hes
achieved in modern American sociclayy, it is zomewhal supr-.
prising %o see how slowly it was sdopted y social scientists
in thoege initial years following 1969;.,a gurvey of the
American 30&93&1 of Bogiolory, for instance, showe that the
firat mention of Cooley's primary uroup came gome i en years
after its orizinal publicetion. Fredusrick Clow, in a Nov-
ember, 1919, article, reviewod vhls concept and attempted to
demonstraets its importancs to tie Fleld of soclology. ia
particularly coriticized soclisl sciontiats for not heving wade
hatter vse of 4he term.

Hore 18 & neglected eheptor in the theory 55 sncial

prganization. #veryone A% onco admits the im@&fﬁ;&a@ of

such groups s& are described ebove fprimery groups/, yet
with few exceptlions evepy soeclal th@myiaﬁ has pald no

2 ; o _—
Edward €. Jandy, Cnarles lorton Sooley, Bis Life and
His Social Theory (Wew York: Dryden Frosn, 1 42), Ps L7fe




53
sttention to them, doubtlessly tahing them for grantsdj
they havg bean kaa commonplace to reguire notice by the
loearned,-

A thorough serusal of %he other literature in the field
8lso revealed very few soclologlalbs th‘hmé incorporated this
concept into their systems of thought before 1720, Hany
social sclentists such as Howard, ﬁﬁéleg, Hayes, ®eller, and
“41llette did not ¢ite Cooloy in thelr worits at all during this
period, Othérs such se CGlddings, 3mall, Roas, Vincent,
weatharly, and Ogdburn mantxeﬁaﬁ Gouley but gseemed to find
no use for his prisary group concept which they did maﬁ»ei@afé

Thers were some excoptions te the rule, however.
Charles Ellwooed, who showed many evidences of Cooley's ine
fluence throughout his sareer, ¢ lted this concept as early
as 1910, After quoting the definitions of the term from
Seocial Opganization, he a&nalg&aéé

~ Thus Profsesaor Cooley says we pet our notions of
love, fresedom, ju&tiaa, and the 1lilke froi such slimple
end widespresad Torms o0 scolety. « ¢ o He adds that
the ideals of both demoeracy and Ghristignity hava
sprung naturally from the primary Jroup.”

3Fredariak fle Clow, “6@01@y3a Boctrine of Primary
Groups,” Amcricen Joumnal of Soeiclopy, 25:326, Novembar, 191?*

“@hﬁa& cenclusions are based on an inspscilion of the
indexed listings of soms thirty-nine works which could be
found by these eleven ﬁoﬁial&%iﬁuﬂv

Ghariae &, 8llwood, Bocliology and Hodarn 3gaial
Problems (ﬁ@w Yorks American Book Gamgany, 1910, pps 79-80s
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 Blliwood also refsrred Lo Cooley's concept in another
work published in 1919. He observed that the "elassificstion
of the forms of assoclatlon into primary and secondary forus"
had been sugpested by Profecsor Cooley. Theasz primsry groups
were "characterized by intinate favce-to-face aasceciamtion and
cooperation,” and included such groups as "the family, the
play group of children, and the neighborhcod or community
‘ ﬂe
SToUpPe
William I, Thomas also showed early evidencs of being
influeneced by Cooley's concept of the primary ~roup. 3in a
1917 article, he atbtempted Lo link his “delinition of the
gituation” with this ters. He steted regarding the >rimary
groups
We are in the babit of ‘calling "primary rroups™ those
which, through kinsaip, isolation, and voluntary sdhosion
to certain systems of delinitions, securs an emotional
unanimity among its memburs. » « « By virtue of théir
unaninity tn? mob and Hhe jury are also mbmentary pri-
MAry [roups. ’
Among the sther am@ialogiaﬁa who showed evidence of
'Gaaley‘a';nfluanﬁa'baforﬁ 1920 were Jobn Gi1lin and Prank

Blackmar. In their serly teoxtbook they found that “within

6Gharlea A, £llwood, Sociolonx
Aspecta {(Hew York: D, Appleton and Co
7&111iam I, Thomas,; "The Persistencs of Frimary-Group
Noyms in Present«Day Bociety and thelr Influence on OSur
Education 8yatewm,” Herbert Jenninge, et. al., Sugzestions of
Hodern #clence Concerniny Educetion (New Yorit Hecwilien

Tompany, 19171 Pe L7Lls ‘




the human hordes soon appear small, more closely related
groups of people” which "foras the primordiasl socislising
forces.” Thess were what “Cooley hes valled the primary

soelal groups" and were primery "in the sense that they are

fundamental in detersmining the social nature and ideals of
the inéiviﬁual.” Examples of ﬁha primary group were "the
family, the play-group of children; and the neighb@rﬁaea
group of aﬂukha.“&

The only other referencs té this concept by an
Amarican sociologist which sould be found during this
early peria& wag also in a textbook by Welter BDeech. He
observed that "encther important featurs of group life™ was
the distinction whish "Cooley hes made between primary and
non-primary groups.,” ?fimary groups relied upon "simple end
direct meens of communication,” such as oral speech and
gosture; while "nonwprimary groups are held together by the
newer é@?ﬁl@pméﬁﬁﬁ of éammmmieatiaﬂnuﬁhﬁ.pr&aa, telephone,
telegraph, and aab&u.“g s

This geoneral early neglect of Cooley's concopt of

the pri&ary”grmuyﬁ*wnica iz a fate not unknown tg,@ther

a .
John G1llin. and Praenk Blaclkmar, Outlines of Soci~
2lopy (New York: HMaemillan Company, 12157, p. 50,

Vdalter G. Seach, An Introduction of Sociolox:
Saaigl Problems {Bonton:  Houthton RLTLILD WOMPRNY .
De Yl CT
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original intellechual &nﬁa@&tiamaégnaa besn sommented upon
by & namber of writers. Hiohard 7, LaPiere, for instance,
stated that "Cooley's insistence upon the universelity of the
primary group”" wes gensrally ®ignored by his fellow socis
aiagiéﬁé ﬁ&é continued to draw cateporical contrasis betwean
prinitive and modern sovciety and betWaen urban and rural forms
of life,“ll Arnold Eose also f@lt hﬁat it was a "pity that
these carly 3@6&&1&&16&5 of Goalag, so undogmetic and welil
balaaaad,,éid not enccurage Sthe empiricel resesroh which he
hoped for and which they daserw&ﬁaﬂla |

In their textbook, Inbroduction Lo the 3&1@&@@ of

Sociology, Park and Burgess in 1921 reviewed the concoept of
the primary group and introducsd The complementary label

of "secondary” to describe those -roups which Cooley had

13

meraly rafarraﬂ to na noﬁ»pvimar;. They zeemod to feel .

10y Many writer& have comzmenied upon the fact th&t
originagl 1&5&3 are wauaslly slow to b e adcepted by scolety.
Kaplar the astronomer, for inastance, stated concerning his
¢lassic on planetary: &&ﬁiaﬂu, "1t may weit a century for a
regader, ?? God bas weited 6, Gﬁﬂ for an observer.?

" "Richard g‘.L&?iara, ﬂrTh@or¥ of Bocial Control {ﬁew‘
 Yorkt Melraw-iill Hook Lompany, ,Ja y Oe 212e ,

12 pno1d M. Rose, Soelolozy (ew York: Alfred A@.
Knoph, 1957}, p. 105..

IBRebart #. Park and ﬁrn&aﬁnﬂx Burgess, Inﬁraé ction
£ the Science of Soeiolpsy {(Chicago: University of Chicago.
reac, 1921)s Ppe 20U~L7. Although Park and Burgass are :
uaually given credit for Lirst using this tedm €$aa Jandy,.
9ps cits, pe 126} and Faris, "The Primary droup: Hsseuce and
Aceident , American Jouvnal of Sociolosy, 38thl, @&13, 1932.),
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that this sosential digtinction had sivcedy bosen made by

Gooley, howover, for they stated:

Charles H, Gaaley, wha was the the fira% Lo, malte tha
5 Dhekt!

doportant disl fween DriwmAvy anig sesondnry
~pounsg, N&S pamnﬁaﬁ uuﬁ et the inLimBbs, TROEeLOo~{acs

associations of primavy groups, i.os; the fapily, ‘
neizhborhood and the villege comuunity, ars famﬂamsﬁ%al 1
in forming the poolal nabure and ideals of the Lndividuals
. Imying ﬁﬁa ﬁWﬁn@iﬁﬁg after the 9@&%&&?#&&%&&&&?3
ﬁiatinééiaa'by.F&ﬁﬁ.nmﬁ'ﬁmvgaﬁ;g evidences of %ﬁﬁ use of this.
songeph w&ré casler to find. Durpess, for iné%anmé, aga&ﬁ
in 1925 cbserved %ﬁaﬁﬁ( ‘
The newborn + + & am§m1£ 18 & ﬁ@?&@ﬂ&lit?m 'a'qnavﬁaﬁ~ 
cenbury ago this asguisition was ahown by %a&ley
Jﬁa%&ﬁ in the first groups, the primary Aroaps, @R@ﬂ
whiich vy 1s reseived, He bacomes & p@raaﬁgwhﬁa, and
beoguge, . others sroe enobional toward hilw, ™
Bllwaod, @w&¢~§mﬁ& tho @ﬁﬁﬁﬁ@% of the primary group

during the twendies. In Mgz bosk The Ps; 10
saaiaﬁg publiched in 1926, he ozplained thad “?r@fewaﬁr

$¢ﬂ$@§ hae made L% plain that the work of she soclelogist
sud soclal paychologlist wmust sbard with ﬁﬁa\f$n$*ﬁ§@£ac@vaﬂ
'@wiﬁavy croupss '  Gocondary prowps, ¢n>¥ﬁ§‘$§%$r band,

brmat be underetood throuph the study of face»btowlace

E1lwood hﬁﬁ‘alééaﬁy gpoleen of Thecondary forme” of groupe in
1819, quoted ghova,

mgg 1d., e 564 /italics not in original/ ;
13».&*1&:3%% W, Burscss, Too, U

3 (SBicagos
Universivy of Ghiea@a Prass, 19257
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Pt sgeitind PO ”1§ . Afber ﬂd&”*@%,ﬁﬁ&iﬁﬁiﬁfﬁﬁfiﬁiﬁiﬁﬂ o the priw .
meary oroup in o .1929 aﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁsﬁﬁ'ﬁﬁai&.ﬁ%ﬁ%&&ﬁ%ﬁ@.ﬁh& a0t
that “"Profesoor Dooley's woris mako 1% glaia shat tﬁﬂ 200%
ologlas must phart with Face~t aafaca; or 'primary' Sroups. w17
- The soncept of the gr&m&rg “wamg waa also eited by
Liv m, Bera&@d in i@%ﬁ@ . He &@@igﬁeﬁ that “Professor Coolay
has shown very ¢learly %mwfp?imﬁﬁy'ﬁrﬁug @anﬁ&e%m‘yéﬁduoa
primary i&@a3$.@@ mtﬁ&%&ﬁaﬁf”~ é&ia soneept wan e very ugew
ful one in 5&@%&% payahw&@*““ and could be defived gs H P aope
Loeface o an&ma@imms ﬁf Indl 'Fﬁua&iwagﬁawﬁwa“mn the ﬁagia
of wery %lﬁ&&&u&ﬁ?-&pj@?rwgﬁiV< impuiaaa or peBa sf fupulasa;
pative of acquired, &n buman nab hfw~"1@
ﬁlyaae& &, Weatherliy alsn asserted th&ﬁ "naarly all
cloge aasﬁa@a%isxa'arm ﬁn’ﬁﬁaaﬁ,hﬁﬂiﬁa Tor which Profesuor
Sooley hag, 1o an 511&ma vating, ¢iosousalion, #@mﬁaaad.t&ﬂ
agme Yprimery groupsst® In umﬁﬁ‘gwéu@& the conlbsots ave
“ﬁh&fﬁﬁté@ismd'ag intlmate, Caco-to-fade aseoviablon and

for them the 'we! sense Ao the natwral ones® "6 the sarly

3§Gharlas &y Bliweod, Tho Paysbolopy of ﬁﬁ=a..$mu_‘ij

{¥ew Torikt I Appleton snd Gompanys 1?§§3, D giﬁr“*~

X?Gharl&a A Ellsood, "Recent Developmenis in Soeli~
vlogy," Ciward 4, Hapes {aﬁ.’, fletant Deovelopments in ghe

Bosial Zelentewx iﬁthmmi &iﬁ@’v, ﬁw@w%, and ¢¢M@&&j; 1%?@},
D m}; .

1
8&: i N Eﬁf'ﬂwﬁ* ’ ; it ’
{ﬁaw Ymrkt ﬁanrg aﬁlﬁ mnﬁ'bmwpamy
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pimple proups,” observed Weatherly, "this deseription is
o ' 1%
partienlarly spplicable.”

In one of hls early books, Sourse Dool for Social

Peveholonys Bisbell Young sleo made use of Uooley's romerks

concering the primary sroup. By way of introfuction to

Cooley's sbaboments, he conoluded shat very lmporbant

"for sosiolopgieal puvpoges fg the disbinchion %@@%w@ﬁ.ﬁrﬁm'

mary snd sesondary growps.” . Primary prows were cepeclally

im@éptn&% for the undoratanding of scoial behavior "since the

oricinal form of association wos e asgsosliation of porsonal
: ; ; 1&2{} -

praleronci.

Floyd House, in iz review of zociological theory
publisbad in 1929, showed the ozxtent shicoh this conoept wae
belng used by sovioloplste of Wz day.

‘Research supports hthe thesis, alsp, that some of the
most potent of the influventurs Porudny personalivy end
humsn naburs are opervlised in theee groups in which the
ra&aﬁimn@ﬁ&g& of porson Yo person are most intlmate, o
direot and "peroonal.” Consplcucus smong such groups are
the fanlly. the neighborhood, end the play groups Those
are in faet the first groups in uwhich the individusl geta
soolnl experience, as well ag the onse in wiich very
fundamantel procegses of personal developmsnt take placed

hence Professor Uooley han celled then the "primary
groups,” a term which hes becows g gtandsrd siswent of

| Yryanes 4, dentherly, Sootel Prosrssy (Philadolphiat
Js B. Lipsincoit Sompany, i@a's,.g; Glhis ‘ ' '

20 _ ,
. Kimball Yeung, Bouvee Book for focial Paycholopy
{Baw Yorks ¥. 8. Grofdo Compony, 15271y DhDe biebi,
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the Asmrigen socioloiesl vocabulary.

A4S anobhor poini Lm his book, Houss apein declaped
%haﬁ “the theory of the r&l&tﬁaas&ip of huwman nature and
parsopality %o the prisary group which ls ourrent faﬁay
among socliolopgliate in the Unived Htntes wae Livsb definlbely
Toranlated by Gsalayiﬁﬁﬁ aliaouzh be was porrect in pointing
to the growing anm@p&%maﬁ'af Conleyts concept Suring ﬁ%asﬁ
yeard, 1% was nob until after bilc book was published, Suring
Hho i?BG*é, tliat the Lerm really tame into general usapge in
American sooiologmy. A gurvaey of gome of the leading social
scientists of the period wlll show the degrec to which this
whg trues

In theler comprebanaglve revicw of rural soeciclioyy
published in 1931, Gorokin, Elmoersan, and @al&iﬁ found thab
"rural familics who kave lived in the localily over a perioed
of yesrs™ unow sach other "im the sense of the primary group
dsvaloped by Charles Ucoley.” This primary group was in its
ssgence "a guperdevelopment of family idesle in a 1aég$m

communibys" 23

zlﬁlayﬁ B. Houge, The Ronge of Soelael |
Yorky Henry Holt epd Conpeny, 158 Gy, DD ) ?«
noed in the awiﬁiﬂagﬁ

2214%5d.y pa 130
“3?&% irim & Borokin, Cavie €. Zliomermen, anﬁ Ohariles

i N ualgim, Syatematic. Sourcabool in Epnral Boclplos {Hin-
negpolis nilvergi by of MiPNesobe Pross, lwﬁfo*Ef, ps 217,
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 Bmory Bogardus, in his 1932 atudy of contemporary
gociologys observed that the primary group was %a concopt
given wide ourrency in sociology by Charles H. Cooley." In
it a child agémﬁ his early yesrsz, and from 1% be 2ot “hise
first and often mpst ﬁnﬂuﬁﬁm@ sets of reactions of life " It
Wwae the primary group which gave "each individuel bis first
main configuration of personality in which la%er oxperisnces
808 ﬁmﬁpaﬁa”zﬁ
Haclver and Page also made uge of the concept of ths
primary group. In the following discussion they showed their
indebtedness t¢ Cooley's earliecr statements by the use of a
fovtnoles
Tae primary group irs the nucleas of all goeisl organe
igation. The simplest, the “irst, the wost universal of
8ll forma of sasgolation 1 that in which 8 small number

of persons meet "fase-~to=faoe” for companionship, mutual
ald, the discuseion of some gueaiion that concerns them

all, or the diacopvery and executlon of some common policy.

In a@h&v-iagﬁénﬁ$$¢ Baclver somotlmes referrsd to
"racesto=face groupe™ as & separats omiegorys These were
defined as those primery groups waich, "in the form of the

family, initlate us into the sserote of soclety,™ and as

{L:08 Anw

-ghﬁmavy Ba Bogardus, ﬁnﬁta@aa@g&g Socioloss

At

goleat Univeraity of Scuthern Ualifornia .

pobers Maclver and Oharles Pﬁ@ﬁ,_ﬁﬁ@iﬁ%;i=.én i
Analvaia (ﬁaw'¥¢@k§ Rinshart and Q@mgaﬁy¢ 1930) % pow

as

ress, 1932}, pe 136.

InEro-.
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comrades . and playmates gilva "ereative expression to our soclal

impuzaaa@“gé In a footnots Maclver clarifisd the r slatione

ahip hetween tthe face-~to~lface &nﬁ\@vimary LLOUDw

The sxpression, [ate~to«face group, isg tsaken from
Conleys « « « 3ince we are hers dealing with organised
g@mupa, we are using the term in a more regtricbed sense

than Cosley 4did., ¥s do uost, Tor example, inelude the
n&ighﬁﬁﬁhﬂﬁﬁg which byelongs to our caebegnry of comuunity;
we do ina&uég the p&ay group which ig a sivple form of
association.®!

in his mwam The Fleids gnd rethods of Bociology, Le Ly
Bernard noted that “"Charles Horton Gﬁnmay brought the impor~
tance of fprimsry ;roups® %o the {fore as a vital phads of
social payaﬁalagy,”-hé “ahmwan@‘haa'a porson develops in
large pays out of the idemls,; loces and resctions of his
asaociates, o8
Willlam I. Thomas invised the render to compare
Coolayts earlier &wéaripﬁ&ﬁ& of the arimﬁ%y group with his
discussicn in the following peragraph.
Prom the favega&ngliﬁ'agpeara that the Laco~bo-face
group g a powerful hablit-lorming mechanlsme. The group
bae teo provids a systen of bohavior for many pergons atb
once, & oode which applies o o veryone and lasts longey

than any individuasl or geporations In smell apd isolated
wmmmmﬁiti@a there is little t endency to ehange o gragw&aa

% " :
Rabe@t %aaivar ﬁania% 'y Lt ﬁbruﬁhurﬁ and ﬁ aag@ﬁ
{New York: Richard R. Gnith, Toc., 1931V, Ba 1T.

2T1p14,

ﬁL, L. Bernased, The Filolde gnd Hethods of ﬁmuinli~* 
(Rew Tork: Farrer and Rinehart Trio., L93L), Pe 121, '
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becsausa the new experiance of She ind@ividual is ﬁgeriw
fised for the make of the secority of tho £POUD.

Boefore quoting Cooley’s doefinition of ﬁhia soncant,
Kimball wauab notad in e 1935 publiecstion thet "it was O, ﬁ¢
Coolay who firet geve us a olear ploturs of the imporieance
of the Mosry gyaagiiﬁ sooioty and in ahe‘fawmaﬁiaa‘ﬁf.ga@w
sonality,” Younz also ohespved that ﬁmia‘gﬁﬁwiﬁyig7 sbatge
ment soncerning the nature of tho ovrimary rouy bad become
clasoic in Awmerican ﬁaciaiagyg;gﬁ '

( Buring the thirtiss, ﬁﬁﬁl\ﬂﬁnﬁiﬁ-ﬁiﬁa seve ovidence of
“being influenced by ﬂhn'pr&ma@g Lpoap concept. e stated thoy
“ws crll She intimates, faca-bo-laoc (roups in wshish mon
'ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁiﬂtﬁ'ﬁxiggﬁ? growes,” for they come first in humen ofe
perience Taz the ohild grows up in fexily, pley gronp and
seignborhsod,™ Heve &gm&gﬁﬁy,.matmazamiﬁ, love, aﬂﬁ.kamﬁm&aa
grow and "without these no iufent conld survive,® Hare, ﬁiéa,
“nﬁa child learne moral and value judgments and the othor egw
sential rudiments of bunan nature whiﬁh form the beeis fop
saciel contrel in avery humen 33ﬁ1$v§131

.
“ w&&liaﬁ»xa ”h@%&#, 14 ﬁmx@ﬁﬁ'
m%im Bypoun, i Conpany, wﬁ”’h PBe |

30
&33&&11 Young, Soures Sook fop
Ameriosn Ssok Company; &w;gi§ Poe delje

3% Pl Ko Lendis m G'Mﬁ?&l {ﬁaw'¥ﬁﬁk§' Ja Be
%&pganﬁrt% Lorpenyy 1%3%i; @* ‘ .
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By Ts Hiller cited Upolay's definition of the primary
greap in relation to the following paragraph,

T ig in a grﬁm&ﬂy group that the <hild attains its
first awarcness of other persons and ?u%ﬁﬁﬁuam%ly acquiraa
gself-congclionsnens: Hers the sense of belonging and
having a. %1&&% and & rolo, ¥Which Lz $hy vupenes of pers
sonality, iz first derived; and hers, also, the child
learns 0 %alk and acguire Lbe h&blta of cbadience gnd
gelli=aagertion, or thelr oppositios, as woll as 1%8 moral
Judgmentd., It 1w the fgasily, tha.glay group, the nelghe
borhonsd, and gthoer close relstloneg, thet the standards
and treditions of the lerger soolebty, as well as those 32
typical of primery groups are inpressed most effectively.

if during the %tnirties thz concept of the primary
aroup becane cenerslly sccepbed in American soolology, after
190 1% was Lo becoms one of the very rmumﬁmﬁi&ﬁa of ¢ he
sclenve itseif.« The fel&ﬂﬁin paragraphs will be dovoted to
& aampiing of some of the sceciplogists who bave esmployed this
coneept. in tha last twenty years. 33

ﬁabart &ﬁgﬁll observed in & 14l @u&licahien that
“Uapley hes pointsd out thalt those iarg&r aysbamﬁ of idealism
like Ohristianity and ammdayaﬁg,“ which are most humen end
therefore of maéﬁ anﬁawing‘v&iu@*:”ﬂ&wa aiways %&@ﬁ based

' . ol
upon experience in primery grovps like she family;“94

ET o -
He T ﬁiilar Prineiplos of sagialng é%mw Yorks
Barper and Brothwers, 3333 y Do E&a

‘ 331% ig folt thal a wore inclusive survey would take
gome thirty to forty pages and wsald only sarve to further
illustrate the fact that Cooloy': concept ol the prisery grop
has besn widely aﬁa&pﬁ&d in American &ﬁ@iﬂlﬁ@?ﬁ

BQEgbar% Qoale anpwli, The Intepration of Amerio
Boolety (Hew York: ﬁc&w&wwﬁill Book Company, 1941}, fe
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in his ﬁiﬁcu&aian of social institubtions, Herry Zlmey

Barnez also showed evidencs of belny influenced by this cone
sept. Befors quoting Cooley's definition, he atated:

One of the most important aspects of the analysis of
group 1life and a@@i&l arganizabion i the retoynlition of
coertalin basie ana slemental a@sauia fong which we heve
come Yo 4Unow as "primsar ﬁrmugﬁg £ berm msde immortal
by the lste Chariss B. Gooley.dd

Lewell Carr, wiho had beuen one of Cooley's praeduste

students at the Unlveralisy of Hichigan, d4lso mads uvese of the

ooncept during this period, He cited Cooley's Speisl ﬁrgggw

ipation with reference %o the following discussiont

Primary pgroups, smell; inbtimate, fece~to-fave, lasting,
unorganized forms of sssocistlon such zs paly groups,
families, spontaneous play groups, end the old fash&anaﬁ
rural geighborhood, have oonsbituted the matrix of hunan
iiving for most members of the human race during most of
their past. It was for this reason that Cooley regarded
them a8 the primary sources of thosse peenliarly human
qualities of insight, kind ggaa, and gense of ldentifie
cation with one'sn f@liﬂﬁﬁ& ‘

Discusaing the family, Burgees and Locle gl ao quoted
@¢aley*a'ﬁafiniﬁi¢n &f %mé.pwimayy groups in thelr ilntro-
duetion o this guotation, they obporved that Gooley was "one
pf the first scciclogists to stress the relationship baotween

Tamily 1ife and the development of p@vm@maliﬁy,ﬁ_fm» it was

: 3Jﬁarry Elmer Barnss, Ssciel In t*tuk-,ﬁ
Preatice=-Hall, Incorpovated, LGLE), pe¢ 1.

36%@&331 J¢ Carr, Bit Lreis (New Yorky
Herper and ﬁrathwra, l?hé) T

(New Yorki
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he who had pointed out that "the child naturally and ineviw
tably takes over the ways of behavior of groups 1ike the
Tanily, the play group, and the Q@igmhmrhﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁa?

In a 1950 pabliaabiaﬁ, Theodore M. Nowcomd polnted out
that Cooley had writbten years before thet "men are dependent
on oﬁhérsifm?tha davelopmont of thﬁﬁﬁ'@ualiﬁiaa which wa row
gard as distinetly human,® Those people who h ad the most
to do with developing buman nature were “members of whab
Cooley enlled gwim&rg gvg¢@&$ gush as the family and the
child's play group."

Fimball Young agsin observed daring this pavieﬁ.%ﬁas
it was "Charles ®. Cooley who first clesrly delinsated the
nature and importance of the primary group.” These groups
were "cheracteriged by intimete face~to-face eontacts,
direct interaction,” covered Mo wide range of nssls and
gratvifications,” and had a gommon la@ua.ﬁg

In his siody of the history of the primary group,
Edward 3&&1& acknowledged Cooley as the "author of the tern"

- and the "first to direct stsention to the pheaomenon.” Shilas

37,
TTErnest W, Eurwaﬁa &ﬁﬁ ﬁarw»; Jy Losche gg x
{Rew Yorks Auerioen ﬁaga wamgamg; 1ehS ,) P él%»

38 Pheodors ﬁawawmn,:1
Dryden Press, 1$J$3¢ pe Bl

3% Kinball ?ﬁmﬁgﬁ ﬁaﬂi&aaﬁ of Boeial Pave
(Londons Fauﬁlaége and Xegen Fenl LtGa, 2945),

{few Yorit
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thon stated his &my.éwriniki@m\uf the toncept whioh a3 he
acknowledged, had been derived from the ecarlisr stetements by
Cooleyy

By primary group we mern a group characterigzed by &
high degree of solidarity, inforasliity in ths code of
rules which rogulate the bebavior of iﬂahﬁemb&ra, and
autonomy in the oreation of Lhess rulege ™

In & later articls in ths Dritish Journal of Boole

ology, Shils apein declared that it was ﬁh&ﬁlﬁﬁ Hs Conley
who had first olaassifled ”mﬁi@%&@@haoﬁa, @amﬁii@a, and play
groups of amilﬁwegﬁ a8 primery. Cooley hed felt that She
tlarger soclety could teke 1ts ethos {rom the rules of lifs
of the small Intensely bound group,™ snd had nsed the torm
Boeimary® &a&a&sé "he believed that thelr Tprimary' aature
llay in &he fact that in such groups theg hiﬁhwr tdesls would
govern conduet im the Kgrﬁﬁr;moeiaky they farm@ﬁ.“al

Park used Cooleyls concepd in bis desoription of the
fehanges iv heblis and charaotor of the wr%aﬁ population”
ginse the %uw& mf’%ka conturys E&'a@u&lﬁﬁéé thats

The gendral nebturse of these ﬁh&ﬁ@@&fiﬁ indickted by

the fact that the growth of oitles has besn focompanicd
by the substitution of indirect “seccondery,” for dlrvect,

&gﬁ&waré 4. Shils, "The Study of the Frimary Group,®

Deniel Lerner and Herold Lascswell, The Fellcy Sclences, Ree
sent Developmenta in Scopne epé lsthod (Btanford University
Press, 1051)y be bhe T

T

hlﬁﬁward Ae Shils, "Primordl

: e
snd Civil Ties,” British Journal of

June, 1957

1, Porsonal, 3acred,
ology, BE130<k, .
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face=to=facs, "primary? rﬁl&ﬁ&@nﬁ int he assoclations of
individuals 1n the commnity. ™

Hobert Faris felt that "tbe contept of the primary
group, " wh¢1@ paﬁh%ﬁﬁ mm% as impovtand aa gome of Cooloy's
man%ri§m<ﬁan&, ‘may be uh& ong. fmm which be wixl he the
longest remenbered.” in ﬁia book abaaﬁ human nature, he
then guoted Cmaley*a aafinixian of the concept and ny@liaé ﬁz
%o his own ideas concoraing zua way pay$analztg éevélmyad¢
in a later @uwliznaian-ﬁ&‘alsa-aﬁowem evidence of being
influenced by Cooleyis évi%&%g gréup coneent, He stated:

‘ The groups %m which mon interact vary according $o
the dogres of lotimecy of peracnsl contacts and theres
fore in the influsnce sxerted by the group on the person,
The proups with the greater degrees »f intimacy and ine
flusnce are comuonly ﬂfii&ﬁ primavy groupg--a concapt
introduced by Uodleys .

In bis textboolk in scoial payehology, Lomory Dogardus
attempted to apply ths ¢onccpd of the primary group to the
problems of informal education., Hz declared that “the ime
portance of the primary group For teaching ﬁmﬁ lesrning has
beon woll establlaned.® Its significance was found partly in

the faot that in i hese groups "communication funcitions most

: ﬁgﬁab&rt Enre Park, Human Commu &;tieﬁ %&1@&6&@, g 2
linoiaz  Freo ?rmas* 1952Y, Pe d2.

hB“ob@rt Be L Faris, The M ture o of Human Hature (Hew
Yorizs  HeGrdw-Hill Baak ﬁampamg 16421, ppe 368 ' '

‘ Uaopert E~ Ly Faris, - &o@,ﬁi Paychology
Roneld Press, 1952), v« 230, - Fetmted

(Now Yorkt
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freely and easily,” In thes, also, there was a "deep commu~
nity of experience® and the ”sliéh%ea% geature has & maaning.”hﬁ

Scott Greer, in hils booﬁ Social ﬁrwaniz tion, Rlso
coneluded that the "grougs oontrol of individuel behavior
will be strangaaﬁ in face~to-facs interaction.” Oreer also
qu@ﬁ&d Cooley's original definition of tﬁe priwmary group and
mentioned thq4“f@ienﬁanip group, the play group, and the
fanily” as the most xi&a&pﬁaaﬁ examples of this type of
as&aciatian;hﬁ

This contept wes also acknowledsed by Karl MHennheim as
being "the locus of our earliesi experience of soelal unity
and iépntifieatian. He a&aa stated shmt “according to &aaley,
ﬂlnve, freaﬂam, and 3aatiaa are priuary 1&@&15” which form '
the idealebical basis Tor "Christianity, &@maaracy and
socialigm, "7

Talocott Parsons a@kn@a&@&@éﬁltﬁe infigence of the
primary group upon his eoncept of the "primary” level of
soclel organization.

Indead, I would like Yo supggest that Uooleyls famous
ﬁafﬁniﬁia& of the primayy group &z a8 group involving

hsﬁmary 3. Bogardus, Funﬁamant%;g_:- Soeisl ?a,chﬂla’*
{Bew Yorks B, &gple%anwﬁaﬁﬁurg Gnmpany, 19527, ngq 235

ué”caﬁt A Sroer, Soelsl Qr“ nisabion (Hew ¥York:
Doubleday and Company, 19557, pe 3he :

*?Kari ﬁanahaimw Systetatic Soel a 02y (ﬁew Yorks:
Patlosophical Library, 1@353, @. U5
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facestosface interaction also defines the “primary™ level
of soonial organizabion. The truclal part is the involvee
ment of individuals with ons anobther in cooperabive
#ebivities which involve physicsl presencs, at legsd
part of the btime, and direct cooppration in physical
manipulation of tmukﬁnviraam@m%**b '

in this ssobion, &ﬁa@%manws fyam‘ﬂwiae%#ﬂ works in
which ﬂ@ﬂiﬂ&agﬁgﬁa,%ﬁka made ues of Uooley's primery group
concopt,. without attempting Lo mate theovetical improvemsnts
upon it or o use it in resserch, have been quoted in & nore
or less ﬂhfﬁﬁﬁi&éié&i foshion, The trend of influence is
Lairly essy to follow., From 1909 until 1921, whéa Park and
Burgess added the complpmentry label of "secondary group,”
thevrs was little éa#&pﬁ&ﬁé@‘ﬁr ths berm in American ﬁesiuiogy4
After this date, however, the influence of this concept
ﬁyaﬂumiiy*imaraaaﬁé until &e sarly ss 1929 and 1932 such
writers as ﬁauﬁ@‘amé'ﬁagaréua were already speaking ﬁf the
primary group as a8 "standsrd element” in &mariaan'smaialgyg
Afber 1%3@, only & saapling of the soclal nelentists who
have used this coneept in thelr works was na@am&&ry-ka.ahwﬁ
1ts general acceptance and use in the fiald,

Reiterative rontatemsnts of Cooley's concept of the
primary group, such as She ones guobed inthis section, will

remagin in the becwgeound in the paraprephs whioch follow. IH.

¥

A

Wparcott Parsons, "Problems of Botiolszioal Theory
and ilsthodology,” Robort Herton Leonerd Broom, Leonard :
Oottreel, Jr., Sociclony Today (How Yorks Basic Books, Ing.,
i?ﬁﬁg)}; pa 10 . I .

1t
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ahould be remembered, howavar, that the bullkt of soclal
gsofentlste, nob being specialists in bt he aree of the primary.
group, have merely incorpovatsd thie ooncept indo thelr
wrigiags without &%t@mgtiﬁg‘tg &avai&g it in elther of thone
two wayss Thus some corude measurs of the infxuénea which
the primary group heas had wspon ém&rﬁaamsaﬂaialagy can be
gauged fr&mfthis section, m@%% g@iﬁinga,aa these provide the
solid matrix from which spring ﬁ&e innevations which occupy
go much of the energy of the present day. Unliks the Lrse
anslogy, however, %&a~reiﬁar&%ﬁvg.fesﬁaﬁﬁmaﬁﬁa of Cooley's
concept run ﬂiﬁa¢bymaiﬁé with 6 he branching innovations, for
in & he science of aseiology, new students must émﬁatanﬁly'ba‘r
tralned. Congeguently, éﬁa important area of yslterativo
restatensntz, those in introfuctry soclolegy textbooks, will

bs refturned %o in Chapter vx;{
II. CRIPIGISH AND ULABORATION

The eoncept of the orimary ﬁra@@ ig in m@ﬁaaaé, iike
every concapt, a systen of claessification. UI% 15 uvgeful to -
the aaciéllaeiantisﬁ in thot it allows him to state certain
generalizations ebout a nam&egléﬁ groups which have similar
affects upon the iaéivi&umlfﬁvﬁéﬁgiagiag perscnality. This
belng tﬁue; it is pather na@uygl'%ﬁat nuch of bthe theoratical

epiticiam and elanboration should center around the eruclel
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properties whioh olassify these groups. Pecauvse these abte
Lempéa $o improve theoretically this concept have béan intapw
mittent snd rélativaly fow in numbasr, they will bes dealt wiﬁh
in some detalle

%ha‘qgaatiam a8 to sEactly what prapérﬁi&s Cooley
meant should critiocally gdefine the coneept 80 the primary
group uns first raised by two separete wrilers at about the
seme time. Hdward Hubanlk, in his investigation of the
im@erﬁaﬁt conceptd in the Cield of soclolegy, stated the
" initisl problem in the following manners

In this connssction it ahould be noted that in
various discussions of the orimary group it 1z sometines -
diffioult to determine whebher the writern ars making

the gsseuce of "primeriness" to consist of a_qualitative
elemont, such a5 & high degrev of affeciion or sgtosm,
or guantitstively, of closcnsss of reladion.” Thus
Gooley - » » seenms to inbroduce an element of cach. 1t
is charectoerized not only by "intimate, face~to=face
association,” but also by a coopsration involving a sort
of synpebhy. Ageip it is identified wibh distinctly
idenlistic aspectas for "it will be found that ¢ hoss
syatems of larger 1deslism which are meost human and of
moet enduring velue {e,g. democracy end ﬁhriatiﬁgi%y)
are based upon the idesalas of the primary group.t

in k?B%,_ﬁﬁiswmyth Yaris also observed that Cooley's
eonceptinrn of the primary group “"ralsed certein difficulties”

50 |
for the gociologist. ¥irst, thers wos bt he Tact thaet he

&Q&arie‘ﬁﬁuard Zubank, The Concepts of Sociology
{How York: . O, Ueabh and Coepany, 103cls Pe 0.
5ﬁﬁilawnv%h Faris, "The Frimery Oroupt . Bssence sod
Aeeident,” Amoriecan Journal of Hsciolegy, 36th1-50, July, 1932.
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nowhere provided any terminology for those groups which were
not primery. ‘ﬁwt:avwm'mgéa confusing wers the varlious propw
grties whioh Cooley feli should disbinguish this cobeapb. In
g mannar similfar to Dubaen', Faris disstingulshaed thess as “the
f@aa»%@«fa&a relation, bthe bLemporal prlioriiy in sxpevisnce,
and the feeling of ths whele as oxpreased by *w@a*“gz

To help debtermins whioh ol these thres sets of

propertiss should eritically define the conecept, Faris felt
it necsssary to distinguish bebwesn its esaentiel amd accie-
dentlal characteristica. &m.“ﬂaai&@ﬁ%“ was defined as those
propertles which were nol abpolutely essentlal to the cate- -
gory inveolved, such ag the proporiies of square, brown, and
orkon were not essential to & tabls being & tabloe. The
"sasoence® of & concept, on the other ﬂan&,-aanﬁiﬁﬁe& of
thoss Qrvg&rﬁieﬁ wﬁiahvaaﬁ'ﬁﬁ-eff from all other classes Qf
.a%jacﬁmﬁgg | |
Faris then askaﬁlha% egzontial to ﬁhm'ﬁafiﬁi%iam of
the primary proup was "the @&yéiaai property of fa&aﬁﬁa»fﬁaﬁ
relations.” He made note of the fact that there were wome
feos-to-Tace gra&gs!wh&am ware nobiprinary.

An American oriminal court with judes, Jory, defendant,
and eounsel, are in a facs-bo~face nearpess with nene of
the essential preperiiss o the primary group as set
forth in t he guobation and Sce plher peasages in which

Cooley uges the concept. For the court 1 externsily
controlled and governed by rales made by ahszent and

Sli_b;ém P 12 gzjﬁiﬁb
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ancient guthoritios, T ?g actions are @@a@nﬁ%ally innti-
tutional in character.

In the same mannsr, a lepislative body, aven when
sxall 1ltke & board of directors, might mmﬁ'bﬁ a primary géaﬂ@,
or aven gyaugslar two, if they Lapponed tobe an "unweloome
bond salesasn in youy office" or a “ﬁeiiﬁ@u@nﬁ'aﬁadént aamﬁ
wonad into the offios ¢f the dsan.™ Paris thus ocontended that
Pit may be assumed that not all facc-to-faco grgﬁps are in
espance primavy @rmupﬁgﬂgg

He wes alse of the opinion ithat there were primery
groups which did neot ﬁ&vw the face-to=face properilss, Bxe
amples of these might be & "kRipship rroup widely scsttered
in spaaa; eam@nn&aaﬁiﬁg ﬁmly by letter,” a woman student
"who foll in love with a woman aubhor,” or historic friends
abips among'iﬁ%éii@aﬁnala such as Emeracn and 6arlyla¢5§

_Fayia'ﬂanalndad that “attitudes and feolinge are the
ssaence™ of the primary group snd thet "spacc snd position
are bat &aa;ﬁaﬁﬁs** This m@gnﬁ that no certein ty&a_nf
group such as the family or éah@al group was necessarily
g?ﬁmary and that ons "mast look teo gubjsctive oriterig”
instead of depending "wholly on mere ohaaﬁ%&%iwn,_&mﬁav&#&&y
attompted” in the atudy of such groups. He also feld that

%hia.aamaiumién was entirely consistent with the earifer

A " . v
M»» Foalida- _é%%m 55’%,, Ealde, pe 48=h3.
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definition of ¢t he concept by Cooley. ‘Phe latter's statew
ment that primary proups Q&@E ca&r&ggﬁrizaé by "the soprt of
mutual 1&&&%&fiﬂﬁtién‘an& ﬁyﬁ@a%hy for which ‘we' Lo a

natural exprossion® supgested "that he did not moan to mulke

the fecewto=face velatlon the sicence and gin ague non of
the prisary g&dug.“ﬁé Paris furither steted:

Toat Uooley so held fihat attitudes and feelings are
Lue egaence of ithe prinary @?ﬁ%ﬁ? Ls clear in his stabtes
ment theat demeerasy and Chrisvianity ave fthe ouligrowih of
the primary group and &z ive ulLiimabte gxpression snd
flower. I% is clear Irox his discugslon thet he did not
mean the institutions, for the Chureh is not Christianity,
nor is democracy the same as the state., Bub, 1f con-
ceived ideally, Chnristisnity is expressad in lovae, ayne
pathy, and loyalty by Shose who oonsider themselves meme
bars of an encompassing wholae of g%iah they are part end
in which "we" ip the =»pldeon word,

Pitrim A, Sorokin, iﬁrﬁhﬁ 19h0vs, reviewed Cooley's

soncept of the Qrimaﬁy‘gran§ in hisg baok 50@&@&?, Culture

and Personelity. A%t thoe outset of his discussion he con-

cluded that Cooley's concepl was not "merely s ‘'face~to-face

interacting group! but something much m@vé complex.” It was

rather & sooial relatlionehip involving inbimacy and sym-

pathetlo uﬁdevsﬁaaﬁim@'ﬁﬁmi;ar to his own classification of
o tal

the "familistic® group.”

He felt that en alarming trend was that of "mechanicslly

o )
24 ol 3 -
Ibids, pe L8, *T1pi4,

L 5§?1tgim A. Bovokin, Boolety, Gulture snd Perscnelity
(ﬁ&%'?avk@hlﬁ@rparz&mﬂfﬁrat&ara, YOUT e pe 1Bk ' '
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goplying Cooleyts distinotion betwern direst *Lages~to-Tace?
and indirest interscotion” which the latter Lumd lpdicabed fop
other purposss. He called such claseiflcations fpethological®
and Pely thet this £a6% was “much lezy importent then the
runber of Lipnasan sfansng in a %3&&%»“5Q

o olted {irbell Younp's claseifiostion of primaspy
and secondary gronpe, whioch he rold was typical of "moes
ather textbooks in gocdology,” to prove hie @@&m%;&ﬁ In the
sateapory gf prinary, ?ﬂéﬁ@ placsd such geoupg g8 the Taxily,
neiphvorhood, village comuunity, congouialidy sroups, play
groupn, and erowda. Iante e sceondavy a%ﬁ#&%ﬁiaaﬁi&a hie
pub politieal, aaﬁnamia*ﬁam§3@m¢, osrranised #@¢r§aﬁ&waal
proups, srimingl gange, snd sublisr. And thon "somewhere Ot
plde or in bedweon ¢hase olasses ars menbioned race, sooisty,
and community.” Sorokin comeluded concerning Young's claee
sificasion end by lmplication all othors who Ik & similar.
manner uzed this phyaical charasteristie %o differentimbte bo~
twoen ihe two bypes of groupst

Irn all theliyr easential properdies thegse [ roups ere

ss different ag they can be, wod vicse verssa, sssentially
slililar groups liks “play groups” scd Yorzenisced

o 23
5 zéfﬁ@ﬁkﬁ »
60

Young's treatoent of thig Loplis wag taken from bis
toxtbook, Ap Introduction bo fSocinloqy (hew Torkt American

Bool Comppny, 10081 PP SedTw
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recreational groups” are divorced from onc mother eand
put dnto differont c¢classes. The whole clasasification is
as artificial ez a.classification "man hog & nose snd .
dog has & naaﬁé Sherelovre Vhey belony to the same clags
of organlans. L ‘ )

Afker reviewlng. Gaalag‘a discussion of the primery

group, mingslay ﬁavig, in hig book ﬁaman Spcinty, noted that

eloae aerutxny of Cooley'ts statenents concerning $his con~
sept scoms %o reveal some ambigulty. nb2 Iin g mavner similar-
to that of Fards and Bubank, Pavie pointed out that whereas
Cooley often uased the phrasc "face~to-face aspociastion”, he
actually placed “emphasisz upen particular gquelities of the
relationship such as sympathy and mutusl identification.”
This lavisg felt hed 1@&‘33 8oms cmnfmﬁimn sinea'it wes gen-
srally agreed “tha% &ll groups terd %o some &@gre& to possess
consensus” and "to engendsr o 'we! fesling in th&ir membﬁ?ﬁ&ﬁﬁ
Davie tharefore ar;ued that il aua& qualitioca és 8§ it
pathiy and mutuel identification wore used ms the beasis of the
claseification, "it doss not ca&&ﬁiﬁuﬁa e maang I or ﬁaaar&%ing
conerete groupa into two types called primary and seeondary.”
¥ie used a punber of‘@xampiaa simllar to those ol FParis vo

show thabt these subjectlve quelitles were not limited to

6lﬁarakim, Sgci “z, ﬁu&tur@ and ?&raaﬂaliﬁgg e 1654

K&nﬂaﬁwy Bavie, Humen ﬁu&iaty~{ﬁ$w Yopk: Macwillan
Company, 1@@9?, e 250, , : o

*31p1a,
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facenbo-face groups. There wers "friendly and intinmate re-
katiansnipsg“ he thoughs, which involve indirect contacts
sueh ag fhav“frigndﬁhiga of twe distant scholars® or the
Move afTairs of soldiers and yrirls initiabed through copw
regpondences? The military sslute and the ach of vroshie
tution, on the other hand, were formal and impersonsl acts
carried on in a face~to-face situ#t;aniﬁh

evis Telt that Cooley had not “"sufficiently analyzed®
this concept (o ese both ite "broader implications end its
narrower limitation.”

fle should have v&élizaﬁ'that there ares not one but

thiree sssential ¢onditions which, when present tend to
five rise to the primery group. The flirst of these is
close "fpoe«bo«lace™ physical prozimity of the zroup
aegbersy tho gaaﬁaﬁ ia»amallnaggraf-tﬁﬁ nroup; gn&utna
third, dursbility of the bond,”” :

Bach of these threo @aéﬁié&aasm»QEnﬁaness, snallness,
and aeﬁtiﬁuatiaﬁﬁa“wara @qgaiiy epaential as well as mutually
reinteﬁ¢“ Close yﬁyaiaal proximity such ss "caressing,
kilgsing, and sexual intercoursse; aaﬁin@ aﬁé dw&&iing'ﬁugaﬁhar;
playing, %ravaliagf'ﬁ%uﬁying tagathaﬁuwéii tend to be gégarﬂQSI
a8 external sywbols of close solidarity.” In s like m&nﬁwr
the dupration of the relstionship was important because
@iatim&ey is iérgaiy,a matter of the frequency and intensity
of aaamaiatia&g“ The longer & group ¥as together, the deeper

1%s ties oould become for "desp tiles develop slowly.” Also

&QM‘ 6§M* s Pe | 291,
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the Ysmmllneps of the group" was an important fector since
it affected the frequency snd intensity of interaction
aﬁ@ng the mambarsgé" ' |
Davis! concluslons conecrring the crusial ﬁrégavﬁiaa
which should define this concept weres not so ﬂi?f@%&ﬂ@ from
those of Faris and Sorckin. Ho realized that the physical
'&an&iﬁiaas.“meraiy aana%ﬁﬁmﬁe_&ha‘ax&arnai setbing 4in which
& certein kiné§af social milieu ia'ﬁxﬁramaig'lika&g'ﬁa arise,”
It &id not ﬁail@w; hgwéver, that "this milieu will inevitsbly
arise ynder thege aﬁné&t&an&,“'ww ‘that 4% may nob arise
under other conditiona.” ?hia meant thati
The éssential thing is not 8o wueh the physical cone
ditlong as the values, the regard for sach csther, that
drew thess personc twg&thﬁr. « % % it i3 nocessary to
keep the beaporal and spatiel conditions of primery
g;gingg%an anelyticelly separate from its sooial
Sam@ Foars aftar thla study by Davis, Lowell Carr
reviowsd the conoept of the prinary group and the {urther
thooretioal elaborations since ﬁgwleyoﬁg ﬁike_ﬂaﬁiga
Sorokin, and Davis, he also felt tbet "the degree mf‘inw
timeey in any form of ausselation”™ was more important than
tho phyalcal properties éssociated with it, But in & nane
ner somswhat opposed to Davis, he felt thet “instead of

1&113# %712)35(3#, P &*‘?ﬁg

éﬁ&@wﬁix Julliard Carr, Analybics
Yorks Harpoer ana Brothers, 1355 Phe
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emphasizing & dichotomy betwsen primary snd noueprimary ase
soelatien” modern researchers should foous more "attontion on
an associatlonal continuum.™ At one end of this continuum
would be "the moast aam@%ﬁﬁe, gsponbangous, and amaﬁruﬁﬁuﬁﬁﬁ;
i.0., the most primary, typé of assoclation,” Examples of
this would be the olose mothereinfant relabionship in the
home or the small pre-school play group in the neighborbood.
4z opposed to this, on the other ené of the aﬂmﬁiﬂuumpwau}Q
be the iszast complete, the most unspontaneous aaé structured
groups such sz the large businsss concern or one of the
various publics whiech ma'e uy wrdern socisety. Most groups,
haweqar, w6Q1a 21l inbetweon theoe fwo extromes aud sould .
be spoltans of as more op lass @mi@ary»éﬁ

One of the mest precendt sttempts to improve the
theoretical sspect of the concept of the primary group has
becn that by Alan Bates and Hlecholas Babehulk in.méﬁlg?g
These two soclologists alao expreossed concern over the fact
that Cooley's concepd "from iés very inﬁagtimnﬁ had "proven
to bc a source of confusion.” They felt that its shorte
comings were particularly apparent "when one abtempts %o use
the concept In researoh,” bud thet it had not b esn abandoned

by aceial scientiste becnuse Lt was "rich in sonnotation”

91b1d., p. e

O

7 Alan P, Baten and M;ahmlaﬁ Babchulk, "The Primapy
Sroup: A Remppraisal,” The Sociological Suarterly, 2:181-91,
July, 1961,
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and summarized "basic sepsots of human szperience more
adeguabely than most foamukatians;“?l

In a mannsr similar Yo that of Paris, tbese authors

diatinguished three seta of proparﬁiaa which Cocley had used
to desipgnebte the primary group. These wers labelsed as the
"goclal-psychological,® the “sociological,” and the “"temporal”
dimensions of ﬁhﬁceanamgtgga The firat ol these, the spclial~.
paychologlical dimension, was composed ol "member corientetions
toward other members" snd the "cmotionsl quality” of such
orientabtions,

Dafined thus, the grimsyry proup is one in which meome
bers are predisposed to entar into a wide renpe of
sctivitiea (within the 1imits imposed hy such factors as
member interest, sex, age, inenclal resources, ots,)
end thseir predispoaition %o do s0 is aa$gc1ated with a
atrong prodominance of posliive affect.!-

In their discussion of the socicliogleal dimension,

Ti1p1d., ps 190

. 72?@@ Bates and Bebchui the "soclisl-peychalogiocal

dimension® included those properiics which Cooley, Faris,
Davis, and others had designated by such words as Intimacy,
sympathy, “we,” and psycholosleal proporties: Thelr usage of
the "soclolosical dimansion® is identical with what these
sarlieyr writers, after Cooley, had spoken of ag physical pro~
pertiss. It is felt that wivh reflerencs o this lebiber .
ggtegory the sarlier usage msy have been superlor, since the
Bates and Bebohuk terminolopy seems Lo intimaete that the soci-
slogist is limited to bthe study of the ohyeical propertles,
auch ag the smallnesa of the proup, Crequency of interaction,
snd o forbh. ' '

?*ﬁaﬁés and Bebchuk, pue 0ite, ps 107,
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Bates and Babehuk found Tour physical propertlies which Were
conducive te a favorable soclal milien far'pri@ary group
davelopment. Thsse weras the fraquanﬁy of interaction, duraw
4ivn of ant@raa*inwg ﬁm&llﬁ&&a; and hqmag@maiby» They felt
that as you "add %o the smallness in size, greater é&raﬁimﬂ
and Treguency of inkeractlwn, and homogenelty of members,®
L% became “inaraaaingly-prababxs ﬁhat-tﬁa iaéiagﬁnaable
agcial~payohologlcal &im@a&iﬁn“‘waulaiam@rgaéyk |

The %@mgar&i &imansion was aliu&a&.t@ by Cooley when
he aspoke of these graugs'baiﬁg primary in "forming the social
nature and ideals of the individual," Bates and Babehuk
 £¢1£ that "what Cooley ia doing here is ﬁﬁé@vibing an impé&m
tant end preﬁﬁﬁﬁ of the extension of pw&m&ry group experie
ana@,“?g This, then, should not be construsd as part of the
definition since "many primary groups develop smong adults who
are fully seociallized and whose 'social vneburs and idealat
are already fully formed.” Historically the e@nfuaiaﬁ caunsad
by Aincluding these temporal properiies as part of the
definition has led to ovaremphesizing "$he primary group as

& soclalizer of ohildren,” Mot only is this

?az&iﬁa, pe 186, Soott Greer listed four elementoww
size, time, ©cology, snd hompgeusityeewhich he felt were con-
ducive to the formation of primavry groups. His disgcussion
closely parallals the one quoted above. Sse, 3cott Ureer,
%l Qitiﬁy ?& k?i

?Sﬁataa and Babochuk, op. cibe, po 187
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misleading, but the leol mf voluntariness, lnability of the
child to participate in the eotivitics of the adults, and &
nurber of .other Lachors raise interesting gquestions as to
how much of a primsry group the avera@a‘hnma really iﬁw?&
whatever tha anawer Yo these problems, the suthprs aénemuaad
that "no single kind of group is ﬁae@aaariiy-§rimary; and
the word '‘primary' does.upt only dencte groups that come
very early in experience [or the iﬁﬁiviéuai'“??

Like Cary, in the above ptudy, Bates gnd Babehuk saw
the relationaship of the primery and secondary group as that
of a continuum. They ztated in thils regard:

Primary proups may differ in the extent to which

%hag have the properties of primarinese. This has bsen
implicit throughout our discussion., Thus if indexes op
gocales ars constructed Lo messureg the dimensions of the
group, 1% will be fHund thet zroups will vary «with re-
spact to any of the properties congldered elther inde~
pendently or tollettively. Gmn$@$g$ntxg,'&am@ sroups
will be more primary than othsrs.

The conclusionsg of Batesn and Babchulk were essentially
the same as those of the earlisr studiss which heve been
reviewed shove. They felt that the "esocialepaychologleal
dimension is eritical end defines the ooncspt” and that "much
of the confusion disappears when ons seos the soclologlesl
aam@énaaté‘aﬁ merely facllitabing the crisical ﬁaai&lﬁ

psyﬁhalagi&ai diggmﬁiom;“?g ﬂﬁp@eiﬁl&y.fww research, these

7 . : I
?&wﬂﬁ g’?& 1?{38”‘;}@& 7?&%v* pw- 1‘33—*

f' .

78 | T a .
inid., p. 189, Ibid., p. 182,
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authore concluded, the concept would have "greater vitallty"
1f 1% were "reserved for a type of gvaug_havingAmambera with
soclal-payohological attribﬁ%sa.“g&

In this section.a number of theoretical oriticisms and’
agttempts bo furthér-ela%araﬁa and improve Upoleyts concept
“of the primary group have beon considered, These saggﬁataﬁ" 
improvemsnts, 8&ll of which have b een important %o amebican
sociology, can §$rh&§$‘b$$tA56 swnmarized in three sssential
Areas. |

(1) TﬁereAaaems to be seneral ggreement ammﬁg the
sociologists elted ?m this section Shat the "peychological:
properiies™ of the priméry group relationship should be its
¢rutial defining facters, Thls emphesis, though implicit in
Cooley's writings, has beon more clearly a%ateﬁfaiace his
time, end his precccupation with Hhe lavce-to~fate and
tamporal p?&p@?ﬁiéaAhﬁﬁibéﬁﬂ untangled fﬂamgﬁna sentral
meaning of the @ﬂﬁﬁ&&#aA

The changos whish have come aboul ia.&m$#iaan soclety
sinaa 1§b@ woult seem to make this distinotlion between .
physical and §§yaﬁ$1n513a1 @vagertias'@f considerable impor-
tance. lﬁmgﬁévamamté in wass communication snd transpom-
tation havs made the physically separated grim&r&-grnupvmara

than 8 msre pgaﬁi%iliﬁy;

- | -
Orpid., pe 191,
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. {2} Suech sociasl scientista such as Davis, Babes,
Babehuk, and Greer have furbther slaborated upon the physical
$ra§ar$ia$1mhiah=£naili%a$& the Tormation of primary groupss
wheress Gﬁgiag apoie snig of physical proxinity, those later
writers have addéd agoh cca&iéaya@iaaa gz size, time, and
homogenality.

{3} 'The raiaﬁiém of gﬁi&avy Lo RORSPrimRry groups
hes gone through & proecass of uvolution since Gaaiey'ﬁl
original statements were publizhed. Inthe latter's writings,
1t wonld seem that he considered the one category of primary
groups, vhich had essential simllarities, %o be opposed a
number of othey categories which he marely labsled none
grim&ry.@&

Cooley!'s model warn somewhat changed wien the opposing
claspification of "secondary groups® was addsd, .The writings
of Davis emphasize this revislon. Kéﬁﬁ tiwe true dichotomy
was sed up with cach of the @pgoﬁimg sabegorien, primapy
and aaaamﬁa&g'gﬁmup%, sonceived as muﬁuglly grclusive of cach
other and collectively @%h&ﬁﬂﬁi?@lﬂf all types of groups.

With leater writers suoh 58 ﬂaww,'ﬁat&é, snd Babohul,
the "assoclabion coentinuum” hes become more emphasized. Ace
cording o these seviologiats, sgroups ars %@‘b@'aaha&ﬁaﬁaé
mors or iess primary according to ewrta&u'g%ymhalagﬁmax Chigres

acteristice suoh ap spontaneity and intimacy.

@3‘Janﬁf§r’ 2+ Mn &’ff 183



- URAPYIE V

ﬁh&ﬁ&ﬁﬁq AND EMPIRIGAL xﬁvgﬁwzgawxeﬁa IN ¥R o AMERIOAR
SOCTOLOGISTS FAVE AMPLOYED COOLEY'S
CONGEPT OF THE YRIHARY GROUP

iﬁ the pregsnt chapter, the influence which ﬁaaiéy‘s
concept of the primary group bas bad upon rescarch in t he
field of American soclolegy will be dlscussed. The prodlem
of doing fustice $o the wealth of empirical inveatigetions
which in the last féwﬂgaara irave been stimilated by this
concept is particulerly ecute, The alm here will not be so
much to summarize &ll of the findings of primary group atuéiaé
as to atbtempd %o loocate and cateporizs the major areas of
primary group lanfluence and eluncidate aemazaf iﬁﬁ moye impor=
tant festures by ths use of key studiea., Thia will ﬁa done
in five sections which will deal with the influence of this
concept upon early research before 1947, small group research,
public opinion. research, Group synenics, sociomedry, and group

tharapye

L

I. PBIMARY GROU? RUSEA} CR BEFORE 1945

A number of raaéévc& studles involving small intimmte
gr%mﬁs had been made infameviwgn saciology belfore 1943, bub,

almost without execeptlion; these wéitgré did not make direct
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use of Uooley's congept of the PUIEATY LTOUP. Some of the
more imybrﬁant of theso were &ﬁ&&wsaufﬁ investigation of the
hobo, ¥W. P, dhyte's exploration ol the strest Qébﬂ@@-&a@ia%y,
T. L. Oh1ld'ts study of .the Eﬁaliéa Anerican immigrent neigh-
borbood, and ?éfk ant Gtonequisits anslysis of the marginal
wan. There wers also a number of community studies which,
while not doaling specifically with the primary group, did
explors the family, play groups, informal posalp groups, and
80 far%h;' Bome of the best known of these investigations
ware those bylﬁhe Lynds, Warner, Davis, <orbaugh, and Withers,
Albthougb many of tho cenclusions from these later studies
were consistend N#wh Copley's earlier formulations, his
influensce. was nowhere mﬁﬁtieaad by thom. Only two invaaﬁi»
cabions were found which, during these sariy ysars, made
sxplicit use of CUooley's eouveptv =¥ the primary group. Thess
will be dealt with imi:ﬁai@am&gwag&s\ﬁhat'fallaW¢ ’

Fredoric M, T&waé&@r, in hﬁ& gstudy of the gang
published in 1927, quoted Cooloy's definition of the primery
£T0UDe ﬁa'tﬁén‘wﬁaarv&é theby

uhile the nature 20 the gang agaa varies in differend

groups, dapending vpon differences in soclal snvirconment
and preaviouns axperiences, 16 tends {o include in every
case goma ﬁx@wﬁgﬂzmﬁ of the prixery group virtues, or

moral attitudes which foous sbout the ar@up ratnar than
the w&lfarﬁ ar 1»& individoal mesbers.

1??6@%?#0 Mo Thraaﬁarg‘ﬁhﬁ Gong (Ohlcegor University
of Chieago Prass, 1%87), pa 208 T :
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Thrasher concluded; however, that galthouzh Oooley had
wade a valuable contribution to the study of the developmént
of personslity "his statement Sdefining the primary group/ was
an entirely too idealistic view with reforance 0 the bee
havior of the average gamg»ga

Edward Shile, in hils review of {indings persaining
Yo the pf&mavy group in Stouffer's gi. alys The Amsrﬁagg

39161&?,3

felt that "elnce the time af'ﬁﬁarles~ﬁoalag, the
primary group has heen &ﬁ&n&&i&ﬁg&ﬁ in Ameprican So6cial science
as one of the moat important modes of cnn&eﬁﬁéé'&&mﬁa action.”
8hils fuvrther emphasized $he fact that ths lgﬁ@és%.éingia
solleotion of weéaaﬁeﬁ éﬁta concerning the éhénég&né wgs this
group of studies in 'which "hacy copcrete attitudes and relse
tian&&igﬁ which can bs understood ag ¢lémeénis of the problems

of the primesry grﬁg@,“ wers ansliysed,  He ra;&rﬁhéh’ths é%r&ngﬁh
of thess stulies lay in theilr analysis of “the influence of |
menberaship in %ﬁavpr¢Mar3'é§@ug upag the &@havés# é? the

aoldier," and of "the feotors whieh promote the Formation df

primary groups and thoe aﬂ@ap%aﬁaa ui wesbership in gh@m@wﬂ
2 o
Iblde, pe 270,

PR 7

Although 3hila? srticle 434 ot sppear undil 19%1, 1%
ig imcluded in this sechion because 1t yrefers to resvarch car-
riad ob pefore 1945, and alsc b ecnuse it fes difficult to £it
thias sudy into sny of the more speeciflic nodern trends in pri-
mary aroup researeh which will be dealt with in the following
soehionsg,

, hﬁﬁmarﬁ A. 8hils, "Primary Groups in tho American
CArmy," The Americen drmy, Continuitiss in Socianl Research
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The bulk of Shile' presentation dealt wish many of the
various eonclusiona resuhed during theuss investigetions
whish supported the saply thesresticsl speculsilons of Coolaey
and Bia followsrs. He mentioned; for instunce, tho fact
%hat‘“pyimary group solidarity sh@aﬁgﬁnaﬁﬁrtﬁa'ssidieﬁe
sanse of moral oblizetion and responsibility® and that not "let-
ting the other faliéu down” waes one of the nost important
ractors keeping soldisrs golng in bat%ie.$
‘Againg the 9wimaﬁy group “aeﬁv&&‘vww principal funce
tions in combat motivetion:” 1t “set and emphasized group
atandards aad,béhéviar,“ and "t supported and sustained the
tndividuel in atﬁ&aé&s he would otherwise not have been abls ‘
to withatan o“_"Primawy group relations also helped "the
individual soldler to bear threatened injuries and even death
by inereeasing his self-sgbtoen and his concaption of nia own
patan%y*“& |
| 8hils concluded from thess studies of the Awsrican
apldier bhat:
« & o Whe primery group has besn ga# into ita
proper conbtext end by ingenious use of material « o &
thay succesdad in adding to our inowledges of how primary
groups in conjunction with other factors affsct the
achievement of collectlive ﬁﬁ&l&g?

This section, desling with explicit acknowledgaements

(Glencoe, Illinoidt Free Press, 1950), pp. 16=18.

slbié;, Pa élg ' &Ihiﬁa, po 2&«;» ’?Zbiéw, Pe 269
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of Cocley's influence in primary group ressavah conductad
before 1945, is guiskly concluded, &lkhough 4% %&s shown
praviously that thle consept had élﬁ@&éy tad wuch kﬁ%ﬂrﬁﬁﬂﬁ&%l
retdenitlon and &kah&wgbimn by hhia'ﬁ&t$¢4i£ wonlté seen that
there had bsen reletively f&@ attempts to employ $t in sotund
research. In the  seotlons thak fmi%mwﬁ & number of mors
specific areas of Katar-raﬁaaran will be dealt with in which
shere was expliclt acknowledgments of €ooley's primary zroup

influence,
Ii. SHALL GROUP REBEARCH

A recent bibliograpby of amall group raaégrc& isting
1,407 items revesled, when claasified by periods, thet from
ons item per decads at the turn of. the century, the rate of
producstion of small group itewms hes increaged ﬁa three per
wask atb p&a&anﬁ,% 'In sa&% ghudy, zaa;'it Was faun&.thaﬁ such
1nvéstigu§ians were of all shapes ané'fsrmg, if not of mll
algses, Of the literature sarveyed thers were studies of

f&miliéky“imfmrmal w@rk'grnupa, boy seout troeps, airplane’

Cﬁwé.%. Strodtbeck and A Peul Here, "Bibliograph
 of Small Group research [rom 1500 through 1953," Sscionmed:
171107-78, april, 1954. In ccnsidering the amount of amngl
group vesearsh in the United Ztatern ot the prebent tine,
Straditbeck &lao found that “there are some 1,100 oourses con=-
cerning the study of groups" in Americen colleges and unie
versitics: -Sew, Frad L. Strodtbeck, "The Oaso for the Study
of Small Orcups,” Asericen Soeiol:nicanl Revéaw, 19165152,
December, 19854, - | R . : oo
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erews, submerine orews, college student g»a&#m ¥ived Lfor the
sxperiment, therapeutic groups, tommitbers of merious sorts,
mock and resl 3&#&&%; groups. of job applinants, childrents.
play groups, cleseroom dlacussien gyoupa, riends, end nelghew
Dovs,s | e

One of the reasons Iov %ﬁé moanting interest 1n the
gtudy of the snall group would seom to be o wethablopical one.
%ueag.ggaup@ cen be placed in e specified space and time,
the iméiviﬁaal.m@mhera;aaa ve resdlly singled mgﬁ in terms
of identifiable status and role reclations end can be studied
intensively. Definitions can be operational and the results
guantitative, Thus, the investigator isg allowed to study a
smaliwgeale aystem of intersction without becoming involved
withh sucsh non-moagurabls aspects &3 the gualities of the inwe
ternal relations or the psychological bonds which hold the
group tm@&ﬁherag

Cooleyts concept of the primary group, glong with
Simvel’s investigations of minlature social systoms,has Ire=
quently besn mentioned as é%artimg points of small EP0Up  roe

search. Paul waltar Jr. of the University of New Hexico
stated, féhile usually treated as a somewhat unique field of

concentration, the focus of the small group had sarlier

gﬁuﬁafar»ahﬁwﬁﬁ and ¥, 0. @ilson, group Helati
8t the Crossroads (Hew ¥York: Harper and Brobthers,
pos ih=15a ' .

01X
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paginnings in the . work of Uooley and Slmmel densdas ﬁgﬁﬁ“lg
In n similar menaer, Carturight end Zender chsewsved theb
“Gaaley and 3lemel are hniy the bext remenvbered of ths cavly
sociologists who dealt with the swmall graawcaié Henry
Riscken and Q@uﬁé@~ﬂ@maaa aleg frand shed "ons nein line of
interast in small gyoups s aﬁﬁmgiifi@ﬁ.hp‘t&a worz of Gsorg
Simmai“‘&ﬁﬁ.amaﬁhﬁv Min gme writlngs of €, #. Codley, whose
nams 1g usnelly linked to ﬁhﬁ‘auﬁﬁﬁpt of the primary gréupm”la

Eobart ﬁar&an‘p$§fawvaﬁ o ﬁnimk of "the rapid muun%kw;
intersst in the study of the small group™ not as "gomething -,
new" but ac.n "renascence” of the studies of former sécicl&@uﬁw
such as Cooley and 3immel. He stated: ‘

~ An earlier genﬁr&ﬁion of soclologista-~Cooley amﬁ
8immel are Hhe best rememberede<had besn much intorested
in the .amall group, withio 1limite dictated by the prims

itive ?@ﬁ?ﬁvﬁh methods and scantily develoged theodry of
the time, . .

| lg?ami Walter Jr., "Hilitary Joclology,” Joseph S,
Rouecsk (ed.}, Gaﬁtamnggaﬁx Boctolowy {Hew York: Harcourts,
Brace and Company, 1950}, pe S44. t -

11
.- Dorwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander, Group Dynamics
(Evanston, Illinois: Row, Peterson, and Company, 1953), p. 249.

aﬁanry We fiecken and George . Homeng, "Psycho-
logical Aspects of the Socisl 3t¢ructure,” Gardner Linzey {ed.),
Handboolt of Scoial Paveholody (Cambridge, Hasst Addigone
Weslsey Pubiishing Oeompany, L7ui), i1, p. 786,

13 . . » '
Goorge €. Homans; The luman Sroup (Wew York:
Harcourt, Brazee and Company, 10501, pe xvil,
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In & siuilar - menner, Hare, Borgetua, end ¥ales in
their recent zoures book on amali‘g%uuyé eites Couvlay,
Imrxholim, Simwelyand Mead with regard to %&a varly theorsio
leal beginnings of this typs of rasmarah»iﬁ~
34dpey Verba, in & recent work, found thed “wne of the
aarlisst zaﬁialeﬁiaﬁi warﬁg-ém the amall proup ﬁaﬁinéa)ﬁna
group™ sz one “charscterized by intimebe face~to-face
covperation sd sgsoeletion.’ In thias definition, Verbs
felt that Coolsy ”pgimtg to the key aspect of the amall
group as 1t has beon analyzed in the many works on the sub-
jaﬁt” since bis time. This wes the "aspest of divect, face-
to-foaos contact” which was often merely reforred to as inter-
action by iater regearchars. Verbs also declared that his
own definition of the small group hed bosn anticipsted by
Jpoleyts ﬁa?iier stetoments. He sﬁaﬁaé.hiﬁ dafinition a8
followse |
Thue & small group s one in which the membors come
municate on a direct face~to-face basis and are auvars of

egch other ss individuals even 1f that &m&r&&igs ls lime
ited to e rocognition of the others presence,

_1uPaal Hare, Udgar Borgetta, and Robert Bales, Snmall
Groups (¥ew TYork: Alfred A, Koopf, 1955), ppe 3=26. Alsc, -
for an excellent analysis of the influente which Simmel has
had upon small group researshers in the United States, see:
vWalter Ludwig Baeumler, TThe Influence of Georg Simmel upon
American Sociology,” (unpublished Master'!s thesis, Municipal
Univergity of Omaha, Omsha, ¥ebracka, 1960}, pp. 103«115,

o : .
' 1)Sidnay Verba, Small Groups snd Polliticel Behavior
{Princeton: Princeton University rProety 106L)s Ps 1ie
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A gurvey of seme Shirty-siz articles indowed in She

Ameriosnn Sociologiesl Boview botuween the years of 1936 end
1960 under She beading of “smrall zroup” reaveslad g falirly
good. erogs section of soclal ssisntists in@awﬁgtaﬁ in tuls
ﬁi@1a¢1§ Bowe mf’thm{m@b@.ﬁﬁ@&@%ﬁn% éf hhaaa‘wafa Bales,
Bare; Bor aste, %t?aﬁﬁhﬁakg Hills, %aﬁﬁﬂ&g Olmsted ., Couch,
Sherif, and Caplows The two genersl conclusions which could
be Grawn frmm,thia'aﬁu&y were that most of the resesrch was
of relatively recent origine~since all of the articles sxcept
one wWers printead alfter 1950«~and thet most inveatigatora
geldom soknowledpe the influence afvﬁaaial theorists ugaﬁ
their works. Footnoted citations of only. eleven social
theorists could be found in. these Shlrtyssiz articles. The
names of these theorlsts and number of times ciﬁad are shoun
in Table L.

i% 12 hypothesisged that $woe posgible explanstions of
this general lsck of explicii rafaﬁamag to socisl theorists
in these sbtudles wmay bes {1} Lack aﬁkﬁp&aa in the journsl
arficleg 1imits the ém&amﬁ of mach@vﬁumé gnﬁ,thﬁar@tiaai-
material which can be presentad; and {(2) The qﬁantitativé'
behaviorist aﬁywoaa& of these gtuﬁiga ereates. 1itsle nesd for

the intuitive speculations of the traditional ﬁhﬂﬁ?iﬂﬁoi?

_ 180&&3 those articles which contained deseriptions of

astual ressaych projects or reviews of such investigations

wore included in ¢ hils survey, ' .
1??ram the above table it can also be observed tnaﬁ'
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PABLE I

ACGEROWLEDGHMERTS &? SOCTAL THRORISTS 1IN AMBRICAN
BOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW ARTICLES

HAMES TIKES CITES Rang PIME CITEDR

3: Le Horeno o« « ¢ s il ) §1e By BeckePs « s 2 ¢ o » 2

Ko Lowin « o« o 2 « 5 ¢ & Cuw Hs Co0le¥s 2 4 ¢ o s » 1

e Bimmele ¢ » » w. 0 » .6 Fe Znaniocki, o ¢« ¢ & » « 1

Te BoWOODD & o « » s » 5 Me HoboOre o o » o o & s & 1

Te POOBONS o & 5 o. 2 + i} He MapX o o s % 6. ¢ 8.8 o 2 °
¢« v 8 2 6 o 3

8. H. Hoad

Howard Becker, in the ohe studly published in the

Amerioan sl Heview in which Cooley's influence was

eived, analyae& the structure of the dyadic groups With
roference to the destruction of such groups he stabtedi

in larzer associstions,; the departure of one member
does not result in demise of the structure, bubt in the
dyad such & loss not only destroys the pettern but also
resulis in chenges, sometimes raaxaai, Ln the personelliies
of the two. As Cooley says, “"The resuls of intimete anw
socliation, pasychologlically, 18 & cortaein fusion of
individualities in a common whole, so that che's very
self, for many vwasama, a% lussd is the common life and
purpose of the group.® Aay disrupbion of the dyadie
pattarn ?gana fan&am&nﬁal ﬁﬁéﬁg&ﬁ in the gelvesn of the
m@mﬂaz‘m

citations of modern btheorists, *z &aﬁarﬁxw puttimber those of
traditional gociel asolentists. Por Sorvoekin'as account of the
goneral Tamnesia® of the w*i%&naa of sarly asociologiasts such
as Durkhelm, Simmel, and waolay oy mad&rn vaaaarahawﬁ, soal
Pitirim A. Sorokin, Fads and Py b »%( i .
Helabted Sciences (Ohicago! He

agﬁawarﬁ Bockar, “30&1&1&3&&&1 Analysis of the Dysd,”
joctolosienl Reylew, 15:15«16, Fabruary, l?ﬁﬂﬁ
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A general survey of other research in the field also
revesled only occcasional references Yo social theorisits suﬁh“
as Uooley, George ¢, Homans, in his classic work The Human
Broun, referred the roader to %&bl%y‘s earlier statements In
this area with referencs %o hiz definition of the tentral
concept of the human groups He stated on the beginning page
of his bookt ' |
In this book.we shall study the mosat familiar;r@aturaa
of the moat fawilier thing in the uworide-the human group.
We nmpean by the group & nnmbar of pearsons who communicate
with one another often nvey & ageﬁ of $ime and who are
few snough so thet each person is able to communicebs with
all the others, not at secondband, throupgh other people,
but face=to=facs: Boelologiste crll this the primary
groups A& schance maa@iuglgf dasual sogquaintances does not
csount as a proup for usg.
In & later atudy by Homens and Heary %@aa%@n, these
authors 3n thaipr introducihory comments Maviamaﬁ Gooleyts

definition af the @mimarg &raww and &cknnwlaﬁgaﬁ that“&aniay'a

lq%aa?g@ S Homans, The Human Group (Few York:
Harcourt, Breee, and Company, 1950}, p. 133. what Homans
geems t¢ bhavs done In thips instance i3 subsiitute the term
"human group” for the traditional term “primary group". Als
though there are some reasgons for wanting o use & neutral
soncept instead of the more value la dan mlﬁar tarm, 1t would
segm that the %raﬁiﬁ&aqai moaning of the proup is distorted.
Phe implication thet "secondery groups” should be called by
another name, leads So confusion., It is for thesgs reasons
that writers such gs Himbsll Young have suggesnted that Homansg
book would have been more apily called "The Humsn Pricery
&raupg for "he deals only with this for:m of humsa asscclias
Ghion, " Jee, Kisbell ﬁgmng, Zandbook ﬁf 3@#&&1 ?&’Ghalﬁﬁ’u
{Hew York: American Book Compony, 1942), ps e8L.
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interest in. such small groups was more thsn a 'formal’
curlousity ebout soclal structure.” They also noted; with
refaresnces. o their study, that "he believed that the small
group is a medium of context for g?géuaﬁive changes in its
members snd chenges that endures peyond the sxistence of %the
ZrOUD. ely) .
Fichael ﬂlmaﬁaﬁ in his bﬁﬁk Tha Bmpall - Crcu@ regcrte&
B 3tud3 in whivh h@ @antrastau fﬁu»»maﬁ groupe having pri«-
\mﬁrg normns with 1&r?ﬁr naw&y«fermaé graups with secondary
porms., In his definition of bthe primary group he guoted
Cooley and pointed oub that 1% was by him that "the primary
grmug'ﬁeaaivéd i%s classic Formulation.® He further stated:
In primery groups mewbers have warm, intimate, and
"perapnal” ties with ons anobhor; thelir solidarity is
ungelffconscions, a mattsr of sentiment rather than
caleulation, Such groups are usually of the small, Tecew
tow-fape sort, spontanecus in thelr interpersonal bshavior
and devotad, though’ aaﬁinaﬁasaarily explicitly, to
metual or mamm@n enﬁa,
flobers Paris, in an erticls publisbed in 1953, sdught
to Gistinguieh betwsen the two types of yroups which could
be amall., In the first category wers "primery groups” which
were "held together by comnon trails and sng&im&gta,” in

his Iurther diszoussion of grﬁm&&y groupe Faris gquoted Cocley's

787 agganry #s Riecken and Seorge 0. Bomans, op« $it.,
f)&’ £»

zlwieﬁaal ﬁ¢ lestea, The 3mall Gro up . {(Now ¥York:
Bandom House, 1959) pos 91*@3» ‘
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original definision of this concept, "Insgtitutional groupd,
which wers the second kind of small group as labeled by Faris,
wera'af.*am entirely 9ifferent naburs." They consisted of
farmai,'un&gantaneoua,-3e§m$mneé'ralaﬁisna, ugually dedicased
to the tesk of getting somelhin, done more efficiamtly~22

Afver reviewing a muﬁber of amp&rmaal Btudisa, §mris

saneluded bba% in emall - group rag&arch tha &ﬁatiuatinn
bsitween 1nsﬁinuti0nﬁ1rgraup& and primary groups must be

kept with "sorupulous oclarity” end that "the smell intimate
group, long koown in socelology, since Oooley, as the primary
group,” should be the "center of concern in the study™ of
such groups: He furthey made the 6iatinctimn between Ysyme
pathetic contaots™ and “categoric contacts” which he felt
wonld help to differentiate betweon these two types of
groups morse clearly.

In the primary group relationship, the person is
treated as uwnique, and the r&lati«nﬁhig is bnscd on
empathy or "sympathie contacts.” Betwsen stranjers; how-
ever, there ig lessg’ @ﬁ&aihil&ty of knowing the individe
ual characteristics . of ihe other persony and one Ik
fortad to make some kind of guess about the kind of
peraonn ha ise These, ?alatlana are callad ”ea%&gar&c
contacte.”

Faris closed his study by assertling that “1nﬁ$imﬁ,

of opuyse, a veristy of new unsushected applleations of oup

Eaﬁ@aart Bs L. Faris, “ﬁs?ﬁ)&p&&&* of the Smell
&waup Regeareh Movement,” ¥Muzefer Sherif and H. O, Wilson,
ﬂﬁg Qitr&g frge I 15"}‘“6{38

asIhiﬂ., P 1??&
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knowledge of primary group prim&ipl&s is pertelin te aam@aﬁaﬁ

Robert ., Bales, in his theory and metbod of “Imﬁ@rm
sotion Provess Aunalyais® at bh e ﬁ&?%&?ﬁ Laboratory of Social
Relsbiona, has slso oo occasion agknowledgedlooley’s influw
ence &gam bis work, lﬁﬁgiw@“ in paet by the pragmetism of
John Dewey, Hales concelvez of esll group activity &e being
Qﬁaﬁlwmwsalvigg aobivity. PThus, in his analysis of the
ﬁémia& structure,he firaﬁ aoked mbout the fundamental bhuman
neods which must be met. In attempting to answser this
question, Bales discerned fﬁuv.dim@aaiana or axes of role
differentiation which, taken together, Teonstitute the
groupts social structure." These dimensions wers the dife
rerﬁnﬁial:&agrea of asceas to resources, oontrol over peprs
sons, status in & stretified scale of impnrtanﬁm of prestige,
and sollidarisy or iaanuifimatiﬂn with the proup as a wholes
it ia.w&th rﬁferan¢$§€n this lest catsgory of group solis

derity that Bales in his book Intersetion Process Analysis

guoted Cooley's tconcept of the @rima?y‘graﬁp a8 & mesms of
11lustration of those groups which have & Yclose intimate
facewto-face aa&iﬂar;%y for wisich Ywe' ls the na&uvml expvﬂaw

;nl
aion’g He e@ntinueé in the following manners

&i&:{biﬁ‘, P l&:’i#

gﬁﬂmhart F. Bales, Interaction Process Analyai
{Gagbridge: Addison~dsclsley ?re&n,‘§§55}, Ds TowTiTe
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Bolidarity in certain of ita eapeots 1s o guality.

of soeial relatlionships which tends to arise spontanc

ously in primery groups. It doos not necessarily arise
beceuse of the probles=aolving processz of each but the

fact that it exists has e instrumental value for sach,
and the pressrving sad asinteining of ﬁg has an ingtruw
mental ag well as an expresnive valus.”

In this brief survsy of the field of small group
ressarel, it has been ghown that Cooley and Simmel are often
acknowledged with pofevence o early theoretical beginningss
There is & genersl lack of relerence to aaa&al‘t&&ar&a%a.iu
the maiarity-&f the etudies examined, however, and such
references were usually limited to introductory dats wr,ﬁhe
dafinition of the particular group to be studied, Small
group researchers, in genoral, sesm to be somewhal wary af‘
Cooley's concept because of his emphasis on peychological
tralts whioh defy quantitive measuremsnbt., Olmated con-
cluded in his reéview of the swuell group that Y4f osne wishes
to strese the importance of certain sovta of feclings®

among the members of the group, the term primary may be
deglirable. But "if one, on the other hend, wishes to
study a small seale system of intermetion and sesks Lo avold.
the prodetermination of gqualitiss of its internsl relations,

'amall' ia the bettor term.”>!

5£miéﬁp PP« TO-U0.
&7

Glmsted, op+ Cit., pe 23: In this regerd, 1t is
perhaps wipe to defend Uoolsy's sarlier view by pointing out
that merely begauss theese surface physisal chavracteristics
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III& wmmc OPINION DESLARCH

Public opinion polling ia one of the most fanmiliar
applications of social selence in contemporary Anerica, Pos
&zti¢al-éampaigﬁare,,mamuraeﬁﬁrara, advertising agencies,
public gervice orgenisations, and a hoat of other special
interest groups are finéing'nhgmaéXV@a more and more depende
ant apén thig ﬁg@é of infarmatimﬁ, This tremendous public
and commercial inﬁaré#t in‘ﬁrgimg to figure oubt whother
people prefer this soap or that osndidate, however, has
tendsd to obscure the sclentific and theoretiocal. problems
involved, -

' It has cnly been in the last few years that public
opinion research people have begun to redefine thelr own
focas so that it is no longer pluply & guaaﬁian of whethar
a public act aﬂ‘aﬁatemﬁnﬁ,ﬂhaﬁ@aa penple’a a%t&%uﬁes oy

bohavior, bub, more broadly, how people make up their mindage

lead themselves %o smpirical resesrch does not maks Lhem
either important or problematic to soclology as en advencing -
sciences. The history of sclenca ig strswn with the wroeckage
of pnoe fsakionable but wlitimately 1madﬁquatw catagories and
soncaptual models~-from the four eleoments of Pirve, Alr, Herth,
and ¥ater to Thomse' four primary wishes of human behavior.
inthusigss and fondneseg Tor mathomabice ¢ pot nake a sclience.
hat i reguired is e knowiddgs of what to look for and an
underebanding of how the variables selected for cbservation
constituté thae Cragewori of & functioning whole., Jrlm pursult
of & few handy var&ablaa on the one hand, end essentidlly
wighful talk about "theory™ on the ntnar do not qaita measure
up %o this imglaea&ia Gomand, . .
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Two pecent authors, Paul Lazarsfeld and Hlibu Kate, have
degeribed this development &$~fﬂilﬁwﬁﬁ . & » mass media
regoaroh has aimod at annunﬁewgtnaﬁiu@-af,hww,fanﬁ undeyr
what conditions, maaﬁ'maéia topmpalignet succeed in tolfiue

28
5“2 The bagic ssgumps

encing opinions and atiitudes. + «
tion of such research, they continued, has been that of "the
ompipotent medla, on the one bend, sending lorth the mossage,
ﬁﬁé the ahamﬁﬁﬁé @asaaa, on the other, waiting to receive
ftesand nothing in*ba%waen.”a

| ?neﬁa'amtnara proposed that public opinlon research
concern lteell with more [achore than the nessage on the one
end and the gwllaﬁ'ﬁﬁawanﬁmat ofx the other. The public
should not he seen gimply as a nass of individuals buﬁ‘as &
highly complez set ol interlocking and overlapping face-tow
face groups. With thiw‘gem@rai‘uméarlying asssumpiion in
mind, Lazarsfeld and Kaﬁz stated the general problem and
smphasle of their study.

Gur focus is the primary group. + « We are thinking
apecifically of Tfamilies, friends, inforsel work teams,
and so forths. Buch groups are ueswally charastericed by
their amall slze, relebive durabllivy, informality,

facew-to=face conbact §§d manifold, or more or less uhe.
apseiglized, purpose.s

2Bpaul P, Lazarsfeld aud S15hu Kats, Fepsonal Infiue

epgs’ The Fary Pleyed by Feople in the Flow of 4asg Come
sunication {&i@ﬁaﬁeg‘zxi%ﬁaisz Prac vrosa, 1955)s Pe 10«

#91hid., p. 20,

SQIbﬁﬁi; P Qﬁ-m :
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Ao &mpartané'metha study of these groups; in thsae
authors' opinion, that they prefacedthelr empirical study
of the flow of influence in § m1ﬂwastern community with a
134-paze review of small group resgarch, & major portion of
thﬁakéﬁviaw dealt with whet they called the %rediscovery of
the §?ima@y group® in the various fie1ds of social solences
They conoluded that, |
PR T is not sinmply the fect that the grimﬁry group
prists that was discovered, but the fact that 1t was
relevant to an understanding of + »_ s mass production
ZHawthorn Btudies/, combab morals /Fhe American soldiery,
dlass, status, and mmbilit§$zﬁtxeat Sorner Society/, and
comnunications bobhaviore
Katz, in snother s%uéy,aks&.atrmaaad the éi@aifiaanaa
of “intﬁégar@anal ammwuniaaﬁia@ o mmnll;‘infmrmal groups for
understanding the dynamics o apinton.® ﬁg&lé; alse, ha
recognized Cooley's influsnce with regard to his definition
of ths pr&m&ry group, and concluded that Poaarsonal imfiuenée
typienlly takes place within She primary graug,“32
One of the most éﬁmyr&hamﬁiva reviews of the place of
the primary group in mass ﬁammaﬁlea%i&ﬁfam% publiec opinion
rescarch was made by Ja@agﬁ Ford, He f%ﬁmﬁ that "in all the
imm@nsa'iitera%ure on &asﬁ sommunicatlion, public opinion, and

propaganda,” there was "little coverage of communication in

31

Ibid., pp. Llelo.
A sgﬁiihn Eatz, "The TwoeStap Flow Communicationt An
Up~To=Date ﬁaymrt on an ﬁyps%h@ais,” Fublis ggég§%§‘ga&g&ﬁg;x
21377, ?3{:3?“‘ 7740 1‘?)?&
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raal interacting groups, @&Q&&i&}l@ primary -groups.? Fore
tunately, howvaver,

| « « s neglact hes net beon universal., Ths ﬁ&suasr

ressarchers in commmnication, sspecially Cooley, blased

g trail toward the twin understanding of communication

and the primary groups. where frames of reference and 33

other basic aspects of &mmmuni*atiaﬁ are given their birthi

Pord further arpued that research in. masa cwmmaaiaa*
3i¢a had "mosbly bseen conducted in a u&aaretia vacuun® gnd that
the mﬁaningfui 0aualuaiav& tnad proven, ”11La the masses and
-gubiiaa, somewhat @hantam. ﬁ@ felt that "a resturn %o tha
key insights éfygéﬂnﬁer résaaﬁ¢hawﬁ 1ike ﬂwﬁ%aynuau&é.g& T ap
in aa&reeting this situavion,” ?he groatest promise in this
type of rescarch ssemed @@tie in those studiss which were
famuseﬁ on the primary gvamg and bave bails up to the lawwar
plurals from ﬁhﬁa‘baaagg
Pord also found that in the fleld of communications

and public opinion ressarch "ezplicit treatment of primary
gYouns, 83 suchy, agpaara tobe inaraaainﬁeftar & rather
lengthy elack in%erval sinoe tL& aarly work typlifiaﬂ partien
nlarly by Goolay in the Ynited uﬁ&n%ﬁ*‘ it was Terd's cone
elusion bhaby | '

. Thus, the real roup, nsuglly primery, is the true
mucleus of the communleation phonoments o » .+ IR any

330

Admsagh Ba ?ﬁru. ¥fhe fvzwarv froup in Hass Come

munloation,” Scoloclecy and Hocial R%bﬂﬁﬂﬁh, 388182, Januarys

F@br&&wy; 1950, .
3&‘-«%} 1‘39 *
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avens, roscarch iu mess communication which hee siighted
suoch ooups hes basn Bandicannad Leverely end produced
fow piznificant resulbsa. Hosearobh that hes tsusn ecuound
of the ploary reslitiss in busan omembicstlion hoas, of
Lthe nthar hand,; shown thes Lhwe 2van esphasiz of loolay
end other poeclalists on communiontion and prlaoery o roupd
of far o most hopeful line of develapeant Fop ke atudy of
maes corpunisalion, &8 weall 89 pudlie opinton ravcarch.
Paburs investiseslons would grove fse pore fealtlul 10
tis priassy goup i Lapd Cloadiy 1o focus end AT Lypotihe
§§a§§a$m devsiopad and obsarvesions wade In the Lizht of
5.

Ivan D¢ Otsiner conducisu fur studics in swhicsh he
attorpled 50 measups the influen.c of “perveived norms® of
primery proups upoh menber osloion on ipguse which norme
were not clearly osteblished, in bis review of the lSeratuve,
g stated:

Gooley comtended thal %he selnery geous 18 an Sopors
tant doterminant of the sstivtudes of 1%s mombsrs, In
secent docados this contantion heas recsived extsnsive
dosumentation, Thess studiocs bewve zotablliebod the
velidity of Coplep's contonbion that oplokry gproud prog-
gupne do, In faat, exarh aaggz&avabl@ influsnoe upon the
sthitades of groud BONSETH""

In thems studlcs, Stsiner slso conoluded that if pere

gote Muho perosive Shelr apinions on & controversial lesue o
be difrferent from thoms of Shelr Friends show more varis
sbility than individusls who parocive Lusip oplolonz to bhe

stmitar w0 thess of Lheir gfﬁaﬁﬁ@g”ﬁ?

s
W
%

!

*Ietde, phe 15700,

v

: ”%ﬁgﬁ.ﬁx SBhelner, @inwgyg &ﬁﬂay,zﬁflﬂ&mﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁv?u%ﬁ&ﬁ
Soinion,™ fgrican Boclolwmien) “evlew, A90260, Juma, 1954

M ip1de, pe 267
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Gmﬁlﬁy’s influence was also cited in the introfuctory
remariks of en article by ﬁarry ¢. Harmsworsh. After roviewing
works of Folsom, Mollenshan, Sosssrd, Farprell, Thrasher, end
*&fmﬁan, he concluded that there was no doubt "the prim.ary
group, aa cxenplifled by'tn& teolated rural neighborhood
witﬁ‘wﬁicn 148 mombers wers eatluaively identified, han
broken down under the lwmpast of u%haniéat&an*“ The task of
depling with this disorgenizatlion, then, “ealls for a vast
amount of soc¢ial rozearch on the pmimaryfievelﬁ“ ¥s need
to know "more about. the soolal and psychologlcal procosses
ggv&rning'%ﬁs formation ﬂnd,diséaminaﬁiaa of abttitudes in
the rimary araupﬂﬁgg

The relation of the primary group and public opinion
was aiaa'ﬁtuﬁiaa‘by F. Jackson Baur in a number of Zansas
communitlies. He began by explaining: “We adhers to éomzey*a

usane by limiting the term primary groupd te ons 'charac-

’

teriged by intimate laco~tosface assosiation and cﬂnp@faﬁian.ﬂﬁﬁ

He oconeluded that the data gathered during th&a'atuéy had
#iven "compaelling evidance that prisary groups are the gan-

apators. and sustainers of oginions,” The conceptual moded

33&&??? G ﬂ&rmgw@rﬁh, ‘Privary Group iaiaﬁiamshipa
in Hodern Booisty,” ﬁmaigiggg aﬁd Eme%gk Repgaprch, 31:1292-93,
Farehednril, 1947,

39 2. Feckson Baur, Tpubile Opinlon and, the Frimary
Group, © ﬁmﬁri&ﬂn aa tolosivel H@v;awﬁ 33@313, April, 1960,
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which Baur arrived a$ envipagsd pu hliu ppinion aa developing
' ﬁhwau@h thrse stsages of lncreasing soclial complexidyt an early
stage of mass cormpunication, ¢ ulcdle stoge in which volunbary

&ssa&iaﬁiamm'ﬁwaaw@ involvad, and a fin&} atage in which polite

$pn ﬂ

ical, institutions were aati@a . "But abt oadth atage,” Deur
eoncluded, "opiniona are relayed %hrougb primary groups in
uﬁiah the content is sharpened and ciarifi@é,”&ﬁ:

The results of an &nvaaﬁig&kiaa»répwﬁte@ by Henpy W.
Riecken in 19539 also tended to Gemonstrate the importance of
primary groups in the ﬁh&nginﬂ of publlic opinion Guring
ﬁiﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬂﬂ? He reviewsd Gmalay'n gefinition of the primary

group ooncept and quoted from the latter's Social ﬁrganizaﬁ@ayﬁl

Throughout the study, be also stressod the ”reﬁnfo#éem&nt
funetion of gfimﬁrg aroups in elections.” He concluded that
theprs woere two ﬁiﬁaﬁmahagaea in which even sbrong convietions
during slections might ohsnge. Rieckenidentifisd these asi
Ty s & break in @@ima@g group attachments whiﬁh lowers reow
sigtence ta assaulte on convictionsy and chanpes in the
social or economic environmens of such a graup’whieh af'focts

nhi

 £@$ welfare « o »

&azbifﬁa, PP 21&»1‘%

hl&anry W, Risoken, "Primery Uroups and Folitical
?arhy &hmiaa," Bugene Buydick and Arthur J. Brodbeck (eds,),
& n Vobing Bai_via? {Glencoe, Illinois: Free Press,

421014., p. 182,
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Emory 9. Bogardus, in bis survey of the field of pub-
110 opinion, observed that iu an informal way it wa@vﬂﬁnaylaﬁ
He Cooloy who unfolded the Tformetion of public opinion as a
goclal processs” He elso noted that "publie opinion has its
beginning In %&e small informal group," for it is "natural
for people to gather in what Uoolsy called primary groups

And again hs found that “public opinion
by demoeratio means depends upon ths nature of the discuse.
lﬁion thet every ci tigan engages in dally in his infornmal
groups of friends and agqaaiabmneaﬁe"h&

Prom the studlies which have bean described in this
ssction, 1t cen be seen that there has been an increasing
awareneas of the importancs of the priomary group, &8 oube
1insd by Cooley, in the field of public opinion research
ﬁuring‘the last deoade, Investipobors, who have abttempbad
to foprm somse %ﬁaqr&ﬁiaai amﬂaiuaiﬁn@‘mbom%‘thﬁ‘ramaans,gﬁg
publics melkre the cholices they do, have inerﬁasingly‘baan led
to hypothesige the importance of the primary groups. With
thens ?a&ﬁa‘in:mia&f the next two seotione will be ﬂ@di&ah@d
te a digcussion of three otuer research eragﬁﬂuﬁrﬁmp-njnami¢g,-

soclometery, and group tﬁ&ragywmin which acknowledzments of

43,
Emary &‘ 30$ardu@, The FPakting of gualie Ggﬁﬁian
(Hew York: Assoclation Press, 19511, Ps 125

Mlhiéw s Ps 67!;
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Gooleyts primery group concsph have been somewhat fewer in

number end perhape, in general, less lmportant..
IV, GROUP DYNAMICS

Group Dyoemice is one of %hé most wideagpread and
influential éﬁrranb approaches to the study affgraug.bah&viar}§§
zﬁa founder and guiﬁin%.spirit was the soclal psyaha&agi&wﬁ
Kﬁﬁh Lewln, who &ﬁigra%ﬁﬁ'ﬁraﬁﬁﬁmﬁi Gepmany and asﬁaﬁlﬁshe&
centers far‘psy@hmlegiaal.re&@arah &% tho University of
ITowa and Hassechusatts Institube of Technology. His cols
laagues, farmﬁi stﬁﬁant&, and falléwaxa sre pow to be found
in almost all the major centers of smgllwgr@up regearch in
this sountry, ths most natab1$'per&aga ﬁeing the Researoh
- enter Lor fOroup Uypnasmios at She Unlversiby ¢r'¥1¢h§gama

' ?ﬁﬁ peraspettive of ﬁraa@vﬁyﬁamﬁgag,g&narally gpeaking,
18 thet of Oestalt payenology, the emphasis belng on wholes

o totalitiss as distinguished fﬁmm particular stimall and
‘partiauiaw responses. it involves a-aanmaptian.af:&‘ggg£§
of Torces which play apon ané_inflaamaﬁ the variocus gub-pearts

o . he . _
or slements within the ﬁiﬁlﬁ@h' The symbelle or neotational

Lk :

*5@h9 term "group dynamics” is oftsn uged ss roughly.
eynongmous #ith "the atufy of small groups.” iIn this invess
tigetion,; howaver, tue capitalized term reflevs Bu a partlicular
pueeeption of group analysis snd not o the Lisld ae » whole.

Qﬁiﬂﬂﬁéﬁﬁ the Lewinlen-Sroup Dynemles approach is
semevimes reforred %o a® "Fleld Theory.”
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system doveloped by Lewin for portraying the individualls
"life space" is drawn from physics and non-Buclidean geometry,
and the thought-model bahind it‘iehspatial rather than, ﬁayg
organie or mechenical..

A closge survey of the works of Lewlin and the works whioh

.could be found of such clasevfolicwsrs as Kurt Back, Leon
Pestinger, 8taaley-3ahashéer, Norris Eliertaﬁ,\ﬁaréthy
McBride, Davis Gregory, Jdohn Thibeut, Harold Xellesy, and
Morton Deutsch did not reveal any explicit acknowledgment of
Cooley's influence upon thelr works. There were indications
of Gooley*ﬁ influsnce among & number of bthser Grmu§ Dynam=
icieﬁs,'h9wever, these were somewhat more difficult to find
than in the previously ﬁealt with areas of small group and
public opinion research.

| Hurbert Benner, in his recent survey of the fleld of
Group Dynamics, declared that it was "difficult to understand
the omission of COooley's work on the primary group by those
who attempt to attribute the mvigims of Group Eynamias ﬁo
very recent researchers,® Coolsy's entire approach %o both
individual and social behavior, in Bonner's cpinion, "uas
from the point of view of the concept of the primary group.”
He also belisved that social process and social control, two
fundaméntél factors of all group dynemics, "have.ﬁheir Eeing

in the imtimaté‘an&:faee~%é*faee interactions which are the
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‘mark of the pr&m#rg-@rwups”h7 Bonner ﬁbﬂt&ﬁ&@ﬁ%

The primary group is thus peen by Cooley to have a :
psyeholopical atructure as represented by this feeling of
close ldentification end intimacy. + « « When aamtamparavg
Oroup Dynamicliasts spsak of the influencs of the group on
tho individual's bohavior, in which @éﬂpl@ of disparate
personaiities are lod to the saws opinions of behevior, 3&
they are hut restabting Covley's basic and frultful ideas.

Bonner algo b@liav@ﬁ that bernms ﬁu@h a8 "group influw
ents, group coheslon, and group descision-making,” while pre-
dominantly assoclated with recent Oroup Dynsmice research,
wore "eoncepts which abound in different terminology in
Cooley's ﬁriﬁingﬁ;“hq

Dorwin Cartuprignt snd Alvin Zander slso acknowlodged
the imporiance af‘ﬁaal¢yﬁ@iim£1uﬁmmm upon the origing of
troup Dynamics. A% one point in their discussion, they
@ﬁaiﬁredz

Conley, & plonser in the gtudy of the importance of

group mambership for the Individual, recognixed the
sxistence of multiple-group membershlips, describlag

the individual in modern pocliety as 8 pard through whieh
numabp&a BICH, repreﬁenﬁimg iifferant &rmna ‘monbearships,
pasa

Thess two gmﬁﬁ@w$‘nzao aﬁtamyﬁa&'ﬁa_rﬁlﬁﬁw a nuzber

?ﬁhrber% Bornsr, h@ggu de%maﬁa {ow York: Rorald
Prass Gompany ; Iﬁ&%). B 12

48 Iwid,

kﬁ??bi&*, {.’59 2,3‘«
r& o
9ﬁawr«3n Cartwright and Alvin Zander,. ﬁraug Dynamiocs
{Evennton, Illinois: Row, Peterson, and Company, 1953
pe 849
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of thelr emplirical findings $o the carlier speculatliona of
Cooley, Mead, and obthers., In one study, for inebance, they
eoncliuded that the relative megnitude of relaetlionships bew ;
tween abttractlion and social worth found in the twe different
contexta “auggesta‘thaﬁ refersnce group processes are ﬁﬁrﬁng@r
wi%h&n the amall inbtimate woyk rroup then in the formal
prganization at large.® Those Tindings, they pointed out,
were “"consistent with Cooley's traditional emphesis upén the
slgnificance of the face~to-face ghoup for & person's motie
vation and behavior.® Por, as Cooley hed sbated, 1t was "in
the primary group that the person's interaction ls concen-
trated and most intense.” * 1

By noting the m&lfayavaﬂéﬁians af pavticipants in
three communication aituations, the authors also came up with
the obssrvation that "group menmbers estimate group opinion
mors aeaub&tai? with more inﬁ@?a&ﬁia&aﬁ“ ?h@é‘%ﬁua ﬁuncluéa&
that the ﬁaal@yg isad conception of thﬁ acl! as belng e
resuld ﬁf intense interactions in auﬁh sarly forms af GRG0
clation aa the famlily apd the child's pley proup had been
given aﬁﬁaﬁ suppavtawg |

in a rev%ew of gra zs of the research uliich &aﬁ
busn onred e8 oo in the field, %éaﬁ Sein declared that "Group

’?yn&&iﬁs-»ﬁ‘gct,amxﬁew-as ssme enthusisstic followers of

'£J ‘ &) P . ‘N . )
Jl:f:ﬁi&*; @a }uaép 5 zbiéay po ?ﬁﬂdi
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Lewin .or Moreno gesm to believe.” . It waa, rather, Bain's
opinion that ”86¢&$y*a.thvaa.vclumas {1902, 1909, and 1918}
set forth much of the theory af ﬂwﬁu§ @yném&és," am& i&ter,
but still éntacaﬁ&nﬁ to Lewin's and Horeno's action feﬁearﬂh,
‘"the emphasis by Cooley and I J. Henderson én the importence
“of suall social systems® hed &lso been of great im&arsance;§3“
' ‘Berbert A. Thelen in the introduction to his atudy of
the dynemics of working groups referred tha regader to Cooley's
oripinal discussion regarding the primary group in the
paragraph that followss
The fasaw%o«faga:grgup working on a problem is the
meating ground of individual personalities and society. It
i3 in the group that peﬂaanaiity is modified and spew
‘;’;?;‘%i{’i?@ig%ﬁaié;é%;?”%i%ﬁ@Jgﬁi’i‘i"*%’iii;f%ﬁm et
Although @roﬁg Dynautop hes been more oritented toward
paysholosy then scelology, there ere, as we have sesn in this
gockion, some ﬁianarﬂﬁbla svidencas »f the iﬁf;uamea of
Cooleyts concept of the primary pgroup upon the field., These
‘evidences are somowhal more scavtersd and pi&uamaml,hhan in
tun previous sreas, hewavar, and ] ~rm1&'a@@m thet the
mafority of Group Dynamles waaaavc&sr&-maﬁﬂ foupd 1ittle Qeeé
%o soknowledge, in an ﬂﬁpl&ﬁﬁa'ﬁay,'any influence by Uooley

~gpen thalr thoughta

: Sﬁraaﬁ Bain, "Aotion Hemesrch and Group Dynemi op,t
gwaégl ?mrv&g, 3012, Qv%ehar, 1981,

’u%arbﬁrt A Thai@m,_ﬁ‘m mie& af G@ﬁu g at Hork
{Chivegot University of Chicago Press By . 1G8LY, De Vs
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V. SOCTOMTIRY AND GROTE THERAPY

Cooley's ianfluense upon two other aress of sroup
research, sociometry and ﬁrauﬁ‘tharayy,'wili be briefly
dealt with in thls @Qmalwﬂing section of the chapter. In
neither of tﬁasa{ﬁialéa bas Cooley's influencs boen of cen-
tral importante, bBub they are maentioned hers. prinmarily bew=
aause %hey'havg hélgaﬂ to foous a prest deal of ebtitentlion
upon ﬁﬁa ér&a;af the émail intimate group within she last
dacnde.

In dealinc with affective velabions wlthis the group,
the ﬁaahaiqua of study which has prodably gelined mors mdvu
rency in research than any other ls known gs &naiam&%%y.gﬁ
" Socliomstric ﬁaahmiqnes are uaseful aractically in making up
work or play raapa, eiaaara seaﬁing arranraman%s, and
the likse, sco thet they ﬁii} fmno?ica more affsctivalys, Thsy
are uzeful %hasvmﬁiaal&y.im.pvmvi&ima insights into group

stmoeture as 1% 18 perceived by 1%s inbsbitants.

Sgit ahc&ia be notad that this term Like Gpoup Dy~ .
- namics hae both a spevisl and a general reaning. Jeclaustyry
in 1%s apsoial seunsc is aperoviabed directly with the psychl-
atrist ¥, L. Horens. MNoreno sew affective bonds, and the
@WQ@&ﬁfiﬁg o ‘Torm vhem, as the crucial bhumen and sosial fmmt#
Frobably bis two most schnowladged contvibutions in his
pathsy eﬁ&mia theory of man, ao aiwtg, and d%gﬁ*ug arc his
Lherapeutic seaﬁnmqua of “gw;ahnéram # and his "soelismetric
te@ﬁ$‘ In the more guneral pouss in whish soclomesry is
waad here, howgvar, it cousiats of eny devies which a@ke
group wsube s hcw th @y f&ﬁl about. @&oh m%ﬁarg
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- As with other areas of group research, Cooley's name
is sometimea relatsd to the begpinnings mf sociomelny.
Timastell, for ins%anag, found that sociometrics cmuld be
traced beck to "Tonnies' penetrating study of the commnity,
to Simmel’'s analysis of the eleméntary social processes; and
to ﬁ@alwyia troatment of primary groups.® These various
clements, he addad, "have been interweven with s strong
enphasics on neasurement, the latter of nepwpositivist in-
spiration.™”

Jepil Hehnevajsa traced the sarly beginnings of soci~
ometry to the works mf;ba Bon, Duarkheim, Yonniss, 3immel,
Tand, éf eourae, av & later dg%a in the clasgsieal Sreatices
of Leospold von Wiecse and Charles Horton 6Qv$&y¢”§? Michael
Olmgted mleo mantinneﬁ Gooley alonyg with Bimmel and Tonnlos
as innovators of this type of rnsa&rcgagg

Edward Shils, in hils study of the r&iatiannhiﬁ of ths
prismary group and soclometric research, pointed out that,:

s » bhe wide aad increasing popularity of the
teahni%ua i¢self bas helped %o faaaa the abtienbion of

6.
2 ¥icholas 3. ?imﬁ&h@ff; Rociolo
Baturs and Orowsh (Wew Yorks &nuﬁ?& ay &

Da Tﬁ&

ienl Thoor Ita
' a'zﬁgsﬁ%ﬁ’m%

f""?-
ﬁari ﬁahn@#ajaag “Souiom strys  Decades of drowth,”
Fs L Horens, 8b. aiﬁ,‘wh@ Boulionetric ﬁaaﬁar {¥lencoe,
i1litnois:  free o Pregs, 19901s Ds 109

5ﬁ%i@h&@i imated, £Pe clbey Ds L34
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American saéimla@ista on primery groups, aince it hea
given them a meang of deseriding one of the major
elaments of the primary group, i.e., the spontanaous
matunl atdtraciion o zoliderity of its membars, and has
g}s%‘grpviéaﬁ tnﬁ_ggans of detecting ¢lecavages and gaps
in the solidarity.
in anathﬁrva?tiﬁla, however, Shils lamented the fact
that Moreno's explanstions were sc "clonded in vatic language®
'ﬁhat they sesamed ﬁo hé#e *iittle dggoripbtive or explanatory
%élavana@.” dhet hod mede the task of aéaqmmﬁs%y sxploiting
the anientific‘yaéﬁibilitiaa aof Morenosts aliniéai ingenulty
even more ﬁifﬁ&@niﬁ, was the {act that hﬁ'&a&{ﬁii@ﬁ “to
gxtand his obaervatlionsl end recordng techniques to ths
ploce where they could cope with the very subtle and com-
plicated phenomens §f primavy group raelations so drame
atically descrived by ﬁaol&y*“ég
It was Mischael Olmsted's apia&én that "thoe inaight
of perhaps the broadest significance from the viewpoint of
the primary group” was Helen Jennings? “ﬁﬁaaavaré that
ﬁiﬁhin the average emall group 1% is pmaﬁiblﬁ to dliatingulsh
-1 “@ayahagroug“ ané & "sociogrowps In éima%aﬁ*g wordss

The Pormer is more personal, mpaﬁ@a@wmﬁ@,.and Gfw
foctivo {that is, it axhibits most ¢learly those

3

. ggmduaré A. Shile, "The Sbudy of the Primary Croup,™
Dantel Levner and Harold U, Lasswell, Ihs Policy Sciences,
%ggﬁ&g~3@valogm&gtgmaa_ﬁamaa,anﬁ-&&%&d@”?ﬁﬁamf&rﬁa TtanTord
University Pross, 1951}, 9. 23« :
&Gﬁda&rﬁ Ai; 82ils, Unpublishsd paper, guoted in
Musaler Sherif and M. Os dilson, op. sibe, pp, 1BI-821.
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qualitics previously ascribed tu the primary group),
while the luty @@ @?ngiﬁm is more “ﬁaai s BOTG ﬁarmﬁ&
agé i?g@raogil {bbat Is; 1% posscases "sesondary”
qualities)e.

Olmated vant on to explialn, howsvar, that ths paychow
group and sociogroup ALd not vepressnt Tacilous or cliques
but rather %ﬁa_d&ff@raﬁ% atra&%uv&a Inte whick the group
&ilign&ﬁ itaell d&yanﬁin¢ < She stcasions Operationally
‘ﬁp&@kzng, the @wyﬁﬁmgvuug wap deflined in %ﬁwﬁé of tﬁé choldes
made by group nembera of thousa with whom they‘wauiﬁ 1like %Yo
relax; the saaiagéaug was defined by ehai@ea af thoze with
whom they would like to work, Thus Charlis, a good puy,
might be ths center of tho group in ites psychogroup manie
festation while Pred, the herd worker, would provide the
nucleus of leadership in the groupls sociggroup charaatﬂr¢6a

Rovert Paris Iald that soclodrametic technlques,
wherein %he thorepist invelves the group members in rolee
playing situations, and s0 apocourages them td act oult their
inner psychologleal problems, ”m@y Be bthought of in part as
an &@pliﬂaﬁiaa of some principles of pﬁi%arﬁ sroup interw
action.” He coﬁéluﬁ@d, howsver, tha* they "are mized with
other paychological notlong In &u@ﬁ a way that neither

theorics nor resulis are sasy $o accoss."

Olmsted, op. Cite, pe B9, &giﬁiﬁ»; pe 100.

Robery Faris, gp. ¢it., pe 181,

61
63
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Baceuss »f thelr usofuloess ond theler rolative sifge
géiéfﬁ?, ﬁﬁﬂi@mﬁ&?ﬁﬁ LLRnIguRE Bow @ﬁy&é@@é Lnday in &@ﬁg
studios 6f crouwp funebloning, aud verg sftan &ﬁ@ﬁm@wﬁg'waﬁ§w
seer nthopy Leo %xigu%a gertiopierly ivtarest sr fuvesticasols
Thus Crop o2 peabbher spesial bBedioeing, &*Wixw@ﬁww nas wynlvsd
iu%n & widely &ﬁg&ny&ﬁ tial o acmilespnap gﬁmﬁyg As of the
present %&msg hrweggar, fhops Wiy se0n %o %ﬁ‘&iﬁﬁia -
plieit umkmgulm Jgmant by socianes wigts of the iaflugnos of
Cooler's cmneepnt of the primapy proup upon (heley worlk,.
I the fMeld of sroup thevany, alscg Shers would sgam
o ba Little sapecific soknowled ent of Cooleyts oconcept of
the gxiﬁarg ﬁ?&ﬁg oy Andead, &ﬂaiéiag&@ak &%aﬁi#g aaa&a%&i&g
She (oups A vonerel. As Oloeted has gbaled,
| & « & SPOUL peychothorapists heve Sended %o think io
tarns of ugbwﬁ cater of iﬁéwv%u%&& sassn whon oonslidering
Ty therany and to weploy the intellisetuel conetraots
derlved Lrom Shaveny width iﬁﬁ“w&ﬁwmla xa&h&r Ll anve
trmgw cnazagﬁ iaal,%hﬁori@a about smsrsent group
progeriicod.
Ome of this sxceptlons %o this vulo, whieh Ls wosth
aoblng, vas made by Freed himsell .o uie book Sroup Paze
ehology mcd She Aselysis pf 63

Bis basio ooint was thet Arouns woers hBeld Wopather By a

A8 updn publisned in 1081,

ﬂii MQH& ﬁ@‘&«&&, HALEE
Sha Eoo (Lorndont  Horapid r
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sommon identification with a leadsr, Proud put 1% this wayt
"4 primery group . *,.'1@‘é.nnmbar i inﬁiviémalﬁ who have
substituted osne mand the sams objleset for %naiv-ego igdeal and
have consgequently 1dentified wiﬁh one ancther in thelir eguqﬁéﬁ
To Preud, the solidarity of LITUDS Was rasher probiematic and
uncertain for he was nmush imgress&é with the anarchic,
"narcissistic,” and centrifuzal character of man in society.
Geoup life, conseguently, ?aﬂ a rather odd circumsbance
which called for explanatien. The explanation Freud gave
was pretty @much in line with the gensral tendency of his
thought! Qﬁ tﬁa one hand there was an unlikely conjecturs
about the first human groups, back befors the dawn ol history,
and on the other hend there wes ithe dramatic conception of
the trensformation of paychic 1mpulses.é? Though this book
was not wne of Preuwdia ma&t;impﬁrtaﬂt, and at no place -was
thero any mention of Uooley or kls sorks, it duoes neverthes
legs gnow Freaé*a<ganera1 un&ersbamﬁingnﬁf many éf the gocie
olkogleal interworkings of the roup.

Anthony B. Sbons published & paper in 1959 whiech he
hoped would help to “dmuans%véﬁe that eortalin sociologicsl
concepts related to the primary roun, espscially as exe

pounded by Coa&ay}“ should bocome more unssd in

661?)5‘&0’ Pe 8{}9 6?

NSAN e

Ibidg, pp. 82-127.
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psyahoanalytically oriented group h@rapy PYORPANS . Aftaf reo-
viewing Cooley's statements on tha_aubject, he atated his
general %hasis‘thgt “patlents aénnct‘prmgvesa fer paycho-~
tﬁeraputié&lly in,%he group setting until the groups they form
begin to &parmx*mate the relationsnip sol xda@izv pattﬁrna
charecteristic of bhe priamary group aituati9%3

He went on to dellare that "the mere gruuging of
‘gabients does not in itself esteblish the mutual trust and
gupport and willingness to risk ax@asing{éif?ering opiﬁbna'
’in,thg’group without féa% of consequence." These develop~
ments, seven in the primary group setting, were slow to form
‘and dependent upon the feelings of the participants. Stone
thus felt that the "quality and quanﬁity of soclal interw
@etiﬂn recordefl for therapy groups ought to r eflect devel#
opments of primary graup relationship& paralleling ¢the phase
of the growth of the group being observed.” 59

From cagse records of a number of therapy sessions, Stone
coneluded that in the first meeting pabi@nt&,u&ually spoke
directly to the doctor or the group as a whole. "The lack .
of .the essence of the 3giri% of Uooley's primery group con=
cept,” he concluded, "1s evident in this successful initial

phase of the group's formation.”

68 ' '
Antheny B, Btone,. "Eaaenea of Primary Group;Rew
lationships as Been in Group Therapy," Bocial Work, &333
April, 19)9.

691p14., p. 4O,
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By the sixty~fifth meobing, however, there was much
improvement in both the quality and the quantity of inéerw
action. He concluded thatt
* % s %h@'ﬁe&tativa am@®w%ain atmosphere in which
patients seemed chiefly concerned with protecting theme
gelves and Linding out ubat they were bupposed ito do had
heen replaced by one of considerable emotional tension
-with free glve snd btelke and attenmpbs not only %o express
but Lo examinsg &hﬁ%gaﬁ@a and feelings and to assume regpimne
sibility for them.': ‘ ~
Is w5$.$t¢na¥a:eansiaéign_thgﬁ “@?&Q%énéaﬁi&ﬁ with
pize, phenomenclogically daaﬁmanﬁeﬁlimﬁe?aaﬁion, purpose,
setting, and so forth may tend to load one farther and fare
ther away from the basic ides behind the primery group cone
caph. u?l
8inee interaction between the disciplines of asoois
ology snd psychotherapy hae been slight over the years, one
18 not too surprised to Iind that Cooley has had very little
influerncs over this latter field., There are indications,
howsver, that the future may bring more crogs-fertilization’
betweon the two disciplines. As 3bils has stated:
There 18 . « » gradually emerging from that major
current of primary group analysis, & seprliss of insights
which are otill isehoate and unformulated in any ex-

piicit faghlon, These are tus insigbis whieh hove &ﬁ%gﬁn
from psychosnslytically eriented group pesychotherapy.

‘Qwﬁbkﬁ“ s s B3e ?&éﬁiﬁw s Bw llye

 "%sn119, "The Primary Oroup in Current Ressarch,”
pe 32Be s
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Also by way of summary, Shils in another previously
qu@%a& article sfter reviewing smsll group research, group
dynamicas, aa&iamgtry and group psychotherapy, found that there
was & certain "convergencs of various trende in American
sccial research btoward the atgﬁy of the grimary-graupq“ This
convergonce was atill in its very graiiminawg atage, but it
wan “puahﬁﬁg mﬂ-ﬁﬂmar& & WOre @ﬁ%@ﬁ amé‘a&aﬁmw&tagmndwrmﬂ
standing of the nature of the soclal strueture as a whole,”
Desplte the posslble danger of avaweaﬁim&ﬁie&.%ﬁ tha‘aignifm
icance of primary groups, thers could be "noe doubt that the
renglssancs of the study of primary groups in Ameprican sooliety
.iﬁ’laaﬁin@<ha a new and more vealistic awareness of the dynsmic

components of soeiel 1ife which operates iﬁ,a11($9h$resa“73

f?ﬁﬁhiﬁsﬁ fhe Study of the Primary Group,” pe. 68,
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CHAPTER ézz A N

THE INFLUENCE OF CGOOLEY'S CONCELT OF “THE' PRIMARY GROUP a8 ¥
SHOWE TH RECENT INTRODUCTORY 30CI0LOGY TEXTBOUKS

: : 2 F‘ fl(pﬂ‘ﬂlléfﬂ'él"/(/ Re -

in thig chapter, one special SRER wof-bhoowretienl-—p

ey o, S04

% : : _
Tyeratton ol thi ,aewﬁ?mf Aizonp, thet of

references which heve appsared in recent introfuctory socie- .

ology textbooks, will be conglderad, —Smsfiapteeiiennlrsy

IGET T TIPSt o gt honsatd: THIT a1 “EFEwEno

eepbs Pmpbasis in this chapber, - "» whil be upen texta

published after 1940 and, thus, rsfer to only one spscial

ares of influence of an already widely sccepted term.

Richard Dewey, in a 1943 study of twenty standard ine

s
SURGN

troductory socliology t@xtbdoks, found thaty

« « » nearly every bextbook in soclology or social ‘7
psychology, especlally the introductory %exts snd those |
on the family, are indeonted for thelir viewpoint to the
tradition of which Coolagls thought 48 an integral partﬁi

Upon analysis of references to Uoolay in these text-

books, Dewey found that "ths rort frequent scknowledgments

were made to the concepts of the 'primary group' and the

Flookingegiass«selftewmoras to the former than thes latter.®

3Riahﬁrﬁ,ﬁaway, *Charles Horton Tooley: Ploneer in

Peychoassiology,” Harry Zlmer Baraes, An Introduction to the

#istory of Sociology (Chicdgot University of Uhicapo Fress,
PHU) e Po LlFe
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He concluded, however, that "Cooley's contribution in this
respect cannot be securately measured by the large number of
references made to bthis concept alone” for his name wss more
readily associated with these concepts because of ocur liking
for "cabtch~phrases? than with most of his other‘thaught.a
More comprehensive than Dewey's study was an inves-
tigation of inbtroductory texts which was published by Howard
Odum in his book American Sociology published in 1951, It

was Odum's opinion that "in some ways the atory of American
soclology can be told in the textbooks that have been written
‘by the soclologists from the beginning up to now."3. In his
survey, he found that there were just over a hundred text
books which had been prepared for introductory students, Of
these, he ehose the fifty which werse the most widely used
during the last half-century for actual empiricel anslysis.
He contluded concerning these books:

In a number of ways, however, there has been consist-
ency and uniformity in the sociology btaught to students
in the introductory texts. + « » Thls is evidenced in
the coincidence that the more than 300 sociocloglsts who
are indexed in a half hundred texts crnstitute almost the
same catalogue as an index of who's who in contemporary
goclologye An example may be found in the work of Charles

He. Cooley whose texts were neither best sellers nor were
they prepared %o please the teacher; nevertheless, they

Ib__i;_gi » PP g!.{,sﬂh.é .

. BHoward W, Odum, American Sociology (New York:
Longmans, Green and Company, 1951}, p. 244,
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remain today standards of reference., So, toos; af ell
the sociologists, Cooley ie quoted mors often and cone
gistently in the spproximately {ifty selected toexts mosd
widely ueed in the luzst haelf-cantury. Out of fortye-saven
texts anglysged, Coolay is indexed ana quoted in more than
targe~fourths, &s compared with others, of the more than
300 authors cited, less than forty were citad in as many
&8 half the texts. 8o, too, of the eight sourde booksa
or reference books preparsd as texts for olass use, Cooley
peain leads in selected resdings and is featured in aiﬁ
of the elght, which 18 true of only two obher authors.

Other writers have s&lgo ﬁﬁtaﬂvbaaley'ﬁ importance in.
this area of ﬁaéiélﬁgiaa1 textuooks.  Mary Healy, for instancs,
&tataé:

3ince the more recent textbooks on scciolozy and soelal

payehology tend to be eclectic, Cooley'z philosophical
gppircach will herdly be incorporated in toto yet many of
his important contribuitions guch a8 his concept of the
primayy group probably will.

oy Harpf also concluded that "in so fer ae recsnt
aoclologlical textbooks are copouined. + » fsw writers are
as freguently and sonfidestly guoted asg bharlax Horton
Goelgy_?e

An gnglysis of the imd@ﬁﬁﬁlziauings of gome thirty-
two standard introductory soslology textbooks publiaﬁﬂé &ftér'

“Kbiéag {3§¢ 26&@‘*,}})@

5ﬁmrg ﬁagarﬂ Kﬁaéy,ﬁ&@mim%* anﬂ‘ﬁmex'* ¢ m;‘h“a the
Hpitings of 3%, Thomss, Word, Sumuer, and Goolsy (¥a kﬁgtmﬂ,
§§.§,. Uatholic Univeraicy . @f huerioa Press, 1%@¢§, pPps 12029,

6,
Pay Barpf, fmericen Sppial Payeholopy {(Bew Yorks
“ican Book Company, iquf; Pe 159 i
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1940 yielded similar - results as 414 the sbove a%uéy hy*
Odum. In the thirty-two texts, Cooley was elther directly
qﬁgta& o aaknawleégaﬁ~wi%h‘rﬁgavﬁ_%a hig concept of the
primary. group in*éwaﬁty-five, $:8., in sbout 78 per centb.
In two other works thiﬁ adnsegﬁ was dlscussed,and his Sgcial
Orzanization 1isted in the bibliography at the end of the.
chaptars The concept of ths primsry group was alaso desll
with in bhree other texts without, however, Cooley's name'
being menbtioneds .In only two of the textbooks, l.e., sbout

6 per ceni, was there no mention of the concept of the prie
, ,

-7

MARYY. Group.

An investigaSion of the varisus discuasions of the
primary sroup inu%hmmé sestbooks revealed that the space
devoted to this concept variéd'in length from one paragraph
to eightesn pages. A synopsis of five of these discusslions
will be presented in this coneluding portion of the ohapter.

In & lengthy eight page disoussion of the primary

group, =arl Bell, in his recent book Spcisl Foundations of
- Humen Behavior, declared that "in the classification of
groups, ons of the most useful): dletinctions is that for-

ralated by Charles H. Cooley." He continued by guoting

.

~”1%v

For a ¢omplete listing ef ﬁh@&ﬁ thir% »twb textbooks
and the pages which Cooley!s concept -of the gr mary grewp is
discussed, see Appendix B.
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Gooleyts definitlon of this concept sud by sbtating that:
. Primary group relationships involve an idensity of
endas In ppimary groups, the relatlonship is in 1ts
galf ran end end only secondarily or indldentally a moeens
be an ends & o+ « Conseguently, in suech & personal rela-
tionship the individual 48 not en sbatrestion, He ig a
gompléte conorete person and the relationship involves
him in.all his completenesy, oxtending to his whole.
peinge”

Bell lamented the fact that in recent years primery .
groups had beon “"desoribed largely in terms of thelr small
gige and facoetosfats type of relationships.” WMany suall
proups were not primary snd the number wea oconstantly ine.
ereasing in oupr maaé anaieﬁg; The nﬁmber»af seaondery @?Q&pﬁ‘
was &also #upiﬁly inersssing and taking away functions of
the primary grouagiiu & number of areas. Bell concludad his
discussion by deseribing aaa@ﬁﬁary‘gr@ﬁpa ang wontréating
them with the charecteristics of Lthe primery graupag

Ogburn and Nimkoff, in their popular introdustory toxt-
haag;aism cbservad that "one of the first saaialagiata'ta
note the specirl function of small groups in soclety was
Charles Horton Cooley." They furthsr stated that the intie
mate relations which charascberiged these groups wers usually
fatewtoslace bub could be zarried on in corprospondence such

ferl H. Bell, Boglael Foundations of Humsn Behavior

ey Gapper: and Brobhers, LeOLls Ps £97s

W
- Berl H. Bell, Sneclal Foundations of Humsn Behavior
{Sew York: Harpor and Brobbers, LebLis Ds &897s ,

ﬂ ! .,
"Ibid., ppe 290300,
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ae early relatlionship betwesn Robert Browning and Zlisabsth
Barrett. Thess authors declared that:

Gooley called the above-mentioned groups pr%m&ry, baw
souse they are first both in tine spd importance. They
are She proups of iafancy and early childhood whioh
usually pley.g sonmanding rols in the development of
personality.” '

ﬁgburn‘émﬁ Himkolf oconcluded by comparing functions

of the "intergrative® but "restrietivd® primary relatlons as
opposed to the “liberating” bdut "non~inte,rative®™ secondary
relations, It was theilr wview ¢hat both were necessary and
important in any progressive stabls aaeﬁabyvll

In their discussion of %4ypologies of groups, Toung

and Heck veferred to the distincetion between primary and
secondary groups as being the most froquently used clasal-
fication of groups in American soclelopy. They described
primery groups in the following mannery

The primary group ig cheracteriged by intimate face«
to-face contacts and dlrect intersciion made possible by
common locality, The social stimulli are distincetly per-
sonalt volice, faelsal and other gestures, touch; smell,
tagte, and sight. Thess ﬁiﬁ;@h“ firab groups inte which
the tndividual is induced,

These euthors discussed tie famlly, pley group, snd

| Witiliam P, Oppurn end deyor F. Himkoff, Soclolosy

{3rd, ed.; Boston: Houghben Hifflin Uompany, 16501, e 134.
11{&16&; i}ﬂa 13;‘3"36“

, ‘fﬁgﬁimbail Youn,; ond Rayamond W. Yaok, 8

Social Life (New York: American Book Compeany,
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neighvorhood as the most important types. of primary grpups..
Sacondary groupsy on the sther hand, wers referved %o as
“agapi&&aia%&éaa% groups” whish 314 nos ﬁ@ﬁ&%&ﬁ@iiy‘ﬁ&kﬁﬁ@
QﬁAfﬁaamﬁa&f&ﬁﬁ contaots. ﬁén&nse thess groupa w%fg the opw
posits extrosnss of ﬁ‘%ypalﬁéy, owever, most Torms of agsoolaw~
tion hed eharactar*muins which did not completely conform to
either astegory. Thus, these claaaifia&hi@a& HEre té ve
thougit of more ac “analytic toals“ which would “sharpen our
observation and halp us see obvious differencea in the
structuring of graups.“lj -

§ahn Guber, after quotin. 09@1@3‘3 definition of the
primary group, also expresoed tha opinion that primary and
secondary grwugé wers not Lo be thoupght of as delonging to
 two distinet categories “into one of which each and esvery
group ceauld be pigeon~holed,™ There waz rather a "continuum
with poles »f primeriness and gecondarinese.” It was ths
degree of interaction which wae impar%anﬁalﬁn

Juber then discussed the declive in the numbers,
functiona, and time being &peht in primary groups. He felt
that the lack of ¢mphasis on t&ﬁ sraditionsl fasily, ﬁéignw

borhond, and so forth has resuldved in s numbsr of chamaéa

131%iﬁ«1 PP« 3@*3@*

14
John ¥. Guber, Jociolorws 4 Bynopsis of ﬁvinaigla@
{4th. ed.; Hew Yorks &nplaﬁmﬂﬂﬁsuturynﬁvgfba, Tnaargargﬁa N
lﬁ)?}, Bia 2G2-03%,
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whioch could net be proven ga have rasulted in & loss of ipe
retrievable human values.

Paul Lendis noted that "the moat universally accepted
group classification developed by soclologists is thaet which
divides all groups into primayry groups and secondary geoups.”
The term priusry group obpversd the most intimete pgroups in
which man has experience, Secondary groups, on the other
hand, ware more c¢asual and inveolved less of the person's
total personelitys ZLandis further statoed:

ucmatimas these groups are 8o ceaningful that one haa

to say: 'The proup iu all: the person scarcely exists”

+ » » » 3ociologisy Charles H, Cooloy defined the priw
mary group and showed itz aff ecte on the formation of the
personality.—By nia émfin*ﬁian, the primary group is :
one mariked Ly ihroe characteristics: (1) 1gntimacy, {2)
face~towface agsociation, {3) nermanence.t

In conclusion, then, it would appoear that oune of the
more lmportant areas of brimary group influsnce has been in
the field of introductory scesiology textbooks. Perhsps btwo
reasong for (ddley’s genseral accoptansce in this field has

been: {1} his luaidnemg and clarity of literary sxylsgl? and

Mﬁbi&a, ??u 2‘3’53*98‘»

16?&u1 H. Landis, Introductory 3ac1010“y {Bow Yori:
Ronald Press, 1958), p. 161,

70eoley s writinga are a pleassaent contrast @a the
poor prose of many sclentlots in the field, EHdmund Wilson, .
Who hag oeen spoken of as the "oeny eritic in the Enplish
qpaaking world,” stated in this vegard:s "As for my ehgurieﬁca
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{2} the fundamental importanse of the clessificatlon itself

in any comproehsnsive siudy of group iife.

with articles by experts in enthropology and soclology, 1%
has led me to conclude that ths reguirsment, in my ildeal
univaraity, of having the-papers In every department vassed
by & professcor of English might result in revolutionising
thea@ subjoctse~if indesd the second of them survived atb
all." In another article Haleolm Uowley referred to soclie
clogical serminolony as "socgpeak,” & %erm whlch he adopted
from. Huxley¥s 190L. 3ee, ddrmund ﬁilson, A Piece of My Mind
{(Maw York: Farrar, Straus, &ﬁﬂ Cudaby Company, 1956 o

pe 16h; and Halceolm Uamlas, @wmialemiﬂai Hobit Patterns

in Lingulstic Transmoprification,” Tge Reporter, 20:L100.,
Septewbbe, 1956, ,




CBAPTER VII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUBIOR
The problem with which thie +thesis—nas besen concernsd

is that of analysinq the influangn which Uharles Horton

Lol A
Gsoley*a eanwept—vf-%ha-grtmmrg grcup has had upon the fielﬁ
of Amerisan socilology. Discussion, however, has nmcaﬁsarily
been 1limlited to explicli acknnwlea&menﬁa hy‘Ameriaan S0Cie-

ologists as to the inflaence thin &cheep@ ags had upon their

— T A_ua«_ggm@éﬂns_ﬂéé———a
worka& ‘ihe &%ﬁﬁmgv in thia aha@ﬁar will b ‘ﬁa raw together

BRI VEN <Special AtEdtion Thizouwon oux tva
the various lines of evidence which have buoen preae ted and

to trace the awﬁ%eyf of ‘tne prxmar§ sawup from 1ts original
fermulation in 1909 to the pressnt time.

A general review of the literature of those initial
years before 1920 indicated that there were few social sociw
entists who had sdopted this concept into their writings.
nven sociologists suen as Small, Rosa, Vincant, Giddinge,
wgatherly, and Ogburn, who acknowledged Cooley's Influencs
in other areaes, seemdé to taite 1ittls notice of his primary
IPOUP s Ricahrdlwg,La Pilere has ﬁ&gg@éﬁ@d\ﬁha% the prevalence
in the sarly pert. of the century of the economic concept of
man as & raticnal and socially unrestrained oreature,and the
subsequent vozue among psycholorists and sociologists of

the MclDougallian doetrine of instinets, played an iamportans
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part in distracting attention from this ﬁonmayﬁgl . uﬁﬁ
Predepick R, Clow'a articls i& 1319 concerning the ‘Q\\] //4
dmportance of Cooley's concept of the primery group was the
fTires wxpliciﬁ attempt to fovus attentlon %ﬂﬁﬂ‘ﬁh&ﬁ'ﬁﬂ&ﬁ@?ﬁ : 1,
in ﬁhawgﬁgﬁiaan Journal g§ Sgoiology, which was the offlclsl )&

publication &f the Amerlean 3Joc¢iolegicel Assodistion at the
time, Parhaps even more important for the eventual &Ge
ceptance of this term; however, was the discussion by Park

end Burgsss in their widsly read textbook Introduetion to the

acianaa'gg Sociplogy publlished in 1921, The striking and
suceinot primery~secondary dichotomy which they suggested
helped both to clarify the term and to make 1t easler to
éamﬁmber and undar&taaﬂ«.

During the twentles a gradual growsh of the number of
aacielogiata who incorporated Cooley's statements concerning
bhis concept inte their wriﬁingg could be noted, By the end

of the decade such writers as House and Bopardus were already

1&1@&&9& T. La Piere, 4 Theory of Sccial Control {(Wew
YTorks Re&rawﬁﬁill Book CGompany, iﬂ?*%, De i1,

: 21t ie interesting t2 note in this regard how very
often sociclogists are remszdbered not for the gwint of view
they-re rosent but for some one or two concepts or “"catche
?hraass which they employed., Consider, for instance, Tonniesg

Gemeinschaft and Ussellschalt,” Giddings' "eonsciousness of
kind," fhamaa‘ Fdefinition of the asituetion" and "four wishes,” .
m@aé‘ geaarazxz&é athﬂr, and Relsman's “Lraﬁiﬁianal and
outer directed groups.”
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speaking of the gensral acccepbance of griﬁary group in the
field of Americen sociolory. The only ampiéiaal investisetio..
which could be found during these y&aré.iﬁ which there was
r@far¢n¢e to this concaept by Cooley,; was Thasher?s siudy of the -
gange Evan in this plece of recearch, however, the taerm was '
employed "along side of” ratuer lsan as & vital part of the \
investigation. Thus, Thagher d4id not atbempt to make any
hypotheses about primary groups or teat any of the variables
involved, He mersly @nﬁeaVOred to relate his findings to thi—j
conceptbs '

Beginning with the thaeoreileel coriticlsms. and alabe
orationa of F&vis and Bubenl in 1932, sanother dimension of
Ceooleyts influence in this ares could be noted, Thene and
other sociologlists up until the present time bave peinted
out that the physiecal propayﬁy of face~to-iacencsgs ﬁﬁraly
facilitates the feelings of aifectlon and *we-ness" which
are the actusl defining criseria of the concept, Laber
soclial scientists such éa'ﬁavia, Eéﬁ&s, md Babehulr have
also ihdiaated that properties other than physical proximity
such 22 slze, time, and homogenoliy ere iﬁ@artant in primary
group formation. lIn‘ﬁhﬁ case of both of these propoaitions,
later writers bave probably only made explicit that which was
already implicit 4in Cooley's carlier statements. Host socle

ologists in recent yeara have aleo come %o regard primary

¢ -
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and éaaanéary'graupﬁ a8 the poles of an "asscclational
-aantinmum? with the mafjority of groups belng ieeﬁﬁaé SOMB
whers inbetween, This would segm to be an Improvement over
Cooley' sz original primary-pon-primery model or even the prile
mary<szecondary dishobomy smphesized by such poclolosists se
Peark, Eurgéas, and Davisa. ‘:/}
Although no gscknowledgment of Cooley's influanéa in _f]
socliological resesarch could be féuﬁﬁ in the thivties, 1t was
snevertheless during this decade that the conﬁept-cf,tﬁg '
primary group, vecause of its wide incorporation into the ’ l)//fy
various works published during this period, becsme generally
accapted in the fleld. The nuwmber of thecrstical r&&taﬁawn
menta of this term glso increased during the forties and
.fifties until at present it is gencrally recognized by
Americen sociclogiats as pesic (o any classification of
groups. |
One speeial ares of aaeiay’s influence, especialy
ades, 18 that of introductory

sociology texztvooks, VPerhaps becpuse of the clarity of
Gnalsg's literary style and the funﬁaaen%al importance of
the elassificatlon 1&&81?; a aurvey of thirty~two toxts
published in this period revealed that Cooley's influence was
either cited directly or at the end of the chapter in Bl

par pent of the csses and that the concept of the primary
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gra#p:itaalt was mentioned in some 94 per cent of the books., |
Thewo results would seem to be consistent with the earlier -
iuveéﬁig&biens of introductory ﬁamtbaaka by ﬁawey and QG%ELJ~

It is in she fleld of empirical ressarch after 1@&5—‘i

" that a pumber of sociologists have spoken of the "redigcover. '
of the primary group.” They mean by tbis that the general
impoprtance of thla concept to all sreas of group life has
been radiacavareﬂiby regesrchers, and that these investl-
zetors have in turn given new direction and emphasis to the
t&nﬁitian&l'maéniﬁg of the term.,

‘an anglysis of five gensral sreas of current research
indlcated that the fislds of smrll group and public opinion
peaéarch have parbhaps been the most influenced.by Cooley's
primary group concept. Uoncerning the former, it was shown
that Cooley and Simﬁel‘ar@ often ascknowledged as thée best
remewbaered of sarlngocialagists'who contributed to the baegine

 ninga'af'th1s type of resessrch. In actual investigations,
too, Cooley's influedué ia sozebimesn meéntloned. Perhaps be~
causs of the lack of spaﬁe ir the Journsel articles in which
many of these studies are published and slso becauss of the
guantitative naturs of the studles themselves, there iz &
lack of any;exglieit gcknowledpgment of traditional social \
theorists in a large number of thse studlies investigated, This
would perhaps iﬁ@iéaﬁa that_;a-the area of the sﬁall group

ag well as ths field of research in general'muah'at Cooley's
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influence is on the implieit reather then the a&pi&qi% lovels

in the erea of public ppinion research, 1t would sesm
that writers su&h.aa:&aﬁarﬁfalé, Eatig, Farﬁ, Btelner, and
Baur are pushing toward a new awareneas of the impoviance of
the primery groups - Conaslderable emphasis upon this céﬁasy%
sould already be noted in the field, and it would sesm,an
researchars become more sngrossed in the fundeamental ques~
tion of "how" publioc opinion is formed, 1t will pley even a
larger role in thies type of research.

The other three sarsas of group ressarch--iroup Dy«
namics, saaipm&tvyy and group therapy--were mentioned nore
becanse of the intsreat they heve ercused with regard to
spall groups and the potential importence whioch the primary
group caaaépt would have upon the fields in the future, rather
then actuel scknowledgments of Copleyts influence up until
the present time. The fact shat sech of these fields of.
regearch héﬁ an arigiaai,fmanéer and in&tial maiding philos=~
ophy would seem %o partially account for the prasent lack of
srphesis on the primary group. A gurvey of close followers
of Lewin such es Festinger, Back, Schachter, Zllerton, HMcBrids,
dpagory, Thibaut, Kelley, snd Deutsch, for instance, 4id nob
reveal any veferences to Ceoley. It u&siamig emong later
investigators such as Cartwright, Zsnder, Bonner, and Thelen

that acknowledgments to the primery group could he found.
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Al&a;in the field of a@ciam&%f?,it‘wma prisarily among sools
éiogiats such as Olmsted, 3hils, and Faris where svidences of
Coolay's influenee‘wér@ to De &at@d; ixcept for the srticle
by Stone, 1t would seem Shal group theraplsts generally have
been.conbent to merely transpose individual &h@ragy techinicus s
for thelir wagk with groups rether than empiay aociolosical
eoncepts whiqh have been developed such as the concept of the
primary. groups

| It has *+rnms bean ®zmonstrer~? in the lorszoing pe, .
that Cooley's c;§$;;;i&izggbéﬁzggggﬁgmeag}baa had a cont . -
uoua influence upon American sociolopgy and that 1n recent
years this influence has branched Into & number of theoretlowml
and research trends and tendencics. The fuil extant of thisg
Influence has not been meagured, howsver, for 1t was neccasary
to 1limit invesgtigation $o explicii acimowledgments cof Coonloy's
influence upon the works of other American soclologlsta. To
oyrganize this divergity of maturial into s welatlively coherent
picture has also requirsd a& certain mmaun$ of grouping, omite
tin; angd aquatiﬁg; this has 4its dangor, but the rigke~to adopt
‘the clichsw--is 8 caleculated one.

- The growing interest &in Coolsey's thouzght can be sesn

not only byithe inereasing nugber of éaknoulaﬁgmants of such
sonecepts aa the péim&ry group and lovkiﬂg~glaaa.aéif but also

in the republicatiaﬁ of his twé'books Human Nature and the
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Spoigl Order and Boeclal Organizetion in 1956 alfter belnyg out

of print for some twenty yoars. This, too, may lend Yo
!ranewad intereat in %hé conegst of she avima?ytgr?ﬁg#.for
G@ﬁlgy*s writings do not nffém so mach specifiec hypothases,
op e#an s theory, &8s an abstract fraus of releregcs for
viewlng human 11fe, If this frams of raference wsre meri
ougly and consistently followed, 1% would force questions and
ﬁﬁggsat lines. of investlgation which would aven further

empliasize the iﬁyartance of the primary groupd.
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1864, Charles Horton Cooloy was born on 4pril 17 at Ann Arbor,
Michigens ' .

1880, Enbtered college at the University of Hichigen where
he continued bils studies,; with many interruptions Lew
- cause of health, until he received hHhis Bacheler's
“ degros in 1887. :

1882 Summer surveying job in Colorado.
1883+ Extended trip through the Carclinas.

&ﬁ%ﬁa Trip to Europe where he studied in Funich, Germeny; and
- vacstioned in the Bwibtserland Alps.

1807-88, Oradusted from Michizgan Unlversity and spent an |
additional year leerning ilechanical Engineering. During
the latter part of 1858 he alse worked in Bay City,
Michigan as a draftsman.

1889=91, Went to washington D.C, where he worked for the
Interstate Commerce Commission.: In 1890 he married
Elaie Jones of Ann Arbor who was the dsughisr of ths
Dean of Homeopathics at the Medieval College, In 1891
his first published work appssrsed: “The Sccial Signife:
icance of Btate Railways," {Abstract only), Publicationg
of the American Boonomic Assocdabtion, vel. 6, ppe Tl ‘

1891«92, Took bride to Hurope for a siz monthe vacation in
' the Italisn hills. In 1892 he became a part«time ine
atructor in Heonomics et the University of Miohigan.

1894, Recelved his Ph.D, in Zconomios from the University of
Michigan. The title of his thesis wast "The Theory
of Transportation,” Fublications of the Americen Hoon-

omic Assooiation, vols G» HE aleo published in 10658
Uompetition and Organization," Hichigen Politieal

Science Association, vol. X, pp. 33=45. Ucocley taught
i3 first course in socislogy during the first semester

h :
of the 1894+95 school year.

1896, "*Nature veraus Murture' in the Meking of Scolsl
Careers,” Procasedinzs af the Habional Conference of.
Charities and Correckions, ppe 399=405. '

1897« "The Process of Booclsal Cuange,” Pglitics) Sclence
uagberly, voles 12, ppe 63113 "E Tug, Fame, and the

faon of Raoes,” Annals of the American Academ
s1jtical sad Sccial Scfence,” vol 5 pee Tohz
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APPERDIX B

INPLUMNGE OF COOLEY!'S CONUSPY OF THE PRIMARY
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SOCIOLOGY TEXTBOOKS
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