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[FA %Y 71 & amoral familism

AR KT

F—7—VF:[FA %" 7] amoral familism /D 7RA5) - @O - DLh)
1. (FU&HIC

A %) TIZIZ 1950 8R40 5 60 SEACIC 2T Ty 5 TERALZ G & 9 7%
[Rt] 2B 250 &) T4 S . BRI SN2 BN H 5. i
LICHOENTVEDIZ, NV I =5 DENZRELLT A I OBURY:
% Banfield 12 & - C ‘amoral familism’ [ BAE T % K\ 72 R ESR] (The
Moral Basis of a Backward Society, 1958) D& N7z Mezzogiorno' [®il] T
»HbHo 9 LI L [ L IREE] ofodb L8 T %,
ZTOZLHEDPHETH L L LTH, EFOHLIEZ ZITIE %\ [Schneider
199810 72, ‘amoral familism’ \Z2O W T, §TIZE L OWF%EE DM EIZIK
FTWBDT [Marselli 1963 ; Wichers 1964 ; Pizzorno 1966 ; Colombis 1997 ;
Kertzer 2007 ; Ferragina 20091, [k ] O — P 204 EZ[H 2 & T
bl

T AROERIZE ZI2H 5 Dh XK, Banfield 25T ALDRAIZ X o
THRIEMICRIT LD ELzd o, FRMEICBLID LS Loz, Hido
‘amoral familism' \Z X - THH & N2 ETHREELITEI B O TR % 8 U T,
BARES ELBhobDRHEMIT ST b, HHHmO N E D HE
MR 2 L2 TRV Dy A F I 7 REENEZ 25 [l 1ZHES
ZEZH b,

[ oslme LCREksh 2 &, [HEEE] 32T 24404
PRz, HS, B, F—tk e v ) M2 S ER 2 Mz b - 72
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TSR] & LCRIES N, BESRTaRT 4 7 A5 4 L fT
RAADEFL & LRI DO TR W% b -7 [HE] 5501
[HAE] & LCIHRER] SN0 35, KiEE. 9 LzsHSIcEns [t
R A TIRRTE) %, SMET 2 RATEA G, AR EID) %
CRIROB BEALIT S B SN AP E A, HEIRHBRER) <) L
Ko, BLEHFLEY ET S, ZORD072020EH Lzv, 1950 F18H0
560FEMROMA &) TIEHTA2HEANE. F2I2Hb, 2F ). KRHE
AWM & BT, SEFRE S % 2 5 7200 P O VAL & I T30 B
REH AR L L Lo il ek & FAvaeT 5 h, T o i
DAL B o 72 B 750 Tl B0 <HE>70 B DB I T —
PVt OBRE R NOOTRM NS 70k 21, TSR] 236 X A4
Bh, FRGBHEORPCHRSNL (0] 2OTER VY. HHE, &
SRR A 2 HA 0 2 ) OBGRIEC £ 2. ZE~OMIE 71 &
2y TENZWZ DTV HDEEZTW5H, ARz, 20 L1EL b
WEZRVA, T HEOERZ HIE L /2 Banfield B 2 720 0 %
BAIT BT E A DD,

2. Banfield&EF9 55—/

Banfield i3, %€, €¥ 77 5—/ (#)” #MAESRICLZ0ES ) b
FFIE ZOFRERLTBI ) 24 7)) TITR - TRZZDIE, 19544,
[RFEOHE] LEDPNIEEMICA-72L & THD, LaL [Hif) 0
M THFE] S, mEo (BN & BEME] 2R3 53 —a v/ i
DOEDREER L INTWz, ELIE 82 S| ~NOEHWIDOUIRD T
DA TdHh5DEV)HHRICETE, [HIKEBEE] GHaAmzREIcE &
F5TVD) 1k, TORANHE S NRIETH D, 2 OB & K52 1E

JiE, [HER] ORMNEEELRST, 3270071471 Thols
TYYI—Ya I, FRFENERIIR 2 % &L L TV 72 Banfield
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e oTl BTV EY 77— ) HHARIONE R 7200 [7
Y74 7] ZoleDThr, WiTL > TOAWOTHRE, 97 Aoz
W2 TF & BTz The Moral Basis of a Backward Society (1958) O'HUHIC X
CENTVE, PLELRZDFIHLTBIZ ),

HROL L DOANN LI, RiEd BV IEHHE LD K& L FEERIC—E
BBTBHIERSEETRHRATYWL, I—ay/XET7 A A ZRITIE,
BUAIH TV v L= a yRpAMEE S 2 L) R L7478, i
THhHIFLVLDTH b,

ZI LTV yI— a3 yORME, HROKEHBT LREFHEE
DBExEHIRT 2 EELEHNTH L. HAMEEAID MEFRTL L2 TE
IR, ERZREFIIED 2 V. 3o XD F AR, EISKEDRD
BoHIEE, MBROLELIET ETEL 25, MlkEMERT 2050
ZliE, BUAMZRHEABHATLE 9. (B8] BEMZEHICh R 5 72,
MR TV T—Ya VB E DO TERIL. BHENET YV ¥ T —
Ta YIS FEMKICE S5,

T aoviE, TH ETR S REMNZENL, HEofckz a8 Tlwv
RKOBMEFELR TR S, ZOH7- LML L < O BB
HLTEZETH L] Lak~7z,

HIbIEEMN 2R IRI & AREE;#E 2L, E2ICTHRHEN, B
BT Y= a 3T CILAEENE 02 LESTW 5, Hilirs
CONVEDIFEB % —F S, L)RERABRETREICTLEIAET
SR, ARYBA L HBEMIZ & 2028, MKkARE LKET 572
Bt TOE)BERGHRBCARIILSDH S,

29 L7RiE, SUboREN R EERZ HE L LTW20 T, #h
Thbo NFLIEZIWANARL LR )/ THELEZLTEY., 20k
KOV ONIE, MO R Y AT ADPERT LD EE, T57:4
HANZWHAETH L, 7221 FEORLTTRERY Y OFELZ-
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Ty FNUTHWET S L) A TlE, MuWilliEz o) HIFHILIET
Ehah oz, MELMERERIED VL) RYFNCH, REYTEL
7o 72 [Banfield 1958 : 7-8],

Banfield (3 #E A TR = EMILOBNDOMELZ 7TV V-2 3 Y ORIMEZ
NEHET L GERT) Lo TRABLLY ELTWD I LD Hil
®§@#%ﬁ&théﬁé5oﬂﬁm&ijl—aayiTTﬁ®%H’
%5kw7h SOMAEDIE LT, (W] ORSANEYF 75— 132

Cho7eDThb, bHIPLTEIIE LT, FEP—HEORONT, 8
OFRFEBRT Z72DHIA L), BEWICESZ BIRL L HITTHL
720 LBEWAD L DR, $abblbnr— b ADMELOMEERNTH 2
Db, EREHSD D OOREO LA, EFEICEE LTV E Y TS
FT—=I12o7=DTHh b,

COLH)BRHEMLED > TWizBanfield DHIZ, EV T 79—/ DATEL
DELIZED X ITHWS 720725 9 x WeSFNTE U7 otk 23281 % 45
DFTVLHDERTHRE I,

3. ‘amoral familism’ [BEESHE XV -RikEE]

Banfield |2 L UE, BV 57275 — /121 25 N\OBELRB LB b5 7
RHRBOYIT B =27 VUIHE, 7T AV A TRERACWZT Y Y-V 3
SWFE ST o WTRZVEDDOT Y VI3 a b LEY =T
DA N=1=251E, HOREIZEDbA S &, FRWM2 25Tl L X5 &
 FEOED ELTEDLLRWVERRT WS [Banfield 1958 1161 7V ¥ IT—
¥ a yORIFEERRAIRE, CNPEOEL T 7T — ) ODRMDOINET
Hotzo %M Banfieldld7 VYT —Y a3 Dry b= HOHD XD
WRDVRS SRy Moty Y a— YV TREEZRZZENN o0
T, BV 77— OB RIRMIE. 2% )RS/ 0bhs, P
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OHIIE THR] 2 [2&HWv] OX) =Y F VARG ZE S L7
RO—FNRERO [ & it shiw [F0ETY] L Lrms i
MolzDh b Lk,

TIYVI—=varyOREER LWICHBT % 7-912, Banfieldid AU E
DAETEREFERCATTB OFRAED S, FFEHICHM AR EEM T, £ 77T —
J DN EIE [RIEDOYE W 2D BN 2 F % % o KBRICE &, ot
LARFLC L) IHETLERZ] EWHITHOKEH Y. Z N amoral
Samilism' [EFEEHRAE R VIR EEL] L) - FRTERLTWS L
9 bDTH% [Banfield 1958 : 85]c € LTI DI — AL, BT,
BERER OBIRPE (72 & 212 signori’ & WHEN 5 A HHTFATH & 2 ME AL
AOLNDHEBAR) . RREDORMPME > TERENZbDZET 2
[Banfield. 1 10]o ZAUIMWFLZZE LD S b ‘amoral familism (& THEHE] Ov
H—=x, TINy I+ BTV TH B == v NONEELR, » & —
S HBADWRE. Xy v—F, NSLLE, FF—82) ZHEISTRER T
VL= a YRUHEZOET VIS %55 L #E 2 Tz [Banfield 1958 :
40]c 2F D, FMBWZRATEIRRKE (HADHIAR TN &8 72 FAH
ORI HEW DR w0iE, #dAZ0KL2 ORFEOFGEZ H L TIZ
FTAHENSLT, TRREEYTFZI— 7 ORIICE B DL, [HEE] o4
HETEHDLEESTVDIDTHS, bHbHA, TRTOALEBZD L) 7
FB%T 555 BRCRAE, Z0LS R ERoTLLEBEVLELD
72

T 7YY I—Ya yOREL %5 amoral familism’ DFEN &1 BARK
WCED XD %D D%DH. Banfield 25 LT B W O DB THER L TH
&7\ [Banfield 1958 : 85-104], 174 [REH & L7zdbox i) 2hid
2% MEMEHIIE R 27259,

CBEHB I LA LAV,
AR Lo 720 O HFE M AR DS 2
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- BA 2 HERIE <A SO N AT EHZLERD O LR,

C BEATENIZ RN % (ko) flisL 2k oRaE X b KRS
iz b720F313) AELSE2BENRLON L,
CEBLRWAICH BH (AL AR BRI, R ) 3EARICR
. BCORRED 729D T % AE ) B H %,

ENDHIGELR IR Z B DA, 2 Z T Banfield DRiFEE BVl LTIFL
Vo JHIET YV VI =Y g VIZRERBIIRPELRVWDOTH LA, ThEH
O L) AR T TR 2 Y AT LADRERTEIDLIE, $o7
CHWRZRW] bDZEREIELTVWDIDTHE, EVFF/I—/ICHLR
LR OFEO KW, HIEW 72855 O KM, ALLORME, X T ‘amoral
Samilism \ZH % b DT, ié:?yv1~>ayﬁ%%é%%@\EaT«
ALDThole TICRE M 7YY I—Y 3 v R RkORR
SRR, PR FICR & v o 22 IS V.ORASE T TR L,
FERAED R TIEIBEFIIAHICL - T, BESIND LHEBIYIFHIE N5 2
EDLHRHITHAMS ZENTEL, TRIIOWENT EMPBRZTL D0
ENEHOLPIZT R0, TY VI -2 a VERIIZHEINLIREDOD

TR, EHFOVE20H ) 7z RALSIN2EH) ERAL, £V 7
75— ODANPEDOHFEAEEICHLZBROD ) 272285 AIE% 5w,
5541213 Banfield DRk 20 S Wi 20D B L kv, 2k & bl
[ZTDIHHRZATLESZZb D) [RE)ELedolzdbD] HENY
HELEDLILIITELES ) T2 [WEWEIN 2R &
‘amoral’ T& %o

4. [RA&D>E] 2B - O - Dbl

Banfield (213 [ E 2 D BB 2 4% | OBRICLPRR 2o 72478
REEZ, NOCEDOLEGHER PO L3 T SERMUO2EN LR LS
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LTHD DTV =2 a VORBOEREZESLEESTH LWL,
ZD7DI21E, MR EABRAIMEATVUDLDN, £ o THREFZHERFL
TWBDMP, it EALRBBRERATVDLEDN, Lo 2AHOEMZMS
VEENDH %, T I TldBanfield5iLab L7z TREER OBMR] 2L 72w,
Z DG amoral familism’ % FWIT 5 DI E SN TV LK OME %2 ik X
HMLUTBL ALY EICH 2 [FHEAS] 2 [TRaI2=74] 12
S, REOHDOBMAHEAFEOMHEOREL SNDEHA 5 ) TOHO
A A=V EZZTHALTBL DD, MELTIE 7555 Y [Putnam 1993 ;
Fukuyama 1995 ]

BVT I/ DOEFEZFTIE, MWEICGZONLHHETT, L7
HEOREOHEL 5D, 7255, MEIAD HFHLLOD O EMEIC
B25E) % ELVIBERLZEITERV, RLEL LAY THDH,
D& HRTIE RIEE VI A S REOININZTRTONIE, #
MFPCRZ2D LRV L, BICR2MEEED D 5. FKETEWAISH
LTAEZIL OB RISV, BlUE. ED2OREDPEORED K %
PHAZZEDENTZY LT, HiELEHIETEILEERAS>TRS, WRIZ,
BIMBOREZEN RTINS, BO L ZORKIHEEEZ G257
ZRERI I, WOTH X TB2»RIE% 5 %\ [Banfield
115-116]

&T, AEIZRA ) - Banfield DLk [1958 1 69-84] &b &I, T34
DAL Z#FEM L THD, [THICEE» DD BHET 2) &2 T TR
)7 (AO03502), THA-FAL [ LB 032088125 bhs,
MATHIZEELTVED, IOV —VEHSTWE [V7Y—] Snwb,
WHIIHEOBARO L ZIVOM (FAA» S G, Atz & H 5% &
AN T IR o TL D) TREZEH 23T NOANTED [WHEH
DEIMIM ] IE b bR, THRIBOADDEHVTH %,
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DEE] GAMEAN (GEME) L BERRICO 2N, B IS EHER R ]
HOAFEL L. ObT 2Ll 0 LR g L Twb, BEEEBIZHEA,
WA D0 D EEFHER AL S/ TS, TIRA - AL 1ZE, 7R,
NURE, ORI SiGE. WE, MRE, BlEER e Th, BEv
HERDIVARVDY, bT2E200LMIFFHAL TV, [ LiKkE ] &
galantuoms’ TRHEBMAL LIHENG, 180 MBETATHAKHE (R
W) &osignort TR ] LIER S, WE. BE Sl KA. 4%
B (B EDE) oMb, FBRETEH 225 Ir0EAEE LT
WEWT WD DI TIE R\, signori’ ICERITEOW 2 L2 HE RREPHE
Ay BTFICERR A 2 IS & THEMBISHEAE L) LT RRH VDD
RO EWFEMIEH 25> THMEIZE DS B\,

KIZ, Banfield D59 [FEEM»OEWM A ] ORBED, KRE L HhH
HoTLBNDOANTE DBHRE R THE . ) LT, Banfield?® [REEE]
REE#21bOOEAEHIEE, TRTORSHES N (KYF>0
HHELs) —HHARO [EFED] THb, 20 [&F D] ki, [HHK
DEZLOEMT2 L5 E M. ShUEERD RV, ZRTHD | Ln
) [e&FR] THb,

EOEAETHAH . ANPEIZS—y v (BKWZ) (Rl Bk
THWTBY, L0biF [BR] ICE-TiE, 29 L HWHREIEEN
GO v —2 (B4 - BIIA, AREEHOERD O 2453 2 1,
PERRE ORI 2 MIET2H) OVLDOTHo72 ZH%BE. NDED
TEHOIREHT. R EEIGET A1, EEERLATNER SRV,
EOMREIZEDDBRANRDODN, LV HICHREESL) TDL D H
DANPEDOMBREELTALERIDE IR D, NEDRZDORER A ¥
N=L 2860, RERZESE—D I TZ2FY ] ITEDWBRER
LTWwa, [EFD ] MERSNE [VT7Y—] LIFTHKBEBOR LN
DIZTRIBITH %

Banfield DL 12 5 —H RO % £ LD THS [Banfield 1958 : 96
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[ Jan @um () svim +——s —gnonsn

K1 AHoo%kdh

BBAPEHRHERO 7 P 2T 2 DIZAFINLD T, BHAORRIC
FHAIAT o 720 WM —HOHBT2F 007 Ky 2HHH) L) & 1D
WFZOMLFEEZEFA-> TNz Wiolzh bl B THRENRL 2 5bIFT
Fv, TNLEOEBAEBLLT2OMMB72L%E 272725 Th %, Banfield
id, AR RIS b THH ORI EZ T & H L THRY OBIfRIC
RZ72X9THHN, #MzEZIMS = [EEAL] =#%b) TERvwoT
Hro BERIZLY THLLT200372] L5950k, HALBBANIES
OV BERE ZFWFEAT L Z2Z TR TNER S LW b h > T b H
BThb, BREBIRTIARDIIENTEZDS ] 2OTH, Wb
CLIEWICHENSZ LA ED. TN)Banfield DS ) [WE DI
RE] OIFEARTH %,

Banfield (213, HICLE LD O MFA» 551 & X, HEILELD
DEAFHEZDHEBEVELL LV ZHEBORRTH L &, RN H
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MWELERLDEFICANLIET, [) T RIERDLE V] Lwn)
[EF 0] 25 FREAEER AL ORI [HBE] ICR2-EEX
bNb, MERBBRONERSRLZ LhrolbBoTH I VAL,

Bk &9 7 “HBRIEETER O [EH] ISR 5. L LEIREWZ &
2 TERTE] BERILE EDICEYTF 7T — 2 121F, TSP BIGA TY
BB AEMCLAS, [ERFTR] Loo [ThPErFEREIn5G] &
V) W RIRE RO BRA BN T b, Banfield 1 ‘amoral familism' DFEh &
LML T35 BHORMGRICARD L &1T, fTBY—E A, Aol
B BEICHEBICh Db o720 AP — A2 RMTREFIRFN
EoT2NTHEVSATENCIE, CThETLRELZBBREIBDOOLND
[Banfield 1958 : 85-104]c AIPED W HBUIHE ZHRETH L LV H D
WRIBINTH 5,

COMEEROBBRE . INFETO [ LiiE] L OBRIEI LD (%

Ol —— = [l Eh SR ni R RS

T oiEn > WEAREL ——- s W 2
(::\] T H}] WLE Ty <of> ) E<otrpnom
o

B2 D%H)OER) L7z
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be &2 %8 hho7). MNENE ZEERF=ZEBRE R D, I - ol
L HHRPNEET 2T TH L (M2)o 23—V F IVl 7 ~HHRD
DRV DN SITUELR D DDH L6, MR osHHL1rT 7k
ATERWIZD [ L] o2 FHT 5 LR v, 22T Liikk]
E<H> REHBOMTF) Lo b ] [iaE] &2), ZHERDS
SHBRICR S, HR L [T RER] o= BB/RE2ANT AT, BEHN
OHFETRLEDDE, LELIDOEFIIL/ZELTH, 22T TR TIEAR
{y ZOMFEDLLDERNPL 2D TH2, 2F D, HEEATLEZ LTV A
WHFO—FH AT LA % ZHHERIHEDAFNATLE S0
Thbo UL, Hll#EA2S SAERELS LN TV (HE S TWZ),
EREHET 5 S DODOATEIRINC D o 7 BB O AL TIE W25 ) b
[P RAF O TR BILR ] [Putnam 1993 5 148] OILRE, FEfE. EMROZAL
Tl HOZLE LTIRZRIEE S0 ZORBIERZ 80 T

72\,

HADOEHEZ Qi3 Banfield I21E, &9 LA2ZHZ RO LAY oHix
BATHAR S 5 WIZBURMERE (55 K L2RZRWESY, EVFTIF—
DODANTERT7TVYIT—=2a yE3NOBT, e D%25) 2 latd %
AIH <A >ITHHE L TW 2D 725, Z T E SRR 2 RBO A S,
—WERY, IR 2 RO TdH o 7272, Banfield ® HIF$ 8% & 1313 &5
WHDTH -7,

5. 8bhYIC

WL LIRMIZBNTH, B, 7YY IT—Ta YOBREZDONE VI [
Wit L2 5 Banfield I3 02572, EIR572569 FL WL op, &
ALESFELICRDZDN, TYVI—Ya YIIWIIZHINLERELDLEL
EZTWRLTHb, W2, BT 7T/ DANTEN, BH-boE
THER RO 7D IZHE L7120 . KEOMER - WEWAREZ B2 7-HW
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DI2OIEFE L7220 Lavold, amoral familism (242 ENTW5B P 5 Tl
Rl 2B T2 Lz IR TIE. MoFEEED L5 E 20wk
EHloTnENH2EIE, ZEXb Lol /20 TYVYIZ—Yarnk
D KPR 2 FE LS50 LI OR ) i T A RERILIZX S
[OFAR] ZFRLTVDEYTZT— ) OBED AR otz =V F
WA 2D % A5 0 &3 X T\ Camoral familism’ ([ L TW5 720, =
HRMRE BE T 2 FHOMISHH =<7 F >0 0O KR O L) B L
ZFIRTVBET TR, <TF>LFE - TF >OERICE > Ui E %
L7723 ) OBl E b AL TLE > Twab, Banfield lFXF4 12
HRELIZWMEREMLTCNSE L) T, RIE)TE RV LD 5E7259,
Banfield S RIE 7R O Lo 7-0id, ¥, EY 7 77— 2131208
BN TWEONTIE LV, T ZOBNEZFHIIT 572012 amoral familism’
L) LIER T2 THIF LT L TH v, M) NEid, %8,
YT 5= TRBEEREMLS, TYYI—YarokilE vy THA
FOBTIREED S e DB ORI B ) 272 % BEEIBRAE
T5H, TOMRBEREVBMDNAQEZZ O, B—A Vb, 7297 <
ZHRVLORKICKD ESENTLE I NS TH S,

[7E]

1) Banfield, Edward C. (1916-1999) ; 1930 -4, 7 2 ) 7 O BB E R FSA (REL
ER) 7uY s hOEIHED 5 7205 BURF O BRI R ORI B % FF
DEHITHRY, B LTI H ITTHZE R 720 BORO R A AR L 72 D13,
TUVISFHFNOAY 7T v TFTORETRELZLEETH- 7z BRRAB N
BREEZ LOTEIAN Loifiz d O TBHWIZHML <R, 4F
HEDBMGT DL o TV S TH D, BanfieldiZ T {227 M F
vuy 7T, BBEOBRENTHOBELVREROMEZ I LD, HOENIE,
BHF DM v, COMWOBRREZAY 7S Y FORERIN L, BET 52
LA RLZ LI H ot TIYVI—3a v ~"OERBIZZIHSHBE -T2,

2) A %) TiERRU Una Comunita del Mezzogiorno [B#d 2 I 2 =5 4] L
LT, 1961 FFICH &Nz 28, ZNIFEHEHEINE I 3oz LA L,
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4)
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1976 4 Le Basi Morali di una Societa Arretrata [JEN 7242 O ) FLAE] (Z00E
SNTHM SN &, REGBELIFAL, TNLE RS NS -0
HOMIZHRDEFNETH D, 45 ) 7T OFRFEHER NFEEE O IBIL70 4487
L—5ICEE 0. B4 AT E 72 2010 4E F C. “amoral familism’ % % { >
TRTLRVE@FI % T %, Banfield i HBLOVIED /20, B4 7Y 7D
BT To728, FOTA Yy MY XL EEHESNIZAN, FIUE Y
DT A A DOWFEH 72D DREFEIZIEY 2 b D TH - 72 [Marselli 19631, 2%
Dy HAZ)TRETA) A OWHERBROBNMEEZEZ 5700 [HF] T
L7 ho7zDThHbo Pizzorold, —HBINIEL O HEROMZETVA~D
TREEDS—FFOREE LR L T b, Colombisid [ FEHEOHCHEL] (B X%
WE—E L RKIRO ISR 2 ST & A BIAR ORI, A ioH
BOWRE R DREE W Z T 5 LR, Friz & famiglianza' [ KIEH
FIWR ] 23R T 5, FEEDVEBRELRS 28 13—D2TH %S, ‘amoral familism 1%
[BEWHIS N2 DD familism DIFTEZ DD DIEFEEL TV RN LETH 5,
Banfield (X[ € > 7 77—/ | L W) RHOMAEHNTWDA, NI h—%
WCEAETLTHTH S,
Fukuyama, Francis (1952-) : KEDFERIZ DAL D HERWEINZH D |
ER &M ADHIZH MR EEISHE S I v e v B, 14
T HEEBODDRELBRTND, Pz k) IR ERESICO RO NS
& 59 [1995 Italian Confucianism] o

Putnam, Robert D. (1940-) : Banfield ® 'amoral familism' % & S 1258 34, [T
Razaz=s41Lwiltax oL >TA &) 7K GNRA) 258 L7z,
I TTHRII 2 =T 4 I BRELTBY., "amoral familism \ZiHKT 5
AREH e v & IR RT W 5 [1993 Making democracy work] o
EVT I/ TIETRRIE V) FEII. ZO0FKRTHwONS, &I,
THAEPTHE ) —2ik. LHEIETEHEGHELT2)OEKTH S,

[Z% k]

Bagnasco, Arnaldo (2006) Ritorno a Montegrano, Le Basi Morali di una Societa Arretrata,

Banfield, Edward, Il Mulino, pp.7-34.
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SUMMARY

‘Mezzogiorno' and amoral familism
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From the 1950s through the 1960s, a geographical category existed in Italy
whose name and reputation seemed to connote almost a climate antithetical to
modernization. This was Mezzogiorno—an area best known for having led the
American political scientist Edward C. Banfield to coin the term ‘amoral familism’
(The Moral Basis of a Backward Society, 1958). Yet, the primary focus of this article
is not simply the ‘creation’ of this geographical category and its isolation due to a
reputation for ‘backwardness’ but the clarification of a “silent social solidarity” and
its concomitant “logic of familial ties” expressed in the dynamics of various
relationships that could be immediately drawn on according to circumstances
to ensure the survival of the regions’ inhabitants. In this paper, I reconsider the
Banfield's” concept of the ‘amoral familism’. In doing so, I demonstrate how such a
concept appears to be little more than the vestiges of a prior age in terms of the spirit
of modernization and actually uses strategies incorporating heterogeneous elements
while working to adjust mutual relations to maintain equilibrium and immediate

satisfaction as much as possible.





