
                                          

                                                 

SOCIOLOGY MAINS TEST SERIES 2021 SAMPLE (Starting from 22nd November) 

Q10.) Clarify the distinction between Household and Family and evaluate 

whether joint families have completely disintegrated? 

A 10.) Family and household are two different analytical categories. In 1971 Census a household 

was defined as “a group of persons who commonly live together and would take their meals 

from a common kitchen unless exigencies of work prevented them from doing so.”  

• Family is characterized by a group membership which is mainly based on consanguineal 

and affinal relationships. A household, on the other hand, is a co-residential socio-

economic unit regardless of kinship ties. In this sense, families can come under the 

concept of households but not all households can be termed as families. 

 

• A.M Shah in his work “The Family in India “and “The household dimensions of family in 

India “defined household as strictly commensal and coresidential group. He 

differentiated it from family by discounting the features of coparcenarship and ritual 

corporateness. 

• According to the study of IP Desai, AM Shah, Gore it is also important to recognize that 

the concept of family in India is more relational and subjective than residential. 

DEBATE OVER JOINT FAMILY DISINTEGRATION 

The major debate that followed during the period 1950s-70s engaged the sociologists and social 

anthropologists in India in unravelling the myth of disintegration of joint family. 

Three interlinked issues which led to the debate over Joint and Nuclear family in India are: - 

1.Equating the elementary family form in India with the western model of conjugal family 

 

Structural isolation of the family and high individualization of its members  are depicted as 

major characteristics of Families in west which increasingly became independent of its extended 

kin networks. 

The relationships in Indian families have different orientation compared to western families :- 

• One of the major reasons is that though Indian families became structurally nuclear they 

remained connected with extended kin networks . 

• According to Desai in the Indian context 'the family is not merely a residential group of a 

household, it is a system of relationships, rights and duties and the norms that the 

members try to live up to.’ 

2.Using western model of 'fit between nuclear family and industrial society' to explain family 

transition in India 



                                          

                                                 

Parsons and Goode proposed this fit theory stating how the western family transformed into 

nuclear family structure in response to the needs of the modern, industrial society. 

• Gore in his study indicated that from the point of view of a majority of the male 

respondents, filial bond was still preferred over conjugal bond in the Indian society. 

• Singer's study of 19 industrialists of Madras showed that these business families lived in 

joint families which continued over generations in the urban context thus challenging the 

argument that joint or extended family cannot coexist with the phenomenon of 

industrialization.  

• The fluidity of family structure in Indian society marked by development process in the 

sense that a nuclear household is embedded in a future joint household as observed by 

Desai. 

3.) Distinction between the concepts - family and household 

One of the conceptual flaws that some scholars committed was drawing inference about the type 

of family from the size of a household. 

• Orenstein concluded using census data that it would be a methodological flaw to draw 

inferences about type of family from the observed changes in the household size. 

 

• Patricia Uberoi in her work stated the fluid nature of the boundaries of joint, nuclear, 

and single person households. Though nuclear households are statistically predominant, 

most people in India would have an experience of living in different types of households 

during their lifetime.  

 

• She also found that the household size in India did not show much variation in terms of 

decline. The average household size showed an increase from 4.98 in 1951 to 5.3 in 

2001, and 4.9 in 2011 which is approximately equal to 1951 household size .It 

challenges the theory that industrialization and urbanization led to the formation of 

nuclear households as a result of the disintegration of joint family. 

 

• Kolenda in her work has shown that there appear to be significant regional differences 

in the prevalence of joint households. Studies of Kaldate, Kolenda, Lobo reflected the 

association between caste, occupation, economic status, education, region, and 

individualistic orientation with a specific household type joint or nuclear. 

 

Thus notwithstanding the nuclear household residence, there is a strong and generalized 

commitment to joint family ethics in terms of rights and obligation, further intensified by the 

revival  of age old function of “Family as care unit” under the forces of pandemic, covid-19. 



                                           

                                                      

 

SOCIOLOGY 2021 MAINS TEST SERIES (SAMPLE) 

Q1. The changes in the Agrarian and Social structure of India, in the post-

independence phase has led to the rise of the forces responsible for causing 

increased farmers suicides in India. Comment 

Ans1.) The Indian agrarian economy and society has witnessed substantial changes since the 

days of the British Raj. Earlier the social framework of agriculture was organized within caste, 

family, and kinship relations.  

Due to similar socio-economic backgrounds, the farmers shared common values and their needs 

and aspirations were limited. By and large, agriculture was well integrated with the social 

structure. Since the beginning of the 20th century the cohesiveness of rural society showed signs 

of disintegration along with rising aspirations fueled by greater marketization of agriculture. 

Using the Durkheim concept of Suicide, two broad types of causes of farmer suicides are found:  

• Loss of social regulation (Anomie): Disappointment and despair that resulted from the 

disproportion between achievements and aspirations conditioned by rapid economic 

growth and spread of neo – liberalism policies 

 

• Loss of integration (Egoism): It is manifested in isolation that emanated from weak ties 

with the family, neighborhood and community following individualization of agriculture 

and decline of the traditional social order.  

Mohanty (2005) in his study argued that the suicides occur due to the disproportion between 

the achievement and aspirations of farmers, as an effect of individualization, and due to a process 

of socio-economic “estrangement” from agrarian communities experienced by farmers in the 

context of rapid economic growth. 

CHANGES IN AGRICLTURE AND SOCIAL STRUCTURE AND ITS IMPACT 

• Modernizing of agriculture in the post-planning era broadened the economic and 

social horizon of all categories of farmers. To the newly entrant lower-caste farmers 

availability of land, low-cost credit, HYV seeds that provide higher profit, etc., appeared 

as a means to fulfil their long-cherished desires 

 

• The initial and temporary rise in incomes of all classes of farmers set off the aspirations 

of cultivators and they started spending lavishly on social ceremonies, consumption-

based lifestyles.  



                                           

                                                      

• Rao in his study observed that first generation of farmers entering modernized agriculture 

were weak in dealing with markets, traders, input dealers and institutional finance thus 

facing not only yield risk but also price risk. 

 

• Sonawat  and Jodhka in their respective  study described how social structure of the rural 

society also witnessed profound changes as  joint family, the rural caste hierarchy, and the 

harmony of village life have lost their tenacity to provide to provide stability and support 

at the time of crisis . 

 

• Vasavi in her study also observed how Individualized decisions made in the context of the 

splitting of joint families into nuclear families place an unduly large burden on individuals, 

which compounds the sense of loneliness and individualization. 

 

• Vasavi also observed that breakdown of traditional rural economy and structures of 

patronage and loyalty, prejudice of the upper castes against the former untouchables, 

increases the isolation of the low-ranking new agriculturalists leading to increased 

suicides.  

 

• Deshpande and Shah (2010) also observe that suicides are mainly attributable to social 

reasons such as family problems, old-age and illness, drinking, and gambling habits. They 

argue that the social relationships of the victims, their family commitments and support 

institutions assume greater importance in their getting secluded and becoming introverts. 

Case studies on suicide in India 

Mohanty (2001) study in the in Amravati and Yavatmal districts  

• He found that the small farmers, when they failed to realize their aspirations for a better 

socio-economic position coupled with caste-based social isolation, detachment from 

family and individualism in agriculture, committed suicide.   

Parthasarathy and Shameem (1998) study in Warangal district 

• The study indicated the rising indebtedness, price and yield instability of cotton crop 

along with social disintegration and a deepening alienation of farmers from society as 

the main cause of suicide among cotton farmers. 

Conclusion 

To summarize, the growing individualism and sense of isolation (egoism) encouraged the 

farmers to set a high level of a spirations, which could not be materialised within the available 

opportunity structure, leading to disappointment and despair (anomie). 

  



                                        

                                    

 

SOCIOLOGY 2021 MAINS TEST SERIES (SAMPLE) 

Q.12) Examine the differences in the approaches of Karl Marx and Max Weber, 

in their study of social stratification in a capitalist society. 

A.12) Both Marx, Weber wrote about inequality or stratification, i.e., the structures and 

processes in society which determine individuals’ objective location in a hierarchical system of 

social classes or strata, based on their differential access to resources and the various forms of 

authority they can exercise in society. 

The similarities and differences between Marx and Weber idea of social stratification are: - 

BASIS               KARL MARX                    MAX WEBER 
DEFINITION OF 
CLASS 

According to Marx, term class 
refers to people who have a 
common relationship to the 
means of production i.e. the 
means by which they gain a 
livelihood. 
Thus, Marx argued that major class 
division is between those who own 
forces and those who do not. 

According to Weber, class can be 
defined as group of individuals 
who share a similar position in 
market economy and thus receive 
similar economic rewards. 
 
Unlike Marx weber see important 
difference in the situation of 
property less groups in the society. 

TYPES OF 
CLASSES 

In modern capitalistic societies, the 
two main classes are: - 
 

• Bourgeoisie - The "owners 
of the means of social 
production and employers 
of wage labor”. 

 

• Proletariat -The class of 
modern wage-laborers 
who, having no means of 
production of their own, 
are reduced to selling their 
labor-power in order to 
live." 

Weber classifies the society into 4 
classes: - 
 

• Properties class 
(Bourgeoise) 

 

• Petty bourgeoise 
 

• Propertyless white collar 
worker 

 

• Manual working 
class(proletariat) 

BASES OF 
SOCIAL 
STRATIFICATION 

According to Marx, economic 
relation of production determines 

Weber added to the economic 
dimension of stratification two 



                                        

                                    

the legal and political 
superstructure of society 

other dimensions: power and 
prestige.  
Weber viewed property, power 
and prestige as three separates 
though interacting bases on which 
 hierarchies are created in any 
society. 

POLARIZATION 
OF CLASSES  

According to Marx, the inherent 
contradiction of the capitalist 
system will create conditions for 
homogenization, pauperization 
and proletarianization of working 
class leading to polarization of two 
main classes. 

According to weber though there 
will be some decline in petty 
bourgeoise, but they will enter 
white collar worker class because 
of increasing bureaucratization, 
rather than joining proletariats. 

REVOLUTION According to Marx increasing 
polarization coupled with class 
consciousness and class solidarity 
will lead to a final stage of 
revolution whereby collective 
action of proletariats, the ruling 
class will be overthrown.  

Weber rejects the inevitability of 
proletarian revolution as there is 
no reason why people sharing 
similar class situation should 
necessarily develop common 
identity, recognize shared interest, 
and take collective action. 

CRITICISM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Marx was an "economic 
determinist" 

• Not all societies are "class 
societies" 

• Karl Popper have argued 
that the theories employed 
by Marx are non-scientific  

• Failed to establish a 
theoretical basis for the 
existence and continuance 
of a middle class 

Weber's pluralistic approach to 
social stratification (which involves 
several competing and conflicting 
groups) makes it very difficult to 
specify stratified social groups in 
society 

 

CONCLUSION 
Marxian model of stratification is a useful tool in the understanding of stratification more in a 

capitalist society where class formation is distinct with two distinct income groups creating a 

class based social stratification. 

 



                                        

                                    

 

On the other hand  Weberian model of social stratification  fits better in semi-feudal and semi 

colonial society like India where society is more closed , social status is ascribed and  inequality 

and stratification are created by a combination of variables such as age, gender, income 

,ethnicity, caste and class. 



SOCIOLOGY MAINS TEST SERIES 2021 SAMPLE (Starting from 22nd November)

Q.6) Distinguish between Poverty and Social Exclusion as sociological concept?

A.6) The relationship between poverty and social exclusion is a reciprocal one. Poverty is seen
as a result of social exclusion or exclusion as a vulnerability factor leading to poverty, while
poverty in turn may result in or create vulnerability to social exclusion.

The difference between the two sociological concepts are: -

BASIS POVERTY SOCIAL EXCLUSION

DEFINITION

Poverty as a concept describes an
empirical reality but its meaning is
contested. What constitutes
poverty depends on how it is
defined and measured.  
 
Peter Townsend in his
study defined poverty in terms of
exclusion from the living
conditions, and inability to
participate in the activities, taken
for granted by the wider society
because of lack of material
resources. Central to his approach
was the concept of relative
deprivation

Social exclusion is a form of
discrimination. It occurs when people
are wholly or partially excluded from
participating in the economic, social,
and political life of their community,
based on their belonging to a certain
social class, category, or group.

It is embedded in social relations and
affects people’s rights and 
entitlements.

In India, social exclusion occurs on the
basis of identities including caste,
ethnicity, religion, gender, and
disability. E.g. Jodhka and Newman in
their study emphasize on exclusion of
educated dalit from job market.

THEORY The explanation of the concept of
poverty is attributed to multiple
theories:-
-Blame the poor view
-Blame the system view
-culture of poverty (Oscar Lewis)
-Functions it serve for
society(Gans)
-Role of power (Ralph Miliband)

.

Hilary Silver explained the concept of
social exclusion through 3 paradigms:

-Solidarity paradigm: failure of a
society fully to incorporate all its
members as social participants
-Specialisation paradigm: difficulties of
industrialised society in integrating
some of its members into its complex
division of labour
-Monopoly paradigm: way dominant
classes in society mobilise so as
effectively to exclude subordinate



classes

CONCERN
AND
FOCUS

Poverty tends to focus on the
conditions of individuals and
households.

The concept of poverty is
concerned with distributive issues
and focusses on states of
disadvantage.

The starting point of social exclusion is
society as a whole.

Social Exclusion may be distinguished
from the concept of poverty insofar as
it is concerned with relational issues
and focused on processes of
disadvantage

SOLUTION Focus on outcome through
accessibility to and utilization of:-

(1) Basic amenities (food and
nutrition security, water, shelter)
(2) Health and sanitation
(3) Education and development
(4) Livelihood and income
(5) Equality before law/ protection
against exploitation, abuse and
discrimination

Focus not on outcome alone but the
processes which determine these
outcomes which are defined by
Amartya Sen as “relational roots of
deprivation”.

E.g-India Exclusion report states how
these relation roots exclude people.
The pattern of land distribution
“broadly reflects the socio-economic
hierarchy as large landowners
invariably belong to the upper castes,
cultivators to the middle castes, and
agricultural workers are largely Dalits
and Adivasis.

In the country like India driven by intersectionality of identities there is greater degree of
coherence between the victims of poverty and exclusion, thus emphasizing how poverty in India
is also structural and systematic, like social exclusion, which calls for emphasis on both the
distributional and relational aspects at the same time.
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