Old Coverage

K

Selected Media Reprints Related to IAV, 1986 — 1991

IAV /1841 Broadway, Suite 211/ New York, NY 10023

212.246.3942 / www.americanvalues.org



IN THESE TIMES AUG. 22-SEPT. 4, 1984 6

Citizen Action
eyes election

PITTSBURGH, PA—The Citizen
Action network, with 22 state af-
filiates, has traditionally been a
loose confederation of organiza-
tions sharing common agendas in
their home states but no national
program. That’s been gradually
changing, and this election year
has accelerated the process.

Its leadership conference in
Pittsburgh the last weekend in
July, co-sponsored by its training
institute, Midwest Academy,
highlighted the group’s plans for
an electoral offensive to defeat
Ronald Reagan and elect left and
liberal candidates to national,
state and local office. Citizen Ac-
tion will work for seven U.S.
Senate candidates, 44 House
hopefuls, 54 state and local of-
ficeseekers, and is sponsoring a
voter registration effort to regi-
ster 750,000 new voters.

To date, Citizen Action has
had little national recognition.

i Some of the stronger state organ-

izations, such as the Ohio Public
Interest Campaign, California’s
Campaign for Economic Demo-
cracy and the Illinois Public Ac-
tion Council, have attracted no-
tice. Through its Citizen/Labor
Energy Coalition, it mobilized
enough grassroots opposition to
help kill Reagan’s proposal to de-
control natural gas (a rare and
unexpected defeat for the admin-
istration), which in turn prompt-
ed Mobil Oil to excorciate the or-
ganization in several of its ‘‘pub-
lic service’”” Op-Ed advertise-
ments. Earlier this year, Citizen
Action began a National Cam-
paign Against Toxic Hazards.
and already a significant strength-
ening of national Superfund legi-
slation appears within its politi-
cal reach.

But electoral work will de-
mand most of the network’s na-
tional energy this year, absorbing

'much of its combined $1.8 mil-
'lion budget and 1.5 million mem-
‘bers. A door-to-door canvass in

300 congressional districts is
pitching both the Citizen Action
agenda as well as its chosen can-
didates.

The electoral emphasis is only
part of a deeper organizational
change. Formed in 1979 as a co-
alition of autonomous state or-
ganizations, in the last year the
network’s localism—in politics
and in money—has yielded to
greater central control and na-
tional focus. National Board and
staff members speak of much
that remains to be done; Citizen
Action, in national terms, is still
in its nascency. But the consoli-
dation to date has been dramatic,
and the future direction clear.

Both of these changes—going
electoral and going national—are
in large measure a response to the
election of Ronald Reagan in
1980. Among the many changes
that Reagan has wrought, the left
can thank him for at least these:
he has pushed hundreds of dis-
parate local organizing efforts
into national politics, and he has
taught them that elections are a
necessary arena for political ac-
tivity. Citizen Action is a striking
example of this new type of or-
ganization: national, yet rooted
in local communities, and com-
bining elections with the more
traditional tactics of protest and
direct action. '

At least some people see clear-
ly what is happening. Listen to
the Heritage Foundation, think
tank of the New Right. They re-
cently discovered the ‘‘Hidden
Agenda, Hidden Danger”’ in Cit-
izen Action: it had ‘‘succeeded
where others have failed”’ to of-
fer community groups ‘‘a path to
mainstream power.’’

—David Blankenhorn |
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CORRESPONDENCE

SKEWED SKERRY

To the editors:
Peter Skerry cannot understand why
the White House’s determination to
“defund the left” does not stop with
“New Left types” with “roots in 1960s
radicalism,” but extends even to the In- '
dustrial Areas Foundation (“Vendetta
" in the Valley,” TNR, September 17 &
24). I think Reagan’s people grasp the
political realities better than Skerry
- does. Each of the major community or-
ganizing efforts in the country—LA.F.,
Citizen Action, ACORN, National Peo-
ple’s Action, and others—threaten Rea-
gan for the same reasons: they seek to
empower the poor, specifically by regis-
tering poor people to vote. Rather than
criticize all organizers except the LAF,
Skerry should take the time to find out
something about them. By emphasizing
what divides organizers, not what
unites them, he indulges in a sectarian-
ism that distorts an otherwise excellent
analysis.
DAVID BLANKENHORN
New York, New York



By David Blankenhorn

he family is likely to

become one of the cen-

tral issues of the 1986

and 1988 political cam-

paigns. Family con-

cerns and family

values cut across ideological lines

and involve millions of Americans in

ways that most issues simply do not.

But while any public figure with an

ounce of sense ought now to be stak-

ing a claim to this subject, most will

content themselves with the same

sugary pieties about the sanctity of
family life.

There’s an opportunity out there for
serious politicians who wish to define
family issues in meaningful terms
and offer a program for addressing
them. And so far neither left nor right
has seized the initiative.

Such a program must recognize
three fundamental social facts.

The first is that the percentage of
women in the labor force will soon
roughly equal that of men. Already,
nearly 70 percent of mothers with
school-age children work outside the
home as well as in it — surely the
greatest shift in American family life
during this century.

The second fact is that real family
income, after having doubled from
1947 through 1973, has stagnated for
the past 12 years and was lower in
1984 (the lgst year for which data are
available) than in 1973. In particular,
the median income of younger fami-

David Blankenhorn is co-director of
the Institute for American Values, a
public-policy organization conducting
a research project,on family issues.

THE NEW YORK TIMES, SUNDAY, MARCH 23, 1986

Family Values, Without Sugary Pieties

lies has dropped 8 percent since 1973.
Baby-boomers now face acute pres-
sures at key moments in family life,
such as buying a first home or having
a child.

The third fact is the growing link
between family breakdown and pov-
erty. Today, one child in four in
America is poor and 40 percent of all
poor Americans are children — a
tragedy closely bound up with teen
pregnancies and single-parent
homes.

The New Right began to coalesce
under the pro-family banner in the
late 1970’s, prompted in part by what
they perceived as Government inter-
ference in family life by the Carter
Administration. And since President
Reagan uses family imagery to deco-
rate nearly every proposal, most con-

servatives consider the family their -

sole political property.

Yet a strand of hypocrisy runs
through the conservative position. In
last year’s House battle over tax re-
form, for example, New Right “pro-
family”’ forces in and out of Congress
fought and nearly killed the very bill
that offered the most tax relief for the
average family. Why? Because, they
said, the bill was “anti-business’’: It
paid for family tax cuts by closing
corporate loopholes. While trumpet-
ing family values, these conserva-
tives yearn even more for capital
formation.

Or take Mr. Reagan’s recent State
of the Union pledge to reform the wel-
fare system. No matter how often he
invoked family themes in that ad-
dress, does anyone doubt that the Ad-
ministration’s interest in this crucial
family issue pretty much begins and
ends with a fervent desire to cut
spending?

Of course, there are some conser-
vative activists such as Paul Weyrich
and Phyllis Shlafly who really believe
what they say about families. The
problem is what they believe. For ex-
ample, they oppose any initiative to
help working mothers, such as child-
care tax credits or day-care pro-
grams, because at bottom they op-
pose the very idea of women entering
the labor force. They seek nothing
less than repeal of the last 30 years of
new opportunities for women.

As conservatives put their own spe-

An issue
that can
challenge
progressives

cial spin on the family debate, pro-
gressives seem ambivalent and de-
fensive. Aside from some rhetoric
about family verities — little differ-
ent from right-wing boiler plate —
progressives have hardly begun to of-
fer new initiatives to strengthen the
family. Many seem almost resigned
to remaining in the “anti-family’’ box
their opponents have put them in.

Yet family issues offer progres-
sives perhaps their best chance to
redefine the national debate on social
policy. They could start with three
ideas.

First, help working parents to be
better parents. The workplace has yet
to adjust to the changing family.

Through public and private initia-
tives, we should extend flexible work
hours and benefits packages, in-
crease maternity and paternity
leaves and establish on-site child-
care facilities. Such efforts would
allow parents more time with their
children and offer them greater free-
dom to balance the demands of
family and work.

Second, institute pro-family tax re-
form. Individual rates should be low-
ered, and the code should start treat-
ing children as investments by signif-
icantly increasing the amount al-
lowed for child exemptions. Credits
for child care should be raised. The
so-called marriage penalty must be
eliminated. Poor families should be
removed from the tax rolls. Many of
these provisions are contained in the
recently passed House bill but face
stiff Senate opposition. Conservatives
must choose: side with pro-family re-
form or with corporate loopholes.

Third, recognize children in pov-
erty as the nation’s greatest moral
challenge. We should invest more, not
less, in nutrition,” health care and
education for poor children. Moral
leadership and new public-private
ventures are necessary to reduce
teen-age pregnancies and sexual irre-
sponsibility. Failed welfare pro-
grams should be converted as much
as possible into education and job-
training programs.

 The family debate offers a compel-
ling organizing principle for social
policy. It is a theme that unites an
otherwise disparate array of issues
and policy options. It should be perfect
for politically beleaguered progres-
sives, who often seem incapable of
conveying a moral message that binds
policy ideasinto alargervision. O

i
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The Shrinking Deductibility Value of Children

To the Editor:

David Blankenhorn didn’t check
with me before he presumed to state
my views in his Op-Ed piece on
family values (March 23). Maybe
that’s why he stated them falsely.

The centerpiece in our proposals to
help the family economically is Presi-
dent Reagan’s proposal to raise the
income-tax exemption for taxpayers,
spouses and each child from $1,000 to
$2,000 a year. This is the best, most
cost-efficient and fairest way to help
all children.

The Democratic majority in the
House of Representatives not only
refused to allow this $2,000 exemption
for all children, but also rigged the
House rules in order to prevent a floor
vote on this key issue. We opposed the
House bill because this central pro-
family feature was taken out by the
Democrat-controlled Ways  and
Means Committee.

Our opposition to the House bill had
nothing to do with its corporate provi-
sions one way or the other. We op-
posed the way the House refused to
allow a vote on the $2,000 exemption,
and we also opposed the way in which

the Ways and Means Committee tried
to slip over on the American people a
convoluted compromise in which chil-
dren would be valued differently de-
pending on whether their parents are
homeowners or not,

The liberal approach to family fi-
nances is to keep taxes high and then
allocate credits, deductions, loop-
holes, benefits and handouts to the
particular segments of society that
the liberals favor (of course, after
paying an army of bureaucrats and
social-service professionals along
the way). The conservative ap-
proach is to let families spend their
own money.

1f children were to have the same
value in the income-tax code that they
had 35 years ago, the exemption
would be $5,500 a child per year.
Under the liberal big-spending fiscal
policies, the value of a child has been
reduced by three-fourths over the last
35 years.

This injustice cries out for a reme-
dy, and conservatives will continue to
work hard to achieve this pro-family
remedy. PHYLLIS SCHLAFLY

Alton, Ill., March 24, 1986

Progressives at Work
On Helping Families

To the Editor:

David Blankenhorn is right when
he implies that demographics should
drive social policy (‘“‘Family Values,
Without Sugary Pieties,”” Op-Ed,
March 23). He is wrong, however, to
say that progressives have left the
helm of the family debate to conser-
vatives.

Over the last several years we have
passed legislation establishing flex-
ible work time and work-sharing op-
tions for Federal workers. We have
led the debate for better, more avail-
able child care. And now we have in-
troduced legislation calling for a na-
tional parental and medical leave
policy for working men and women.

This new legislation, the parental
and medical leave bill of 1986, would
allow parents to take up to 18 weeks of
unpaid, job-protected leave to care
for their newborn, newly adopted or
seriously ill children. It would also
provide seriously ill employees a job-

. protected, unpaid leave for up to 26

weeks.

Such a national leave policy would
provide parents the flexibility and
economic security to bridge the
worlds of work and family.

I am glad to see that Mr. Blanken-
horn has discovered that demography
is destiny. For those of us who have
long been pointing to the record num-
bers of women who have entered the
work force in the last two decades
alone, and the ever-growing propor-
tion of working mothers/ it is a relief
to be joined by others who have awak-
ened to the fact that the myth of the
Norman Rockwell family is on its last
breath. PAT SCHROEDER

Member of Congress, 1st Dist., Colo.
Washington, March 26, 1986



Progressive Counter Offensive

Editors:

The Institute for American Values, a newly formed
public policy organization based in New York, is put-
ting together a “Talent Bank” of progressive scholars
from around the country. The purpose of the Talent
Bank is to link the community of progressive scholars

sy . more closely to the worlds of public policymaking and
| political organizing. It will also serve as a publications

IN THESE TIMES MAY 7-13, 1986

‘ Family fun clearinghouse and a vehicle for cooperative work and

| : : | resource-sharing.

. The left is trying to wrest back the banner of Famﬂy from the nght. The current conservative ascendancy owes much to
| And rightly so. In the war of ideas, the New Right currently the fact that, since the early 1970’s, the right has
~ outspends the left by at least five to one and has appropriated dramatically increased its investment in the organiza-
" fundamental American values such as family, work and patriotism tion, production and marketing of ideas. Last year, for

example, we identified thirteen liberal/progressive
multi-issue think tanks with combined budgets totaling
under $15.7 million. By contrast, we found thirty-one

to serve its narrow ideological interests. At least that’s the view of
 the New York-based Institute for American Values (TAV), a new

organization that hopes to follow in the footst.eps of Norman Lear’s explicity conservative/anti-liberal institutes whose

- prosperous People for the American Way, which acts as a watchdog combined budgets exceeded $72 million.

' against the religious right. The IAV has drafted a “farrEﬂy . If you are interested jnjoining a “counter-offensive”

- opportunity agenda” and also plans to link up academic I‘E:SBI:J.I‘Ch that will bring progressive scholarship more directly to
talent with community-based economic efforts. “This is not just a :m“m polignBlas: C]’Pm_lon m?kmiv and °rga\';!?ng.

: ical e.” explains co-director David Blankenhorn. | et us hear from you: nsu}ute or American Values,
tactical Move, £Xp 250 West 57th Street, Suite 2415, New York, NY

“Progressives must start talking clearly about values and visions.” 10107; (212) 246-3942.

— B Davip BLANKENHORN
Co-Director, Institute for
American Values 0O

dizent

To the editors: SPRING 1986

Robert Kuttner is mistaken to say that
Reagan and the right have only “one
big idea,” namely that “government is
bad, private enterprise is good.” In fact,
conservatives today have three big
ideas. One, as Kuttner states, is that
government is bad. The second is that
choice and tolerance are bad, Victorian
morality is good. The third is that the
Soviet Union is the source of nearly ev-
ery problem in the world, and must be
combated through military buildups
and the use of force. The Heritage
Foundation regularly packages these
ideas as promoting “free markets, a
strong defense, and traditional values.”
The unfortunate truth is that a renewed
liberalism, armed with one “‘big idea”
about the positive role of government in
the economy, will have solved only part
of the problem. THE NEW REPUBLIC
DAVID BLANKENHORN

New York, New York
DECEMBER 30, 1985
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Fa_mily Income Needs Big Lift

By David Blankenhorn

IKE FIVE MILLION New York families,

mine recently received an April newsletter

from Sen. Alfonse D’Amato (R-N.Y.). In it
he defends the Reagan administration’s economic
policies by stating that “family income is at an all-
time high.” The same point was made a few weeks
earlier by James Miller III, who directs the federal
Office of Management and Budget, in testimony
before the Senate Budget Committee.

D’Amato and Miller are wrong. According to
official government statistics — recorded, among
other places, in the “1986 Economic Report of the
President” — median family income reached its
“all-time high” of $28,167 in 1973. Since then, it
has stagnated. In 1984 (the last year for which
statistics are available), median family income
stood at $26,433 — well below the 1973 level and
roughly equal to the median family income of 1970.

This long stagnation is one of the central eco-
nomic facts of the decade. It is all the more re-
markable when corapared to what preceded it:
From 1947 through 1973, the real income of
American families doubled. During no other time
in our history have we gone so long without an
improvement in family income.

A recent study by the Urban Institute on the
economic futurs of the Baby Boom compares the
income of today’s younger families to the income
of earlier generations. For example, the real in-
come of an average 30-year-old man in 1959 in-
creased 49 percent over the next 10 years. If he
bought a home, he paid an average of 16 percent of
his monthly income in mortgage payments. In
contrast, an average 30-year-old man in, 1973 saw
his income decline slightly over the next 10 years;
he spent 21 percent of his income on mortgage
payments. By 1983, a 30-year-old man not only
earned less than did the average 30-year-old in
1973, but also faced paying 40 percent of his in-
come in mortgage payments.

Women today in the labor force have not gener-
ated enough extra family income to offset these
declines. According to the Congressional Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, the real income of families with
children declined by 8 percent from 1973 through
1984. Unless these trends are arrested, a genera-
tion of young families will see the American dream
of rising prosperity pass them by.

If we congider families by class instead of age,
a similarly distressing picture emerges. The Cen-
ter on Budget and Policy Priorities has calculated
that the poorest 40 percent of America’s families
(those with incomes below $21,700) received only

-1415.7 percent of total national income in 1984 —

their smallest share gince the Census Bureau be-
gan collecting these statisfics in 1947. The middle

L) ]

20 percent received about 17 percent of the econom-
ic pie — also their lowest share since 1947. Thus,
while the wealthiest families have improved their
incomes, the bottom 60 percent — the vast middle
class and the poor — are losing ground. We are
becoming what has been called a “split-level econo-
my,” marked by growing inequalities between
older and younger, richer and poorer.

Economists and demographers offer several ex-
planations for these disturbing facts. First, mil-
lions of Baby Boomers flooded into the labor force
in the 1970s, competing for jobs and depressing
the wages of younger workers beginning their ca-
reers and families. Second, there is a strong and
growing link between family breakdown — teen
pregnancies and single-parent homes — and the
increasing numbers of children in poverty. Third,
structural changes in the U.S. economy — par-
ticularly, increased international competition and
the resulting stagnation in basic industries —
may be the cause of a “shrinking middle class”
and growing income inequality.

The Reagan administration’s policies, far from
confronting these problems, have generally either
ignored them or made them worse. For example,

Young families could see
the American dream of

rising prosperity pass by.

thanks to President Ronald Reagan’s 1981 tax
changes, the number of poor families paying fed-
eral taxes tripled from 1981 through 1983. For the
first time, the federal government began taxing
families into poverty. That is a family policy, but
exactly the wrong kind. In the case of younger
families, the administration opposes virtually ev-
ery proposal to help them at key moments in fam-
ily life, such as having a child or buying a home.

To reverse these damaging trends in famil_y in-
come is surely one of our most important national
challenges. It will not be easy, and the challenge
does not seem to place high on the administra-
tion’s agenda. But one thing is certain: We will
never reverse them as long as the public hardly
bothers to notice when high officials report that
“family income is at an all-time high.”

David Blankenhorn is co-director of the Insti-
tute for American Values, a public policy or-
ganization. doing research on family issues.
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Family Income Is Far
From ‘All-Time High’

To the Editor:

Senator Alfonse M. D’Amato this
month sent a newsletter to about five
million New York families. In it, he
defends the Reagan Administration’s
economic policies by stating that
“family income is at an all-time
high.”

The Senator is wrong. Real median
family income reached its ‘‘all-time
high,’” $28,167, in 1973. Since then, it
has stagnated. The most recent
statistics are for 1984, when median
family income stood at $26,433 — well
below the 1973 level and roughly equal
to the median income of 1970. These .
figures have been compiled by the of-
ficial agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment and appear, among other
places, in the 1986 Economic Report
of the President.”

The long stagnation in family in-
come is one of the central economic
facts of the last 10 years. Yet the Sena-
tor seems not to know it. Given the in-
cessant pro-family rhetoric of the Ad-
ministration and its supporters in Con-
gress, we might expect the Senator to
get the facts straight when speaking of
such an important family issue —
especially when taxpayer’s money is
used to print and mail out these news-
letters. DAVID BLANKENHORN

_ Co-Director
Institute for American Values
New York, April 28, 1986




TH66-9p2 (212) » LOIO1 AN "NUOA AIN
SIPZ ALINS LIIULS PLC 15TM 082

SANTVA NVOMIWY HOJ LLNLLLSNI

‘p861 JO 3|0BqaP BN} J3)JE pamdewy-

9ARY PINOD auoAue uBy) aIoW Juop
aaRy 1M Aay) ‘Dloym B se £nunod
ay) Juissaappe uj Inq ‘sdnoasd jsatajut
0) sjeadde se jou ‘suonsanb yons aje
-19uadal 0} A[jwiej ay) 2sn ued — auo
-Aue jj — sjesoowaq ayl JI . (S12a11s
£319 uo 2afaIns o) Juidry Junok
ueqan sy ‘wrej sj1 Suiso] Ajjwej ayy
‘1ojlom [ernsnpul pasojdwaun ayy
0]) amo0 nok op JeUA,, :uopsanb Suy
-ladwod ay) asod Inq SIaMSUE dNBID
-neatnq Appiaw jou apiaold pinoys
— ,92ualsuod jo Aued ayy aq osje
pInoys a3y jng ‘uoissedwod jo Aped
3y} SAA[SWAY] [[BD,, ‘MIIAIDI)U] UE U]
pies Aa|peag [iig ‘Sjerdowdq ayL
. Anunod sy} ut pajuapadaid
. -un Krqeqoid s,jey} Ssaupalajuad
-J125 pauonoues A[[e[oljjo ue £q paje
-NUaYJE U93q Ser AJunuIwod Jo Bap!
. ajoym 9y} jey) pue ,‘A19A003l1, SIU}
J0 Suuurdaq ay) je pip uey) Aaaod

Up 2AI] USIP[IYD 2IOW JBI) ‘DIqNOJ}

uy Adeap st Anwej 2y} jeyy pues
-19pun o) siaquinu 3y) je 3uo] }0o[
0] 2ABY J,US3a0p 3uQ 'UOISSBdeO
Jo sonijod ay) a10)sa1 0] uidiay
uf [fej AfpJey ued 31 ‘gge1 10) soniod
[enjuapisald jo JXaju0d 3y) uf s[iej
A3aens ® HONS I NIAH LIA

‘syuauoddo J1a1) ssa1d 13)13q ued —

J9pI0 uj asNoY umo 1[au) 2AeY Aay}

J1 — sjeIdowa( au} YoIum Ujim sans
-S1 ma) snopoaid ale alay) nq ‘Y3l
1191 YiiM dABY [[IM Sjesdows( 21
uey} §861 Ul JYSLL JI2Y) UM BQNOIY;
210w aaey o) Surod aie suedrqnd
-2y ay) jey) 1Sl aq jou Aew yuelq
Aauseqg ‘jujod ajqerau[na jsow sjt
18 Aaed ueoiqnday au) ojul adpam
B 2AUIp Aew Kay) ‘soptjod iaty ojut
a1l 1eannod mau jnd Aquo jou few
L9y ‘ySnouo piey epuade suaip
-[IY2 pue A[JWe] pauwriojul-anjea
e ysnd ued sjeIoowa( 3y} JI ‘@sned
uoWIWOod 9Yew ued sjuawald ayddnk
‘uepreptaqy sAued oyl ydlUm UM
epuade [B1D0S B 2ABY )I S0P JON
‘u0agpnp jeoruejuind ydiy umo
s)1 uey) Jayjo Aoueudaid sfe-usa)
Joj weidold ou ‘spry pasnqe Jo Jood
JOJ S22]AJ3S 0U ‘da1alns 0} Sungdnas
Sa[lwe} I0j suolnjos ou — Aij
-Uno3 ayj} 13J0 0} [N sey Aued usd
-11qnday ay} uryiim S Jsiejuawep
-unj ayj ‘011039yJ Ajiwej ayj puofag
*SHUBI UMO JIU) UM S3NNDYJIP

i Youas avossv/Ge yos§ 1919d Ag

oogy oyuowrees UL 9841 ‘41 feyy

aAeT 0] Aiby1l a1e suedjiqnday ay)
yo1ym uo anssi juejrodul jsowr ay)
Alqeqodd pue Solwjul uey) Jayjel
[euonjisoddo aq 0j sn Smoj[e jey}
Supy Auo ayj st Ajjuiey au),, ‘snejje
ug[a.10j up 10 AUIOU0D3 Y} Ul I13)SESIP
a1qeziudodal . S| 2131) ssajun jey] —
aARY S)eI00W(] Y} Uiy 1524 ay) ST
Anwej ay) jey} juswndie s,uloyuay
-ue|g U] 2210 JO 10 B 51 319y} 194

i —— b ‘Bujzijeal
y110m SWaas ATpdey jeY) Usim e ‘uloy
-uayue|d plo) UapAy UOQ UBWSSIZ
-uo) uo8aiQ ,'api1s Arddns Ino aq
ued spyL, "Apjeas [eoniod uey) 3ug

" -)upg) [njuSim 2I0W 3q [[S ABW ‘S3[0

-USNJNISUOD IAISIAIP SIUI[]AWOS pue

! 3SIDAIP UMO J[3Y) 0} wop||edy) SujzA|

-eted Jroy) pue uedeay jJo [[ads ay)
yj0q 2dedsa uoos [[ia A3y} jey) sjeld
-owaq- Auew jo adoy [aqesed ay}

. oy ‘Anqurey ay) Supanjdeday ‘asInod
“JO ‘ujelrad s§ SIHL J0 ANON

‘readde Guidjiun uons B
0jul PaHIAUO0D 3q UBD A3} SYUIY) 3y
— ssausnoroasd 1113 Jo adaid Jayjo
-ue jsnf Se passiwsIp SNiy) pue saunw
-wod 10 sajdnoa Aed jnoqe sysdy
wolj ‘soniod [enxas wod) Aeme
1day aq ued K91} JI pue — Sanjea
J2pe0.Iq JO JX3ju0d IY) Ul }3s aq uwd
.S9Nss| uoissedwiod,, a1} Ji jng "3210A
auo] e A[piey st 9y ydiym uo juiod
e ‘pres ay ,‘J19s ay) uey) Jadte| sasod

.=Ind 10j I38uny e §,219Y], 'SINSSI

£119A0d Se 10 SINSS] S,USWOM SB JSBD
ar1. A3y 1 ,onewsqoid, se sduiyy
asoy) [[e sptedar ay ‘Ajuedfjiudis
*(1591 3] [[B PUE ‘douUBINSUL
)eay ‘safem) sSi1ayiom JO S)jauaq
PUEB SPUBWAP [BUO[JUIAUOD Il0wW
3y} J0j SE [[om Se ‘918D [y pasosd

obnH/oiydelb sag

g

-wiy ‘Surreys qof ‘uroq s Aqeq e uaym

i3
Bl
il

- S3AB9] 9YE) 0] — SIIYJE) pUR SId

-jow — sjualed jo Jydul ay) ‘sinoy
Juiydom I[qIX3[} aJow se s3ufy)
yons ui }salajuf drqnd (a1 S1 919Y)
1By} papensiad s} uloyuayuelg
Jsuonoelsqe onewwesd
-0xd S| 9aey nok (e ‘s3uly) asoy)
jnoqe e} juop nok ji ng juaw

Awn4 ay) Butingdpisy

Alejuauwiuio))

Aruwoed pue uvonediqo ‘aurdsip
jo 93en3ue] au) ajeridosdde 0] pamo[
-|2 U293 JABY SIA[BAIISUOD “JINSAI
B SV, 'ABp J21]0 3y} malAla)ul ue ug
pies ay ,‘suopjsanb sonjea ay) ssaup
-pe 0} 2DUB)IN[AI B uaaq S,919YL,
*21N)NJ 9|qBIISAI0] AY) Uf UM
ued £3y] yaIym uo auo Ajuo ay) L|qe
-qoad Inq ‘si3yjo Auew jeald e awely
ued Jey} anssi ayj ApJaw jou S|
A[iwiej ay) Jeyj SjeId0wa(g ay) apens
-1ad 0) Surdy) s ‘[e1aqi] pajpaldde
Anng e ‘Apuedijiudis ‘pue Jaziuedio
Ajunuwiwod Jaulioj B ‘uloyuayueq
‘sjueld [jews jo ardnod B yum
‘Sanjep uedlIawly J0j a)njusuy
2} palred Ajpueid ad(Jjo HI0A MaN

_ Aun e jo o uoyjeziuedio uosiad

-0M] B S}O2I[p-02 Oym uloyuayue|g
plaeg paweu uew Sunok e S| nj
-Jy8noy; jsow ay) sdeysad ng *(uon
-eIaua8 ' uey) dJow Joj A)Anaf
-qo pue uojssed yjoq uim 3y sty
Juidem uaaq Sey Yoium ‘puny asuaj
-a( sualp[iy) auy 1l suonezjuedlo
'351M02 JO ‘pue) BIUIOJI[ED JO JBITIA
931090 pue SPISNYIESSB JO Juelq
Kaureg oyI] uawssaaduod ‘Aasiar
MaN Jo Aarpeid [I1@ 9WI[ SIOjeuds
‘eutjoJe) Yjnos jo A3[1Y preydry
pue SBSUBNIY JO UOUTID [[1F X1l
S10UI3A0F UJIdYINOS — SIANSS[ 3s0Y)
noqe Supjje) Mot ale A1uUnod siyj ut
a1doad Jo YHAWNN ONIMOYD V

*BA103]
-jouy pue [njayds ‘moieu L[njoom
st wajqoid jey} ‘10] SUOHIN[OS PUR ‘JO
uonuyap sAjofe [BIOW AU} jBU)
ssaualeme Sununouw ay) pue Anunod
s{y) ul sanea 0} pauaddey sey Suiyp
-9UI0S JBY) ISuas aalseatad ayl e
*foueudaid
33e-u99) Jo 9)e1 Suedde a3y} ‘uaip
-[1U2 2ABY 0S[E pue Sulall JO pIEpUE]S
3]qeuoseal B ulejulew jouued £ay)
ujenad sajdnod 3unoA jo Jaquinu 3ug
-s018 2y) ‘awoy 2y} IPISINO HIom 0]
aaey sjualed yjoq yorym uf uaapiyd
Ul Say[wej Jo sa[Enns ayL e
ueude)s uaaq Sey BIIBWY
uf Aj1wre] agdelaae ay) Jo WOIUY [BAX
a1} ‘opedap ® uey) alow J1og "jou
ARV S2WO0DU] SOy Juadsad g9 ay)

_ pue u|SHI U39q DABY SILUODU] ISOYM

SaI[juwe} UBdLIdWY JO Juadtad gp amy
ugam]aq uoisialp Sumoi3d 3yl e
:pPa13)Sn|d ale sIajjew
Jayjo Aueur jeaid ® yomym punoie
anssy af) ‘Aiqissod isnf ‘Inq ansst
ue A[uo jou awodaq Aew Ajwej ay)
‘3861 PUR 9gG1 J10J SINSS| 0] punote
1582 S)EI00Wa( SB PuB ‘ajqnod) ug si
Apwey ayy A[peq moy Sunedipul aje|
-MWNJJE BjEp Se Jng °Sieak Joj uol)
-sanb a1) Supise uaaq aaey — HI0X
MIN JO ueyjukop youjed [aiueq
‘uag a)11 @21doad — ajdoad Jo |njpuey
Vv ¢Aem Jey) aq 0] aaey Jf Sa0Q
*WwoY pue [00Y2S 3Y] uf
ssauaalssiuriad se s203 1aadjeym (1€}
-1n9 Ajjetauad pue ‘uaJpliyd 10aj01d
0) paudisap swesdord [eos adnp
-1 ‘saoialas Sujuuerd-Ajiwey punj
-ap ‘uofjioqe menno ‘Jafeid [ooyds
ozi1eda] 0) Juryaas sarijod 10j piom
apod [eoniod B 2wodaq S) ‘ssad
-01d ay} up -] 2} Aq pauopueqe
uaaq S Se eoUawy Ul Jydur ay)
£q paimyded yonw 0s uaaq Jusey A
-Jwej ayj, ‘apedap LSVd FHL NI




Newsdayy

WEDNESDAY, JULY 16, 1986

The Democrats
Can Win On
Family Issues

By David Blankenhorn

AMILY CONCERNS and family val-
F ues offer Democrats their best opportu-
nity to articulate a mew vision and
redefine the national debate on social policy.

The family is the only theme that divides
Republicans while uniting Democrats.

Under Ronald Reagan, the Republicans’
greatest achievement has been their ability
to unite social conservatives and economic
conservatives into an electoral coalition. So-
cial conservatives are the generally blue-col-
lar, often formerly Democratic, followers of
the New Right and television evangelists
such as Jerry Falwell; they focus on “moral
jssues” such as school prayer, pornography
and homosexuality. Economic conservatives
are the traditional business-oriented Repub-
licans of Main Street and Wall Street; they
focus on trickle-down economic policies.

Family issues split this coalition. The New
Right pushes a backward-looking family
agenda that is unpopular with 80 percent of
the electorate, but which is now enshrined in

- the Republican platform. Economic conserva-
tives, on the other hand, use family themes
mostly as window dressing for their anti-
egalitarian economic program.

Thus the family debate isolates and spot-
lights the most unattractive element of the
Republican Party: the New Right and the
Moral Majority. (The Moral Majority is so
unpopular that it recently changed its name
to the Liberty Federation.)

On the other hand, family issues could
unite Democrats, The most hotly contested
political constituency is the 22- to 40-year-
olds, the baby-boom generation which now
composes nearly 40 percent of the electorate.
These voters now face acute pressures as the
buy a first home or have children. '

Democrats helped an earlier generation
of families climb into the middle class, and
higher, with initiatives such as Federal
Housing Administration home loans and GI
Bill college educations.

Good policy, and good politics, demand
new initiatives for today’s young families in
the areas of home ownership, child care and
flexible workplaces for working parents.

Blue-collar voters deserted the Democrats
in large numbers in 1980 and 1984, partly
because the party’s elite were seen as indif-
ferent or hostile to traditional values. A pro-
family appeal would help Democrats win
back their former rank and file.

Strong family policies would help the poor
by recognizing children in poverty as our na-
tion’s greatest moral challenge. Welfare re-
form and investments in health care,
nutrition and education for poor children
would affirm a positive role for government
and build on the best of Democratic traditions.

One of today’s best-kept secrets is that
family income is stagnating or declining for
most families. Since 1973, the real income
(adjusted for inflation) of families with chil-
dren has dropped 8.3 percent.

Democrats could discover that-this long-
term decline in family income is the weakest
point in their opponents’ economic armor.

Family issues also meet the need of Demo-
crats to speak about values. Today there isa
longing among Americans for purposes larger
than the self, beyond “do your own thing.”

But Democrats have often been unable to
convey a clear message about values. They
have stressed rights more than obligations,
tolerance more than discipline, social compas-
sion more than individual responsibility.

The family theme conveys a moral mes-
sage and binds policy ideas into a larger vi-
sion. It should unite otherwise disparate
issues into a genuine profamily movement
that, unlike the one led by Jerry Falwell and
company, would be true to its name.

David Blankenhorn is co-director of the
Institute for American Values, a public
policy organization based in New York
that does research on family issues.
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" Tax reform should strengthen families

By David Blankenhorn
and Judy Farrell

ongress and the president now seem

poised, for the first time in 40 years, to

enact major tax reform legislation. A
bipartisan consensus, rapidly approaching the
status of conventional wisdom, now holds that
the tax code should be cleansed of almost all
loopholes, deductions and incentives in order to
pay for substantially lower marginal rates.

At the same time, the debate aver the
American family is growing louder. Pro-family
rhetoric from Republicans and Democrats alike
may seon register on the Richter scale. Policy
makers now recognize that families are in trou-
ble — from family breakdown and teen preg-
nancies, from stagnant or declining family
incomes, and from pressures facing young fami-
lies in which both parents work. Thus a growing
consensus demands that family values guide
public policies.

It would be a great tragedy if these two goals
— to reform taxes and to strengthen families —
were treated as separate and competing. After
all, the Internal Revenue Code is our nation’s
single most important family policy. Yet now
that the movement toward tax reform has
turned into a stampede, we will hear constantly
that the tax code must be neutral — that it
must not be twisted by politics into an instru-
ment for solving social problems. Loopholes and
deductions are the new enemy of everyone but
the “special interests.”

Much of this analysis is commendable. The
current tax code is indeed a vast feeding ground
for every vested interest able to form a PAC and
hire a lobbyist. In fact, these perversions, com-
bined with simple neglect, explain why the tax
code is now structured to promote nearly every-
thing except families. -

But American families are not simply
another special interest. They are society’s most
important institution; our most valuable nation-
al asset. That’s why policy makers should use
the tax code consciously to promote their stabil-
ity and well-being — even if doing so compro-
mises notions of neutrality and simplicity.

What would pro-family tax reform look like?
Both major proposals currently before the Con-
gress — the Rostenkowski plan approved by the
Democrat-led House, and the Packwood meas-
ure passed by the Republican-led Senate — are

=

far superior to the current tax code. Both, for
example, would remove about 6 million poor
families from the tax rolls, thus ending the
destructive policy, initiated by the Reagan tax
changes of 1981, of taxing families into poverty
But neither of the reform bills does as much as
it could, and should, to help families.

In the coming debate, tax reformers who
also want to be pro-family should propose a
“family tax credit” that would provide targeted
tax relief for families that are raising children.
It could be achieved by raising the dependent
exemption for children to $3,000, compared to
$1,080 under current law and up to $2,000
under the Rostenkowski and Packwood plans.
To help poor families, whose credits may exceed
their tax liability, the family tax credit should
be refundable. And to target most of the relief
to where it is most needed, the broad middle
class — the credit should be phased out for
wealthy families. Assuming, as does the Pack-
wood plan, a tax rate of 15 percent for most
families, the credit would amount to about $450
per child.

This is hardly a radical idea. Remember that
in 1948 the child exemption was $600. Yet the
Treasury Department recently adjusted this fig-
ure for inflation and calculated that if the
dependent exemption were to help families
today as much as it did in 1948, the exemption
would be $5,600. Raising it to $3,000 today

would only restore part of what families have
lost to inflation since 1948,

Today if you buy a racehorse, you can
deduct all the expenses of raising and caring for
it. Yet if you have a child, you can deduct only
$1,080 under current law, or up to $2,000 under
the two reform plans. As any parent knows, the
deduction is only a tiny fraction of the real cost
of raising a child.

A family tax credit would recognize that our
wisest investment is in our nation’s children.

Finally, such a measure would boost real
income for the majority of American families
who have faced an economic squeeze in recent
years. Real family income, after have doubled
from 1947 through 1973, has stagnated for the
past 12 years, and was lower in 1984, at $26,433,
than it was in 1973, when it reached $28,167. -
Hardest hit have been families with children,
whose real median income has dropped 8 per-
cent since 1973 — precisely the famiies that
would benefit from a family tax credit.

Of course this reform, like any, is not free —
economically or politically. Economically, it
would require a great measure of progressivity
in the tax.code. Yet the central flaw of the cur-
rent reform plans is that benefits are skewed
toward the affluent. Under the Senate plan, for
example, taxpayers earning more than $200,000
a year — 0.2 percent of the workforce — would
enjoy 16.1 percent of the total individual tax
cut. A family tax credit would redirect some of
this windfall toward the bottom 60 to 70 percent
of the nation's families.

Politically, it would require Congress to lean
against the winds of current fashion — to mod-
erate the proposed reductions in the top mar-
ginal rates for busineses and individuals in
order to pay for family-oriented deductions.
Ultimately, however, if the best politics is to
make good policy, pro-family tax reform may
prove to be twice-blessed.

Dauvid Blankenhorn is co-director of the Institute
for American Values, a public policy organization

based in New York that is doing a research project

on family issues. Judy Farrell is project coordina-
tor for the Economic Policy Council of the United
Nations Assocication in New York, which recently
published a report on. “Work and Family in the
United States: A Policy Initiative.”
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The Democrats can win on family issues

By DAVID BLANKENHORN

In this year’s political campaign, the
family can provide the Democrats with the
vision they need so badly. Family concerns
and family values offer Democrats their
best opportunity to redefine the natlonal
debate on social policy.

The argument would go something like
this: The American family is in trouble —
from family breakdown, child poverty,
teen pregnancies, stagnating income for the
average family, and the pressures facing
young families in which both parents work.

It would position Democrats as the party
committed to the security and well-being of
the family.

The family theme represents the only is-
sue that divides Republicans while uniting
Democrats. Under Ronald Reagan, the Re-
publicans’ greatest achievement has been
its ability to unite social conservatives and
economic conservatives into an electoral
coalition. Social conservatives are the gen-
erally blue collar, often formerly Demo-
cratic, followers of the New Right and the
television evangelists such as Jerry Fal-
well; they focus on “moral issues” such as
school prayer, pornography and homosex-
uality. Economic conservatives are the tra-
ditional business-oriented Republicans of
Main Street and Wall Street; they focus on
trickle-down economic policies.

Family issues split this coalition. The
New Right favors a backward-looking
family agenda — they oppose the whole
idea of women working outside the home,
for example — that is unpopular with 80
percent of the electorate, but which is now
enshrined in the Republican platform. Eco-
nomic conservatives, on the other hand, use
family themes mostly as window-dressing
for their anti-egalitarian economic pro-
gram. They believe in neither the right-
wing “pro-family” movement nor any ver-

sion of a progressive family policy.

On the other hand, family issues could
unite Democrats and highlight their best
ideas. The most hotly contested political
constituency currently is the 22-40 year-
old baby-boom generation, which now
comprises nearly 40 percent of the elector-
ate. Family issues have special appeal to
these voters who now face acute pressures
at key moments in family life, such as buy-
ing a first home or having a child. Demo-
crats helped an earlier generation of fam-
ilies climb into the middle class, and higher,
with initiatives such as FHA home loans
and GI Bill college educations. Good policy,
and good politics, demand new initiatives
for today’s younger families in the areas of
home ownership, child care and pro-family
workplaces that offer greater flexibility for
working parents.

Strong family policies would also help
the poor by recognizing children in poverty
as our nation’s greatest moral challenge.
Today more than one child in five in Ameri-
ca is poor and 40 percent of all poor Ameri-

INSTITUTE FOR AMERICAN VALUES
250 WEST 57th STREET SUITE 2415
NEW YORK, NY 10107 » (212) 246-3942

cans are children — a tragedy closely
bound up with teen pregnancies and single-
parent homes. Welfare reform, public/pri-
vate partnerships to reduce teenage sexual
irresponsibility, investments in health care,
nutrition and education for poor children —
such initiatives affirm a positive role for
government and build on the best of Demo-

“cratic traditions. Yet they speak to widely

shared family values and thus avoid the
connotation of special-interest spendmg |
programs.

One of today s best-kept secrets is that .
family income is stagnating or declining for
most families. Real median family income
reached its all-time high of $28,167 in 1973.
But in 1984 (the latest year for which sta-
tistics are available), median family income
stood at $26,433 — well below the 1973
level and roughly equal to the median fam-
ily income of 1970. At no other time in our
nation’s history have we gone so long with-
out an improvement in family income.

Hardest hit have been young families:
their income has dropped 8 percent since
1973. Income inequality — the gap separat-
ing the bottom 60-70 percent of families
from the affluent minority — is wider now
than at any time since the Census Bureau
began to record family incomes in 1947.

The family should become a frame and
an organizing principle for an entire Demo-
cratic policy agenda. It should be the theme
that conveys a moral message and binds
policy ideas into a larger vision. It should*
unite an otherwise disparate array of issues
and concerns into a genuine pro-family mo-
vemdnt that, unlike the one led by Jerry
Falwell and company, would be true to its
name.

David Blankenhorn is co-director of the
Institute for American Values, a public
policy organization based in New York
that is doing a research project on family
issues.
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Working Parents And The Work Place

Employers Need To Adjust Hours, Benefits To Reflect New Family Structure

By David Blankenhorn

ow much longer will corporate

leaders ignore the new realities

of the American work force and
the American family? In particular,
how much longer will they undermine
their own productivity by expecting to-
day’s workers to fit yesterday’'s person-
nel policies?

Surely corporate leaders see the
trends that have transformed the labor
force and restructured the family. Thir-
ty years ago, men comprised 70 percent
of the work force. Two out of three
American families consisted of a bread-

who raised the children.

Today men are only 56
percent of the work force.
Fewer than one in five fam-
ilies consist of two parents
and children supported by
a single income. Nearly 70
percent of mothers with
school-age children now
work outside the home as
well as in it, as do more
than half of all mothers
with preschool children. By
the turn of the century, de-
mographers predict, the
percentage of women in the
labor force will roughly
equal that of men.

But today's corporate
personnel policies remain
stuck in a 1950s time warp,

sumption that employees
have someone at home to
attend to family matters.
They don’t. Above all, to-
day's workers need flexible
policies that help them
bridge the gap between
work and family — policies
that permit working par-
ents to be better parents. Yet today

| about 60 percent of working mothers

are still not entitled to maternity leaves
— even unpaid ones — when they have
children.

Parental leaves for new fathers are
even rarer; Fewer than one in three
major companies offer them. Child care
also remains a low priority. Only about
2,500 of the nation’s 44,000 largest em-
ployers offer any assistance — finan-
cial, on-site centers or information and

referral — to employees with young

children.
Among these larger firms, fewer than

one in three allow flexible working

hours. About one in five offer flexible
benefit plans, in which employees can
purchase benefits, such as child-care as-

sistance, that suit their individual and
family circumstances. Fewer than one
in five permit job sharing.

Meanwhile, public demand for what
might be termed the pro-family work
place is clearly growing. Over the past
several years, the Roper Organization
has polled Americans to determine
which benefits they expect or desire
from employers and which they do not.
Their key finding in 1986: the rising de-
mand for family-support benefits for
working parents.

For example, the public’s desire for
company-supported child care has
grown 9 percent in five years: 33 per-

LN

cent of all adults now consider it either
an employer’s “definite responsibility”
or a “highly desirable” employee bene-
fit. Similarly, 32 percent strongly en-
dorse job-sharing, up 6 percent in five
years. Flexible working hours are now
supported by 55 percent of the public. A
recent Wall Street Journal/NBC News
poll found that 52 percent of Americans
agreed (37 percent disagreed) that
“companies should be required by law
to let men and women take up to 18
weeks of unpaid leave from their work

- after the birth or adoption of their

child.” In the case of seriously ill chil-
dren, 72 percent felt that parental
leaves should be available, )

The trends are clear. Support for the
pro-family work place will continue to

grow as a growing proportion of the
work force consists of parents who re-
quire new flexibility in balancing the
demands of working and parenting.

Fortunately, a small but growing
number of corporations and trade
unions are setting examples for others
to follow. Merck & Co., a major pharma-
ceutical firm, offers job-protected pa- .
rental leaves, for fathers as well as
mothers, for up to 18 months. Merck
also allows flexible working hours and
offers several on-site or nearby child-
care centers.

American Can Co. has established a
flexible benefits program that is both
cost-effective and popular
among employees. Ameri-
can Telephone and Tele-
graph, Corning Glass
Works, Levi Strauss and Co.
and Steelcase Inc. have
demonstrated similar lead-
ership and creativity.
Among trade unions, ‘the
Service Employees Interna-
tional Union and the Com-
munications Workers of
America have insisted on
the importance of family-
support benefits in contract
negotiations.

Those employers who
have introduced pro-family
reforms have done so not
despite their concern for
the bottom line but because
of it. They have found, not
surprisingly, that flexible
work-place policies result
in less absenteeism, lower
employee turnover, better
recruitment capacity and
higher employee morale.
They recognize, moreover,
that these investments in
people — what economists
call the human capital ap-
proach — are precisely the right strate-

" gy for improving American competitive-

ness in today’s global economy.

We should follow these leaders. We
cannot afford to ignore today’'s demo-
graphic and economic realities — to do
so would be a double tragedy, under-
mining both our work places and our
families. By now the basic features of
the pro-family work place are clear. So
are its benefits to both employer and
employee. It remains only to be recog-
nized as an idea whose time is already
overdue.

David Blankenhorn is co-director of
the Institute for American Values, a
New York-based organization that does
research on family issues.
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By Steve Max

Steve Max, curriculum director of the
Midwest Academy and veteran organizer,
addressed the 12th annual Academyl/Citi-
zen Action retreat in late July (In These
Times, Aug. 6). After describing the emer-
gence of a “post post pre-industrial society”
—manufacturing shifting overseas, robots
taking jobs, a mixture of economic “bust”
in the farm, manufacturing and mining
heartland combined with a “boom” in
sales, service, speculation and military
employment, Max argued that the left
must take family issues away from the
right. This is the conclusion of his speech.

HAT PARTICULARLY
concerns us is the
effect of this
changing economy
on our lives and the
lives of our fami-
lies. Starting in 1973, the steady rise in the
middle class standard of living, enjoyed by
many families since World War 11, came to
an end. The social reality behind the statis-
tics is complicated, because no one is really
average. Many people have been protected
from the fall in family income and for others
it has been much worse. Among our friends
and members, those most protected from
the fall in family income were already mid-
dle class by 1973. They own a home with
a low fixed-rate mortgage. They work for
a company that isn't laying off and has a
pension plan. Many are union members but
many are not. For them the economy still
works. ;

Three groups in the Citizen Action con-
stituency are hit hardest by the fall in family
income: the working poor trapped in mini-
mum jobs, including so many single
mothers; industrial workers and farmers los-

1o win a new majority
focus on family needs

ing jobs or land; and third, by far the largest
group, young people. They are part of the
baby boom, the first post-industrial genera-
tion to raise families in an economy very
different from the one in which their parents
worked.

On the whole, they won't do as well as
their parents did. A young man, 19 years
old, leaves his parents’ home to start his
own. During the decades of the '40s, *50s
and '60s, by the time that the man was 30
years old, he would already be making one-
third more money than his father made the
year that he left home. (That's adjusting for
inflation.) In the *70s and '80s that man at
age 30 is making 10 percent less than his
father made.

As the ability of men to earn enough
money to support a family falls, more mar-
ried women with children will go to work.
Our organizations have been concerned
with the right of women to work without
discrimination, but there is more to the prob-
lem. Many mothers of small children don't
want to work but have lost that option.
Among younger married women (age 25
to 35) only half worked back in 1974. Today
two-thirds work. The most telling fact is
that the number of working women with
children under the age of three is rising
fastest of all. They had held out while other
women were taking jobs. Now economic
conditions are pressing them to work. Half
of all mothers of infants are back in the
work force within a year, and this raises

child care to the level of a national problem
greater than it has ever been before.

Other problems are starting to rise out of
the new economy. For the last 50 years job
protection and stability grew, secured by
personnel policies, collective bargaining
and legislation. That's over. The new trend
is toward temporary employees and part-
time workers. Companies are restructuring
jobs so that more can be done part-time.
Over the last decade there has been a 25
percent increase in the use of part-time or
temporary workers. It's the Kelly Girl era.
Mostly women are involved. One firm inter-
viewed saves $2.50 an hour on every tem-
porary secretary they hire. The pay is lower
and there are no raises, no vacations, no
sick leave, no maternity leave and no ben-
efits. It was one thing for the wife of a
union member to take a part-time job, but
now we are seeing more and more families
without adequate health insurance or pen-
sions.

(cont)



New family agenda

The outlines of a new national family
agenda for this new generation is starting
to emerge. It comes from the needs of
people working service and technical jobs
and living in two-wage-earner families or
families headed by women. It involves
some traditional issues, but there are new
necessities for life in the new economy.
Day care; maternity and paternity leave;
pre-school education; life and health insur-
ance; pensions; health care for children,
parents and grandparents; flexible hours;
job sharing; housing and, of course,
wages top the list. It's also clear that a
college education is a necessity just to get
a decent paying job. These are all things
that members of the older generation
either didn’t need, got through the union
or could afford to buy. Now families do
need them, don’t get them and can’t afford
them. New approaches have already
begun. For example, San Francisco re-
quires the developers of office buildings
to provide money or space for child care,
and Congress is now debating a bill requir-
ing employers to give an 18-week leave
for childbirth.

Many of us couldn’t
say ‘family.” Our

parents lived there.
Or it seemed like an

obstacle to women.
h

We progressives have always been for
family issues, but we have always called
them by other names: women's issues,
children’s issues, labor issues, poor peo-
ple’s issues or seniors’ issues. We seg-
mented them. When we have had the
chance to state them in the broadest way,
to say family issues, we backed off from
it. We narrowed the appeal. Many of us
just couldn’t use the word family. I don't
know why. Perhaps it’s a holdover from
the "60s when family meant the place
where your parents lived and you couldn’t
wait to get out and go to San Francisco.
Perhaps it’s becaiise in the "70s an emerg-
ing feminist culture viewed traditional
family life as an obstacle to women’s
equality. We can acknowledge that prob-
lem and still recognize that although life-

style options are wider today than ever
before, 84 percent of all Americans still
choose to live in families, and that’s not
even counting the children.

These family issues have a double sig-
nificance. They are important in their own
right, but they can also be the key to build-
ing our organizations and rebuilding a
progressive Democratic Party Majority. If
Democrats can continued to hold their
traditional labor and black support and
can then reach out to this new generation
of voters, now up for grabs, Democrats
can win. If Republicans reach the same
group, they can win. The numbers are
clearly there. Whether or not Democrats
have the will is another matter. The history
of the Democrats in both the '30s and the
"60s was that labor, civil rights and citizen
organizations first organized a base and
then imposed a program on a reluctant
Democratic Party. Whenever that pressure
has been relaxed, the Democratic Party
has reverted to what it always was, the
party of Grover Cleveland.

Defeating the right

Family issues are also a powerful weapon
against the right wing. David Blakenhorn,
co-director of the new Institute for Amer-
ican Values, reminds us that the electoral
success of the Reagan Republicans is that
they united two kinds of conservatives to
build a majority. These were economic,
pro-big business conservatives and cul-
tural conservatives. Many of the cultural
conservatives are blue-collar workers,
union members, former Democrats and
people who have no loyalty to the corpo-
rate agenda. They vote Republican be-
cause that’s the party claiming to be pro-
family. By “pro-family” Republicans
mean prayer in school, opposition to por-
nography and to homosexuality and keep-
ing women in the home. Since no one has
laid out a real pro-family platform, they
get away with passing that off as one.

Too many families see these problems
as their own personal trouble. We have to
make them visible social issues giving
them a name and a voice. Most of the
middle class sees itself as an unrepre-

- sented majority losing to better organized

so-called “'special interests.” We have to
build those links between the organized
and the unorganized to stop the right from
continually dividing on this point. Family
issues are a common ground where this
can be done.

When you look at how Republicans ac-
tually vote on issues of concemn to
families, they are anti-family. Right now
they are trying to defeat the childbirth
leave legislation that says that you get |
your job back after 18 weeks of unpaid
leave. The New York Times quotes an un-
named Republican Senate aide saying,
“We don’t want to embarrass the president
by sending him a pro-family bill that he
can't sign.” I don’t think it was the inten-
tion of the sponsors, but there’s a strategy.
Force Reagan to veto pro-family legisla-
tion. Force Congress to answer roll calls
on pro-family legislation. Raise it in the
legislatures and city councils. Make it the
issue in electoral campaigns.

This is truly the area in which the right
is most vulnerable. The legislative record
showing them to be profoundly anti-fam-
ily and anti-middle class is the weak under-
belly of Reaganism. They make great ef-
forts to conceal it behind a smoke-screen
of rhetoric and phony issues. They play
on people’s emotions and fears without
providing real solutions to the central
problem of our lives. But the crisis
deepens around them.

If we can end the deception over who is
pro-family, we can destroy one of the right’s
most powerful weapons, split their base,
defeat them and bring a new constituency
into our organizations at the same time. The
situation is now ripening for a progressive
populist counterattack.
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By DAVID
BLANKENHORN

HOW much longer will
corporate leaders ignore
the new realities of the
American workforce and
the American family? In
particular, how much
longer will they under-
mine their own producti-
vity by expecting today's
workers to fit yesterday’s
personnel policies?

Surely corporate
leaders see the trends that
have transformed the la-
bor force and restructured
the family. Thirty years
ago, men comprised 70
percent of the workforce.
Twooutofthree American
families ‘consisted of a
breadwinner father and a
mother who raised the
children.

Today men are only 56
percent of the workforce.
Fewer than one in five
families consist of two
parents and children sup-
ported by a single income.
Nearly 70 percent of
mothers with school-age
children now work outside
the home aswell asinit, as
do over half of all mothers
with pre-school children.
By the turn of the century,
demographers predict,
the percentage of women
in the labor force will
roughly equal that of men.

But today's corporate
personnel policies remain
stuck in a 1950s time warp,
rooted in the gquaint as-
sumption that employees
have ‘“someone at home"
to attend to family mat-
ters. They don't. Above all,
today’s workers need flex-
ible policies that help
them bridge the gap be-
tween work and family —
policies that permit work-
ing parents to be better
parents.

Yet about 60 percent of
working women are un-
protected by as little as six
weeks of compensated
pregnancy leave.

DAVID BLANKENHORN
American Values Institute

‘e

GUEST
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| Parental leaves for new

fathers are rarer: fewer
than one in three major
companies offer even un-
paid parental leaves.
Child care also remains a
low priority. Only about
2,500 of the nation's 44,000
largest employers offer
any assistance — finan-
cial, on-site centers or in-
formation and referral —
to employees with young
children.

Among the nation’s 1,000
largest firms, only one in
seven offers flexible bene-
fit plans, in which em-
ployees can purchase ben-
efits, such as child care
assistance, that suit their
individual and family cir-
cumstances. A recent sur-
vey of 500 major firms
found that fewer than one
in three allow flexible
working hours. Fewer
than one in five permit
job-sharing.

Meanwhile, public de-
mand for what might be
termed the “pro-family
workplace" 'is' clearly
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growing. Over the past
several years, the Roper
Organization has polled
Americans to determine
which benefits they ex-
pect or desire from em-
ployers, and which they do
not. Their key finding in
1986: the rising demand
for family-support bene-
fits for working parants.

For example, the pub-
lic's "desire for company-
supported child care has
grown $ percent in five
years: 33 percent of all
adults now consider it
either an employer's “de-
finite responsibility"” or a
“highly desirable” em-
ployee benefit. Similarly,
32 percent strongly en-
dorse job-sharing, up 6
percent in five years.
Flexible working hours
are now supported by 55
percent of the public. A re-
cent Wall Street Jour-
nal/NBC News poll found
that 52 percent of Ameri-
cans agreed (37 percent
disagreed) that “compa-
nies should be required by
law to let men and women
take up to 18 weeks of un-
paidleave from their work
after the birth or adoption
of their child." In the case
of seriously ill children, 72
percent felt that parental
leave should be available.

Fortunately, a small but
growing number of corpo-
rations and trade unions
are setting examples for
others to follow.

Those employers who
have introduced pro-fami-
ly reforms have done so
not despite their concern

- for the bottom line, but be-

cause of it. They have
found, not surprisingly,
that flexible workplace
policies result in less ab-
senteeism, lower em-
ployee turnover, better re-
cruitment capacity and
higher employee morale.
We should follow these
leaders. We cannot afford
to ignore today's demo-
graphic and economic
realities — to do so would
be a double tragedy, un-
dermining both our work-
places and our families.
By now the basic features
of the pro-family work-
place are, clear, So are its
benefits to both employer
and employee. !
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Boost families through tax credits

NEW YORK — The tax code
has been a vast feeding ground
for every vested interest able
to form a political action com-
mittee and hire a lobbyist. It is
full of loopholes, deductions
and incentives to promote
nearly every activity imagin-
able — except raising families.

Yet families are society’s
most important institution, our
most valuable national asset.
Moreover, families today are
in trouble — from family
breakdown,’child poverty, stag-
nating income, and the pres-
sures facing young families in
which both parents work.

' That’s why policy-makers
should use the tax code con-
sciously to improve their well-
being and stability. The new
tax bill is a step in the right di-
rection. It eliminates most spe-
cial-interest loopholes in order
to pay for substantially lower
marginal rates. It removes 6
million poor families from the
tax rolls, ending the strange
policy begun by the Reagan tax

INSTITUTE FOR AMERICAN VALUES

changes in 1981 of taxing fam-
ilies into poverty. But it fails to
do as much as it could and
should to strengthen families.

Reformers who want to be
pro-family should back a “fam-
ily tax credit” to provide target-
ed relief for families raising
children. It could be achieved
by raising the dependent ex-
emption to $5,000 (from $1,080
under current law and up to
$2,000 under the pending bill).

To help families whose cred-
its may exceed their tax liabil-
ity, the credit should be refund-
able. To target relief where it's
most needed, it should be
phased out for the wealthy. For
most families with a 15 percent
tax rate, the credit would save
about $750 per child.

This is hardly a radical idea.
In 1948, the exemption was
$600. The Treasury calculates,
adjusting for inflation, that if
the exemption were to help
families today as much as it did
then, it would be $5,600. Rais-
ing the exemption to $5,000

250 WEST $7th STREET SUITE 2415
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David Blankenhorn is co-di-
rector of the Institute for
American Values.

would only restore what fam-
ilies have lost to inflation since
1948, A family tax credit would
reaffirm our belief.that raising
children is not only a series of
costly private choices, but also
a social imperative that should
be supported by public policy.

Of course, this reform, like
any, is not free. It would re-
quire greater progressivity in
the tax code — higher top mar-
ginal rates for businesses and
individuals — in order to pay
for family-oriented deductions
for the middle class and poor.

Such an idea may not fit this
year’s political fashion. Yet, in
the long run, if the best politics
is to make good policy, pro-
family tax reform will be
twice-blessed. If it fails this
year, where is the presidential
aspirant bold enough to make
it the centerpiece of a pro-fam-
ily platform in 1988?
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Strengthen Families to Break the Welfare Cycle

To the Editor:

Two cheers for Blanche Bernstein
(*‘A Way to Break the Welfare Cycle,
Op-Ed, Oct. 31), who argues that wel-
fare reform should mean spending
more, not less, on programs to im-
prove the nutrition, health and early
education of children in poverty. But I
think she is mistaken to see such pro-
grams as the key to breaking the wel-
fare and poverty cycle,

The heart of the problem is family
breakdown — especially teen-age
parenthood and single-parent homes.
Public policies should. address this
problem directly by fostering
stronger families and more parental
responsibility. One idea, now being
tried in Wisconsin, is to require teen-
age fathers, whether they are mar-
ried or not, to assume some financial
responsibility for their children. Such
a program is but one version of a
broader idea that would increase re-
quirements of child support for par-

erits who leave their families through
divprce or abandonment.

Another idea is to replace welfare
payments, whenever possible, with
guaranteed jobs, including child care.
It would be costly, but it could offer
recipients a genuine ladder out of
poverty without the disincentives to
work and to family formation that
plague the current system.

No amount of intervention by the
welfare system, at any stage, can re-
place strong families as the crucial
departments of health, education and
welfare for our nation’s children.
While we can-and should spend more
on health, nutrition and education of
poor children, we must separate
symptoms from root causes if the
coming round of welfare reform is to
break new ground in reducing pov-
erty. DAVID BLANKENHORN

Co-director
Institute for American Values
New York, Oct. 31, 1986
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To THE EpITOR OF COMMENTARY:

Michael Levin dismisses all the
recent commotion about ‘“‘family
policy” with a simple prescription:
mothers should stay out of the
labor force and tend to their chil-
dren.

Listen, you 70 percent of all
mothers with school-age children
who work outside the home as well
as in it—your problem has been
solved. Quit work, stay at home.
Get serious, Mr. Levin. The fact is
there is not a shred of evidence to
suggest that the entry of women
into the labor force is temporary
or reversible. Women are joining
the labor force across the globe for
a variety of reasons—for example,
greater education—which have
little to do with Mr. Levin’s moral-
ity tale of family-hating feminists.
A policy prescription which as-
sumes the reversal of this trend is
simply not relevant to today’s real-
ities, or tomorrow’s.

Mr. Levin is also quite careless
with his facts. For example, he de-
clares that family-policy advocates
have “passed over in silence” the

idea of raising the child exemption
in the federal tax code. Perhaps
Mr. Levin is not familiar with the
often-cited proposals on this topic
from family-policy advocates like
Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan,
the Children’s Defense Fund, or
even my own organization. Simi-
larly, Mr. Levin’s notion that real
wages and family income are of no
interest to family-policy supporters
will come as quite a shock to near-
ly everyone 1 know in the field. Mr.
Levin proposes “a rise in real
wages” as part of his pro-family
program—does he really think that
anyone finds this idea too hot to
handle?

By erecting such straw men, Mr.
Levin seeks to hold family-policy
advocates responsible for women’s
entering the labor force. In fact,
the opposite is true: it is because
women are working that new poli-
cies are being proposed to help to-
day’s parents bridge the gap be-
tween work and family.

The stage is now set for an im-
portant national debate on the
family. Some voices, including Mr.
Levin's, will insist that the only
way forward is to repeal the last
thirty years of new opportunities
for women. Surely there are better
ideas around than that one.

DAviD BLANKENHORN
Co-Director, Institute for

American Values

New York City
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The politics of unwed parenthood

By David Blankenhorn

nwed teen-age parents,
surely one of our most
intractable social dilem-
mas, have now become
the focus of national at-
‘ tention. A recent Harris
poll finds that more than 80 percent of
Americans regard teen pregnancies as
*a serious national problem” requiring
new efforts by schools, parents and the
media. In the past year, a spirited debate
has erupted across the country over the
wisdom of allowing school-based health
clinics to prescribe or dispense contra-
ceptives to teen-agers. Even presidential
aspirants, looking to 1988, are staking
claims to the issue, often as part of a
broader “pro-family” program.

A blizzard of studies and policy
recommendations are now available
from across the political spectrum. Two
new reports from the Reagan White
House — one on welfare reform, the
other on the American family — en-
dorse the “Just say no” approach to teen
sexuality. The National Research Coun-
cil, on the other hand, just released a
new volume, “Risking the Future,” that
embodies the liberal approach of non-
judgmental counseling and contracep-
tive education.

Yet despite this flurry of attention,
there has been little progress in reach-
ing a national consensus about even the
definition of the problem, much less the
proper response. So far the debate has
yielded more heat than light, generating
emotional intensity and useful insights
in inverse proportions. Why is this the
case?

The main reason is that neither
liberalism nor conservatism today can
frame the issue and propose remedies in
a way that rings true to most Americans.
Both paradigms have lost their power to
explain; neither can make sense of

either the empirical evidence or our
broadly shared values. Of course, it is
precisely the growing irrelevance of
both schools of thought that hinders our
understanding of many difficult issues
today. But with no issue is this failure
more tragic than that of unwed parent-
hood. The result is that we have no
common approach,-no coherent policy
that attacks the root problem.

The key facts are simple enough.
About one million teen-agers.become
pregnant each year, which results, after
abortions and miscarriages, in about
500,000 births. Contrary to what many
people believe, the rate of teen-age
childbearing has been declining for
years; due to contraception, abortion
and delays in marriage, it is much lower
today than it was in 1960, both propor-
tionately and in absolute numbers.

Teen-age sexual activity, on the other
hand, has increased significantly. Today,
about 80 percent of boys and 70 percent
of girls have had sexual intercourse
before their 20th birthday. More than
half of all teens are sexually active
before age 18, as are more than 10
percent before age 15.

Pregnancies have also increased,
though less rapidly, from a 1972 rate of
94 pregnancies per 1,000 teen-age girls,
to a rate of 109 in 1984. Though the rate
has apparently stabilized in the 1980s, it
remains much higher in the U.S. than in
other developed countries. About 40
percent of today’s adolescent girls be-

come pregnant at least once before age

But the crux of the matter is unwed
parenthood. The percentage of teen-age
mothers who are unmarried has more
than tripled over the past years, from 15
percent in 1960 to 56 percent in. 1984.
Four of 10 white teen mothers are
unwed, compared to less than one in 10
in 1960. Today, nine of 10 black teen
mothers are unmarried, up from four in
10 in 1960. Indeed, while minority teens
comprise only 27 percent of the adoles-
cent population, they account for nearly
60 percent of all births to unwed teens.

These statistics on unwed parents
define the heart of the issue. All the
social-science evidence. available points
to an inextricable link between unwed
parenthood and a host of evils: poverty,
infant mortality, joblessness, long-term
welfare dependency, school failure,
crime and family breakdown. In 1985,
births to teen-age mothers cost the
taxpayers more than $16 billion in
welfare outlays alone. The complete
costs — the individual and social costs of
broken lives — cannot be calculated.

So it is not simply teen-age sexuality,
or even pregnancy, that is new and
disturbing. It is rather this explosion of
unmarried parenthood, along with its
attendant personal and social patholo-
gies for both parent and ehild, that has
crystalized into a national crisis. Yet too
often neither liberals nor conservatives
confront this issue directly.

INSTITUTE FOR AMERICAN VALUES
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' The National Research Council schol-
ars who wrote “Risking the Future”
epitomize the liberal approach. Their
central policy recommendation is to
increase the use and availability of
contraceptives, especially through
school-based clinics. Contraceptive serv-
ices, they urge, should be inexpensive or
free, should be advertised to teen-agers
through the media, and shculd not
require parental consent. In addition,
they endorse a wide range of services
and programs — from sex education to
health care to jobs — for teen-age
niothers and their children.

"“The flaw in this approach is that it
reduces the problem of unwed parent-
hood to one of contraceptive ignorance.
Yet neither common sense nor the
report’s own evidence support such a
notion. About 85 percent of sexually
active teen-agers report using contra-
ceptives, though some are irregular
users. Yet what mainly determines teen-
agers’ sexual behavior is not what they
know about birth control, but what
their world is like and what they believe
about themselves. Do they come from
strong, intact families? Do they do well
in school? Do they feel good about
themselves? Do they believe that unwed
parenthood is morally wrong? Do they
believe the future holds opportunity for
them?

The determinant questions, in short,
are not about the mechanics of contra-
ception, but about opportunity, seli-
perception and values. To avoid unwed
parenthood, teen-agers must have more
than the means; they must also have the
motive. No strategy that avoids these
facts will be effective. :
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by David Blankenhorn

HE COSBY SHOW is the na-
tion's most-watched TV pro-
gram because it conveys a
message that Americans today yearn
to hear: Families matter. Since the
cultural revival of the American fam-
ily may, by 1988, become a political
revival as well, presidential aspirants
are already scrambling to stake their
claims to the “family vote.”

“Family and children,” says Demo- |

crat Bruce Babbitt of Arizona, “are
the hub around which my social wel-
fare policies revolve.” Gary Hart of
Colorado, the current Democratic
front-runner, says that today’s voters
increasingly “think about issues in the
context of their family — not some
metaphorical family like ‘the family
of man,’ but their own flesh and
blood.” Republican television evange-
list Pat Robertson propounds “tradi-
‘tional family values” as the bywords
of his presidential campaign. Both the
Reagan White House and the Demo-
cratic Party have recently issued pol-
icy documents stressing their com-
mitment to stronger families.

And for good reason. A recent Yan-
kelovich poll shows that 60 percent of
Americans believe that “family val-
ues” deserve “more attention” from

government. A Harris poll finds that .

52 percent of adults believe that fam-
ily life has deteriorated since they
were growing up. Over 70 percent
think that problems affecting chil-
dren have gotten worse-Over 50.per-
- cent say they would acceﬂt higher

taxes to pay for better health care for
poor children, more child care for
working parents and more job train-
ing for teen-agers.

%‘hrough the early 1980s, the family
was considered the sole political
property of the New Right. “Pro-fam-
ily,” in this context, meant opposing
agortion and homosexuality while
supporting school prayer and the
“traditional” family of Dad as bread-
winner, Mom as homemaker.

Yet today the family debate is be-
ing redefined; it has outgrown its

original sponsors, Many feminists, for

example, now link family concerns to
~ the women's movement, especially as
more women seek to balance child-
rearing with working, Conservatives
are worried. Allan Carlson, who di-
rects the Rockford Institute, a con-
servative think tank, admits: “Prop-
erly cast, ‘family’ might just turn out

Who looks out
for the famil

Blankenhorn is director of the In-

stitute for American Values, a public

Jpolicy organization based in New
York.

to be liberalism's long-awaited new
idea.”

Any pro-family agenda, Republican
or Democrat, must recognize certain
demographic realities. For example,
the percentage of women in the labor
force will soon roughly equal that of
men — surely the greatest shift in
family life during this century, and
one that shows no signs of reversing.

Yet despite women working, real
family income is declining for most
families. From 1947 through 1973, me-
dian family income doubled, but since
then it has stagnated, and was lower
in 1985, at $27,737, than it was in 1973,

when it reached $29,172. Hardest hit
have been younger families, who see
the American Dream of rising pros-
perity simFIy passing them by — an
economic fact waiting, like an unex-
lmtied bomb, to become a political
act.

Finally, more than half of the na-
tion's children will spend at least part
of childhood with just one parent, the
result of the world's highest divorce
rate, plus the fact that unmarried
women now account for more than 20
percent of all childbirths. Moreover,
almost one child in four in America is
born into poverty, and 40 percent of
all poor Americans are children, a
tragedy closely linked to family
breakdown, especially teen pregnan-
cies.

Any presidential aspirant seeking
to confront these realities should be-

—

gin with “pro-family tax reform” that
offers targeted relief to families rais-
ing children. It could be done by rais-
ing the child exemption in the tax
code to $5,000, up from $2,000 under
current law. Such a credit would em-
body our belief that raising children
is more than a series of costly private
choices.

A second theme should be the “pro-
family workplace.” Today’s parents
need flexible policies that help them
harmonize the demands of family and
work, policies that permit them to be
better parents. Both public and cor-
porate initiatives should encourage
parental leaves for childbirth, job
sharing, flexible work hours, and on-
site or nearby child care.

We also need to replace the current
welfare system with a new program
to promote family stability and eco-
nomic independence. Instead of wel-
fare benefits, the program would of-
fer a guaranteed job, including child
care, for all able-bodied recipients.

Too often, the current werfare Sys-
tem fosters dependency, encourages
family breakdown and subsidizes teen
pregnancies. Substituting jobs for
benefits, while costly, would offer re-
cipients a genuine ladder out of pov-
erty without the disincentives to work
and family formation that plague the
current system.

A final theme should assert the im-
portance of teaching “values” in our
public schools. Our schools, like our
society, have drifted too far from

~what used to be called “character de--

velopment” — the teaching of basic
moral values such as honesty and re-
spect for law. The rededication to
teaching what has been called “moral
literacy” need not be a partisan polit-
ical issue. Recent Gallup and Harris
polls show strong agreement among
parents on the values they want
taught, and a broad consensus that
schools should do a better job. So long
as “teaching values” does not become
a code for imposing religious or polit-
ical views, it will attract bipartisan
national support precisely because it
reinforces popular family values,
These four themes suggest a na-
tional family agenda that is neithep
liberal nor conservative, Republican
nor Democratic. It confronts the core
issues facing the American fami)
and will fit the strategic needs of ej-
tm paxity. Thus it is twice blessed:
good policy and good politics. Wher:
is the cand¥date to embrace it? -
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! David Blankenhorn is director of the
Institute for American Values, an organi-
zation based in New York that studies
families and related private and public
policy. It will convene a national Com-
ission on the American Family.

By David Blankenhorn
SQecial to The Bee

| THE STATE Assembly’s Human Services
Committee will hold hearings Friday and
Saturday in San Francisco on “The Changing
Family to the Year 2000.” In 1983, this same
committee’s hearings on “The Feminization
of Poverty” helped articulate a moral mes-
sége and legislative agenda concerning
women and children in poverty that was
heard, if not always acted on, around the na-
tion. The new hearings are intended to
broaden that message from one about wom-
en in poverty to one about families — all
families.

« The new theme reflects a new cultural
and political reality. Until very recently,
“fhe family” was considered the sole politi-
cal property of the New Right; “pro-family,”
in this context, meant opposing abortion and
homosexuality while supporting school
p'rayer and the “traditional family” of Dad
as breadwinner, Mom as homemaker.

Yet today the family debate is being rede-
fined; it has outgrown its original sponsors.
Many feminists, for example, now link fami-
ly concerns to the women'’s movement, espe-
cially as more women seek to balance
child-rearing and working. In general, liber-
als today are less reluctant to address issues
involving values; indeed, many liberals now
see the family debate as an opportunity to
unite many of their policy ideas into a larger
moral message. Conservatives are worried.
Allan Carlson, who directs the Rockford In-
stitute, a conservative think tank, admits
that, “Properly cast, ‘family’ might just turn
out to be liberalism’s long-awaited new
idea.” ;

THIS TRANSFORMATION of the family
debate from a sectarian dialogue among
conservatives to a bipartisan national issue
may become the most important social poli-
cy fact of the 1988 elections. Will any of the
presidential aspirants become the electoral
equivalent of Bill Cosby — the pro-family
candidate? The first to lay claim to such a
mantle could quickly attract a powerful con-
stituency, which in turn might provide the
key to the White House.

Any presidential aspirant seeking the
“family vote” should begin with pro-family
tax reform that offers targeted relief to fam-

ilies raising children. It could be done by
raising the child exemption in the tax code
to $5,000, up from $2,000 under current law.
(Last year's tax reform raised the exemp-
tion from $1,080.) If phased out for the
wealthy and made refundable for the poor,
such a family tax credit would boost real in-
come by about $750 per child for the majori-
ty of American families who have suffered
an economic squeeze over the last 15 years.

The credit would embody our belief that
raising children is more than a series of
costly private choices. It is a social impera-
tive that should be supported by public poli-
cy. Yet the family tax credit also would
preserve private choice, helping some fami-
lies to afford child care while also helping
those parents who wish to stay at home with
their childen.

A SECOND THEME should be the “pro-
family workplace.” Today's parents need
flexible policies that help them harmonize
the demands of family and work — policies
that permit them to be better parents. Both
public and corporate initiatives should en-
courage parental leaves for childbirth, job
sharing, flexible work hours, and on-site or
nearby child care. These ideas are rooted in
the new realities of the workplace and fami-
ly, yet their guiding purpose is quite tradi-

tional: to allow parents more time with their
children.

Another theme would replace the current
welfare system with a new program to pro-
mote family stability and economic inde-
pendence. Instead of welfare benefits, the
program would offer a guaranteed job, in-
cluding child care, for all able-bodied recipi-
ents. In addition, stronger child support laws
would require non-custodial parents, usually
fathers, to assume more financial responsi-
bility for their children.

Liberals and conservatives increasingly
agree that the current welfare system fos-
ters dependency, encourages family break-
down and subsidizes teen pregnancies. Sub-
stituting jobs for benefits, while costly,
would offer recipients a genuine ladder out
of poverty without the disincentives to work
and family formation that plague the cur-
rent system. Stricter child support payments
would not only help mothers and children,
but alse, in the case of teen-agers, create
strong reasons for boys not to make babies
before they are ready to become fathers.

A final theme should emphasize the im-
portance of teaching values in our schools.

velopment and citizenship — moral values

such as honesty, respect for others and for

the law, the link between effort and reward,
and the benefits and responsibilities of liv-
ing in a democracy. Yet silence or neutrality
regarding these values is surely the wrong
lesson to teach our children.

Teaching what has been called moral lit-

eracy will, of course, be a complex issue, re-

quiring distinctions between basic values
and narrow orthodoxies, between the impor-
tance of cultural tolerance and the danger
‘of moral agnosticism, But it need not be a
partisan political issue. Recent Gallup and
Harris polls show strong agreement and re-
markable good sense among parents on the
values they want taught, as well as a broad
consensus that schools should do a better
job. So long as “teaching values” does not be-
come a code for imposing religious or politi-

cal views on young minds, it will attract bi- '

partisan national support precisely because
it reinforces popular family values.

These four themes suggest a national fam-

ily agenda that is neither liberal nor conser-

L

-

vative, Republican nor Democratic. It ‘con- '
fronts the core issues facing the American''

As cultural norms changed over the past 25
years, and as school populations became
more diverse, schools became reluctant to
teach what used to be called character de-

family and will fit the strategic needs of ei--i
ther party. Thus it is twice-blessed: good pol-
icy and good politics, Where is the candidate

to embrace it? Hibighy
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Cosby For President?

Candidate Who Embraces Family Themes May Prove To Be A Winner

By David Blankenhorn

The Cosby Show” is the nation’s
most-watched TV program be-
cause it conveys a message that
Americans yearn to hear: Families mat-
ter. Since the cultural revival of the
American family may, by 1988, become
a political revival as well, presidential
aspirants are already scrambling to
stake their claims to the “family vote.”

- Both the Democratic Party and the Rea-

gan White House have recently issued
policy documents stressing their com-
mitment to stronger families.

And for good reason. A recent Yanke-
lovich poll shows that 60 percent of
Americans believe that family values
deserve more attention from govern-
ment. A Harris poll finds that 52 percent
of adults believe that family life has
deteriorated since they were growing
up. More than 70 percent think that
problems affecting children have gotten
worse. More than 50 percent say they
would accept higher taxes to pay for
better health care for poor children,
more child care for working parents
and more job training for teen-agers.

Through the early 1980s, the family
was considered the sole political proper-
ty of the New Right. Pro-family, in this
context, meant opposing abortion and
homosexuality while supporting school
prayer and the traditional family of dad
as breadwinner, mom as homemaker,

The family debate is now being rede-
fined; it has outgrown its original spon-
sors. Many feminists, for example, now
link family concerns to the women’s
movement, especially as more women
seek to balance child rearing with work-
ing. Conservatives are worried. Allan
Carlson, who directs the Rockford Insti-
tute, a conservative think tank; admits
that “Properly cast, ‘family’ might just
turn out to be liberalism’s long-awaited
new idea.”

Will any of the 1988 presidential aspi-
rants become the electoral equivalent of
Bill Cosby — the pro-family candidate?
The first to lay claim to such a mantle
will quickly attract a powerful constitu-
ency, which in turn may provide the key
to the White House.

Any presidential aspirant seeking the
family vote should begin with “pro-fam-
ily tax reform” that offers targeted re-
lief to families raising children. It could

be done by raising the child exemption

in the tax code to $5,000, up from $2,000
under current law. (Last year’s tax re-
form raised the exemption from
$1,080.) If phased out for the wealthy
and made refundable for the poor, such
a family tax credit would boost real in-
come by about $750 a child for the ma-

" jority of American families who have

suffered an economic squeeze over the
last 15 years.

Such a credit would embody our be-
lief that raising children is more than a
series of costly private choices. It is a
social imperative that should be sup-
ported by public policy. Yet the family
tax credit would also preserve private
choice, helping some families to afford
child care and others who wish to stay
at home with their children.

A second theme should be the pro-
family work place. Today's parents
need flexible policies that help them
harmonize the demands of family and
work — policies that permit them to be
better parents, Both public and corpo-
rate initiatives should encourage paren-
tal leaves for childbirth, job sharing,
flexible work hours and on-site or near-
by child care. Such ideas are rooted in
the new realities of the work place and
family, yet their guiding purpose is
quite traditional: to allow parents more
time with their children.

A third theme of “from welfare to
jobs” would replace the current welfare
system with a new program to promote
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family stability and economic indepen-
dence. Instead of welfare benefits, the
program would offer a guaranteed job,
including child care, for all able-bodied
recipients.

Too often, the current welfare system
fosters dependency, encourages family
breakdown and subsidizes teen preg-
nancies. Substituting jobs for benefits
would offer recipients a genuine ladder
out of poverty without the disincentives
to work and family formation that
plague the current system.

A final theme should assert the im-
portance of teaching values in our pub-
lic schools. Our schools, like our society,
have drifted too far from what used to
be called character development — the
teaching of basic moral values such as
honesty, respect for law, the link be-
tween effort and reward, and the bene-
fits and responsibilities of our
democracy.

The rededication to teaching what has
been called “moral literacy” need not
be a partisan political issue. Recent Gal-
lup and Harris polls show strong agree-
ment among parents on the values they
want taught, and a broad consensus that
schools should do a better job. So long as
teaching values does not become a code
for imposing religious or political views,
it will attract bipartisan national sup-
port. These four themes suggest a na-
tional family agenda that is neither lib-
eral nor conservative, Republican nor
Democratic. It confronts the core issues

* facing the American family and will fit

the strategic needs of either party. Thus
it is twice blessed: good policy and good
politics. Where is the candidate to em-
brace it?

David Blankenhorn is co-director of
the Institute for American Values, a
public policy organization based in New
York that does research on family
issues.
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i Editor's note: The Owensboro

| urban area ranked 35th out of 275

i urban areas in highest percentage of _
{ teen-birth rates, according to the U.S.

\ Census Bureali’s 1982 report. In 1982,
{ 18.3 percent of all births in Owensboro
| were to women under 20. :

By David Blankenhorn
j U nwed teen-age parents have

become one of our most in-
tractable social dilemmas.

.. A recent Harris poll finds that over
. 80 percent of Americans regard
. teen pregnancies as ‘‘a serious
| national problem’ requiring new
| efforts by schools, parents and the
" media. In the past year, a spirited

debate has erupted in New York,

' Chicago, Baltimore and other

cities over the wisdom of allowing

| school-based health clinics to pre-
. scribe or dispense contraceptives
| to teen-agers. Even presidential
. aspirants, looking to 1988, are
. staking claims to the issue, often as
. part of a broader “pro-family”
. program.

Yet despite this flurry of atten-

| tion, there has been little progress
. in reaching a national consensus
i about even the definition of the
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Values, better education will help,
not liberal use of contraceptives

" nor laissez faire conservative attitude

TEEN PREGNANCIES

Messenger-Inquirer

reports

Number of teen-age births to Daviess County residents.

Year Under15  15t019 Total biths % of teen |
: births

1986* 7 188 . 1,240 15.7

1985 6 219 1,363 16.5

1984 6 225 1,405 16.4

1983 2 204 1,451 14.2

1982 8 264 1,487 18.3

1981 7 233 1,442 16.7

**Figures are only preliminary results
Source: Kentucky Center for Health Statistics, Annual Vital Statistics

problem, much less the proper
response. Why is this the case?
The key facts are simple enough.
About 1 million teen-agers become
pregnant each year, which results,
after abortions and miscarriages,

in about 500,000 births. About 40
percent of today’s adolescent girls
become pregnant at least once
before their 20th birthdays.
Moreover, the percentage of teen

mothers who are unmarried has

more than tripled over the past 25
years, from 15 percent in 1960 to
56 percent in 1984. Today nine out

+ of 10 black teen mothers are

Politics of teen-age pregnancy

unwed. Indeed, while minority |
teens comprise 27 percent of the

adolescent population, they ac-
count for nearly 60 percent of all

‘births to unwed teens.

These statistics define the heart
of the issue. All the social science
evidence available points to an in-
extricable link between unwed
parenthood and a host of evils:
poverty, infant mortality, jobles-
sness, welfare dependency,
school failure, crime and family
breakdown. In 1985, births to teen
mothers cost taxpayers over $16
billion in welfare outlays alone.

The National Research Coun-
cil’s recently released study,

| “Risking the Future,” illustrates,

unfortunately, how many liberals

.approach this crisis. Their cen-

tral policy recommendation is to
increase the use and availability
of contraceptives, especially
through school-based clinics. Con-
traceptive services, they urge,
should be inexpensive or free,

(Con'hn EJ:I



should be advertised to teens through
the media and should not require pa-
rental consent.

The flaw in this approach is that it
reduces the problem of unwed paren-
thood to one of contraceptive igno-
rance. But neither common sense
nor the report’s own evidence sup-
port such a notion. About 85 percent
of sexually active teen-agers report
using contraceptives, though some
are irregular users. Yet what mainly
determines teen-agers’ sexual be-
havior is not what they know about
birth control, but what their world is
like and what they believe about
themselves. Do they come from
strong, intact families? Do they do
well in school? Do they feel good
about themselves? Do they believe
that unwed parenthood is morally
wrong? Do they believe the future
holds opportunity for them?

The determinant questions, in
short, are not about the mechanics of
contraception, but about opportuni-
ty, self-perception and values. To
avoid unwed parenthood, teen-agers
must have more than the means;
they also must have the motive. No
strategy that avoids these facts will
be effective.

The authors of “Risking the Fu-
ture” are especially weak on the
question of .values. They present
their findings as objective, scientific
research, undistorted by moral
judgments. But don’t they see that
moral behavior goes to the heart of
the teen parenthood dilemma? Don’t
they see that values is what this fuss
is all about?

Conservatives usually choose" dif-
ferent issues to dodge. While they are
eager to frame the problem of unwed
parenthood in moral terms, their
acute myopia regarding its social
sources can only be understood as
.the product of an ideology that is im-
pervious to evidence. This ideology
holds that government never solves
social problems, but always makes
them worse. Thus a recently re-
‘leased White House report on the
family blames unwed parenthood
and family breakdowns on “an anti-
family agenda” that pursues “a gov-
ernment solution to every problem
government caused in the first
place.”

This is a dangerous fantasy, which
_does violence not only to social reali-
ty, but to the conservatives’ own
.campaign for moral values. For by
pretending that public policy can do
nothing about the social conditions
that foster unwed parenthood, the
conservatives expose their moral ar-
guments to charges of hypocrisy. In-
deed, moral exhortation without pub-

e

David Blankenhorn

Photo by Rains Sacks

Strong values and greater opportunities can work together.

Conservatives usually
choose different issues
to dodge. While they are
eager to frame the
problem of unwed
parenthood in moral
terms, their acute
myopia regarding its
social sources can only
be understood as the
product of an ideology
that is impervious to
evidence. This ideology
holds that government
never solves social
problems, but always
makes them worse.

lic policies to expand opportunity
will not solve the unwed parenthood
crisis, and may, as conservatives
like to say, make it worse.

What will work? One idea, now be-
ing tried in Wisconsin, is to require
teen-age fathers, whether married or
not, to assume some financial re-
sponsibility for their children. Strict-
er child support payments not only
help mothers and children, but alse
create stronger reasons for boys not
to make babies before they are ready
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to become fathers.

Any serious effort to combat
unwed parenthood also must include
an employment strategy, especially
for poor and minority youth, for
whom joblessness and unwed paren-
thood are closely intertwined. The
evidence is also clear that better edu-
cation and stronger schools would re-
duce unwed parenthood. A Chil-
dren’s Defense Fund study finds that
girls with poor academic skills are
five times more likely to become
mothers before age 16 than are girls
with even average skills.

Better education also means teach-
ing values. For example, sex educa-
tion should not only do a better and
earlier job of imparting biologicai
knowledge, but should be combined
with what some school curricula now
call “family life education” designed
to reinforce family values, encou-
rage sexual responsibility and pro-
mote communication between stu-
dents and their parents.

Such ideas suggest a bipartisan ap-
proach to attack the causes, not just
the symptoms, of unwed parenthood.
Strong values and greater opportuni-
ties can work together, not against
one another in some false political
antagonism. Perhaps, as we now en-
ter the post-Reagan era of social poli-
cy, it is a program whose time has
come.

Editor’s note: David Blankenhorn
is director of the Institute for Ameri-
can Values, a public policy organiza-
tion in New York that does research
on family issues and is sponsoring a
national Commission on the Ameri-
can Family.



Divorce is
no panacea

Four noted authors explored the
“growing fragility of U.S. family
structure,” with special emphasis on
the impact of divorce, at a symposium
on “Family Values and Public Policy” in
Washington, D.C. January 16.

Sponsored by the Institute for
American Values, of New York City,
the symposium featured: Dr. Sylvia
Hewlett, author of A Lesser Life; Dr.
Steven Bayme, author of Family
Policy: Current Debates and
Challenges; Dr. Harriette Pipes
McAdoo, Professor of Research at
Howard University’s School of Social
Work, and Dr. Ethel Klein, author of
Gender Politics.

Sylvia Hewlett discussed the
unforeseen consequences of no-fault
divorce, whereby 49 percent of
divorced fathers never see their
children. She said that the practice of
equitable distribution of financial
resources in divorce settlements often
results in the impoverishment of the
single-parent family. Indicating that the
average single parent family earns
$9,000 a year in income, she called for a
reassessment of the costs of no-fault
divorce and suggested that “rewards
and penalties for divorce need to be in
place to modify behavior.”

She urged that state legislators
tighten child support enforcement and
suggested that courts should establish
a fixed standard in awarding child
support: 17% of the wage for 1 child and
up to 35% for 5 children or more.

Dr. Steven Bayme said that one
solution would be to require a delay in
divorce settlements until all issues of
family are resolved. He suggested that
intangible assets also needed to be
taken into account in such settlements,
such as graduate degrees of the
primary earner in the family. He
discussed the trend in New York State
toward a model of social insurance
whereby the state assures maintenance
of a minimum income for single parent
families.

“Our culture is promoting a climate
where the bias is against marriage.
Divorce is becoming one option among
others rather than the course of last

The Washington
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National Council on Family Relations

cofo memo
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American Association for Marriage and Family Therapy
American Home Economics Association

resort,” according to Bayme.

Harriet McAdoo, who has written the
book Black Families, discussed the
seriousness of the divorce rate among
black families. The problem, she said, is
not so much structural as it is financial.
She indicated that the divorce rate in
black families is twice that of white
families but that the black family is
“poor before marriage, during
marriage, and after divorce.”

Dr. Klein, of Columbia University,
was especially interested in the
changing family with regard to the
number of women in the workforce and
the need for the workplace to adjust
and meet this new family arrangement.
She believes that it is in the interest of
employers to help find solutions.

Dr. Klein said that benefits offered in
the workplace are becoming a central
issue: good health care, parental leave
and flextime are much needed. She
thinks that business is becoming
increasingly aware of the impact that
employer policies have on families. She
believes that we are now striving to find
a balance in our society that will allow
parents to discharge their
responsibilities while remaining
compatible with the workforce.
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Why Parental Leave Makes Sense

By David Blankenhorn

Should companies be required by
law to allow parents up to 18 weeks of
unpaid leave to care for newly born or
seriously ill children? As Congress
prepares to vote on the Family and
Medical Leave Act, opinion polls
show that most Americans favor the
idea. With a majority of mothers in
the workforce, including more than
half of all new mothers, leaves of ab-
sence offer many parents a new op-
_ portunity to reach an old-fashioned
goal: time with young children.

Though it might seem hard to op-
pose such a pro-family measure, the
United States Chamber of Commerce
has found a way. Parental leave may
be a fine idea, the Chamber argues,
but it would cost too much — $16.2 bil-
lion a year — in lost productivity, the
expense of hiring temporary replace-
ments and the cost of maintaining
health insurance for those on leave.

Why should the rest of us have to
spend billions to provide benefits for
a few? If the parental leave measure
is rejected by Congress, this logic will
have killed it. Proponents of the bill,
therefore, must confront it squarely
and factually.

One obvious point ignored by the
Chamber is that most of the costs are
borne by the parents themselves.
After all, they lose weeks or months
of salary just when newborn or sick
children are boosting family ex-
penses. Parental leave extends job
security, but it does not provide some-
thing for nothing.

Calling parental leave a ‘“‘man-
dated benefit,”” as the Chamber in-
sists on doing, confuses the issue.-For
employees, nothing is ‘“‘mandated’’;
parental leave is an option for those
who choose it and accept its costs.
Neither is it-a ‘‘benefit”” so much as a
minimum labor standard.

Further, the Chamber greatly over-

David Blankenhorn is director of the
Institute for American Values, a pub-
lic-policy organization.

states the alleged costs to business
for providing leaves of absence.
Nearly 60 percent of the estimated
$16.2 billion cost results from in-
creased payroll expenses, according
to the Chamber’'s estimates. The
Chamber asserts that companies af-
fected by parental leave will turn to
employment agencies, whose hefty
fees make temporary workers more
costly than permanent ones.

But in the real world, the opposite
happens. Many firms now hire tem-
poraries directly, avoiding employ-
ment agency fees. According to the
Bureau of National Affairs, a private
research and publishing concern in
Washington, most companies find
temporaries less expensive- than
regular employees. More important,
most companies hire few tempo-
raries or none at all. They simply
rearrange work assignments when-
ever an employee is on leave. In some
instances, parental leave actually re-
duces costs.

Much of the rest of the Chamber’s
estimate — more than $5.5 billion —
is based on its projection of reduced
productivity. But its assumptions are

faulty. The Chamber assumes that -

companies are fully productive under
current practices and that every new
father and mother, given the oppor-
tunity, would take an 18-week leave.
Existing programs, however, prove
that not everyone will choose leave.
Fathers, for example, are 10 times
less likely to use it than mothers. Nor
would everyone take the full 18
weeks.

More important, many new par-
ents, especially mothers, quit their
jobs rather than resume work im-
mediately. Most eventually return
but at a new job with a different em-
ployer. This type of turnover, ignored
by the Chamber of Commerce, is
costly for everyone. Hiring and train-
ing a new permanent employee can
cost nearly the equivalent of a year’s
salary, according to an analysis in
Training magazine, Parental leave
would both reduce turnover and im-
prove morale, thus increasing pro-

ductivity rather than reducing it.

Oddly, a recent study by the Cham-
ber confirms the view that parental
leave can make companies more pro-
ductive. A survey of companies offer-
ing parental leave found that more
than 60 percent cited ‘“recruitment
and retention’’ of good employees as
the main reason for the program. As
demographers predict tighter labor
markets, and even labor shortages,
for the 1990’s, many employers al-
ready recognize parental leave as a
valuable policy that enhances the cor-
porate bottom line.

The Chamber searches out costs
but ignores benefits that reduce or re-
verse those costs, It questions the
price of doing something but fails to
evaluate the price of doing nothing.

Finally, consider the family’s bot-
tom line. A grim litany of statistics,

' from divorce to child poverty to teen-

age suicide, tells us that families are
in trouble — in part because of poli- |
cies that make it harder, rather than
easier, to both earn a living and do
right by their children.

Here the bottom line is simple.
Working parents are more than a spe-
cial interest, pleading for privileges
in a zero-sum game. Stronger fami-
lies benefit the entire society. Raising
children is not merely a series of pri-
vate concerns but also a social imper-
ative that should be. supported by’
policies such as parental leave,
That’s why a lobbyist for the Cham-

" ber of Commerce recently com-

plained that ‘“‘our usual allies think

it’s a family issue.” Itis. 0
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A National Family Agenda?

by David Blankenhorn

Increasingly, Americans today sense that society’s
most important institution, the family, is in trouble and
needs attention. If social concerns, like corporations,
could be bought and sold in the marketplace, family _
issues would be this year’s growth stock across the na-
tion.

Culturally, a new bias toward family values shows
up in popular television programs such as “The Cosby
Show™ and “Family Ties.” Legislatively, family issues
such as parental leave, child care and child poverty are
generating new attention at all levels of government.
Both the U.S. Congress and 28 state legislatures, for ex-
ample, are now considering parental leave legislation.
The number of new state laws addressing family con-
(1:;?63 jumped from about 600 in 1984 to over 1,000 in

But in national political terms, there is not yet a
whole that exceeds the sum of its parts. For example,
most of the current presidential aspirants, both
Republican and Democratic, now position themselves on
one or two family issues such as welfare reform or child
care. But so far no one has sought to become the
political equivalent of Bill Cosby—the “pro family” can-
didate who offers a program to make stronger families a
top national priority and the anchor for an entire social
agenda. Despite its social importance and potential
political appeal, what might be called a “national family
agenda” still awaits its champion. Y

It is tempting, and perhaps somewhat accurate, simp-
ly to blame the candidates for this failure. But there is
also at least one deeper reason. Too often, the debate
over how to strengthen families degenerates into an
ideological battle which pits one type of family against
another.

Many conservatives want to strengthen only “tradi-
tional” families of Dad as breadwinner, Mom as
homemaker. Yet today, “traditional” families account for
about twenty percent of all families and about forty per-
cent of all mothers with children under age eighteen—a

{over)
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large and important minority, but still a minority.
Moreover, an important strain of conservative thought
holds that government itself is always the enemy—it
never ameliorates problems, but instead, always makes
them worse.

Liberals, on the other hand, usually concentrate on
policies to help working parents, often patronizing stay-
at-home parents as a rapidly vanishing species, quaint as
a Norman Rockwell painting, and not particularly rele-
vant to the current policy debate. Many liberals,
moreover, turn the conservative view of government on
its head, instinctively looking to government, rather than
to families themselves, to solve problems that are largely
the result of family breakdown.

This sterile polarization helps prevent the emergence
of a broadly based, bipartisan national family agenda.
Neither the liberal nor the conservative paradigm can
frame the issues or propose remedies in a way that rings
true to most Americans. Both have lost their power to ex-
plain; neither can make sense of either the empirical
evidence or our broadly shared values. The result is that
we have no common approach and no coherent policy
agenda that addresses root problems.

Such paralyzing divisions can and must be over-
come if the nation is to develop a substantive agenda to
strengthen families—all families.

For example, all families would benefit from
establishing the “pro-family workplace” as a national
norm in both the public and private sectors. With a ma-
jority of mothers in the workforce, including more than
half of all new mothers, most of today’s parents need
new initiatives to help bridge the gap between work and
family—flexible policies that permit them more time with
their children. Yet today’s workplace policies too often
remain stuck in a 1950’s time warp, rooted in the
assumption that employees have “someone at home” to
attend to family matters. Most do not.

The basic features of the pro-family workplace
would include: parental leave for new mothers and
fathers, as well as leave for other family-related matters,
such as sick children or elder care; job-sharing; flexibile
work hours; benefits packets; and employer-supported
child care.

Economically, the pro-family workplace is cost effec-
tive. Employers who have introduced such reforms have
found that they result in less absenteeism, lower turn
over, better recruitment capacity and higher employee
morale. They are good ideas, not despite the “bottom
line”, but because of it. i

More broadly, everyone, including stay-at-home
parents, should care about the pro-family workplace
because stronger families benefit the entire society.
Parents who work are not some special interest, pleading
for privileges in a zero-sum game. A grim litany of
statistics, from divorce to child poverty to teenage
suicide, tells us that families are in trouble—in part
because of policies that make it harder, rather than
easier, for parents to both earn a living and do right by

 their children. That is why the pro-family workplace is

more than an economic issue, or workplace issue, or
government issue—it is a family issue.

Secondly, a reformed tax code could strengthen all
families. The tax code is probably the nation’s most im-
portant family policy, but unfortunately, it is a family
policy marred by unintended consequences and neglected
priorities. Policymakers should instead use the tax code
consciously to improve the well-being and stability of all
families.

Pro-family tax reformers should propose a “family
tax credit” to provide targeted relief for families raising

““Economically, the pro-family
workplace is cost effective. Employers
who have introduced such reforms
have found that they result in less
absenteeism, lower turnover, better
recruitment capacity and higher
employee morale.”’

children. It could be achieved by raising the dependent
exemption for children to $5,000, up from $2,000 under
current law. To help families whose credits may exceed
their tax Lability, the credit should be refundable. To
target relief where it is most needed, it should be phased
out for the wealthy. For most families, with a 15 percent
tax rate, the credit would amount to about $750 per
child.

Such a measure would boost real income for those families
who have faced an economic squeeze in recent years.
Real family income, after having doubled from 1947 to
1973, has stagnated for over a decade, and was lower in
1985, at $27,737, than it was in 1973, when it reached
$29,172. Hardest hit have been young parents with
children, whose real median income has dropped 8 per-
cent since 1973—precisely the families that would
benefit from a family tax credit. Moreover, unlike other
tax provisions such as the child care tax credit, such a
family tax credit would not discriminate on the basis of
family type—it would preserve private choice, helping
some families to afford child care, for example, while
also helping those parents who wish to stay at home
with their children.

These are two themes—the pro-family workplace
and pro-family tax reform—that could address the broad
interests of families rather than the ideological interests
of left or right. Certainly there are other such themes. As
the nation yearns today for ways to strengthen families,
no task is more important than articulating those themes
and bringing them into the mainstream of the national
policy debate.

David Blankenhorn is director of the Institute for American
Values, a policy organization in New York concerned with
Jamily issues. ’
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‘Lamppost’ Statistics
Don’t Shed Any Light

On Feb. 19, the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce presented testimony to the U.S. Sen-
ate on “The Parental and Medical Leave
Act of 1987.”” In a cost analysis of the pro-
posed legislation, the chamber offered a
“conservative estimate’ of $16.2 billion a
year as the price tag for “‘mandated paren-
tal leave."

In response to criticism of its cost
study, the chamber now has retreated dra-
matically from its original position. In
your April 28 Labor Letter, you describe a
Chamber of Commerce tongue-in-cheek
legislative “‘menu’ that places prices on
legislation sought by labor unions. The
chamber’s new price tag for “mandated
parental leave' is $2.6 billion—a drop of
more than 80% from its original position.
(It uses the same new figure in a letter
Mareh 10 to one of the bill’s sponsors, Sen.
Christopher Dodd of Connecticut.)

As was pointed out in congressional tes-
timony by me and others, the chamber's
cost analysis of parental leave is flawed
both methodologically and conceptually.
Indeed, the chamber’s remarkable retreat
from a highly publicized cost study only a
few weeks after it was released suggests
that the chamber is indulging in a vice
best described by Mark Twain. It is using
statistics as a drunk uses a lamppost:
more for support than illumination.

DavibD BLANKENHORN
Executive Director
Institute for American Values
New York

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1987

New York: Parental-leave argument senseless

Guest columnist Bryce Christensen argued that parental;
leave laws would lower birth rates and increase divorce, How?
There is not a shred of evidence to show that allowing working
parents more time with newborn tﬁhﬂdren _\tvould lead to family

reaku| TNmo! ggests the 0 e.
e e e PP bavid Blankenhorn
Institute for American Values

New York
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Parental leave bill advances in House

Extends needed protections for working mothers and fathers

Two House subcommittees agreed that
workers of either sex should have the right
to take unpaid time off to care for a new
baby without risking their jobs or losing
health insurance coverage.

A labor-supported parental leave bill,
applying to firms with 15 or more work-
ers, was cleared by an Education & Labor
subcommittee. A section of the bill dealing
with federal employees was approved in-
tact by a Post Office & Civil Service
panel. The chairmen of the two subcom-
mittees, William L. Clay (D-Mo.) and Pa-
tricia Schroeder (D-Colo.) are cosponsors
of the measure.

The parental leave bill would allow up
to 18 weeks of unpaid leave on the birth
or adoption of a child or during a child’s
illness.

A separate provision would allow up to

26 weeks of unpaid leave for a seriously ill
worker.

Clay is pressing for House action by this
summer. A similar bill cleared the commit-
tee in the last Congress but never reached
the House floor.

Meanwhile, Senate hearings continued
on a companion bill introduced by Sen.
Christopher J. Dodd (D-Conn.), enlivened
by controversy over employer cost
estimates.

Exaggerated cost

The Chamber of Commerce had initially
testified that the parental leave portion of
the bill would cost businesses $16.2 billion
a year in lost productivity, the expense of
hiring temporary replacements and the cost
of maintaining health insurance for work-
ers on leave.

INSTITUTE FOR AMERICAN VALUES
250 WEST 57th STREET SUITE 2415
NEW YORK, NY 10107 « (212) 246-3942

When pressed for documentation, the
Chamber acknowledged in a letter to Dodd
that its estimate was based on a “worst
case scenario” which ignored the fact that
most medium-sized and large businesses al-
ready provide various parental leave bene-
fits.

If it is also assumed that only about half
those eligible would take the payless-leave
option, the Chamber said, its “refined” cost
estimates for parental leave shrink to $2.6
billion. :

The Institute for American Values, one
of the organizations supporting parental
leave, has suggested that a further “refi-
ning” of the Chamber’s figures would show
that the benefits resulting from reduced
turnover and improved employee morale
might outweigh the actual dollar cost to
employers.
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Just Raising Benefits Is Not Welfare Reform -

To the Editor:

Frances Fox Piven and Barbara
Ehrenreich (Op-Ed, May 30) oppose
work requirements for welfare re-
cipients as “a new form of mass
peonage.” Their alternative is sim-
ple: raise benefits. Certainly raising
benefits is a good idea — but not good
enough. In fact, to suggest that higher
benefits alone constitute welfare re-
form is simply to ignore what the cur-
rent debate is about.

The core problem is family break-
down. Unwed teen-age parenthood
and single-parent homes have be-
come tickets into poverty for the mil-
lions of young mothers and their
children who make up the majority
of welfare recipients. To address
causes rather than Symptoms, wel-
fare reform must €ncourage strong
families and parental responsibility.
It must offer opportunities for inde-
pendence rather than the false com-
passion of dependency.

These are not punitive notions, ap-
plicable only to the poor, but basic
values shared by nearly everyone —
especially the poor, who did not de-
sign today’s system but suffer its
results. Not a shred of evidence

suggests that higher benefits ‘a-
lone will eliminate the current
system’s anti-family and antl-:_ndfa-
pendence bias. Y
Job training might. Work require-
ments might, especially if child care
and child-based tax credits are ih-
cluded. So might stricter child-sup-
port requirements for noncustodial
parents, usually fathers, who lgaye
families through abandonmentv or
divorce. !
Piven and Ehrenreich suggest tht
there is one idea out there — some-
thing bad called *‘workfare’ — when
in fact a diversity of policy reforms
are now being tested at state and
local levels. Some are better and
more generous than others. b
And we should not Kid ourselves
that true reform is cheap — it will
probably cost more in the shqrt term
than simply raising benefits. But
surely the challenge is to find hu-
mane reforms that work rather than
settle for small improvements in a
system that, at bottom, does not
work. DAVID BLANKENHORN
Executive Director
Institute forsAmerican Values
New York, June 2, 1987



Shaping a

Pro-Family Workplace

by David Blankenhorn

don't see the question of

parental leave as a wom-

en's issue, and neither

does this union. It's a fam-

ily issue.” So argues Cle-
ment Allen, a fourth generation coal miner
and an official of the United Mine Workers
— a predominantly male union now emerg-
ing as a leader within the labor movement
on the issue of parental leaves for new par-
ents.

On this Labor Day, two core chal-
lenges face the U.S. labor movement as it
struggles to reverse its present state of
decline. The first is demographic: to or-
ganize younger workers in the service and
high-tech economy — the emerging major-
ity whom Ralph Whitehead has called “new
collars.™ The second is ideological: to frame
an agenda that promotes labor's interests,
but always as part of the broader public
interest. Clement Allen's view of parental
leave as “a family issue,” and his union's
promotion of it in both contract negotia-
tions and legislative lobbying, suggests in
microcosm what may become labor's most
promising new strategy for meeting this
dual challenge.

The strategy, in brief, is to demand for
U.S. workers what might be called the
“pro-family workplace.” Such a strategy
poses the question: How much longer will
corporate leaders ignore the new realities
of the American workforce and the Ameri-
can family? In particular, how much longer
will they undermine their own productivity
by expecting today's workers to fit yester-

~ day’s personnel policies?

Surely corporate leaders see the
trends that have transformed the labor
force and restructured the family. Thirty
years ago, men comprised 70 per cent of the
workforce. Two out of three American
families consisted of a breadwinner father
and a mother who raised the children.

Today men are only 56 per cent of the
workforce. Fewer than one in five families
consist of two parents and children sup-
ported by a single income. Nearly 70 per-
cent of mothers with school-age children
now work outside the home as well asin it,

as do over half of all mothers with pre-
school children — surely the greatest shift
in family life in this century, and one that
shows no sign of reversing itself.

- =

— to employees with young children.
Among the nation’s 1000 largest firms,

only about one in seven offer flexible bene-
fit plans, in which employees can purchase
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“Back to work Mrs. Johnson . . . your maternity break is over!”

But today's corporate personnel
policies remain stuck in a 1950s time warp,
rooted in the quaint assumption that em-
ployees have “someone at home” to attend
to family matters. Most don't. Above all,
today’'s workers need flexible policies that
help them bridge the gap between work
and family — policies that permit working
parents to be better parents.

Yet today about 60 percent of working
mothers remain unprotected by even as
few as six weeks of compensated pregnancy

benefits, such as child care assistance, that
suit their’ individual and family circum-
stances. A recent survey of 500 major firms
found that fewer than one in three allow
flexible working hours. Fewer than one in
five permit job sharing. !

Meanwhile, public demand for the

“pro-family workplace™ is clearly growing.

Over the past several years, the Roper Or-
ganization has polled Americans to deter-
mine which benefits they expect or desire
from employers, a\nd which they do not.

“Im Congress, labor has emerged as a major voice in
support of the Family and Medical Leave of 1987, which
would allow parents up to 18 weeks of
unpaid family leave.”

leave. Parental leaves for new fathers are
rarer: fewer than one in three major com-
panies offer even unpaid paternal leaves.
Child care also remains a low priority. Only
about 2,500 of the nation's 44,000 largest
employers offer any assistance — financial,
on-site centers or information and referral

DEMOCRATIC LEFT

SEPT.-OCT. 1987

Their key finding: the rising demand fop
family-support benefits for working par-
ents.

For example, the public’s desire for
company-supported child care has grown
nine percent in five years: 33 percent of all
adults now consider it either an employer's

/4., : ,-\
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“definite responsibility” or a “highly desir-
able” employee benefit. Similarly, 32 per-
cent strongly endorse job-sharing, up six
percent in five years. Flexible working
hours are now supported by 55 percent of
the public. A 1986 Wall Street Journal/
NBC News poll found that 52 perecent to 87
percent of Americans agreed that “com-
panies should be required by law to let men
and women take up to eighteen weeks of
unpaid leave from their work after the birth
or adoption of their child.” In the case of

seriously ill children, 72 percent felt that:

parental leaves should be available.

The trendlines are clear..Support for
the pro-family workplace will continue to
grow as a growing proportion of the work-
force consists of parents who require new
flexibility in balancing the demands of
working and parenting. Here is an agenda
for labor that both reaches new constituen-
cies and speaks clearly in the public inter-
est.

Already some corporations and unions
are setting examples for other to follow.
Merck & Company, the nation's largest
pharmaceutical firm, offers job-protected
parental leaves, for fathers as well as
mothers, for up to eighteen months. Merck
also allows flexible working hours and of-
fers several on-site or nearby child care
centers. The American Can Company has
established a flexible benefits program that
is both cost-effective and popular among
employees. American Telephone and Tele-
graph, Corning Glass Works, Levi Strauss
and Company and Steelease, Inc. have
demonstrated similar leadership and
creativity. :

Within the labor movément, both the

AT THE END OF THE RAINBOW.,,

Steelworkers and the Auto Workers, for
example, recently negotiated child-care
agreements with major companies. Today
both the Service Employees and the Com-
munications Workers regularly fight for
family-support benefits in contract negotia-
tions — pay equity, child care, parental
leave, sick leave, and others — while the
Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers re-
cently won contracts mandating “Work and
Family” committees similar to the health
and safety committees pioneered by the
same union a few years ago. In the Con-
gress, labor has emerged as a major voice in
support of the Family and Medical Leave
Act of 1987, which would require com-
panies to allow parents up to eighteen
weeks of unpaid family leave.

Employers who have introduced pro-
family reforms often find that the changes
actually make their companies more pro-
ductivé. They have found, according to a
survey by the Employer Supported Child
Care Project, that flexible workplace
policies result in less absenteeism, lower .
employee turnover, better recruitment ca-
pacity and higher morale. As demog-
raphers predict tighter labor markets, and
even labor shortages, for the 1990s, many
employers will recognize that these in-
vestments in people — what economists
call the “human’ capital” approach — are
precisely the right strategy for improving
U.S. productivity and competitiveness in
today’s global economy.

Here labor's interests are synonymous
with the public interest and the require-
ments of the new economy. Here labor's
demands reflect the new demands of to-
day's families, and echo the widespread cul-

tural yearning for stronger families. To es-
tablish the pro-family workplace as a new
national norm in both the public and private
sectors is surely a worthy goal for the
American /labor movement — one that
could help turn decline into renaissance as
we approach the 1990s. Q

David Blankenhorn is director of the Insti-
tute for American Values, a public policy
organization based in New York that is

concerned with family issues.

250 WEST 57th STREET SUITE 2415
NEW YORK, NY 10107 » (212) 246-3942
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_ children. Candidates

Candidates must
embrace family
policy in campaign

Editor’s Note: “This Corner” is a column airing the
perspectives of knowledgeable Mississippians on to-

| pics of public interest and concern. Today’s topic, fam-

ily values and public policy, is by David G. Blanken-
horn ITI, a native of Jackson, who is director of the In-
stitute for American Values in New York, N.Y. He will
present a lecture on this subject at 2 p.m. Monday at
the student union at Jackson State University.

(]
By DAVID G. BLANKENHORN III
Special to The Clarion-Ledger/Jackson Daily News

Will one of the 1988 presidential aspirants become

the electoral equivalent of Bill Cosby — the pro-family
candidate? The first to lay claim to such a mantle
could quickly attract a powerful following, which in
turn might provide the key to the White House. Ameri-
cans today increasingly sense that society’s most im-
portant institution, the family, is in trouble. Popular
television programs such as The Cosby Show and Fam-
ily Tiesclearly reflect a yearning for stronger families
and a new cultural tilt toward family values.
This cultural reviv- ~

al of the family may,
in 1988, become a po-
litical revival as well.
Already, candidates
are beginning to stake
their claims. Demo-
crats are focusing on
children’s issues such
as day care and child
poverty. Republicans
have charged that the
federal tax code pe-
nalizes mothers who
stay at home with

F » U
from both parties
stress how welfarere- BLANKENHORN

form will strengthen families. Educational reform, as
well, has become a priority for all the candidates.

Vet surprisingly, what might be called a national .

family agenda still awaits its political champion. It's
as if each candidate can hum several notes, but no one

can yet sing the song. They all have issues, but no one -

yet has a compelling message.

Jackson, Mississippi

@he @larion-Fedger DAITY NEws

Thus the first candidate who fashions an appeal for
stronger families as a top national priority — the so-
cial policy cornerstone of the next administration —
will find a distinguishing and powerful new theme.
Such a program could cut across ideological lines and
involve millions of Americans in ways that most other
issues simply do not.

Any presidential aspirant seeking the “family vote”
should begin with pro-family tax reform that offers
targeted relief to families rearing children. It could be
done by raising the child exemption in the tax code to

$5,000, up from $2,000 under current law. (Last year’s
tax reform raised the exempticn from $1,080.) If
phased out for the wealthy and made refundable for
the poor, such a “family tax credit” would boost real
income by about $750 per child for the majority of
American families who have suffered an economic
squeeze over the past 15 years.

Such a credit would embody our belief that rearing
children is more than a series of costly private choices.
It is a social imperative that should be supported by
public policy. Yet the “family tax credit” also would
preserve private choice, helping some families afford
child care while also helping those parents who wish to
stay at home with their children.

A second theme should be “pro-family work place.”
Today’s parents need flexible policies that help them
harmonize the demands of family and work — policies
that permit them to be better parents. Both public and
corporate initiatives should encourage parental leaves
for childbirth, job sharing, flexible work hours, and on-

| site or nearby child care. Such ideas are rooted in the

new realities of the work place and family, yet their
guiding purpose is quite traditional: to allow parents
more time with their children.

Another theme would replace the current welfare
system with a new program to promote family stabil-
ity and economic independence. Instead of welfare
penefits, the program would offer a guaranteed job, in-
cluding child care, for all able-bodied recipients. In ad-
dition, stronger child support laws would require non-
custodial parents, usually fathers, to assume more fi-
nancial responsibility for their children.

Liberals and conservatives increasingly agree that
the current welfare system fosters dependency, en-
courages family breakdown and subsidizes teen preg-
pancies. Substituting jobs for benefits, while costly,
would offer recipients a genuine ladder out of poverty
without the disincentives to work and family forma-
tion that plague the current system. Stricter child sup-
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port payments not only would hélp
mothers and children, but also, in the
case of teenagers, create strong rea-
sons for boys not to make babies before
they are ready to become fathers.

A final theme should emphasize the
importance of teaching values in our
schools. As cultural norms changed
over the past 25 years, and as scheol
populations became more diverse,
schools became reluctant to teach what
used to be called “character develop-
ment” and “citizenship” — moral val-
ues such as honesty, respect for othérs
and for the law, the link between effort
and reward, and the benefits and re-
sponsibilities of living in a democragy.
Yet silence or neutrality regarding
these values is surley the wrong lesson
to teach children.

Teaching what has been called “mor-
al literacy” will, of course, be a com-
plex issue, requiring distinctions he-
tween basic values and narrow ortho-
doxies, between the importance of cul-
tural tolerance and the danger of moral
agnosticism, But it need not be a parti-
san political issue. Recent Gallup and
Harris polls show strong agreement
and remarkable good sense among par-
ents on the values they want taught, as
well as a broad consensus that schools’
should do a better job. So long as “teach-
ing values” does not become a code for
imposing religious or political views.on
young minds, it will attract biparti§an
national support precisely because:jt
reinforces popular family values, ..

These four themes suggest a natiofial
family agenda that is neither liberal
nor conservative, Republican nor
Democratic. It confronts the core is-
sues facing the American family and
will fit the strategic needs of either par-
ty. Thus it is twice blessed: good policy
and good politics. Which of the cani-
dates will embrace it? =
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Television’s Modern
Morality Plays

Your television critic Martha Bayles
(*‘Holidays and the Huxtables,”" Dec. 14)
writes that “TV barrages us with so many
seemingly perfect families that we end up
feeling depressed about our own.” Non-
sense. Programs like “The Cosby Show”
and “Family Ties" are popular precisely
because they convey a message that Amer-
icans today want to hear: Families matter.
They reflect our desire for stronger fami-
lies and a new cultural tilt toward family
values.

Of course the Huxtables and Keatons
are “‘idealized” families. In a sense, these
programs are morality plays more than
descriptions of ‘“real life.” But what is
wrong with a few shows like that? Isn't it
legitimate to see in fiction and art not only
who we are, but who we want to be? Must

" TV always portray families as oppressive,
alienating institutions in order to pass
some reality test? Judging from the rat-
ings, viewers-don’t seem to think so.

DAviD BLANKENHORN
Executive Director
Institute For American Values
New York
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OFTEN INVOKED, SELDOM DEFINED

Just what are ‘family values’?

By DAVID BLANKENHORN

“FAMILY VALUES” is surely
one of the most potent cultural and
political phrases of the past decade.
But while “family values™ are often
invoked, they are less frequently de-
fined. Imprecision has its advan-
tages. Yet too often this powerful
phrase has become, as Thomas Jef-
ferson said of patriotism, the last
refuge of scoundrels — those who
would use “family values’ as conve-
nient political buzz-words, or as an
ideological Trojan Horse to disguise
narrower, more partisan objectives.

Are there widely shared moral
beliefs in America that can properly

be described as “family values?”
Can consensual norms about family
be reflected in, and reinforcd by,
public policy? Or, in our pluralistic
and often culturally divided society,
is the very notion of shared family
norms simply an anachronism?
Certainly, few societies cele-
brate diversity and tolerance as
much as ours does. Our ethos of
individualism, deeply embedded in
our culture, generates skepticism to-
ward any attempt, especially by gov-
ernment, to jduge or restrict individ-
ual behavior. Moreover, since
private behavior can never conform
fully to idealized social norms, an
influential current of opinion today,
especially within elite culture, views

INSTITUTE FOR AMERICAN VALUES
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any set of unambiguous norms with
suspicion, fearing them to be op-
pressive and overly judgmental. In
historical terms, this belief that
norms themselves are the problem
— that the best cultural ethos re-
garding the family is one of moral
agnosticism — is unprecedented,
even as a significant minority view.

Yet with exceptions and cau-
tions noted, surely there exist in our
society some broadly shared “family
values” of deep social importance.
And surely people interested in fam-
ily policy should understand and de-
bate these values — not in order to
legislate or police them, but simply
in order to know whether a proposed
family policy is supportive of them
or undermines them. In this spirit, I
propose some beginning definitions.

We value families. The family is
society’s primary institution for
raising chidren, caring for the elder-
ly, and passing on and developing
the values of society. It is usually the
source of both our greatest loves and
our greatest sorrows. It is the main
mediating institution between the
individual and the state — the basic
social unit of our culture. For these
reasons, most of us see the family as
our central and most enduring com-
mitment beyond the self.

We value marriage. The marital
commitment is a foundation of
strong families. While divorce may
be the least bad alternative for a
damaged marriage, today’s high di-
vorce rate is a troubling sign for
families. We value marriage as an
equal partnership, based on shared
commitment, compromise and re-
sponsibility, not domination or in-
equality.

We value children. We see in
children our hopes for the future.
While recognizing the primary re-
sponsibility of parents in child rear-
ing, we also affirm that raising chil-
dren is more than a series of private
choices — it is also a social impera-
tive that should be supported by oth-
er social institutions, by the work-
place, and by public policy.

We value parents. Parents are a
child’s first and most influential
teachers, and a child’s major provid-
ers of love, guidance and protection,
The parental role is socially invalu-
able and irreplaceable; it should be

honored and supported by society.
Parenthood is a serious responsibili-
ty that should not be entered into
lightly or casually. While many di-
vorced or widowed parents are ad-
mirably successful ones, few would
deny that the duties of parenthood
are best met by two parents working
together in marriage. Bringing a
c_hl]d into the world outside of mar-
riage, or when parents are too young
or unprepared to be real parents, is
almost always personally and social-
ly harmful.

We value our elders. Caring for
our elders is one of the family’s most
important functions — one that
should be facilitated and encour-
aged by other social institutions and
by public policy. Moreover, we rec-
ognize the unique contributions e]-
ders can make: to the economy, in
child care and teaching, and to ::)ur
broader cultural life,

_ We value community. Institu.
tions that make up comnl{unit;ultilfle
— the school, the church, the syna-
gogue, the workplace association
the service and charitable organiza-
tion — are enriched by strong fami-
lies. The institutions of community
zlso enrich fali.l)‘lily life by extending

ur concerns beyond i
the broader sociSe(ly. el

We affirm basic moral val
part of the heritage we receiveduf?ri)?;
our parents and will develop and
bass on to our children. These values
of character and citizenship include
honesty, the “golden rule,” respect
for others and for the law, the link
between effort and reward, and the
benefits and responsibilities of liv-
g in a democracy. Other institu-
tions, from schools to the media
should support and reinforce paren:

tal efforts to teach an i
i d pass on basic

We see the need i
concern, reflected in pubflci)::- ;ggletql
Vate-sector policies, that \gﬁi
strengthen all families, €mpowerin
them to realize and build upon the :
family values that form a ¢g g
stone of our culture, o
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Conservatives

Liberals to Work
Together to Study
Famly Problems

BY CHRIS CORCORAN
New York City Tribune Staff

A newly formed think-tank hopes to
help conservatives and liberals find
common ground in the controversial
area of family-related issues and values.

While they still tend to draw battle
lines over the particulars of how a
certain policy might be implemented,
both liberals and conservatives
recognize the need to unite around
issues such as welfare reform, child
care, maternity leave and tax reform.

The new think-tank, called the Insti-
tute for American Values, was offictally
foun ere in the City last week and
is headed by 1977 Harvard graduate
David Blankenhorn.

The institute’s founding conference
was convened at the Harvard Club, on
West 44th Street in Manhattan, last
Thursday to announce its agenda and
begin dialogue after 2 years of plan-
ning.

Blankenhorn, who is married, com-
pleted a master’s degree in labor history
at Warwick University in England and
has previously worked in the public
policy field for the citizen’s action
groups Massachusetts Fair Share and
Virginia Action.

The institute lists as its principal
purpose “to deliver timely and useful
research on family issues to
policymakers in government,
decisionmakers in the private sector
and opinionmakers in the media.”

institute include how the workplace,
taxes, child care, education and poverty
affect the family unit.

While careful not to define the nature
of the family unit, Blankenhorn said,
“The evidence is clear that the status
and future of the American family has
emerged as a resonant concern ... and
leading family indicators ... are often
painting a troubled portrait of today’s
family.”

“Today we are calling for the emerg-
ence of a national family agenda ... as
a cornerstone of public policy for the

Some of the primary concerns of the .

FAMILY.....

1990s,” he said.

Blankenhorn went on to describe
what he called the “often sterile debate”
on family issues between the political
left and right, a split which he says
clouds the issues and impedes progress.

Policies, whether they are formulated
in the workplace or in the government,
must address the central issue of
working to make the family unit
stronger, he believes. This perspective,
he added, must buck the strong tend-
ency in American society to speak
primarily to individual rather than
family concerns.

Creating flexible working hours, bet-
ter maternity leaves and company
operated day-care centers were some of
the topics addressed during the morn-
ing session on the pro-family
workplace.

One problem that surfaced during the
session revolved around how to
effectively address the needs of the
average worker or homemaker through
policies that are, at least in the
workplace, often shaped by a
financially better-off management.

The speeches were all from the
corporate executives’ viewpoint, owing
perhaps to the fact that several corpor-
ations were major founding sponsors of
the institute.

The various speeches prompted one
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labor leader to openly question the

value of their presentations.
“Managers often have their own cars,

can leave work more easily if a child-

related problem arises which they must

| attend to and they have more resources |

with which to solve their child-care |
problems,” said the labor representa-
tive.

A problem related to financial con-
cerns and the future of the institue was
raised by Douglas J. Besharov of the |
American Enterprise institute.

He presented data on the compara-
tively low income of the majority of

| families with pre-school children in the

United States, figures which he felt
were not properly appreciated by the
seemingly urban and affluent confer-
ente participants.

' Besharov went on to criticize govern-
ment as being more interested in
providing major child-care subsidies for
affluent families where both parents
work than it is in providing money for
the often poorer family in which only
one parent works. |

During the same session, Dr. Edward |

_ F. Zigler, an expert in child care and |

founder of the Headstart program, said
the child-care problem in the United
States could be solved through
institinstitutionalization, with schools
opened for toddlers during the day and

- for school-age youngsters in the late

afternoon if their parents are still at
work.

Initially, the government would have

to fund the opening of the schools but
in a few years tuition would enable
them to become financially self-
sufficient and inexpensive, he argued.

The final session of the conference
focused on the family agenda for the
1990s. While no clear consensus
emerged among the three speakers, two
important points were noted by
Blankenhomn.

The first was that policies must
equally address the concerns of families
where both parents work outside the
home, and of families where only one
parent works. And secondly, he said,
was the agreement that both govern-
ment policies and the cultural climate of
society are of equal importance in
supporting families.

“Conservatives tend to see the family
as one parent working outside the home
and they tend to stress values over
government intervention,” said
Blankenhorn, while liberals, he added,
tend to stress government solutions to
problems and seek subsidies for famil-
ies where two parents work.

“Both sides had a general agreement
that marriage and children are good
and positive things for society,” said
ifdaitkenhorn,

The institute has several sym-
posiums planned for the upcoming
year, which are likely to focus on child
care and pro-family workplace issues,

according to institute spokesman Ivan
Sacks.
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‘Successful companies respond to brainpower and hearts of workers.’- Rita Wilson

PETER CUNNINGHAM

Family-friendly corporations

They help balance demands of home and work

By Marilyn Gardner

Staff writer of The Christian Science Monitor

j New York
ITA WILSON, a vice president at
Allstate Insurance Company, likes
to think expansively.

Instead of seeing the Northbrook, Ill.,
company as an employer of 55,000 work-
ers, she imagines a group twice that size.

“The people we employ are not the
only people we affect,” Mrs. Wilson ex-
plains, “We affect at least two times that
number because of the way the quality of
work life affects families.” :

. Wilson's attitude reflects a new corpo-
rate philosophy slowly gaining favor in
board rooms across the country: the pro-
family workplace. As dual-career couples
and women with children make up an
increasingly large part of the work force,
Wilson and other executives see an ines-
capable obligation to help employees bal-
ance the demands of work and home.

The shift to more inclusive policies is
not totally altruistic. A shrinking labor
pool, combined with a continuing influx
of women into the work force, will make
the labor market increasingly competitive
in the 1990s, according to United States
Department of Labor projections. ;

Wilson outlines the challenges facing
employers in the 1990s. Speaking to a
group of 150 policymakers, analysts, and

business leaders attending the founding "

conference of the Institute for American

Values she warned, “It will be foolhardy
to think that benefits packages as we

know them today, as good and competi-
tive as they are, will be adequate in the
future.”

Instead, she says, companies will need
to offer perks such as child care, elder
care, at-home work, and flexible hours to
remain competitive.

Identifying policies that create a “fam-
ily-friendly” workplace is one of the tasks
of the new institute, a nonpartisan group
founded, according to executive director
David Blankenhorn, “to answer one sim-
ple question: How can public and private-
sector policies strengthen families?”

That question may be anything but

simple. In Congress, a parental-leave bill,
guaranteeing unpaid leave for parents of
newborn or seriously ill children, appears
to be stalled. And in corporations® execu-
tive concerns about productivity and cost
often prevent serious discussions of poli-
cy changes. Too many managers, Wilson
finds, continue to view employees as “a
cost to be controlled rather than an asset
to be used.” ‘ ‘

As one way of countering that attitude,
Marie McKee, director of executive per-
sonnel planning for Corning Glass, urges
employers to think in terms of two kinds
of customers: “internal” and “external.”

“‘Internal’ customers - employees —
become a very large group of people you
must serve,” she explains.

At Corning, serving “internal” custom-
ers includes providing on-site child care
and offering a child-care referral service.
The company is also implementing a

“more aggressive’ part-time work policy
to identify part-time jobs and convince
managers that this makes good business
sense. “You always get more than part-
time work out of people,” Ms. McKee
observes.

In addition, the company has assem-
bled a career and family book for supervi-
sors and employees, outlining family-sup-
port policies.

Still, any policy is only as good as the
support it receives from management.
“The real story at Corning is a commit-
ment at the top,” McKee says proudly.
“We have a chairman who is committed
to the retention of women.”

But retaining women is only part of the
solution. Benefits must include men, Mc-
Kee adds, and male workers “must get
support from other men for doing more
parenting.”

To executives worried about the cost
of offering broader-based policies, J. Dou-
glas Phillips, senior director of corporate
planning at Merck and Co., offers an ex-
ample. Merck’s child-care leave policy, he
says, has resulted in savings.

Mr. Phillips estimates the cost of losing
an employee at $50,000. But by permit-
ting a worker to take .a six-month child-
care leave (cost: $38,000), the company
achieves a net improvement of $12,000,

he says. “When you focus on people, prof-
[its will follow,” Phillips comments, quot-

ing the company’s founder.

Speaking broadly of “family-friendly”
benefits, Wilson says, “The successful
companies of the future will respond both
to the brainpower and the hearts of their
workers.”

Dr. Ethel Klein, professor of political
science at Columbia University, puts it
another way: “The family is an institu-
tion that is valuable enough to make ac-
commodations for, rather than always
asking the family to make the sacrifices.”

INSTITUTE FOR AMERICAN VALUES
250 WEST 57th STREET SUITE 2415
NEW YORK, NY 10107 » (212) 246-3942
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PUBLIC POLICY

Introducing the Institute for American Values

The Relationship of Public
Policy to Family Well-Being

by David Blankenhorn

et me start with something that I

think we'll all agree on: that the
time is right to bring family issues into
the mainstream of the national policy
debate.

The evidence abounds from every
comer of our culture— whether looking
at the opinion polls, the debates in state-
houses and in Congress, popular televi-
sion shows such as “The Cosby Show”
and “Family Ties,” or changing prac-
tices in the workplace — the status and
futre of the American family has
emerged as a culturally resonant, politi-

cally potent theme and will continue to |

do so in the 1990s.

It’s almost as if we can palpably
feel a kind of cultural yeaming for
stronger families and the need to pay
attention to the status and future of the
family unit. We are very much con-
cerned with leading economic indica-
tors to measure the health of our econ-
omy, butIthink that we are beginning to
seea feeling that there are such things as
“leading family indicators.” Those
family indicators are often painting a
troubling portrait of today’s families,
and there’s a feeling that we need to
rededicate and refocus, rethink and
strengthen this basic family unit.

This condition, which we’ve seen
emerge over the last several years, has
produced a change in attitude toward
family policy. It offers hope for the
emergence of what I would call “A
National Family Agenda,” by which I
meana coherent message about stronger
families as our top domestic priority, as
a cornerstone of public policy and pri-
vate initiative in the 1990s,and a widely
shared sense of the importance of
strengthening the family unit and an
idea of how we might move in the 1990s
to do that.

Sterile Debate
That’s the good and hopeful news.

There’s also less good news. The cur-
rent debate on family issues, particu-
larly at the national level is a sterile and
fruitless debate at times. All too often
the national dialogue on family issuesis
unfocused, is adrift, is not strong, not
rigorous. In particular, I want to suggest
that our vision of stronger families and
our method of thinking about family
policy is very often impoverished by
sterile political categories of left vs.
right, and that is holding usback. That’s
why we see the kind of policy gridlock
and paralysis that often emerges and
thatprevents us from making thekind of
policy progress that the times and the
demographics and the culture calls for.
Certainly onissues that we see before us
in the national debate, ranging from the
debate currently over child care to is-
sues of child poverty, and in the pace of
progress in private sector policies in the
workplace, we are seeing a debate thatis
notequal inrigorandclarity tothe needs
of the time and the opportunity of the
time. :

Sodespite theimportant work that’s
being done, despite the achievements
and the new opportunities before us, a

genuine, broadly felt, bipartisan, na-
tional family agenda that is understood
and perceived as such by large numbers
of people in our country, has not
emerged.

What is to be done about this situ-
ation? Irving Howe once said, “When
intellectuals getfrustrated and can’t think
of anything else to do, they start a jour-
nal.” And so, perhapsit’s true that when
policy analysts get frustrated and can’t
think of anything else to do, they start a
think tank. But, in fact, this problem of
apolarized and frequently sterile debate
in terms of the analysis of family issues,
really brings me to what I see is our
purpose and our mission here at the
Institute, We have tried to build an

‘organization that asks one simple ques-

tion: How can public and private sector
policies strengthen families?

Family Business :

At first glance this seems to be a
vague and therefore unexceptional
question to ask. Let me see if Icanbea
bit more specific. I don't mean to ask:
“How can policy help people?” “How
can it make us stronger and healthier
and increase the GNP and life expec-
tancy and do all the things necessary to
improve our lives?” — which we all
want. I mean something more pointed
and more particular, I mean, how can
policies strengthen families as families?
Will a policy help or hinder the family
unit as it goes about what might be
called family business: tomarry, or bring
children into the world and rear them as
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healthy, productive citizens, to pass on
basic social and moral values to the next
generation, to care for aged parents and
grandparents, and fundamentally, to
build and maintain those bonds of affec-

tion, nurturance, mutual support and |:
long term commitment that form the {

familiar, familial context in which most
of us will experience both our greatest
loves and our greatest sorrows in life
and which form the very definition of
family life, and the definition, if  might
use a very loaded phrase, of family
values.

I think that’s beginning to hint at
family business—business particular to
the family as a family. If politicians are
seeking a family vote on issues, they
have to ask themselves, “How do my

policies address those words and that |
business?” If family analysts and policy |
analysts wanttopropose a family policy |
or a family agenda, we have to ask |
ourselves how those policies and that |
agenda relate to those words and that |

business.

This is not easy to do. Itis noteasy |
to do for a couple of reasons. Family }
business often conflicts with a number |
of very powerful cultural components. ¢
- We have a very strong current in the |
culture, reflected in how we analyze [
policy, of individualism and of looking |
at the relationship of individual to state |
and to policy. But, really, what are |
families about? Families are largely |

about purposes beyond the self, pur-
poses which extend an individual only
as an individual. On the other hand, we
have a strong current in the culture that
stressesconcem with provisional choices
or have a strong current in the culture
that stresses concern with provisional
choices or lifestyle options. Yet, the
family is more principally about giv-
ens—life givens, not choices. That’s
why Robert Frost said, that a “family is
someplace where, when you have to go
there, they have to take you in.” It’s not
achoice, it’s a given.

So, secondly I would like to say that
thisis very tricky, very intensely private
business that families do, isnot easily or
directly influenced by the actions of
policy-makers. This is particularly true
because we are a pluralistic society which
does not support legislating values and
rigidly proscribing or prescribing pri-

vate behavior. It’s a very difficult area

when you think of the private business |

of families and how public policy influ-
ences, supports, does not support those
types of businesses that families do.
The best we can do is begin to ask
ourselves, “Do our proposals and poli-
cies provide a supportive, helpful and
empowering context, a framework for
family business to thrive and prosper?”
That’s what I think we mean when we
ask how policies strengthen families.
I'm trying todescribe whatI would
call a family first or a family-centered
perspective for what we are calling
family policy. It may sound redundant,
but I think that it is important to try to
make some of these distinctions. I be-
lieve that if this organization can claim
that mantle and assume that task, that
we will make an important and distin-

guishing contribution. I'think it’s steady
work, well worth doing, that can really
make adifference and improve the qual-
ity of the policy debate.

Let me briefly mention several ar-
eas that are examples of where I see a
problem or two and where we might
need to do some harder thinking.

Bringing Fresh Ideas Into the

Debate

One area is what I call a kind of
ideological Trojan Horse approach to
family policy, whereexpressionsof “I'm
for Family” are often a kind of packag-
ing, a rhetorical or thematic way to ad-
dress a very wide range of issues. You
needn’tlook any further than the current
presidential candidates who give their
speeches about family. Their current
position on aid to the Contras, on plant
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closings, on a wide range of things are
clumped together under the label of
.family policy. That may be wise politi-
“Cally, but it doesn’t work analytically
 afid I’'m proposing that it is a problem if
ijwe clumptogether sucha wide selection
" of issues. The question should not just
be “what’s good for people,” ithasto be
“what’s good for families”—anarrower
definition.

Anotherproblem isthe question of:
Whose families? Whose families are
you talking about? Picture if you will a
debate between, say, Rep. Patricia
| Schroeder, a national leader on family
issues, proposing the Family Medical
Leave Act—which I am incidentally,
very supportive of—and Phyllis Sch-
lafly, the leader of the conservative pro-
family movement. What do they say
about each other's constituencies?

On the left in response to “What is
a family?” you could easily say: “You
know those old Ozzie and Harriet fami-
lies, that Leave it to Beaver model of
families—that reminds us of a Norman
Rockwell painting. We remember them
fondly but there arereally not very many
of them. In fact, under ten percent of the
families today fit that model. Today the
reality is the working family and those
| other families are anachronistic and not
centrally relevant to the policy debate.”

I’m going to say for Mrs. Schiafly:
“The traditional family—mother at
home, father the breadwinner, children
at home, those are what families are.
That’s a family. You know who these
other people are? Greedy yuppies. Brie
eating, white wine- drinking, Volvo-
driving, two-earner rich couples that
wantother people, in particular the gov-
ernment, to pay for their babysitting
costs. They’re really not families.”

Well, perhaps I'm exaggerating a
bit, but T honestly don’t think I'm exag-
gerating too much about those other two
perspectives. What’s happened here?
Each perspective has tried to define the
other outof existence. Yet, if youlookat
mothers today, about 40 percent work
full time, about 40 percent are not in the
labor force at all, about 20 percent are
working part-time. So, really, if you
split the middle, its roughly equally
divided in this country between the tra-
ditional families and the working fami-
lies. Certainly the trend is toward in-

creasing the numbers of mothers in the
workforce, but the point that I'm tring to
make is that trying to define families as
my particular kind of family is very
harmful. This polarization, between
working families and traditional fami-
lies, isaharmful polarizationas we think
about family policy because it turns a
discussion of what could be a national
concern for strengthening familiesintoa
divisive and polarizing thing.

Thirdly, I want to say that there is a
particularly sterile argument about the
role of government. The traditional ar-
gument between left and right has been
overthesize of government. The conser-
vatives wantless, theliberals wantmore,
and that’s the perennial argument. The
debate regarding families is not really,
should government be smaller or larger.
What matters is the relationship of pub-
lic policy to family well-being. What is
the distribution of costs and benefits to
families and what s the message of public
policy about what we value and what we
devalue about the importance of family
in this society?

Idon’tsee the debate in terms of big
govermnment versus small government,
On the one hand, our bias is that govern-
ment, no matter how effective and how
importantand how necessary, can never,
never substitute for strong families. Our
bias, if we wanttoreinvestand strengthen
families, has to be through families, not
simply through government programs as
areplacement for what we see as family
failure. Bernice Weissbourd and other
people in the family resource movement
have been very powerful in stressing
why it is important to use the tools of
government to “build on family
strengths”

Secondly, if government can never
substitute for families, it is also true that
we see a positive role for government,
not to replace families, but to strengthen
and empower them. Traditional liberal-
ism has often said: Look what the gov-
emmentcan do for you, Traditional con-
servatism has generally said: Look what
the government is doing to you. I say,
from the perspective of family strength-
ening, we need to say neither one of
those two things. We need to say: We
want to use the tools of government af-
firmatively, nottoreplace families but to
increase opportunities for families to be

strong and healthy units. We need to get
away from thatkind of big government/
small government debate.

Let me conclude just by saying that
this approach, or the application of this
set of questions to family issues, that I
have been trying to suggest here, if
taken seriously and rigorously, and
pursued with the tools of research and
public policy organizations will pro-
duce somereal surprises. It will do some
things that aren’treally being done very
often. It will shake up some of the settled
orthodoxies in the public policy debate,
and I think it’s a very important contri-
bution that can be made. To borrow the
words of the poet: “We will be seeking
not the old, smooth prizes,we will be
seeking rough, new prizes.” That’s what
this set of questions can help us do.

So finally, despite the fact that we
are such a new organization in our in-
fancy, despite the challenges we can
foresee and those challenges at this point
we can’t foresee, I am fundamentally
optimistic and hopeful because of the
people in this room. Because of the
work they are doing—in the workplace,
in management, in labor, in academia,
in the service provision community, in
the family support movement. This is
very, very important work and it is such
an honor for me to be able to establish
this kind of relationship with people of
this talent, commitment, achievement
and reputation. And so for the reason of
colleagueship with you,1am very hope-
ful about this organization. What we
will achieve in the future will not be
possible without the work that you are
doing and without the way that we can
go together. So I ask you to let us travel
thisroad together in the daysand months
ahead, notconfidentthatweknow every
answer, but confident indeed, in our
minds and in our hearts, that we know
the important question. Thank you,

David Blankenhorn spoke at a lunch-
eon address on behalf of the Institute for
American Values on June 9. Blankenhorn is
currently the executive director of the Inst-
tute. The Institute for American Values is g
non-profit, non-patisan organization and Js
located at 250 West 57th Street, Suite 2415,
New York, NY 10107; (212) 246-3942.
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All in the family?

Bush, Dukakis spawn rhetoric,
but sputter on realistic ideas

By David Blankenhorn

ho would have predicted, even a
w few months ago, that George
: Bush and Michael Dukakis

would today be waging much of their
battle for the presidency on the issue of
child care? Or that speaker after speaker
at both conventions would deliver an ode
to the American family and a pledge of
allegiance to family values? Why is every
politician with access to a pollster and a
microphone suddenly intent on becom-
ing the electoral equivalent of Bill Cosby
— the pro-family candidate?

The reason is simple. Americans
increasingly sense that the family, so-

ciety’s most important instifution, is in

. trouble. The candidates quite correctly
detect in the electorate a yearning for
' stronger families and a new cultural tilt
toward family values. Evidence abounds
in every corner of our society — from
opinion polls, to debates in statehouses
and in Congress, to popular television
shows such as “The Cosby Show” and

“Family Ties,” to changing practices in
the workplace — that the status and
future of the American family have
emerged as culturally resonant and
politically potent themes for millions of
voters.

And not only for voters in general but
for particular blocs of voters each party
views as crucial to its campaign strategy.
Bush, told that women voters aren’t
crazy about him, tries to woo them by

| promising to delwer on a $2.2 billion
child-care plan. Similarly, Dukakis, told.
that Reagan Democrats are crucial to his
chances in November, touts parental
leave and child support to entice them
home.

This beginning of a national debate on
family issues may be the central social-
policy fact of the 1988 elections. It offers
hope for the emergence of what might be
called a national family agenda — a
coherent and broadly shared commit-
ment to stronger families as our top
domestic pnonty in the 1990s. That's the
good news. |

The bad news is that the family
debate remains weak and unfocused.
Each tosses out a few answers, but

neither understands the basic question.

To Bush and Dukakis, that question is:
How can public policy help people? One
result is that both mistake kitchen-table
chitchat — How are the kids doing in
school? Can we afford a new house or car
or vacation? How are things at work? —
as the family issues. Such vague defini-
tions allow them to use family rhetoric as
feel-good packaging for whatever suits
their purpose at the moment. 7

Accordingly, Dukakis, in a July speech
billed as his statement on the family,
simply rounded up the -usual suspects:
plant-closing legislation, drugs and good
jobs at good wages. The vice president’s
new family-policy statement throws in
housing, health care and economic devel-
opment.

Certainly, these issues are important.
But unless family is nothing more than a
metaphor — a political Rorschach test to
be used by every politician with an
agenda to peddle — it’s hard to see what
binds the proposals together as family
policy.

Thus, the basic question must be
redefined. It is not: How can we help
people as individuals? Rather, it is: How
can we strengthen families as families?
How will our policies help or hinder the

family unit as it goes about what might
be called family business? To marry. To
bring children into the world and raise |
them to be productive citizens. To pass
on basic social and moral values to the
next generation. To care for aged par-
ents and grandparents. And; most funda-
mentally, to build and maintain those
bonds of long-term affection, nurture and
mutual support that constitute the very
definition of family life. |
If Dukakis and Bush seek to propose
family policy, as opposed to random good
ideas, they must begin with precisely
such family business. If they do, they will
find that this more focused challenge is
also a more difficult one, for several
reasons. ]
First, it may at times conflict with
powerful currents in our culture. Our
society celebrates individualism and
choice. But family is less about choice or
lifestyle options than it is about commit-



ments and givens. That's why Robert
Frost defined family as the place where,
when you have to go there, they have to
take you in.

Second, family business is mostly
private business. It is not easily or
directly influenced by the actions . of
policy-makers — especially in our plural-
istic society, which does not often legis-
late values or regulate private behavior.
Frequently, the best that policy-makers
can do, besides refraining from doing
harm, is simply to foster a supportive
empowering environment in which fam-
ily business can thrive and prosper.

There are deeper problems. Too
often, the dialogue on how to strengthen

.families degenerates into a sterile ideol-
ogical and special-interest battle pitting
one family type against. another.

Republicans champion what they
term traditional families. Democrats
favor what they call working families.

Each party seeks special treatment for
its favored group. (This explains much of
the Bush-Dukakis divergence on child-
care policy.) Each side tries to denigrate
the other group and even define it out of
existence. . )

That’s why liberal Democrats are fond
of asserting that the old “Leave It to
Beaver” family — Dad as breadwinner,
Mom as homemaker — is -virtually
extinet -and certainly irrelevant to
today’s policy agenda. It's also why
conservative Republicans love to con-
trast . real (traditional) families. with
Volvo-driving, two-career Yuppies who
want other people to subsidize their
child care. - :

_The facts undercut both stereotypes.
Of all mothers with children under age
18, about 40 percent work full time, 40
percent are not in the paid labor force

and 20 percent work part time. Of all
families with preschool children, the
numbers of traditional families (Mom at
home) and working families (Mom and
Dad work full time) are virtually equal.
Thus, no family agenda worthy of the
name can ignore either those parents in
the paid labor force, or those who work
as homemakers, or those who straddle
both worlds.

Another ideological quagmire for fam-
ily-policy concerns is the role and size of
government. An important strain of

conservative thought, evident in most
Republican pronouncements on family
policy, holds that government itself is
always the enemy — it never reduces
problems, but instead, always makes
them worse. Democrats frequently turn
this view of government on its head,
looking instinctively to government,
rather than to families themselves, to
solve problems that are largely the result
of family breakdown.

But the left vs. right argument simply
clouds the issue. It’s not size that

[mape e i e e s s ]
Republicans champion
what they term traditional
families. Democrats favor
what they call working
families. Each party seeks
special treatment for its
own favored group.

matters, it's the impact on the family —
whether specific policies promote or
hinder family well-being. Those who
favor activist government must recognize
that substituting government functions
for family functions will not strengthen
-families. At the same time, pro-family
government is not do-nothing govern- -
ment. The tools of government can and

should be used te empower and support

family business. So far, neither Republi-

cans nor -Democrats seem prepared to

revisit this old debate from a family

perspective.

Here are a a few ideas on how to
achieve that: .

» Establish the pro-family workplace
— child-care assistance, ‘flexible work
hours and benefits packages, maternity
and paternity leaves, Job-sharmg.and
part-time options — as a new national
norm in both the public and private
sectors. !

» Reform the tax code to help fami-
lies with young children. For example,
increase the dependent exemption for
young children and doqble it during the
year of birth or' adoption. i

» Toughen child-support require-
ments for non-custodial parents, usually
fathers, who leave their families.

» Recognize children in poverty as a
tragedy closely linked to family break-
down, requiring not only new invest-
ments in nutrition, education and health
care, but also public and moral leader-
ship to discourage unwed parenthood
and promote strong families.

The 1988 family debate, thougl_l_ grow-
ing rapidly in volume, still lacks its own
voice. Both Republican and Democratic
efforts to address family issues remain
enfeebled by common enemies — em-
phasis on imagery, special-interest
pleading, ideological straitjackets. Our
national family agenda, with all.its
urgency and appeal, still awaits its
political champion. @

David Blankenhorn is director of the Institute
tor American Values, a policy organization in
. New York concerned with family issues.

INSTITUTE FOR AMERICAN VALUES
250 WEST 57th STREET SUITE 2415
NEW YORK, NY 10107 « (212) 246-3942
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DAVID BLANKENHORN is execu-
tive director of the Institute for Ameri-
can Values, a New York-based or-
ganization concerned with family is-
sSues.

"The shift I've noticed is that a few
shows, particularly Family Ties and
The Cosby Show, now portray fami-
lies as good places to be, where peo-
ple care for one another and find pur-
poses larger than themselves. That's
different from what you saw on tele-

vision even a few years ago, where
often families were seen as basically
sort of oppressive and inept —some-
thing that you needed to escape
from. I think the popularity of these
newer shows reflects a cultural yearn-
ing for stronger families.

"Yet these shows have been criti-
cized by many for portraying ideal-
ized families that don't reflect the re-
ality of the day. | don't believe that;
| believe that is a completely wrong-
headed analysis. Admittedly, most
families — white or black —are not as
affluent as the Huxtables of The
Cosby Show; admittedly, most fami-
lies are not as conflict-free; admit-
tedly, most families don't have invis-
ible fairies who come in and make
the house beautiful without any ap-
parent effort being exerted by any
of the family members—but that
doesn't bother me. To me it's the mes-
sage of the show that is important,
which is that families matter, fami-
lies are good.

“Would the critics’ frustration be
assuaged if we just showed every-
body unhappy all the time and de-
picted family life as a cauldron of
conflict? Would that make people feel
better? I'm baffled at why it's a bad
idea to have some shows that pre-
sent families in a good way.

“On the negative side, I'm con-
cerned about what | would call this
kind of cynical and uninspired ex-
ploitation of sexuality on television.

"I was visiting friends in Chicago
recently and watched an episode of
Cheers in which the premise was that
Sam had made a promise for some
reason that he wouldn’t have sex for
three weeks—and the whole story
was how hard this was for him. A lot
of the humor was very overtly sexual —
about male arousal and the tempta-
tion of this guy who could think 24
hours a day about nothing else be-
sides, 'I'm so miserable because |
can't have sex right now.’

"I don’t want to sound like a prude
here, because I'm not. There were
some funny lines in the show But
when it was over, we turned to one
another and said, ‘We like to think
of ourselves as sophisticated, not up-

tight—would we want children to
watch this? And we all were sur-
prised to find ourselves saying that
we would absolutely not want chil-
dren to watch this show, which was
on at 8 o'clock on a Thursday night
(in the Central Time Zone). Because
the message of that show was abso-
lutely a violation of the basic values
that we had. It was a cynically false
portrayal of reality and such a mis-
representation of what sexual attrac-
tion is all about and what it means
to people. The only voice on behalf
of anything other than immediate self-
gratification came from a priest, and
he was ridiculed.

“That's just one example. | see a
general decline in the sense of re-
sponsibility that the networks and pro-
ducers are supposed to have to the
public, rather than to short-term com-
mercial success at the expense of
any other consideration.”

LEE MARGULIES is a writer and edi-
tor at the Los Angeles Times.
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THE CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR

Day-care credits
The editorial ‘A Fast Start for Child-Care
Bills,” Feb. 1, states that “Mr. Bush’s prefer-

ence, like that of many congressional Republi- LETTE RS

cans, is a more generous tax credit for parents [ ——
who use day-care services.”

Technically this is true, but it misses the basic point. President
Bush, like most other Republicans and some Democrats, wants to
increase tax credits for all lower-income families with young
children — both the roughly 50 percent who do not use day-care
services and the other half who do. The crucial distinction —
which this editorial obscures - is targeting benefits to parents
according to income, not the labor-force status of the mother.
David Blankenhorn New York
President Institute for American Values

Tuesday, March 7, 1989
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Traditional families do count

BY DAVID BLANKENHORN
The Washington Post

What is today’s most-repeated statistic
about the American family? Surely it is
that “fewer than 10% of families today fit
the old ‘Ozzie and Harriet’ model of
homemaker mother and breadwinner fa-
ther.” Who has not encountered this
phrase — sometimes with Leave it fo
Beaver or ‘Norman Rockwell” as the
preferred metaphor — countless times?

Rep. Patricia Schroeder of Colorado,
whose new book is titled Champion of the
Great American Family, repeats it almost
daily in speeches, press releases and
television interviews. Sen. Christopher
Dodd of Connecticut, who chairs the
Senate subcommittee on families and
children, cites it regularly as an argument
for his new child-care proposal.

Yet this dramatic statistic suffers from
one defect. It ain’t true. In fact, it is a
false and pernicious claim — mathemati-
cally false, since the numbers don't add
up, and socially pernicious, since it seeks
to help one type of family by belittling
another.

Unsupported claim

The 10-percenters use this statistic,
to paraphrase Mark Twain, like a drunk
uses a lamp post: more for support than
illumination. They seek to label “tradi-
tional”’ families as anachronistic and vir-
tually extinct, replaced by modern
“working” families. But evidence from
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, whose
data on families are widely regarded as
the nation’s most comprehensive and
reliable, does not support this claim.

More than one-third of all families
with preschool children are “Ozzie and
Harriets”: homemakéer mothers married
to breadwinner fathers. They comprise
the nation’s largest single category of
| families with young children. Among all
mothers with preschoolers, well over half
are either not employed at all or em-
ployed only part time. So despite the
marked trend toward maternal employ-
ment and family diversity in recent dec-
ades, the less-than-10% claim simply
does not reflect reality.

If we count not just families with
preschoolers, but all families with chil-
dren under age 18, the basic picture does
not change. While 44% of these mothers
work full-time, fully 35% are not in the

‘ ‘ They comprise the

nation’s largest single
category of families with
young children. , ,

labor force at all. Among married moth-
ers in this category, only one-third are
employed full time, year-round.

Of course, these numbers, like all
numbers, can be cooked to taste. The
10-percenters use two techniques. First
they boost the number of “working”
families by merging full-time and part-
time maternal employment into one cate-

. gory of “working.” They do this despite

basic differences between the two types
of employment, which relate directly to
child rearing and family. Thus millions of
mothers whose primary occupation is
at-home child rearing, but who hold a job
for some part of the week or year, are
suddenly redefined as primarily “‘work-
ing”’ parents.

The second cooking technique for
shrinking the percentage of ‘‘traditional”
families is even more distorting. It simply
shifts the basis of comparison — not
once, but twice. The logical way to
measure the prevalence of “‘traditional”
child rearing is to compare traditional
families to other families with children. If
we instead compare them to all other
families, with or without children, we
arbitrarily swell the “‘non-traditional”’
ranks with millions of newlyweds and
empty-nesters. The 10-percenters do
this, then go even further: They measure
them against the combined weight of
every single household in the nation,

The key is to count what the Census
Bureau terms ‘“non-family”’ households
— those that lack at least two residents
related to one another by blood, marriage
or adoption. Examples include widowed
or single seniors, students rooming to-
gether, unmarried adults livin% alone or
together, and myriad others. Of course,
trends in all these types of household
units can tell you interesting things about
how America is changing demographical-
ly, but they shed no useful light on the
circumstances in which most children are
reared today in the United States.

Thus America in 1987 contained 89.5
million total households, according to the
Census Bureau. But only 8.9 million of
these were ‘“‘traditional”’ families: those
with dependent children, homemaker
mothers and breadwinner fathers: That's
a little more than” 9.9% — just small
enough to edge under the 10% line. Yet
ironically, if we use this method of calcu-
lation, we find that “‘traditional families”
were less than one-third of all households
even in the “traditional’” 1950s!

So it is fairly simple, then, to shrink
the traditional group from 33.3% — the
largest group — into a quaint and negligi-
ble-sounding “fewer than 10%.” The
trick is either not understanding, or not
caring about, basic demographic differ-
ences among families, or even about the
distinction between families and non-fam-
ily households.

A diversity of families

But is all this more than a statistical
quibble? Yes. We are a diverse nation. We
have different types of families. Many
parents today, including many mothers of
young children, work outside the home in
full-time jobs. They deserve support —
new policies from both government and
employers to help them balance the de-
mands of family and work. National lead-
ers, including Schroeder and Dodd, now
champion their cause. ‘

But all families deserve support, not
just some. Parents who stay-at home with
children are not bad, or quaint or even
unusual. The 10% message tells them
they are. It tells them they are old-fash-
ioned, outmoded, irrelevant. It tells
millions of families that they hardly exist
as a force in the society. It turns the
nation’s family policy debate — which
should focus on strengthening all families
— into special interest pleading that
needlessly pits one type of family against
another. One small step would begin the
journey toward correcting this unfair-
ness. The nation's two most prominent
and frequent proponents of the under-
10% idea should simply stop repeating it.

David Blankenhorn is president of the
Institute for American Values, a New

York-based policy group concerned with
family issues.



Ozzie and Harriet arent
an extinct species yet

By David Blankenhorn

New York

What is today’s most-repeated sta-
tistic about the American family?
Surely it is that “fewer than 10
percent of families today fit the
old ‘Ozzie and Harriet’ model of
homemaker mother and bread-
winner father.” Who has not en-
countered this phrase — some-
times with “Leave it to Beaver” or
“Norman Rockwell” as the pre-
ferred metaphor — countless
times in newspapers and on tele-
vision?

Rep. Patricia Schroeder, D-Colo.,
whose new book is titled “Cham-
pion of the Great American Fam-
ily,” repeats it almost daily in
speeches, press releases and televi-
sion interviews. Sen. Christopher
Dodd, D-Conn., who chairs the
Senate subcommittee on families
and children, cites it regularly as
an argument for his new child-
care proposal.

Yet this dramatic statistic suffers
from one defect. It ain’t true. In
fact, it i1s a false and pernicious
claim — mathematically false,
since the numbers don’t add up,
and socially pernicious, since it
seeks to help one type of family by
belittling another.

The 10-percenters use this statis-
tic, to paraphrase Mark Twain,
the way a drunk uses a lamppost:
more for support. than illumina-
tion. They seek to label “tradi-
tional” families as anachronistic
and virtually extinct, replaced by
modern “working” families. But
evidence from the Bureau of La-
bor Statistics, whose data on fam-
ilies are widely regarded as the
nation’s most comprehensive and
reliable, does not support this
claim.

More than one-third of all fam-
ilies with preschool children are
“Ozzie and Harriets™: homemaker
mothers married to breadwinner
fathers. They constitute the na-
tion’s largest single category of
families with young children.
Among all mothers with pre-
schoolers, well over half are either
not employed at all or employed
only part time. So despite the
marked trend toward maternal
employment and family diversity
in recent decades, the less-than-
10-percent claim simply does not
reflect reality. ;

If we count not just families with
preschoolers, but all families with
children under age 18, the basic
picture does not change. While 44
percent of these mothers work full
time, fully 35 percent are not in
the labor force at all. Among mar-
ried mothers in this category, only
one-third are employed full time,
year-round.

Of course these numbers, like all
numbers, can be cooked to taste.
The 10-percenters use two tech-
niques. First they boost the num-
ber of “working” families by
merging full-time and part-time
maternal employment into one
category of “working.” They do
this despite basic differences be-
tween the two types of employ-
ment, which relate directly to
child rearing and family. Thus
millions of mothers whose prima-
ry occupation is at-home child
rearing, but who hold a job for
some part of the week or year, are
suddenly redefined as primarily
“working™ parents. That helps di-
minish the apparent importance
of stay-at-home mothers, but it is
far from enough to sustain the 10-
percenters’ claim.

“The second cooking technique for
shrinking the percentage of “tradi-
tional” families is even more dis-
torting. It simply shifts the basis
of comparison — not once, but
twice. The logical way to measure
the prevalence of “traditional”
child rearing is to compare tradi-
tional families to other families
with children. If we instead:com-
pare them to all other families,
with or without children, we arbi-
trarily swell the “nontraditional”
ranks with millions of newlyweds
and empty-nesters. The 10-per-
centers do this, then go even fur-
ther: They measure “Ozzie and
Harriet” against the combined
weight of every single household
in the nation.

The key is to count what the Cen-
sus Bureau terms “nonfamily”
households — those that lack at
least two residents related to one
another by blood, marriage or
adoption. Examples include wid-
owed or single seniors, students
rooming together, unmarried
adults living alone or together,
and myriad others. Of course,
trends in all these types of house-
hold units can tell you interesting
things about how America is
changing demographically, but
they shed no useful light on the
circumstances in which most chil-
dren are reared today in the Unit-
ed States.
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Thus America in 1987 contained
89.5 million total households, ac-
cording to the Census Bureau. But
only 8.9 million of these were
“traditional” families: those with
dependent children, homemaker
mothers and breadwinner fathers.
That’s a little more than 9.9 per-
cent — just small enough to edge
under the 10 percent line. Yet
ironically, if we use this method of
calculation, we find that “tradi-
tional families” were less: than
one-third of all households even
in the “traditional™ 1950s.

So it is fairly simple to shrink the
“QOzzie and Harriets” from 33.3
percent — the largest group —
into a quaint and negligible-
sounding “fewer than 10 percent.”
The trick is either not understand-
ing, or not caring about, basic
demographic differences among
families, or even about the dis-
tinction between families and
nonfamily households.

But is all this more than a statisti-
cal quibble? Yes. We are a diverse
nation. We have different types of
families. Many parents today, in-
cluding many mothers of young
children, work outside the home
in full-time jobs. They deserve
support — new policies from both
government and employers to
help them balance the demands of
family and work. National lead-
ers, including Schroeder and
Dodd, now champion their cause.

But all families deserve support,
not just some. Parents who stay at
home with children are not bad,
quaint or even unusual. The 10-
percent message tells them they
are. It tells them they are old-
fashioned, outmoded, irrelevant.
It tells millions of families that
they hardly exist as a force in
society. It turns the nation’s fam-
ily-policy debate — which should
focus on strengthening all families
— into special-interest pleading
that needlessly pits one type of
family against another. One small
step would begin the journey
toward correcting this unfairness.
The nation’s two most prominent
and frequent proponents of.the
under-10-percent idea should sim-
ply stop repeating it.

David Blankenhorn is president of
the Institute for American Values,
a policy group concerned with
Jamily issues.

The Minneapolis Star Tribune



BY DANIEL SELIGMAN

LOOKING TO HARRIET

W Inspired by a recent op-ed piece in the
Washington Post, we sidled up to Nexis the
other day and nonchalantly asked how
many news stories in 1989 included the
phrase “Ozzie and Harriet.” Startling an-
swer: 88 stories. Usual context in which
those names from the Fifties were being in-
voked: A politician was onstage reciting the
news that the traditional nuclear family—
the kind symbolized by the Nelsons during
their marathon stint on black-and-white
TV—was dead or dying. Usual moral of the
recitativo: We need a government program
to help out the new nontraditional family—
the kind where mom is a cop, the kids are
on dope, and dad is nonexistent or worse.

The op-ed piece, written by David Blan-
kenhorn of the Institute for American Val-

ues, argues that the nuclear family is less
dead than advertised and mom is at home
more than you might think. Blankenhorn
turns out to be right. Senator Chris Dodd of
Connecticut was way off base last March
when he proclaimed at a press conference,
called to celebrate his big new day care bill:
“There are only one in ten American fam-
ilies today where you have mom at home
and dad at work—only one in ten. Ozzie
and Harriet . . . are gone.”

Chris got his 10% ratio by (a) ignoring the
difference between fullstime and part-time
work and (b) confusing families and non-
family households. The correct way to frame
the issue is to first focus on families with
kids, then ask how many of them have work-
ing mothers. If you were talking about
young (under 6) kids, the answer would
show that only around 36% of the moms had
full-time jobs. Another 16% had part-time
jobs, which in the average case involved
around 20 hours a week. Another 5%, many
looking for part-time work, were unem-
ployed. And the largest category of all, 44%,
were staying at home like Harriet. Even
when the kids get older, the data do not tell
you that the Harriets are disappearing.
Among mothers with kids 14 to 17 years old,
26% are still out of the labor force.

Rummaging through our new O&H file,
we kept running into a thought that was
new to us: that Harriet basically had a mis-
erable time of it back there in the Fifties.
According to Champion of the Great
REPORTER ASSOCIATE Patty de Llosa

JULY 17,1989 FORTUNE

American Family, as Representative Pat
Schroeder of Denver has mysteriously ti-
tled her new book, the suburbs were “fe-
male ghettos” inhabited by women who
had been brainwashed into believing that
homemaking was a career. A detail we es-
pecially relished: “If a man walked down
the street of a suburb during the day, folks
might call the police.”

The sentence somehow called up an im-
age of old Ozzie himself in trouble with the
law. It could have been made into a whole
episode, and might even have answered a
question we viewers wondered about for
years: Precisely what did Oz, now routinely
identified as America’s paradigmatic sole
provider, do for a living?
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Toward the 18th Hole
With Baby Boomers

To the Editor: J

Your article on golf (front, page
Sept. 4) offers many plausible rea-
sons why the game has become
America’s fastest-growing sport, but

f I Thomas Kerr
overlooks the most obvious: the
aging of the baby boom generation.

Golf is excellent exercise for people
who are, well, no longer kids. Every
time the baby boomers enter a new
phase of the life cycle, they create
front-page stories and new e¢onsumer
fashions. In the 1950’s, hula hoops. In
the 1970’s, jogging. Now come middle-
age sports such as golf.

Before too long we baby boomers
will discover old age. Shuffleboard
anyone? DAVID BLANKENHORN

New York, Sept. 4, 1989
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All in the Family

DAVID BLANKENHORN

Pat Schroeder (with Andrea Camp and Robyn Lipner):
Champion of the Great American Family. Random House.
194 pp. $17.95.

David Popenoe: Disturbing the Nest: Family Change and De-
cline in Modern Societies. Aldine de Gruyter. 420 pp. $49.95
cloth, $24.95 paper.

I N WASHINGTON today, “family policy” is a term unburdened
by any specific meaning. Want to help the poor? Want to cut
taxes? Want to support working women? Want children to pray in
school? If you do, or do not, then you want “family policy.” Simi-
larly, “the family” and “family values,” while frequently invoked,
usually amount to little more than rhetorical Trojan Horses, in-
tendzd to camouflage any number of special interests and hidden
agendas.
gWhy is our current debate on the state of the family so weak
and unfocused? Part of the reason, of course, is simple political
opportunism: family rhetoric sells. But there is also a deeper and
more intellectually important reason.

I would like to suggest that today’s serious family debate be-
comes coherent only when seen as the clash of two implicit world
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views. Moreover, because these governing outlooks do not fit our
usual categories of “liberal” and “conservative,” they remain large-
ly invisible to the public, and poorly understcod even by many who
are active in the debate.

One school of thought could be called optimistic and the other
pessimistic. Both sides agree that the family is changing. But op-
timists emphasize the positive (or at least benign) results of those
changes, particularly for women, and propose social policies to
reflect and accommodate the new realities. Pessimists, on the
other hand, see the family in decline as a social institution and
emphasize the negative consequences of that decline, particularly
for children.

Elite opinion today—in the media, in government, on the two
coasts—tilts toward optimism, and away from ‘the more pessimistic
cast of grass-roots opinion. Congresswoman Pat Schroec}::r of Col-
orado is probably the nation’s most prominent and articulate
spokesman for the optimistic view. Her new book, Champion of the
Great American Family, is an eloquent summary of the optimists’
perspective on the changing American family.

Until recently, most scholarly experts have tended to be optim-
ists. Mary Jo Bane’s inﬂuentia{ 1976 book on the family, for ex-
ample, delivers a message that is implicit in the book’s title: Here
to Stay. Many ideas of family decline, she wrote, are “more myth
than fact.” Her study reported “surprising stabilities” in American
families and “the persistence of commitments to family life.”

Recent scholarship, however, has become more pessimistic. By
far the most important benchmark in this direction is David
Popenoe’s Disturbing the Nest: Family Change and Decline in Mod-
ern Societies. Popenoe, a professor of sociology at Rutgers Uni-
versity, has written an important book that attempts to

rovide an objective analysis of family change—to present as much
solid knowledge as possible about how the institution of the family in
modern society is changing, why it is changing, and what the social
implications of that change may be.

Although Popenoe’s book is carefully nuanced to encompass alter-
native views, his conclusions are almost Spenglerian. For that rea-
son, it is instructive to read his book together with Schroeder’s.

It would be wrong to say that the books differ simply because
one is political and the other scholarly. Nor is theirs the familiar
dispute between “liberalism” and “conservatism.” (Both authors, in
fact, are “liberals” in the contemporary sense.) Their dispute is of a
different nature: they disagree fundamentally on the social con-
sequences of family change in our era.

FOR SCHROEDER, as with many people who write about the
family, theory is autobiography; thus the subtitle of Champion

of the Great American Family is “A Personal and Political Book.”
Schroeder’s optimism about family change is rooted in her own

.
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experience. As a young attorney in Denver in the 1960s, she be-
came a local, and later national, leader in the movements to ex-
pand opportunities for women in the workplace and in public life.
In short, the women’s movement changed her life for the better.

Along with her pioneering career achievements, Schroeder is
also the married mother of two children. She knows well the often
formidable challenges facing parents, especially mothers, who
seek to balance career and family. She and her own family seem
to have struck that balance with notable success, flair, and good
humor. But it required adaptation. When her first child was born
in 1966, she quit her job, only to discover that “I didn’t like being a
full-time homemaker. The truth is, I failed homemaking. I found
it incredibly frustrating.” She

soon learned that children don’t care who does their laundry or grocery
shopping or makes their bed. In fact, they don’t care if anyone does
it.... In short order I gave up many of my ideas about what was required
of a proper wife and mother.

Elected to Congress in 1972, she came to Washington deter-
mined to “champion women’s rights and the American family.”
Her guiding principle has been that

if we get rid of the inequalities that hinder women, we strengthen the
family at the same time. For me, building a family policy has meant
finding a way to bridge the gap between public policy and the reality of

women’s lives.

Schroeder today is a leading congressional proponent of what
she terms “a national family policy.” The main components of her
proposed policy include: more child-care assistance for working
parents; family- and medical-leave legislation, which would grant
working parents the right to unpaid, job-protected leaves in order to
care for newly born or seriously ill children; stricter child-support
requirements for divorced or separated noncustodial parents,
usually fathers; additional services and supports for divorced and
widowed women, especially displaced homemakers; pay equity
(comparable worth) for working women; greater state efforts to
prevent domestic violence and child abuse; and larger tax deduc-
tions for families with children, especially two-earner families.
Current policies, Schroeder argues, “lag far behind the realities
faced by today’s working families.” Her proposed family policy, by
contrast, would “acknowledge the kinds of lives women really lead”
and assist families who are “desperate to find answers that will
help them juggle all the chores modern life has laid upon them.”

HERE IS much to admire in Pat Schroeder, and much to
commend in her policy ideas. The particular vantage point
from which she assesses recent changes in the family—as a
champion of women’s rights and of new opportunities for parents
to combine work and family—is shared by millions of women and
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men across the country, precisely because it reflects the realities of
their lives. Her perspective will almost certainly, and in my view
properly, influence public policy in the 1990s.

Yet Schroeder’s analysis of the family as a social institution is
seriously flawed. These analytic failures, moreover, are not simply
intellectual shortcomings; they distort her policy agenda. Also,
especially because her views typify much of today’s elite conven-
tional wisdom, they help to impoverish the nation’s larger cultural
debate on the status and future of the family. ’

Her basic failure is this: she refuses to distinguish between the
needs of working women as individuals and those of the family as
an institution. Indeed, she frequently asserts that their needs are
identical. Her entire analysis and policy agenda, in fact, are rooted
in this core idea.

Doubtless this belief is comforting. It simplifies things; as if by
magic, it solves what otherwise would remain highly difficult prob-
lems. And, of course, no one would deny the important (if com-
plex) relationships between the status of employed women and the
status of the family as an institution.

But employed women do not a family make. The goals of
women in the workplace are primarily individual: social recog-
nition, wages, hours, opportunities for advancement and self-
fulfillment. The family is about collective goals that by definition
extend beyond the individual: procreation, socializing the young,
caring for the old, and building life’s most enduring bonds of
affection, nurturance, mutual support, and long-term commitment.
Virtually any family scholar would agree that Schroeder’s insist-
ence on the idea of full symmetry is self-evidently untrue.

There is another, related problem. One of Schroeder’s most
deeply held beliefs—and a basic tenet of the optimists’ view of the
changing family—is that people who disagree with her suffer from
a disabling “nostalgia” about “the mythical family” of the past.
These confused people, she explains, have

based their criticisms on a mistaken and nostalgic view of a family that
never (or hardly ever) existed. The Norman Rockwell picture that is
dragged out like an icon as our ideal family is not something many
Americans have experienced in real life.

On a nationally televised interview in 1988, she repeated what has
become her trademark opening comment on the changing family:
that “only 7 percent” of today’s families “fit the old ‘Ozzie and
Harriet’ syndrome.” To say that our nation’s child-care policy must
recognize the needs of traditional families, she writes, “is like
saying the highway program must recognize people who don’t
drive.”

These ideas—particularly the notion that few of today’s families
contain homemall()er mothers married to breadwinner fathers—are
very widespread. They largely govern the media’s treatment of
family issues, in no small part due to Schroeder’s flair and per-
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sistence in marketing them. The 7-percent figure is probably
today’s most repeated statistic about the American family.

Yet these claims cannot be supported by the evidence. Certainly
maternal employment and famiﬁ)y diversity are among the most
important family trends of the past quarter-century. But traditional
families still comprise the nation’s largest group of families with
preschool children. Viewed from any reasonable angle, the 7-
percent claim is flatly wrong—not just factually wrong in some
technical sense, but fundamentally wrong, in that it creates a dis-
torted picture of our society. So, of course, does the even wilder
exaggeration that traditional nuclear families “never (or hardly
ever) existed.”

In addition, the “nostalgia” charge only diverts attention from
the real question. David Popenoe clearly has Schroeder’s type of
argument in mind when he remarks that

[bleing nostalgic about the dpast may be in the same class as being opti-
mistic about the future, and it is quite possibly a natural human propen-
sity. But challenging popular nostalgia about families of the past says
little about how the family as an institution has in fact empirically been
changing, and whether or not that change could be defined as decline.

Schroeder’s two core assumptions—that traditional families no
longer exist and that employed women can be equated with the
family as an institution—enable her to glide into a one-sidedly op-
timistic assessment of recent changes in the American family. We
must, she argues, “rise above the doom-and-gloom predictions” of
those who

were wrong, of course. The American family was not in danger of ex-

tinction. Over the course of our three-hundred year history it has

weathered far-reaching social and economic change by changing itself
~ dramatically.

She insists that family decline has been greatly exaggerated:

The statistics on divorce were high and on the increase, but so were the
figures for remarriage. The majority of Americans who divorced did not
give up on marriage, they just went looking for a more perfect union.
People did not stop having children, they tried to figure out the best way
to manage.

Note the straw men residing in these quotations. What serious
analyst ever suggested that the family was becoming “extinct”?
Who ever said that Americans were “giving up on marriage” or
had decided to “stop having children”? These are not serious topics.
Whether the fami‘iy is in decline as an institution, however,
remains profoundly serious.

Is it really true, as Schroeder implies, that marriage and re-
marriage convey the same good news about the institution of
marriage? To borrow again from the Popenoe book, isn’t that like
saying that America’s high rate of residential mobility proves that
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Americans love rootedness and community? After all, don’t we
move around in search of stronger roots and a better community?
Even accounting for the usual quotient of hyperbole that we permit
our political leaders, the glibness of this style of argument is
remarkable.

I N SOME respects, Popenoe’s Disturbing the Nest is a scholarly
jeremiad; he asks that we reexamine the evidence and recog-

nize the family “as a perishable social institution that is being
quietly corroded by some of the social and cultural currents of our
time.” To him

the interesting question is not why people believe in the “myth” of
family decline, but why so many sociologists think of family decline as
a myth and seek to dismiss the idea with such vigor and seeming cer-
tainty. The irony of the vigorous promotion by sociologists today of the
antidecline position is that it comes precisely at a time when the family
has been changing rapidly, far more rapidly than in those previous his-
torical periods when the idea of family decline was pervasive among
members of the social-science community.

Popenoe is a meticulous scholar. His book carefully evaluates a
vast amount of evidence on recent family trends in four modern
societies: Sweden, the United States, New Zealand, and Switzer-
land. The heart of the book, however, is an analysis of the Swedish _
family.

Popenoe focuses on Sweden—offering more information about
this society, in fact, than some readers may desire—for two rea-
sons. First, family decline has been greater in Sweden than in any
other modern society. Moreover, current family trends in Sweden
reflect, in advanced form, trends that are evident today in most
modern societies, and particularly in the United States. New
Zealand and Switzerland are examined, though less intensively,
because they represent the other end of the spectrum: family
change has been much less rapid in these nations.

Popenoe is at great pains to define “decline” analytically rather
than pejoratively or morally. The family is “declining,” in his view,
when it is “becoming weaker” as an institution. This process
includes five measurable trends: first, individual members Eecome
more autonomous and less bound by the family, which in turn
becomes less cohesive; second, the family becomes less able to
carry out its social functions (maintaining the population level,
regulating sexual behavior, socializing children, and caring for its
members); third, the family loses power to other institutions, such
as schools, the media, and the state; fourth, families get smaller
and more unstable as people spend less time in them; and finally,
familism as a cultural value loses ground to other values such as
individualism and egalitarianism.

Guided by these standards of measurement, Popenoe presents
overwhelming evidence that family decline is one of the most sig-
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nificant trends in modern societies. Yet his evaluation cannot be
reduced simply to what Schroeder calls “doom and gloom.” He in-
sists, for example, that “decline” is not simply “bad.” It may well be
that

many aspects of family decline are “good,” for the individual, for soc-
iety, or for both. To think of family decline only in the negative makes
no more sense than to think only negatively about the decline of feud-
alism, hereditary monarchies, or dictatorships.

The decline of the family coincides with the rise of many of
today’s reigning cultural ideals: personal autonomy, self-expression,
individual rights, sexual freedom, social equality, and tolerance for
alternative lifestyles. It may be true, on the whole, that people are
happier today—des]iite or even because of family decline—than
ever before. Certainly most people in the West live longer, in bet-
ter health, and more affluently than ever before.

Popenoe fully concedes the advances of modernity. But he
directs us to different, more troubling issues. Most people, he
shows, “agree on the ideal of a strong family.” Yet “the famil
decline in evidence today strikes at the very root of this ideal.”
Marriage, for example, is becoming “deinstitutionalized”: in Swe-
den, one of every four cohabiting couples is unmarried, and nearly
half of all childbirths occur outside of marriage. Yet “in all of
human history up to the present some form of public marriage has .
been the basis oF the family as a social institution.” L

The number of people living alone increased by 50 percent in l
Sweden between 1968 and 1981. Even members of families are \
becoming “less dependent on each other”: they spend less time in '«
the role of family member and more time as “clients of a large
§roup of public employees who take care of them throughout their
ives.” Yet certainly these “nonkin relationships typically lack the
special sense of obligations and responsibilities found in kinship
ties.” Is it not probable that these shifts weaken the “psychological
anchorage” of adults in modern societies?

T THE HEART of Pofpenoe’s jeremiad, however, is the chang-
ing “social ecology of child rearing” and the manifest shift in

modern societies “from child-centeredness to adult-centeredness.”
With each year, he concludes, modern societies are “drifting
farther away” from what is demonstrably “the ideal child rearing
environment.” Such an environment includes

a relatively large family that does a lot of things together, has many
routines and traditions, and provides a great deal of quality contact time
between adults and children; regular contact with relatives, active
neighboring in a supportive neighborhood, and contact with the world of
work; little concern on the part of children that their parents will break
up; and the coming together of all these ingredients in the development
of a rich family subculture that has lasting meaning and strongly
promulgates traditional family values.
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Imagine two infants. You know nothing about them except these
facts: one is born in the United States in 1950, and the other is
born in the United States today. Now surmise—knowing full well
the social and material progress of the past forty years—which of
those two infants will have a better quality of life during childhood.

Your answer to this question may be the best indicator of
whether, after all the facts are weighed and the issues debated,
your view of the changing family is more optimistic or pessimistic.
My own sense is that the pessimists have the better argument—
that Americans today are increasingly unwilling, either through
private behavior or public action, to value purposes larger than the
self, and especially unwilling to foster good environments for
children. I suspect that our “parent deficit” is at least as dangerous
to our long-term well-being as are our budget and trade deficits.
Perhaps, too, the habits of heart and mind that produce the latter
also create the former.

Popenoe describes the complex challenge that we face with
admirable balance and brevity:

How can ... advanced nations encourage women to participate fully in
public life, provide family members with all of the public facilities and
services they need for lives of material equality and abundance, yet still
maintain the family as a strong institution?

Few questions in our time are as urgent as this one. At stake is
nothing less than the kind of society we wish to have.

David Blankenhorn is president of the Institute for American Values.
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By DAVID POPENOE ‘ R

eople who worry about the American

family may soon be in for a big surprise.

In fact, many family experts of the 1980s

may have spent a decade perfecting

exactly the wrong message for the young
people of the 1990s.

These commentators offer a “me-genera- i

tion” message that celebrates individualism,
family diversity and alternative life styles. But
the coming decade could witness the demise of
‘the “me-generation” ethic, with its emphasis
on self-expression and self-fulfillment. Instead,
the emerging values of the 1990s are likely to
be the old-fashioned ones; marital commitment

(over)

and family obligation. Sound unlikely? Consider
what happened 30 years ago.

In 1959, even the experts did not predict
that the most family-oriented decade in recent
American history was about to be turned on its
head. They did not imagine that people’s life

* goals were about to shift from institutional com-

mitment to self-fulfillment. Nor did they fore-

~ see that the family as an institution would enter

a period of steep decline. In the following three
decades — partly owing to a skyrocketing
divorce rate, a declining marriage rate and a,
plummeting birth rate — the proportion of an
adult’s life spent with spouse and children
would drop from 62 percent, the highest point
in our history, to 43 percent, the lowest in our
history. et 4 _
These changes were unanticipated because
predictions of that time simply extended the

" trends already under way. Yet predicting the

future in this manner is highly risky, Societies

PLEASE SEE FAMILY, 5C
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can change direction suddenly. It is
difficult to foresee those emerging
constellations of human will that
create new trends rather than
extend old ones. To take a different
example, who in 1988 would have
predicted recent events in Eastern
Europe?

Thus predicting the further
decline of the family in the 1990s
may be far off base. Consider what
the "90s would look like if the trends
of the last 30 years were simply to
continue. Only about three quarters
of the population would marry. The
great majority of marriages would
"end in divorce. The birth rate would
drop to a level well below that nec-
essary for population replacement.
Adultery would become the norm.
Children would make up a majority
of the poor.
iids that what the 1990s will look
Iike? I think not. New cultural values
may well overtake currently domi-
nant trends, just as they did in the
1960s. The shift will be generated
by the young people now coming of
age — the children of the sexual,
divorce and “me” revolutions. What
are these young people saying
today? If my college students who
write a paper entitled “My Family
Ties” are any example, they fall into
two groups.

One group expresses profound
appreciation for what their families
have meant to them and done for
them. They consider themselves

e Aiami Hevald
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Will the "90s bring the
demise of the
‘me-generation’?

lucky and hope to duplicate these
family experiences as adults. The
other group, unlucky and larger
every year, writes a different mes-
sage: As adults they vow to dedicate
themselves to developing a much
better family life than the one in
which they were forced to grow up.
Although the messages differ, in one
respect both groups are the same
— each is strongly imbued with

family values that go well beyond.

the “me.”

Nationally, the picture is similar.
When asked in a recent survey,
“How important to you in your life is
having a good marriage and family
life?”’, 93 percent of high school
senior girls and 86 percent of boys
answered “‘extremely important’’
or “‘quite important.”

These hints of an imminent shift
are consistent with the fact that
value change in society is cyclical.

The longer that individualist (me)

values are at the fore, the more peo-
ple realize that social (family) values
are seriously lacking. Eventually,
the cultural tide shifts in a new
direction. Indeed, there is evidence
that cultural values fluctuate over
roughly 30-year cycles — precisely
the time period between the '60s

Institute For American Values
250 West 57th Street Suite 2415
New York, NY 10107

and the "90s.

Not coincidentally, 30 years is
also the life span of a generation.

Value change occurs as the parents

of one generation are succeeded by
their children. The unanticipated
social changes of the late 1960s and
'70s were carried out by the chil-
dren of the purportedly strong fami-
lies of the '40s and early ’50s. These
children obviously found something
seriously wrong with their families,
or they would not have rejected
them so forcefully. I would not bet,
against the prospect that the chil-

dren of the “me-generation,” in like

manner, will just as forcefully reject

the family conditions under which
they grew up.» - ‘

-Since these potential changes are

: |

* the product of human will, they can

be encouraged — or retarded — by
the words and deeds of America’s
current opinion leaders. As always,
the young learn from the old. Yet
many of today’s family authorities,
apparently believing that present
trends are here to stay, focus only
on helping us adapt to the changes
of the “me-generation.” They tell
us to appreciate the virtues of family
diversity and alternative life styles.
They report that family life in
America has not really declined, it's
just “changing.” But what most
young people now want to hear —
and should — concerns the impor-
tance of marital commitment and
family obligation. j

Special fo The Herald
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Listen to Your Grandmother

m Family: Social
programs are not enough
to stop the decline because
the root of the problem is
cultural, not economic or
political.

By DAVID BLANKENHORN

Most people today believe that
the family is in trouble. More than
60% of Americans, for example,
agreed that “family values” are
losing ground, according to a poll
commissioned by Massachusetts
Mutual Life Insurance Co. Most see
the nation’s “quality of family life”
not only as deteriorating and likely
to get worse, but also as an under-
lying source of many social prob-
lems. Similarly, a Harris poll finds
that most adults believe that it's
harder to be a child today than
when they were growing up.

Even scholarly experts on the
family—until recently much more
sanguine than the general public—
now tend to a pessimistic assess-
ment. At a recent Stanford confer-
ence, a diverse group of prominent

scholars argued that the family is

becoming less able to carry out its
basic social functions. Most indica-
tors of child well-being, for exam-
ple, show that the quality of life for
America’s children is declining.
Our society suffers from a family
deficit—one that is probably more
dangerous than our trade or budget
deficits. O,
9o the controversial question is
no longer whether we have a
family deficit, but why. The debate
now shifts from conditions to caus-
es, since understanding causes is

" the logical requirement for offering

solutions. )
There are two likely but com-

| peting answers to the question,
| “What is the source of today's

family dilemma?”’ !
Call the first explanation “Rea-

gan closed the bathrooms.” This

label is inspired by a trend in New
York City: People have taken to
urinating on the sidewalks. Not just
the homeless, or even the poor, but
all manner of citizens who, well,
feel the need to go. What causes
this behavior? One answer is the
shortage of public toilets and the
government’s neglect of public
amenities. In short, the root cause
is not changing standards of per-
sonal behavior, but instead those
larger political and economic forces
that, in effect, close the bathrooms.

Precisely this philosophy gov-
erns much of the family debate.
According to this view, the crisis is
not even primarily about the fami-
ly. The problem lies in outside
institutions, such as the workplace
and government, that fail to re-
spond to new realities: divorce,
single-parent households, the two-
gender work force, teen-age par-
enthood, latchkey children, and so
on. The challenge is not to change
family behavior, but to change
those larger institutions. Schools
must help, not stigmatize, unwed
teen-age parents. Corporations
must subsidize child care. Courts
must confer equal legal status on
alternative lifestyles.

An entirely different but widely
held perspective might be termed
“Grandmother knows best.” The
label refers to my conclusion that
you will learn more about the
American family from 10 grand-
mothers than you will from 10
family experts. Take the issue of
single-parent homes. Are they
“just as good as” two-parent
homes? Experts in conference
rooms are likely to resist making
“value judgments.” Grandmothers
on front porches are not so inhibit-
ed. They are likely to tell you
plainly that two parents are better
than one. They tend to say things
like: “People today care more
about themselves and less about
others.” “They are less willing to
make sacrifices.” “Children today
are not taught a sense of right and
wrong.”

In this view, the problem is not
the system. The problem is us.
Parents not spending enough time
with their kids. Children bearing
children. People seeing family ob-
ligations as an obstacle to' self-
fulfillment rather than as a path-
way to it. The source of the
dilemma, therefore, is not econom-
ic or political but cultural.: The

problem is an increasingly atom-' f

ized, adult-centered society in

which expressive individualism has:

become a governing cultural ideal,

overshadowing and, to some de-"'

gree, displacing other norms‘such ' -
as civic virtue, religious beliefs aljld 16
family values. 19 f

Which viewpoint will guide pub- *

lic discourse in the 1990s? I suspect
the smart money is with “Reagan
closed the bathrooms.” It's easier
to argue, and it leads to policy.
ideas. And, of course, there is much
truth in this perspective. I certain-
ly wish that “they” would re-
open—indeed, build more—public

toilets. I also wish that they would

provide better medical care to poor
children, improve the schools, open
more drug-treatment centers and
help parents with child care. I

favor raising my taxes—or yours, . “

anyway—in order to do this. .

But I do not kid myself that these
measures—or 100 like them— -
strike at the heart of why the

family as a social institution is in

decline. In the final analysis, the
grandmothers are right. The
source of that decline is cultural,
Reagan can close public toilets, and .
I can vote against him because of it.
But he does not—he cannot—cause
me to urinate in public. Only I can
decide to do that. And if what we as .

a society are doing to the family is

the cultural equivalent of urinating
in the street, then public policy is
simply not enough to solve our.
dilemma. el

David Blankenhorn is president
of the Institute for American Values,
@ New York organization that does

research on family issues. lanis der
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Fathers of Old Also Cared for Children

To the Editor: :

Three cheers for the new fathers
who make career sacrifices to spend
more time caring for their children
(news article, April 12). But you and
others writing on this subject perpet-
nate two false assumptions.

The first is that the new fathers
represent the main new trend in fa-
thering. They do not. To understand
the major difference in fathering to-
day as compared with 30 years ago,
picture a father who is absent from
the home altogether: divorced or
never married, with little or no
steady contact with his children.
Sadly, the huge proliferation of this
type of father far outweighs any in-
crease in the number of nurturing fa-
thers that you describe. That's why
children today, as a group, spend less
time with fathers — or for that mat-
ter with males generally — than they
did in earlier generations.

The second is that “old fathers” —
fathers of earlier generations — were
emotionally distant, absorbed in work
and resistant to the hard work of
child care. It is not surprising that
new parents of the baby boom gener-
ation — who often act as if what we
are doing has never been done in

world history — would set up this his-
torical straw father to look good by
comparison. But as a baby boomer
myself, I know that my own father
does not fit this stereotype at all. Nor
do most of the fathers of the children
I grew up with. When it comes to
marital commitment and family obli-
gation, many of us new fathers could
do worse than to remember our old
fathers. DAVID BLANKENHORN

New York, April 12, 1990

INSTITUTE FOR AMERICAN VALUES
250 WEST 57th STREET SUTTE 2415
NEW YORK, NY 10107 © (212) 246-3942
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Microwave meals a bad deal: Your re-
! port on;microwave meals for children focuses on nu-
' trition and ignores the more important social trend:
the breakdowniof the family.meal, Eating together is |
4 basic ritual of family life. But customized micro-
wave meals undermine this. They transform chil
. dren’s eatifig from a social experience to a purely in-
 dividual experience. Meals, removed from the family
context, are reduced to the human equivalent of put-
ting.gas in.a.car — physically necessary but not emo-
tionally enriching. How sad that our society isincreas-
ingly telling children, literally, to feed themselves.
David Blankenhorn, president \
Institute for Américan Valiies
New York, N.Y. }




EASTSIDE

incinnati, Ohi
WEEKEND Cincinnahi io

" A WEEKLY NEWSMAGAZINE DELIVERED TO 75,000 EASTSIDE HOMES
! & Vol. 1, No. 7, Week of May 10-May 16, 1990 |

exhibit to how to control the inevi-
table profane language. We got back
honest advice on how to raise kids
in the crazy world we call the
1990s.

Mothers Of Today:
Do They Have It
Better Or Worse ?

Charlotte: I think they have it harder
because so much more is expected from the
mothers of today. For one thing, I '
suppose in many cases they are
working full time, which adds to their
burden and I think they probably find it
harder to give the spontaneous; loving free
time to the children. -
Minnie: I think they have it harder,too,
because in our day we didn’t have to worry
about the drugs that were going on and
today they do have to worry about the drugs
and their influences and that makes it very
difficult for mothers and grandmothers, believe
me. You hear so many horrible stories.

Grandmal

Jackie: I think from speaking as probably a little
bit younger grandmother than the rest in the room I
probably have lived through both. I feel like I am
sort of in the middle — between the mothers of
today and probably some of you as grandmoth-

As Mother’s Day approached, we

at EastSide Weekend thought to
interview the most knowledgeable
experts we could find on mothering
and child-rearing: five grandmothers. =
Recently, The Los Angeles Times pod.4
syndicated a column by David '

Blankenhorn, the president of the - :
Institute for American Values in New

York City. In the article he asserted s ers and I will have to agree. I think itis
that “you can learn more about the American very, very difficult and seeing my daugh-
family from 10 grandmothers than you will ters now who are re]_ati\fe'ly young
from 10 family experts.” starting off agal}r: with jobs, pressures.
So we assembled in our offices a roundtable inl,:,hmk X lst',foug o e
= . y generation we were starting into
panel of five ladies who learned the special that. And I've been a working mother and
skills of mothering — and grandmothering — now a working grandmother and I think it
first-hand: Minnie Friedman, 78, of Montgom- was tough.
ery; Mary Morris, 79, of Montgomery; Mary J A
Lou Peterson, 67, of Landen; Jackie I,lu.msey,' KII&S i I:)l:tll‘n;e;gg-
43, of Maineville; and Charlotte Wiethe of Deer .
Park. Mary Lou: I think that they definitely want more mothering.
We asked them some tough questions — from Most children lack that today. I also think the mothers today
what to tell the kids about the Mapplethorpe Please see GRANDMA, page 18

0,




Experts:

By R L. Buse III

Grandmas know

best

family from 10

EastSide

Weekend
David Blanken-
horn chuckled
heartily on the
phone — over the
honks and horns of
the New York
streets below —
when he heard
that EastSide
Weekend had
invited five grand-
mothers to a
roundtable
discussion to ask
their “expert” advice on raising children.

“This is great!” he exclaimed.

Mr. Blankenhorn knows a little bit
about experts and child-rearing — he’s
the president of the Institute for Ameri-
can Values. He recently wrote a nation-
ally syndicated column for The Los
Angeles Times asserting, in part, that
“you will learn more about the American

stores.

4 IR L |\ S SRR - 10,
There's no shortage of “expert”
advice on the shelves of area book-

you will from 10
family experts.”

phrase about
hyperbole — “I

intended the
comment to be

he doesn’t back
down from the

know best.
“I believe humor can
speak the truth,” he says.

Mr. Blankenhorn explains that profes-
sional experts, no matter how knowledge-

able, tend to issue “policy statements”

and not clear, honest answers concerning

the problems of today’s families.

Continued from Page 1

“Experts are least likely to offer a
judgment,” he says. “If you ask experts
you tend to get a policy agenda.”

“Grandmothers tend to be less inhib-
ited,” he adds.

And grandmothers know the answers
because they lived through the problems
first-hand.

“Grandmother-aged people have seen
more happen, they have seen the decline
in the American family institution, they
have observed this themselves,” Mr.
Blankenhorn says. In comparison,
“younger people tend to believe that every
generation is a little better off than the
generation before.”

When told that our grandmothers —
our experts — suggested that parents
spend more time with their kids, Mr.
Blankenhorn quickly concurred. “These
grandmothers have put their finger on
the heart of the problem — the family-
time famine.”

“We’re not investing the time in
children that earlier generations did,” Mr.
Blankenhorn says. “You pay for that in
the long run.”

Mr. Blankenhorn asserts that grand-
mothers are skeptical of the “Me Genera-

~ tion” values that are so commonplace

today. “Experts tend to accept that as a
given,” he says. “I think the tide is going
to turn to family-oriented values. A lot of
experts are going to find themselves out
of fashion.”

Mr. Lon Kriner of Xavier University
didn’t see Mr. Blankenhorn’s nationally
syndicated column, but he wholeheart-
edly agrees that grandmothers are
underrated experts on family life.

“I defer to the grandmothers,” says Mr.

grandmothers than

Mr. Blankenhorn
says he wrote that

grandmothers as an

humorous” — but

assertion that many |
times grandmas do

TOP TIPS

Here are 10 suggestions siressed by
our five family “experts”:

o Make sure you hug your children
in the morning and ot%edﬁme.

 Don't schedule too many
activities — allow for quiet time.

® Too often kids' activities are too
structured. Let them just play.

e Families should enjoy at least
one meal together a day.

e Parents should consult their chil-
dren on family activifies.

e Children Kove a right to privacy
— honor it.

«| e Treata child’s feelings like you
would an odult's.

e Be truthful with children on the
issues of sexuality and profane lan-
guage.

e Parents should use more com-
mon sense.

® Tell your children every day that
you love them. — R.L. Buse lll

Kriner, the assistant vice president for
counseling and health services at XU.

“A lot of their advice is on timeless -
issues,” Mr. Kriner says. “A grandmother
is a wonderful source of many ideas.”

But Mr. Kriner points out grandmoth-
ers can’t have all the answers to society’s
ills. He cites the problems with alcohol
and juveniles in the 1990s. “I'm not sure
it was as commonplace and as difficult
then as it is today.”

Mr. Kriner suggests one reason
younger parents don’t call on their
grandparents for more advice is “ncbody
likes to hear of their own failures.”

“I think the perspective that grandpar-
ents have is a very healthy one.”

Mr. Kriner adds in a light-hearted
manner: “One of the nice things about
grandmothers is their fee. All you have to
do is wipe your feet as you walk in and
give them a big hug.”

As Mr. Blankenhorn adds, “I really do
believe you can learn a lot from a room
full of grandmothers.”

The staff of EastSide Weekend certainly
agrees.

‘Grandmother-aged
Ppeople have seen. . .
the decline in the
American family
institution.’
— David
Blankenhorn




Continued from Page 1
have a much tougher time. There is so
much peer pressure amongst the mothers,
not just the children, but amongst the
mothers to compete with everybody. And
I think the children get left out a little bit
because the mothers are trying so hard to
work and keep up with everybody else in
the neighborhood.

Quality Time
Charlotte: I think it’s a little difficult to
define quality time. To me quality time
can be an hour of nothing planned, but
just being with the child and just letting
things develop. It doesn’t necessarily
have to be reading or anything that is
pre-planned, and I think that is one of the
things that is missed by the children now
because their life is so structured.
Everything has to be almost like push-

Charlotte: I take care of my little 20-
month-old grandson one morning a week
and that’s a real pleasure and it’s fun to
get down on the floor with him and play
cars. Ifeel sorry for the many children
who don’t have the opportunity to do this
either with their parents or their grand-
parents. And that’s what is very difficult
for some of the parents today because
they don’t have time for something so
simple — yet so meaningful.

What Mistakes
Are Mothers Making?

Charlotte: Probably schedule too
much. Everything now is so organized —
children can’t play any sport unless they
are on a team. There isn’t a spontaneons
attitude with the children — they have to
take tennis lessons. All the sports are
wonderful, I think, but it’s a pity that it
all has to be so structured and operated
by adults.

button and I think the children miss a
great deal.
If You Had Just )
One Hour A Day. .. Kids And
Mary: I think I would sit and talk and Family

review their school work if they’re going Decisions

to school, and be happy with them and - 0

talk with them. Minnie: I

Minnie: I just liked being with them debinitely

and knowing what they did for the day. think they

They would tell me everything and it was should be

so much fun listening to what they did g:::ﬁi:fhey

and I enjoyed it. ave part of the
family. What
they want is
important,
too, and what
they think is
important
and it should
be to you, too.

Charlotte: e ‘¢
i:g';l;}:oi_ ‘I think their lives are just too
tant for the Jjammed packed today — both parents
children to be and children.’
in on discus- — Charlotte Wiethe
sions. How-

ever, I think

you have to be careful pertaining to the
subject that is discussed because children
will have opinions at a young age and
their capabilities aren’t there to make
those decisions. But I think it’s important
to have them to have input.

Kids’ Rights

Mary Lou: I think they should have
e : the right to privacy but I don’t think they
There is so much peer pressure should have the right to do anything.
amongst mothers, not just children, They need a lot of discipline, a lot of
but amongst the mothers to compete guidance. When they see the parents do
with everybody.’ the right thing, they will do the right

— Mary Lou Peterson thing. And the parents have to be careful
about what to do in front of their children
and what they talk about and I think
parents should really control the televi-
sion.




dackie: I feel really strongly that
children are, of course, human beings and
that children have feelings; they hurt just
as an adult hurts; they’re confused just
as much as an adult is confused. And I
think in many instances children are

overlooked. It
didn’t make any
difference what
they were feeling,
if they were
having an up day
or a down day.
And I have tried to
say to myself: “Re-
member that that
child is going
through the same
thing you are
going through, but
just in a different
way.” And if I
would respect the
fact Mary Lou,
who happens to be
a friend of mine,
too, is having a
down day or an up
day I should
respect my child
just as much and
try to go along ac-
cordingly. What I
see in some of the
cases where
parents — they
don’t seem to
respect that age.

Who
You

Gonna
Call?

“C’'mon Johnny, we'’re going anyway,” or
“We're going here or we're going there.”
Nothing to what Johnny is feeling,
nothing to what Susie is feeling or
whatever. I think you have to treat your
child just as you would any other adult in

the world.

Dirty
Words

Mary: Well, I
would say not
to use them at
all, with their
friends or at
home or
wherever.
EastSide:
I’'m going to
play the
child for a
moment:
“But all my
friends do!”
Mary:
“Well, your
friends can
but you can’t,
I would say.
Minnie:

¢ They don’t
want to be
called a sissy,
like the other

»n

kids are using them.

Charlotte: I think when you men-
tioned the definition of the words — that’s
the key. Tell them exactly what the
words mean, and I don’t see how you can

" ever make a child promise never to use a
word he shouldn’t or one that’s not in
good taste. But at the same time I think
you can tell them you don’t approve of
them.

Human Sexuality
Charlotte: Here again I think being
truthful with the child, and trying to
encourage the child no matter what the
subject is, don’t ever hesitate to come to
ask. You'll never be criticized for asking
anything.
EastSide: What’s an appropriate
age today?
Minnie: Eight (years old).
Charlotte: Somewhere before puberty.
If a child at 8 years old would really ask.
Mary Lou: It’s so hard for parents
today raising their children. I'm just
thankful P'm a
grandmother and
don’t have to go
through this, but

‘I definitely think
they (children)

because they are
part of the family.
What they want is
important, too.’

should be consulted

— Minnie Friedman

with the grand-
children, espe-
cially my 10-year-
old granddaugh-
ter, she is
starting to ask
questions and I
have found that if
you give them a
direct answer

they forget about
it very quickly.
Of course I know
in a few years
she’ll want more
explanations and
I think you just
have to go
according to your




Grunqus distrast ‘Me’ vqlues-

upbringing and
teach them the
best way you can.
Be sure of their
friends and just
give them some
good guidance and
good examples
when home.
Jackie: I have found that my daugh-
ters have come home and talked about
more things openly than I ever thought of
doing with my mother or she ever thought
of doing with me. So I think on one side
of the coin it’s easier but on the other side
there is so much more out there and that
makes it tough. You are just bouncing. 1
don’t think anyone can wrong with the
truth and with good example.

Books On Child-rearing
Jackie: (I have read) very few, I feel
that if you tried to read all the books that
are written and all the different theories,

I think you would make one neurotic
mother. Just in what you hear, listen to
the talk shows, listen to the news, listen
to “Good Morning America,” whatever,
there are so many different views out
there if you tried to be this perfect
mother, you would go crazy, and I think
I'm probably a close example of being
close to that.

Role Models

Mary Lou: I think the grandparents
are good role models ’‘cause they have
more time to just sit down and relax with
the children. ’Cause my grandson thinks
his grandfather is the greatest thing on
Earth. And he made the statement, “My
grandpa knows everything.” And he was
very emphatic. And believe me, Grandpa
does not know everything. According to
our little grandson, he does.

Minnie: My husband used to take my
grandchildren, they’re grown now, every
Sunday to visit all of the family and they
thought Grandpa knew everything. :
Anything they asked Grandpa, he always
answered so he knew everything — and
they looked forward to Sunday so much.
It was something special.

Specific Advice
Jackie: Tell your child everyday that
you love him, no matter what else, but
sometime during that day how much you
love them and how much they mean to
you.

< I think you have to treat your child
Jjust as you would any other adult in

the world.’
— Jackie Rumsey

Mary: I would say hug them every
day, show your love.

Minnie: And spend at least a-half-
hour just talking to them, listening to
them, I think that is very important.

Charlotte: Making sure that they
know that you love them and physical
contact. There’s nothing like a hug.

Mary Lou: I think when the child or
children get up in the morning is the most
vulnerable time. And I think that’s the
time to give them that hug and start their
day off right and tell them how wonderful
they are and we have a beautiful day in
front of us. Give them a few extra mo-
ments of love in the morning, and
bedtime, too.

Charlotte: A child should never have
to go to bed if his parents are angry at
him,

Minnie: Let them know how much you
love them.

‘I think they (grandmothers) are very
underrated (sources of advice).’
— Mary Morris
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avid Blankenhorn thinks the words ‘‘family
Dpolicy" are a ‘‘political Rorschach test, de-

signed to convey whatever anyone wants
them to convey.”” And that worries him.

Blankenhorn, president of the Institute for

American Values, is convinced that strengthening

The family is the nation’s most urgent challenge.
Yet, he asks, how can it be met when there is so
much confusion and conflict as to what is family
and what constitutes good family policy.

He notes that an influential segment of opinion
rejects specific, values-based norms as discrimina-
tory and oppressive. As a result, some strange
critters show up in the family policy tent, including
demands that company health insurance plans
cover a homosexual partner. i

Some ground rules are needed, Blankenhorn
maintains, some consensus on values and stan-
dards. In an essay in the August/September issue of
First Things, he outlines
suggestions for a family
agenda for the 1990s. ‘hr

Americans must take a 'V V hatever
hard look at today’s adult- happened to the
centered society, in which ¢ :
free-wheeling individual- gooqofamﬂy
ism is the cultural ideal, man
he states. The family must
be analyzed primarily through the eyes of children,
“‘a perspective that is frequently absent in today's
family debate.”’

In addition, Blankenhorn urges that family poli-
cy be formulated “from the inside out,” from the
vantage point of “‘family business,” the business of
‘marrying, having and rearing children, and fulfill-
ing a lifetime commitment.

Those debating policy should agree on certain
hasic values, the first of which is that the family is
society's core institution; that *‘the marital commit-
ment is the foundation of strong families’; that “we
see in children our hopes for the future'; that the
parental role is irreplaceable; that “caring for our
elders is one of the family’s most important func-
tions'’; that the community is enriched by strong
families: that basic moral values are passed on
from parents to children: and that public and
private sector policies should nourish families.

One of Blankenhorn's most intriguing recom-
mendations is the return of the “good family man."”
The title was once widely bestowed as a badge of
honor on men who put their family first. Today the
phrase is considered antiquated, almost embarrass-
ing. Contemporary culture no longer celebrates the:
compelling ideal. And that is no minor tragedy.

“Since some, even much, of today's family di-
lemma stems simply from male abandonment and
male flight from family obligation, surely we must
revive for the new century a widely shared concep-
tion of the good family man.' Blankenhorn says.

He's right, of course. But equally imperative is
the concept of the good family woman, the woman
mature enough and wise enough to understan
a good family man is the ﬁnes% gift she can gi\?etg;t-
children. et R LN
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Raising kids in an unfriendly culture

By Barbara Dafoe Whitehead

Our national debate on the family is being con-
ducted in two separate languages, each foreign to
the other.

The first is official language, spoken by ex-
perts and opinion leaders in politics, the media

"and academia. The second is family language,
spoken by ordinary middle-class families.

The prime subject of the official debate is poli-
cies to help parents take care of children and hold
down jobs at the same time. But the prime subject

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead is a research asso-
ciate at the Institute for American Values, a pri-
vate organization with headquarters in New York.
This article is excerpted from “Family Affairs,” an
institute publication.
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Lack of time, values
has parents worried

of the grass-roots conversation is how parents can
do a decent job of raising kids in a culture that is
unfriendly to families.

This divergence helps explain why parents
aren’t marching in the streets for more day care,
family allowances, tax credits or other family sup-
ports. While these public programs are viewed by
many parents as “‘good things,” they simply do not
touch the emotional core of family concerns.

What is at the emotional core, judging from the
discussions I've held with paz'ents, is a growing
concern that their children are adopting the val-
ues of an aggressively materj"alistic, individualis-

tic and consumerist culture. What concerns these
parents, in brief, is the moral education of
children.

During the late 1980s, I set out to talk with mid-
dle-class parents: mothers and fathers, single and
married, with kids under 10 at home and with an-
nual family incomes of $16,000 to $45,000. All of
the fathers and a majority of mothers were hold-
ing jobs outside the home.

Admittedly, my effort was modest and my
sample too small to be statistically significant. All
told, I managed to reach about'100 parents. None-
theless, the conversations provided insights on
the realities of middle-class family life.

It is not an exaggeration to say that parents are
mad as hell at what they see as dominant values in

Please see FAMILY, G4 b



the culture. This surfaces as par-
ents talk about the pressure on
their grade-school children to
buy $65 Reeboks and $45 stone-
washed jeans.

Parents see themselves in a
struggle for the hearts and minds
of their own children. As these
parents express it, they are los-
ing the struggle to pass on their
family values to their children.

Three different parents from
three different cities all tell
roughly the same story:

B “We had to make our own
fun because we didn’t have the
material things. When my moth-
er washed the floor, we lined up
the chairs and played train, and I
can remember that was great.
And now, if you tell the kids to do
that, they look at you like, ‘What
are you talking about?” You
know: ‘Can’t you get a movie for
the VCR?' ” ‘

m “When I was a kid, if the TV
broke or something, we would go
out in the woods and build a fort.
If the TV or VCR broke down'
now, they wouldn’t know what to
do.”

= “When we were kids, we
could have a great time playing
in the back yard with a big card-
board box. Now my daughters
can’t have fun unless they’ve got
a ‘My Little Pony,’ like the little
girl behind us.”

In the official debate among
the experts, the remembered
past is a sentimental fiction that
blinds us to the real challenges of
modern life.

But the mothers and fathers I
met do not hesitate to look back
at their own childhoods. And in a

majority of cases, they report"

that families then were stronger,
children better off, and commu-
nity life far more supportive of
family well-being.

In the official language, the
family isn’t getting weaker, it’s
just “changing.” Most parents I
met believe otherwise.

In the struggle for the hearts
and minds of their children, par-
ents cite another large obstacle:
the loss of time with their chil-
dren. Some have only an hour or
two a day to devote exclusively to
their children, and that time ig
sometimes broken into 15-min-
ute or half-hour blocks.

Today’s family schedules are
customized to fit each individual
family. They are as unique as a
fingerprint or a snowflake. Three
or four different toddlers on the
block will scatter with their par-
ents to three or four different
child-care arrangements. Some
mothers at home feel stranded,
with no playmates for their kids.

A generation ago, family rou-
tines tended to be shared by
nearly everyone on the block.
Mothers put babies and toddlers
down for naps at about the same

~ time in the afternoon. Kids

played in the streets until they
were called for supper. Fathers
washed cars in the driveway af-
ter work. Since family life moved
in common rhythms, it was easy
for parents to build friendships
and support each other.

Today, that larger common
rhythm is missing.

The lives of working parents
are usually described in the offi-
cial language as a “balancing” or
“juggling” act. The metaphor
suggests that today’s families
must learn to keep more balls in
the air, more plates spinning.
These balls and plates represent
paid work, housework, children,
civic responsibilities and person-
al leisure.

The balancing metaphor de-
fines the challenge facing par-
ents as primarily technical. It
says that parents can keep all the
plates spinning if only they learn
to be more efficient and orga-
nized. The metaphor is morally
neutral. It doesn’t draw distinc-
tions among the balls and plates;
they’re all equally important.

Yet the parents I interviewed
don’t identify with the official
metaphor. They don’t think all
the balls and plates are the same.
And they don’t think their dilem-
ma can be resolved through tech-
nical virtuosity.

I asked parents: What do you
see as your most basic responsi-
bilities as a parent? There was
virtual unanimity in the re-
sponse: “Putting a roof over my
children’s heads” and “teaching
my kids right from wrong.”

Today, the responsibility to
provide materially for children
is a heavy one. It often takes two
incomes to provide the basics,
and it takes time to earn these in-



comes. Yet time is also what par-
ents need to teach their children
sound values, and the demands
of the job rob parents of time.

Thus, as these parents see it,
their two most basic responsibil-
ities are on a collision course.
This is a far more painful condi-
tion than the juggling metaphor
would suggest, and certainly one
that does not invite an easy op-
timism.

When we hear reports that
Americans are spending less and
less time reading the newspaper,
we worry about the level of civic
awareness and participation, the
literacy rate and the weakening
of the written word. Yet we
haven’t begun to consider what it
means for parents to lose so
much time with their children.
What does the decline in family
time, with its consequent loss of
moral attention and community
support, mean to society?

Last year, a bumper crop of 4
million babies was born, a num-
ber that the Census Bureau pre-
dicts will hold steady for several
more years. Many of these ba-
bies will be born to baby boom-
ers who have postponed child-
bearing for nearly a decade long-
er than their own parents.

Up until now, these baby

boomers have been living quite '

comfortably within a culture that
stresses materialism and indi-
vidualism. They spent their early
adulthood building careers, ac-
quiring possessions and express-
ing their identity through the
marketplace.

As they become parents, how-
ever, something changes. They
discover that the values that
guided them as young adults
aren’t very useful in raising chil-
dren. The same culture that sup-
ported them as individuals, they
are now realizing, is indifferent
or even hostile to them as par-
ents and to their children.

For raising children isn’t an
individual act. It is a social and
communal enterprise, involving
kin, neighbors, other parents,
friends and many other unrelat-
ed adults. Hermits don’t raise
kids; villages do.

Some new parents will expect
to rediscover the “village” of
their childhood, infact and wait-

ing for their own children. But
they will soon discover that the
culture of that time was not as
durable as the Sears swing sets
their fathers installed in the back

yard. That culture was a fragile |

social construction, cobbled to-
gether by their own parents, who
spent years as Little League
coaches, Brownie troop leaders,

Sunday School teachers, chauf-

feurs and chaperons.

Far from being well-main-

tained, this culture has -fallen |

into disrepair in the last several

decades, unappreciated by grow-

ing portions of grass-roots Amer-
ica and positively looked down
on as unfashionable by much of
official America.

Official America ought to take
parents at their word and begin
to look at the concerns that touch

them most deeply. How can we |

help parents meet their responsi-

bility to pass on values? How can »

we extend and strengthen the so-
cial network for parents and chil-
dren? Through what Kkinds of
self-help and advocacy efforts
can a new generation of parents
build a more hospitable culture
for themselves and their kids?

Clearly, there is a role for
public policy in helping create a
more hospitable culture. A policy
such as family leave, for exam-
ple, is philosophically in step
with parents’ desire to play the
primary role in shaping their
children’s values. Affordable
child care is also essential.

But a policy agenda is not |

enough. Building a family-
friendly culture will take a radi-

cal shift in our public philos-

ophy.

It will oblige us to assign a
new value to the family and to
what parents contribute to the
society — not merely as workers,
not merely as consumers, but as
the people who shape the next
generation. It will oblige us to es-
tablish a strong connection be-
tween the public interest and the
interest of parents and children,
so that having and raising chil-
dren is valued by the society as
more than a mere “lifestyle” op-
tion. And it will oblige us to rec-
ognize and then to close the pro-
found gap between the official
family debate and’the grass-
roots conversation.
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William Raspberry

Grandma Knows Best

David Blankenhorn was only trying to find a fresh
way of talking about the difficulties facing the
American family today. But for me, at least, he has
provided a way of looking at (and evaluating
proposals to ameliorate) social problems of all sorts.

There are, he suggests in a recent issue of
“Family Affairs,” two categories of explanations for
what has gone wrong with the family—and by (my)
extension with much of the society:

1. Reagan closed the bathrooms.

2. Nobody listens to Grandma.

The inspiration for the first is the trend that finds
more and more New Yorkers—“not just the home-
less, or even the poor, but all manner of ordinary
citizens"—urinating on the city sidewalks. One
explanation for this dismaying trend is the shortage
of public toilets and other public amenities occa-
sioned by the Reagan-induced budget cuts.

By that explanation, says Blankenhorn, president
of the Institute for American Values, which publish-
es “Family Affairs,” the source of the incivility of
which public urination is one example “is not
changing standards of personal behavior but instead
those larger political and economic forces that, in
effect, close the bathrooms.”

In other words, the family crisis is not about
families but about outside institutions (principally
the workforce and the government) that “fail to
respond to the new realities of contemporary family

life: divorce, single-parent homes, the two-gender
work force, teenage parenthood, latch-key children
and so on.” And the solution lies not in changing
family behavior but in changing those larger institu-
© tions,
“Schools must help, not stigmatize, unwed teen-

age parents. Corporations must subsidize child
care, Courts must confer equal legal status on
alternative lifestyles. Government must provide a
wide range of services and subsidies for children
and families in need.”

The second explanation stems from Blanken-
horn’s old-fashioned notion that “you will learn
more about the American family from 10 randomly
chosen grandmothers than you will from 10 ran-
domly chosen family experts.”

The experts, loath to make “value judgments,”
won't tell you that families headed by a father and a
mother married to each other are best for children,
Mother-only households are just one more alterna-
tive to the Ozzie and Harriett model that embraces
fewer actual families with each passing year,

“Grandmothers,” says Blankenhorn, “tend to be
less shy about value judgments. They tend to say
things like: ‘People today care more about them-
selves and less about others,’ ‘They want every-
thing now.” “They are less willing to make sacrific-
es.’ ‘Children today are not taught a sense of right
and wrong." ”

For Grandma, the problem is not the system but
us: not mean-minded government but our own
irresponsible behavior and our unwillingness to
make children our top priority.

As with so many of these debates, both sides
have valid points. Government policy does affect
families in negative ways. Children’s allowances,
the norm in much of Europe, would help enor-
mously to reduce the poverty of many American
families. A fullemployment policy or other policies
calculated to increase employment opportunities for
inner-city youth might greatly reduce the incidence
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of single-parent households, by rendering it eco-
nomically sensible for women to marry the fathers
of their children. Government aid, including in-
creased funds for Head Start and college loans,
would lift more families to middle-class status and,
presumably, to middle-class standards of behavior.,
In other words, Reagan did close the bathrooms.
But a dearth of bathrooms is not the sole
explanation for the behavior exemplified by urinat-
ing on _the streets, A part of it—perhaps the major
part—is the abandonment of the standards and
values Grandma preached. Psychologists would talk
about it in terms of “locus of control”: whether we

see our fate as subject to our own behavior or

principally as a matter of outside influences, in-
cluding luck. Grandma would say it in plainer
Ianguag?: You don't sit on your butt simply because
you can'’t find the job of your dreams. You don't
neglect your children simply because their needs
confhct ‘with your desire to have a good time, You
don’t disable the plumbing in your apartment or
throw trash on your public-housing courtyard or
use or sell drugs simply because life is unfair.
" Blankenhor_n would reduce the unfairness, even if
it means an increase in his taxes. But in the final
analysis, he insists, the grandmothers are right.
“Reaggm can close public toilets, and I can and do
vote against him because of it. But he does not—he
cannot—cause me to urinate in public, I
decide to do that. Rl
“And if what we as a society are doing to the
family is the cultural equivalent of urinating in the
street, then public policy alone is simply not enough
to solve our dilemma.”
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Why parents are so afraid

E RECENTLY experienced Hallow-

een 1990. And who is scared? Not the
children. We've made Halloween safe for
children. We prepackage and X-ray their
treats and restrict the number of houses they
can visit. Or we take them off the streets al-
together and send them to parties supervised
by adults.

It’s the parents who
are frightened. Recent

Barbara research shows that
parents today are truly
Dafoe  afraid for their chil-

dren. Increasingly, they

fear that the streets

are stalked by preda-

tors, on the look-out to
hurt, steal or kill their children. This anxi-
ety is widespread, not just among parents in
drug-infested, gang-controlled neighbor-
hoods, but also among parents in quiet, mid-
dle-class communities.

Social scientists and media commenta-
tors who discover this phenomenon seem
genuinely perplexed by it. Isn’t it odd, per-
haps even neurotic and irrational, for par-
ents to be so anxious and fearful? These ex-
perts miss the point.

In one recent survey conducted at the
Mayo Clinic, 72 percent of parents ex-
pressed fear that their child would be ab-
ducted by a stranger. The study concludes
that such fears are widely exaggerated,

_since the actual chance of a child being ab-
ducted by a stranger is only about one in 1.5
million. Other studies have demonstrated
conclusively that abductions and the sexual
abuse of children by strangers are not very
common occurrences. Yet for some reason,
these reassuring statistics fail to comfort
parents.

Recently I conducted focus group discus-
sions with middle class parents in Balti-
more. I wanted to find out what matters to

Whitehead

parents today — what they are thinking
about the family as a social institution and’

about rearing children in the 1990s. I was
completely surprised to discover what wor-
ries these parents most,

It is not the shortage of day care, or how
much they are earning, or what the govern-
ment is doing, or the state of the economy,
or the quality of the public schools. Their
principal worry is that their children will
vanish off the streets, kidnapped by a “cra-
zy” or a “pervert”.

In the Baltimore study, as elsewhere,
there is little relationship between the fear

Parents know that it is much harder
to be a child today than when they
were growing up. When they look at
the world from their child’s vantage
point, they see uncertainty, change

and danger.

of abduction or molestation and the actual
incidence of these crimes. Asked whether
they had actually experienced or witnessed
such crimes in their own communities, the
Baltimore parents said no.

But when I challenged them to explain a
fear that seemed groundless, the parents
were adamant. It was happening even in
“nice, safe little places in the Midwest,” so
“why not here?” One mother said: “Where
my son used to play, I'm always looking out
the window. And if I can’t see him, you
know, I'm screaming his name. I get so ter-
rified someone’s going to steal him.” Anoth-
er warned: “There’s crazy people out there.
They might not be next door, but they’re out

‘there someplace.”

What tells us more about our society: the
facts or the fears? Who should we trust: the
parents or the statistics? I believe that it is
a grave mistake for experts, policy-makers
and the media to dismiss parental fears of
child abduction as foolish or irrational.

These parents know something. They
know that, in a few highly publicized cases,
the dangers to children in our society do
take the form of child abduction, sexual
abuse and even murder.

But they also know something more than
that — something that may escape the at-
tention of the experts who study them. They
know that it is much harder to be a child to-
day than when they were growing up. When
they look at the world from their child’s
vantage point, they see uncertainty, change
and danger. They sense, in short, that their
children are growing up in an increasingly
menacing, predatory environment.

So when parents express their fears of

abduction, they speak symbolically as well
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as literally, poetically as well as statistical-
ly. They know the narrow definition of child
abuse. But they know the broader definition
as well. They know the danger of crime, but
they also recognize a larger and more insid-
ious danger: the danger of our cultural as-
sault on children.

This assault comes in the form of an in-
creasingly aggressive consumer economy
that grabs even the youngest children with
alluring promises of popularity and success,
if only they will buy the right brand of
sneakers and stone-washed jeans.

It comes in the form of a precocious peer
culture, where girls want to be thin at age 9
and seductive at 11; where children talk
about “doing it together” at age 12; and
where sexually transmitted diseases, drugs,
pregnancy and the threat of AIDS are all
part of teen life in America.

It comes in the form of a hands-off, me-
first adult society, where children are the
exclusive “problem” of parents rather than
a responsibility we all share — a society
that is increasingly unwilling to make those
sacrifices necessary to foster good out-
comes for children.

In such an unfriendly culture, parents to-
day are both frightened and angry at their
growing helplessness to protect their chil-
dren, not just against “crazies” and “per-
verts,” but against a society that peddles
greed, sex and violence every day.

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead, a social
historian, is a research associate at the

 Institute for American Values, a New

York-based organization coneerned
with family issues.
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The GOP and the Family Issue: A Swedish Lesson

By ALLAN CARLSON

The GOP has held a near-exclusive
claim on the «pro-family” mantle for the
past dozen years, albeit with little effect.
Family-oriented measures have been on
the back-burner since the opening day of
Ronald Reagan's first term, waiting for
the “right moment” that never COMES.
Smugly complacent, the presidents’ men
have asked: ‘‘Where else can the social
conservative go? To the Democrats?"

As an answer, L offer a story of long ago
and far away. Shortly after 1900, ]sc;cltqlo-
‘ctc began to document an acceie ating
g:asct;y ing qweden’s family life. The birth-
rate was tumbling, and growing numbers
of young adults were unmarried. :
the politicians, there appeare
to gén l??t%e con[t):erq among the s?maliists.
Swedish conservatives, though, ourtl0 t;llln
issue here. They lmkgd_the problem i g
fracturing of the Christian world view ?1
d action. In the 1908-16 period, the
jve Party pushed proposals for a
unitive tax on pachelors and the chglgiless,
4 idea that foundered On the opposition of
zg;bertarian-styie) Liberals. The only coni
gervative family measures to win appr}ova‘
were 1911 1aws that prohlblted the sale o1

distribution of contraceptives. il

The conservatives tri'ed again in 1?31,
proposing special family tax deduction.
As a party spokesman explained, .It is
high time that wé abandon the negative or
indifferent position . . . and instead s.eek
through positive measures to promote fam-
ily creation and to ease the tax burden of
large families.”” Yet this initiative also col-

lapsed, the more pragmatic figures on the
right fretting over the negative fiscal im-
pact of a tax cut for families.

In 1932, the Social Democrats won con-
trol of the government. Yet with the social
crisis growing, conservatives were confi-
dent. The family was ‘“‘their issue.” That
decades had passed without real achieve-
ment on their part seemed trivial along-
side the left’s avoidance of the question.

In truth, though, not all of the left was
asleep. “‘Idea journals’ were filled during
the 1920s with probing, unorthodox articles
on family and population issues. In 1931,
the socialist quarterly Tiden carried an es-
say that marked a breakthrough on the
family issue. It focused on the growing
economic and social pressures faced by
young couples, linked their plight to blind
market forces, and used their problems to
justify a new round of state activism.

In 1934, two young Swedish socialists,
Gunnar and Alva Myrdal, fleshed out this
apptjoach in a book that transformed the
family debate overnight. Wistful conserva-
tive sentiments about the family fell before
a rigorous and compelling (if subtly
flawed) argument that the right was un-
prepared to answer.

With stunning speed, the “family’" be-
came a Social Democratic issue. When
new elections were held in 1936, it was that
party that was able to posture as pro-moth-
erhood, pro-child, pro-family and pro-birth.
In a sweeping victory, the Social Demo-
crats crushed the conservatives and ruled
the country for 40 years, enacting policies
that significantly shifted responsibility for
children from the family to the state.

Might history repeat itself? The grow-
ing indifference of the GOP leadership to-
ward the family issue has left the door
open to a historic political realignment,
signs of which are already evident.

The Institute for American Values and
the Progressive Policy Institute represent
a new breed of Democratic thinking, with
family at its core. In recent weeks, Rep
Pat Schroeder (D., Colo.) crossed a sym:
bolic line, endorsing a bipartisan measure
that wo}lld raise the personal income-tax
exemption for each child to $3,500. Taking
a more partisan tack, Sen. Albert Gore Jr
(D., Tenn.) and Rep. Thomas Downey (D .
N.Y.) are chief sponsors of a bill featurin'é
a refungiable_ $800-per-child tax credit
Meanwhllg. Virginia Gov. Douglas Wildef
is endorsing concepts long absent from
Democratic brains: chastity and fidelity.

Word has it that the White House is un-
dauqted. Indeed, it may turn out that the
prt_esment will counter these initiatives by
being the one public figure opposed to new
tax breaks for kids. Wrapped in the mantle
of The Budget Agreement and wearing his
OMB eyeshade, he will battle the senti-
mental spendthrifts in the name of fiscal
responsibility. After all, the Democrats are
playing with mirrors, and the family will
always be a Republican issue.

Perhaps so. Then again, Swedish con-
servatives once thought that way, too.

Mr. Carlson is president of the R
Institute, based in Rockfora{ Iil'.. zg‘;f%ﬁ
;hor of .“.The Swedish Experiment in Fam-
ily Politics” (Transaction, 1990 ).
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‘“Two Faces of Fatherhood’

Dads Become More Domesticated, More Distant

By Paul Taylor

Washington Post Staff Writer

Michael Waterhouse calls it the
“hour of dread.” It arrives every
other Sunday night, when another
weekend pass into fatherhood ex-

ires.

2 “All day Sunday, I have this clock
ticking in my mind, because I've got
to get the kids back by 9 p.m.,” said
Waterhouse, who lost custody of his
children, now ages 12, 10 and 2,
when he and his wife separated a
year and a half ago.

“When we all get in the car,
there’s this terrible silence. They
don’t know what to say to me, any
more than 1 know what to say to
them. I wind up using the L-word
about a million times more than I
did when I was in their lives every
day.”

Waterhouse, 42, is a modern fa-

ther in more ways than he cares to
count on this Father’s Day, 1991. A
“room mother” in his 10-year-old
daughter’s elementary school, and a
passable cook and homemaker, he is
more domesticated than were fa-
thers of a generation ago. But he’s
also out of his childrens’ lives 12
days out of every 14.

Fatherhood has been evolving
along these separate paths—the
nurturant father and the absent fa-
ther—for three decades. What Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania sociologist
Frank F. Furstenberg Jr. calls the
“two faces of fatherhood” occasion-
ally coexist in the same man, al-
though the overlap often is a breed-
ing ground for heartache, as Wa-
terhouse’s angstridden rumina-

tions attest.

' For the most part, however, men
have reacted in opposite ways to

the upheavals that have undermined
their traditional “good provider”
role as head of the household.

With most of the social stigma
gone from divorce and non-marital
birth, and with two-thirds of all
mothers now bringing home a pay-
check, fatherhood has become more
of a voluntary commitment than
ever.

Men who accept it are likely to
seek closer bonding with their chil-
dren than did the more emotionally
disengaged fathers of a generation
ago. Men who reject it find it easier
than ever to drop out, be pushed
out or never enter their children’s
lives.

“We don't have a single, compel-
ling social story of fatherhood any-
more, so there's a lot of confusion
out there,” said David Blankenhorn,

resident of the Tnstitute for Amer-
ican_Values, a New York-based
think tank devoted to family issues.

“We've got two new models—Mr.
Mom and the Deadbeat Dad—but

neither is satisfying. Mr. Mom is

rooted in a feminist critique of tra-
ditional fatherhood. The Deadbeat
Dad is the story of the flight of the
modern male from family respon-
sibility.

“Lots of baby-boomer fathers are
self-congratulatory when they com-
pare themselves to the dads of the
1950s, the kind who would never
dream of changing a diaper. But
even if they were emotionally dis-
tant, those '50s dads weren’t mor-
ally distant. They were home every
night. Not enough of today’s dads
are around their kids enough to be a
moral presence.”
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Some social commentators be-
lieve that the trouble with modern
fatherhood has deeper roots. “The
love unit most damaged by the In-
dustrial Revolution has been the
father-son bond,” wrote poet Rob-
ert Bly in “Iron John,” a book whose
surprising charge to the top of the
bestseller list this year helps make
its own point that fatherhood is suf-
fering from an identity crisis.

Bly argued that when work and
home became spatially separated a
century ago, boys stopped seeing or
understanding the work their fa-
thers did. Many adopted their
mother’s disapproving view of mas-
culinity; others compensated for
their father’s absence by becoming
hypermasculine and violence-prone.

Father absence carries heavy
social costs, many experts on chil-
dren agree. A child in a female-
headed household is six times more
likely to be poor than a child in a
two-parent family. More than 70
percent of the youths in juvenile
correctional facilities come from
fatherless homes, as do more than
80 percent of adolescents in psy-
chiatric hospitals.

Because of the tripling of the di-
vorce rate and the quadrupling of
the out-of-wedlock birthrate, men
between ages 20 and 49 spend an
average of only seven years living
in a house with young children, a
decline of nearly 50 percent in the
past 30 years.

While it affects all strata of so-
ciety, fatherlessness is most acute
in the black inner city, where child-
rearing within marriage has become
a relative rarity, and where hom-
icide has become the leading killer
of young men. “It’s not just the ab-
sence of a stable adult male figure
from a single household that does so
much damage in these communi-
ties,” said Mercer Sullivan, a re-
search associate at the New School
for Sgcial Research in New York,



who has been studying the inner
city for the past 30 years. “At the
neighborhood level, when you have
lots of households where fathers
are not present, the whole social
order breaks down. Teenagers take
over the streets.”

Sullivan said he believes the main
reason inner-city fathers fail to stay
connected to their children’s lives is
economic. “I have never encoun-
tered young men in the inner city
who brag about not taking care of
their kids,” he said. “You do hear
them bragging all the time about
their sexual conquests, but most of
them get the message that they’re
supposed to provide for their chil-
dren. And many of them try to, at
least for a while. But then one cir-
cumstance or another comes along
in their very chaotic lives, and they
can’t provide for them. They hear
loud and clear from the baby's
mother or grandmother that they
aren’t welcome in the house unless
they show up with a paycheck. It
becomes another failure in their
lives. They drop out of the picture.”

Contrast that portrait with this
one:

The family is gathering for a Sun-
day backyard barbecue when dad
gets a call from the office. He has to
go to work, he tells his disappointed
son, who had been looking forward
to an after-dinner game of catch.
But wait! “Going to work” turns out
to be nothing more than faxing
some papers from home to the of-
fice. Dad’s back at the barbecue in
time to flip the burgers.

The scene is from a new televi-
sion commercial for US West, a
Denver-based regional phone com-
pany. It is a mix of corporate PR
and product salesmanship, based on
polling data showing that as baby-
boomer men are belatedly entering
fatherhood, they are rejecting the
corporate “power hours” of the
1980s and yearning for more time
at home.

The family-work tension is no
longer exclusively a woman’s bur-
den: 72 percent of working fathers
report feeling conflict between the
two, up from 12 percent in 1978,
according to James A. Levine, di-
rector of the Fatherhood Project of
the Families and Work Institute, a
New York-based research organ-
ization.

Corporate press releases today
are full of accounts of employers
who have responded to these con-
cerns with family-friendly policies

such as flextime, telecommuting
and job sharing. But Levine remains
skeptical.

“Men are caught between today’s
different set of expectations about
what it means to be a father and
yesterday's old set of rules in the
workplace,” he told a congressional
panel last week. “I talked to one
expectant father at a progressive
company who told me that when he
made plans to use the company’s
new parental leave policy—widely
praised in the business press—his
manager said, ‘Bob, let me speak to
you as a friend, not a boss. I know
you're entitled to parental leave,
but take vacation days instead. If
you take a leave, you'll be branded
around here forever as uncommit-
ted.” ”

“Men still find it easier to tell a
boss that they had a flat tire on the
way to work than to admit that they
had to take a sick child to the doc-
tor,” agreed Lynn O’'Rourke Hayes,
coauthor of “The Best Jobs in
America for Parents.”

But as family roles change, the
work culture is bound to catch up,
Hayes said, especially when so
many television commercials keep
drawing a road map into the new
androgyny of parenthood. Consider
this Folgers coffee commercial. A
young father is capnapping in an
easy chair at daybreak with a sleep-
ing baby in his arms. Mother ar-
rives with a wake-up cup of coffee.

“The baby was up all night/you’ve
got to make the morning bright,”
goes the jingle. Forty years ago the
scene would have been the same,
but with the roles reversed.

When Waterhouse and his wife
separated in late 1989, he sought
joint legal custody of their three chil-
dren. The court-appointed master
agreed with his wife that the disso-
lution of the marriage had been a
time of high conflict, and that the
pair would not be able to cooperate
on major decisions affecting their
children. She was awarded sole cus-
tody of the children, as women are in
nearly all divorces. Waterhouse was
left with minimum visitation rights:
every other weekend, plus four
weeks in the summer.

“It is the hardest thing I have ever
had to go through, this feeling that
you're outsider in your own kids’
lives,” Waterhouse said.

Despite his anguish, Waterhouse
is among the small percentage of
non-custodial fathers—about one-
quarter—who pay their full child

month, plus $575 a month for alimo-
ny. “If I didn’t pay, they ought to
throw me in jail,” he said. “I have no
problem with that.”

The more typical pattern is for
fathers who don’t get custody to feel

frozen out of their children’s lives, or
guilty about their own noninvolve-
ment, and eventually to slack off on
payment. According to a 1987 na-
tional survey of families and house-
l!o}ds, more than half of all children
living apart from their divorced fa-

thers had visited them just three
times or less in the previous year.

David L. Levy, president of the
National Council for Children’s
Rights, an organization of non-cus-
todial parents, argues that courts
should be more attuned to providing
mediation services in divorce pro-
ceedings, in the hope of keeping both
parents as involved as possible in
their childrens’ lives, post-divorce.
“Tt stands to reason that when both
parents are around, so are their wal-
lets,” he said.

Others are skeptical. “For most
men, children and marriage are part
of a package deal,” said Johns Hop-
kins University sociologist Andrew J.
Cherlin, “Their ties to their children
depend on their ties to their wives,
which are usually in pretty bad
shape, once you get to a divorce.”

It has not been easy for Wa-
terhouse to stay part of his childrens’
lives. He’s moved out of the family
house in suburban Maryland to a
townhouse he shares with two other
men, the only thing he could afford
on his $46,000-a-year salary as a
research librarian for the Congres-
sional Research Service.

When his children visit, he sleeps
on a couch and the they share a bed-
room. “I hang up a bedsheet between
my son and [older] daughter so they
can have privacy, but the whole thing
is pretty horrible.”

Their weekends together are
stuffed with activities—perhaps too
many, Waterhouse acknowledged. “I
suppose I have some of the Disney-
land Dad guilt in me,” he said.

Then there’s the dreaded Sunday
night trip back to Rockville. “My kids
are terrific—very brave—but I often
wonder during those long drives
what they’re thinking,” he said. “I
hope the reason they're not opening
up to me is that they don’t want to
make me feel worse than they know
I already do. But the silence scares
me. And it makes me wonder, how’s
this going to affect them when
they’re grown up?”

Institute For American Values
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Motherhood Hits the Bottom Line

ill for our society.

Pregnancy has become a
business issue, counting
mostly as a liability. This
cultural turnabout bodes

empower women in the work-
place. This is the familiar
answer, and there is much
truth toit.

But these trends also point
to another, perhaps deeper,
social dilemma: the new deg-
radation of pregnancy in

By BARBARA DAFOE WHITEHEAD

America; our society simply
does not favor or like preg-

ot since Lucy became pregnant
Nwith Little Ricky in 1952 have

television viewers been so con-
cerned with on-air pregnancy. Nearly a
dozen television celebrities—including
Deborah Norville, Maria Shriver, Connie
Chung, Meredith Vieira

nant women.

Among the most fundamental values
of our culture today, especially among
elites, are personal autonomy and mar-
ketplace achievement, accompanied by
the idea that there is not, or at leas-
tought not to be, much significant differ-

To understand this shift, imagine 10
grandmothers in one room, 10 corporate
managers in another. Ask each group
which words first come to mind when
they hear the word pregnancy. The
grandmothers will say words such as
expecting, happy, baby shower, baptism,
excited, nursery, announcements, layette.
The managers will think of words such
as problem, productivity, staffing, bene-
fits, absenteeism, unprofessional, disrup-
tive, undependable, bottom line.

The grandmothers’ view used to be
dominant in our society. Today, the
business view is ascendant. Even ex-
pectant mothers are likely to view their
condition with mixed feelings. Gone are

and Katie Couric—tell us
that they are pregnant,
hoping to be pregnant or
have had a baby.

In the intimacy that
television now fosters be-
tween celebrity and
viewer, one supposes that
this would be happy news.
Yet Chung, Norville and
Vieira met with criticism
and ridicule from network
executives and other Es-
tablishment voices. These
high-profile conflicts re-
flect what is happening in
the ordinary workplace,
where pregnancy and

“No, he’s not ours! We thought you'd brought him.”

the days when pregnant
women exchanged secret
smiles on the street. Now
pregnancy itself is the big
secret, as many women
seek to hide their “disa-
bility” as long as possible,
fearful of the reaction of
bosses and co-workers.
This new cultural un-
derstanding of pregnancy
carries profound social
consequences. If you want
to know how a society
views children, find out
how it views pregnant
women. In celebrating
pregnancy, a society
stacks the deck in favor of

motherhood are consid-
ered distasteful problems,
not achievements worthy of respect and
celebration.

Today, an unprecedented number of
women are both pregnant and em-
ployed; 71% will work during the last
trimester. This ftrend is particularly
strong among baby-boomer professional
women now in their 30s and well-estab-
lished in their careers. Between 1983
and 1986, the birth rate among all
women over age 30 increased by 25%.

As on-the-job pregnancy increases, SO
does on-the-job discrimination. Last
year, the Equal Employment Commis-
sion received 2,823 maternity-related
complaints.

Legal actions represent only the tip of
the iceberg. Pregnant workers fre-
quently experience subtler forms of
workplace discrimination: lost promo-
tions and raises, less-challenging work
assignments, patronizing or resentful
co-workers and behind-the-back slurs
about lack of professional commitment.

What do these trends tell us about our
society? For many feminists and family
policy advocates, the answer is obvious:
Women still face diserimination on the
job; and business and government must
adopt new policies to promote and

ence between men and women. Quite
simply, pregnancy is a biological insult
to these values.

Historically, pregnancy has been a
matter of dependency, family obligation
and sexual difference. Expecting a child
has been almost exclusively a family
event, separate from the marketplace.
Today, pregnancy is becoming a work-
place event, mediated by the money
world. The new attitude toward preg-
nancy, then, reflects a still broader
change: the cultural tilt away from a
family-based ethos and toward an em-
ployment-based ethos.

Consider the meaning of this shift.
The family perspective understands
pregnancy and childbirth as the central
event of family life, to be welcomed with
ceremony, thankfulness and celebration.
It is a blessed event. The labor force
perspective understands pregnancy as a
workplace disruption that weakens em-
ployees’ attachments to their jobs, in-
creases absenteeism and reduces pro-
ductivity. In the workplace, pregnancy
is legally defined as a temporary disabil-
ity, like a broken leg. It is less a blessed
event than an economic problem. Even
media stars are not exempt.

children; it reinforces the
mother’s submission—and
the father's—to the claims of the help-
less child. If we weaken these cultural
leapmgs, We promote an adult-centered
society that is indifferent to the well-
being of children. We cannot hoth love
children and dislike pregnant women.

-As we come to define pregnancy
primarily as a career drawback and a
drag on employee productivity, we
worsen our already impoverished think -
ing about families and children, We call
for the government to “invest” in chil-
dren, yet we disinvest in children by
devaluing parenthood as a vocation, We
bemoan teen suicide, child obesity, in-
numeracy and falling test scores. At the
same time, we don't fight for generoyg
family-leave policies, not even for time
off to confer with teachers during the
school day. We call for a well-trained
future work force to meet the challenges
of the new century. But we continue to
create pressures and incentives for par-
ents, our society’s most important
teachers, to spend more and more time
away from their children.

PUNCH

Bm_’bam Dafoe Whitehead is a research
associate with the Institute for American
Values in New York.
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No
Substitute

For the
Family

Listen to the talk about the dete-
riorating American family, and you're
likely to hear a threnody on single-par-
ent households. It's true that fatherless
families are in trouble, particularly
when it comes to raising sons.

But a leading child-development ex-
pert cautions that two-parent families
are in trouble, too—increasingly hard

- pressed to do the thing that human
society has always relied on families
to do: develop the competence and
character of children.

You don’t need Urie Bronfenbren-
ner to tell you that children need
families. You don’t even need him to
tell you that they are better off if
these families include fathers. The
value of his recent essay in “Family
Affairs,” a publication of the Institute
for American Values, is that it lays
out in compelling detail just what it is
that functional families do for their
young. I only wish he had laid it out in
simpler language. For instance:

“Tn order to develop—intellectually,
emotionally, socially, and morally—a
child requires participation in progres-
sively more compléx reciprocal activi-
ty, on a regular basis, over an extend-

‘ed period in the child's life, with one or
‘more persons with whom the child
develops a strong, mutual, irrational
emotional attachment and who is com-
mitted to the child’s well-being and
development, preferably for life.”

This proposition, the first of five he
outlines in an essay called “What Do

Families Do?, 15 not the simple sort of

thing you commit to memory, post on

your refrigerator or summarize -accu-
rately in a newspaper column. But each
of the elements is, in Bronfenbrenner’s
view, essential. It isn’t enough just that
a child receives intellectual and emo-
tional stimulation; the stimulation must
be mutual, increasingly complex, regu-
lar and enduring—like a ping-pong
game between familiar partners: fast-
er, more complicated and more satisfy-
ing with each session.

The “irrational emotional attach-
ment” is similarly essential; parent
and child have to be crazy about each
other.

Or take his proposition that the
success of this vital interaction de-
pends “in substantial measure on the
availability and involvement of another
adult, a third party who assists, en-
courages, spells off, gives status to,
and expresses admiration and affection

“for the person caring for and engaging

in joint activity with the child.”
Children, in short, don’t do as well
in single-parent homes.
Says Bronfenbrenner, the Cornell
professor generally recognized as the
architect of Head Start, children

‘growing up in fatherless households

“are at greater risk for experiencing a
variety of behavioral and educational
problems, including extremes of hy-
peractivity or withdrawal, lack of at-
tentiveness in the classroom, difficul-
ty in deferring gratification, impaired
academic achievement, school misbe-
havior . .. , suicide, vandalism, vio-
lence and criminal acts.”

The reason, he says, is not the
poverty associated with single-parent

‘families but the “impaired parent-

child interaction.”

So why is it that so many children
who grow up in mothers-only homes
nevertheless manage to avoid the
problems Bronfenbrenner talks about?
Research, he says, discloses an “im-
munizing factor” that makes up for the
father’s absence. “Children of single-
parent mothers are less likely to expe-
rience developmental problems in
those families in which the mother
experiences strong support from other
adults living in the home or from
nearby relatives, friends, or neighbors;
members of religious groups; and
when available, staff members of fami-
ly support and child-care programs.”

Monpay, June 17,1991

Surprisingly, what seems to matter
most is not the attention the third
party adult gives the child but the
assistance, encouragement and re-
spect given the mother herself.

Even intact families, according to
Bronfenbrenner, are increasingly be-
set by disruptive factors that make
child-rearing difficult: instability, in-
consistency and the stresses of per-
sonal and professional life.

“Once again, the observed conse-

“quences are educational impairment

and behavioral problems, including
long-term effects that now also en-
compass children of the well-educated
and the well-to-do.”

The assaults on the family have
grown beyond the ability of most
parents to combat them by, for in-
stance, simply making wiser choices.
And the proposals for such “pro-fami-
ly” government policies as bigger chil-
dren’s allowances, family tax credits
and employer-provided day-care,
while obviously helpful, don’t reach

'the heart of the problem.

What Bronfenbrenner is talking
about is as important to human social
ecology as the more publicized envi-
ronmental problems are to physical
survival. And it demands attention at
every conceivable level of human ac-
tivity.

The combination of family incom-
pleteness, family breakup and family
stress is undermining what has
emerged across cultures and millen-
nia as the indispensable institution for
the development of competence and
character in children: the family:,,

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023
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Experts should listen to

parents a bit

By Barbara Dafoe Whitehead
Special to the Herald Banner

Recent research shows that parents today are truly
afraid for their children. Increasingly, they fear that
the streets are stalked by predators, on the lookout to
hurt, steal, or kill their children. This anxiety is wide-
spread, not just among parents in drug-infested, gang-
controlled neighborhoods, but also among parents in
quiet, middle-class communities.

Social scientists and media commentators who dis-
cover this phenomenon seem genuinely perplexed by
it. Isn’t it odd, perhaps even neurotic and irrational,
for parents to be so anxious and fearful? These experts
miss the point.

In one recent survey conducted at the Mayo Clinic,
72 percent of parents expressed fear that their child
would be abducted by a stranger. The study concludes
that such fears are widely exaggerated, since the ac-
tual chance of a child being abducted by a stranger is
only about one in 1.5 million. Other studies have de-
monstrated conclusively that abductions and the sex-
ual abuse of children by strangers are not very com-
mon occurrences. Yet for some reason, these reassur-
ing statistics fail to comfort parents.

Recently I conducted focus group discussions with
middle class parents in Baltimore. I wanted te.find out
what matters to parents today — why they are think-
ing about the family as a social institution and about
raising children in the 1990s. I was completely sur-
prised to discover what worries these parents the
most. It is not the shortage of day care, or how much
they are earning, or what the government is doing, or
the state of the economy, or the quality of the public
schools. Their principal worry is that their children
will vanish off the streets, kidnapped by a “crazy” or a
“pervert.”

In the Baltimore study, as elsewhere, there is little
relationship between the fear of abduction or molesta-
tion and the actual incidence of these crimes. Asked
whether they had actually experienced or witnessed
such crimes in their own communities, the Baltimore
parents said no.

But when I challenged them to explain a fear that
seemed groundless, the parents were adamant. It was
happening even in “nice safe little places in the
Midwest,” so “why not here?” One mother said:
“Where my son used to play, I'm always looking out
the window. And if I can’t see him, you know, I'm
screaming his name. I get so terrified someone’s going
to steal him.” Another warned: “There’s crazy people
out there. They might not be next door, but they're out

more often

Guest Comment

there someplace.”

What tells us more about our society: the fact or the
fears? Who should we trust: the parents or the statis-
tics? I believe that it is a grave mistake for experts, po-
licymakers, and the media to dismiss parental fears of
child abduction as foolish or irrational.

These parents know something. They know that, in
a few highly publicized cases, the dangers to children
in our society do take the form of child abduction, sex-
ual abuse, and even murder. But they also know some-
thing that may escape the attention of the experts who
study them. They know that it is much harder to be a
child today than when they are growing up. When
they look at the world from their child’s vantage point,
they see uncertainty, change and danger. They sense,
in short, that their children are growing up in an in-
creasingly menacing, predatory environment.

So when parents express their fears of abduction,
they speak symbolically as well as literally, poetically
as well as statistically. They know the narrow defini-
tion of child abuse. But they know the broader defini-
tion as well. They know the danger of crime, but they
also recognize a larger and more insidious danger: the
danger.of our cultural assault on children. o

This assault comes in the form of an increasingly
aggressive consumer economy that grabs even the
very youngest children with alluring promises of popu-
larity and success, if only they will buy the right brand
of sneakers and stone-washed jeans. It comes in the
form of a precocious peer culture, where girls want to
be thin at age nine and seductive at age 11; where
children talk about “doing it together” at age 12; and
where sexually transmitted diseases, drugs, preg-
nancy, and the threat of AIDS are all part of teen life
in America. It comes in the form of a hands-off, me-
first adult society, where children are the exclusive
“problem” of parents rather than a responsibility we
all share — a society that is increasingly unwilling to
make those sacrifices necessary to foster good out-
comes for children.

In such an unfriendly culture, parents today are
both frightened and angry at their growing helpless-
ness to protect their children, not just against “cra-
zies” and “perverts,” but against a society that peddles
greed, sex, and violence every day of the year.

Dr. Barbara Dafoe Whitehead, a social histerian, is a
Research Associate at the Institute for American Values
in New York.

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023
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Time for kitchen-table language about children

Commission report places emphasis on cultural values

DAFOE WHITEHEAD
In late June, almost every-
{body who watches television
r reads newspapers
1{learned of the recently com-
1 pleted work of the National
1Commission on Children,
{the 34-member group creat-
{ed several years ago by the
{Democratic Congress and
he Republican White House
Hadeie to investigate the condition
of children in America and to make recom-
mendations. But reports of the commission's
work, while unusually extensive, also have
been quite predictable.
: Megia ac%ounts have focused almost exclu-
sively on legislation and the politics of'Ieglsle'l-
tion. Will Congress follow the commission s
recommendations to increase _spendmg on
children? Will Republicans continue to resist
the proposal, endorsed by a majority of com-
missioners, to guarantee health care for all
children? Are Democrats stealing the family is-
sue from Republicans? Will Senator John D.
Rockefeller, the commission chairman, use the
report to seek the Democratic presidential

nomination next year?

Consensus on values

 Unfortunately, these stories ignore or dis-
miss what is historically and philosophically
most important about this commission: its new
¢onsensus on cultural values. This consensus
represents a breakthrough for children’s com-
thissions and initiates a new p_enod 'o_f public
tHinking about children and their families.

““Dozens of commissions on children and
families have come and gone, all prompte.d_by
a sense of alarm over the worsening condition
of American children. Though these commis-
sions have differed somewhat in size and
scope, they typically have shared a common
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feature. On the one hand, they have called up-
on the nation to express its moral commitment
by expanding public services for children. On
the other hand, they have been unwilling to ap-
peal to individuals to express moral commit-
ment through private behavior. During the
past two decades, such commissions typically
have refused to consider, much less agree on,
the forms of private family behavior that ought
to be valued and pursued as cultural norms.

$1,000 tax credit

The National Commission on Children
breaks with this tradition. Its major public-pol-
icy proposal does not call for new or expanded
services. The $1,000-per-child tax-credit pro-
posal affirms parental responsibility and
widens parental choice. By putting money into
the hands of families, the tax credit empowers
parents, not providers and bureaucrats.

The commission’s 519-page report is filled
with the language of moral values. It calls upon
all Americans — but particularly parents — to
foster a “culture of character” for children. It
exhorts parents to spend more time with their
children and to become better “guardians of
their children’s moral development.” It
worries about the influence of rock music and
sex and violence on television. It urges parents
to take to the phones, the schools and the malls
to protect their children against corrupting
values, messages and images.

This is not the official language of insider
politics and legislative analysis. It is the every-
day language of the kitchen table. This type of
language is unfamiliar to many sophisticated
observers who do not care much about any
idea that does not have an obvious “policy im-
plication.” It clearly irritated the editors of The
New York Times, who opined that the commis-
sion’s final report, despite containing some in-
teresting legislative recommendations,

“swims in platitudes.” Exactly.

Perhaps its most important platitude comes
in a chapter called “Taking a Stand,” in which
the commissioners make a moral statement
that no prior commission has been willing to
make. “Children do best when they have the
personal involvemnent and material support of
a father and a mother and when both parents
fulfill their responsibility to be loving provid-
ers. There can be little doubt that having both
parents living and working together in a stable
marriage can shield children from a variety of
risks. Rising rates of divorce, out-of-wedlock
childbearing and absent parents are not just
manifestations of alternative lifestyles, they
are patterns of adult behavior that increase
children’s risk of negative consequences.”

Fourteen years ago, another prestigious chil-
dren’s commission, the Carnegie Council on
Children, offered a different view of the effects
of single-parenthood. In a report that did not
swim in platitudes about the state of the cul-
ture and moral values, the commissioners
found that “the financial effects of divorce on
children, though still very bad, are by no
means disastrous. ... The greater availability
of jobs for women means that more middle-
class children today survive their parents’ di-
vorce without a catastrophic plunge into pov-
erty-”

Two-parent family

For the liberals who served on the National
Commission on Children, the unambiguous af-
firmation of the advantages of the married,
two-parent family represents a major turning
point. During recent decades, liberals have, in
effect, viewed children as a stand-alone con-
stituency. They have sought to serve this con-
stituency primarily through public programs.
They failed to view children as this commis-
sion does — as family members whose well-be-
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ing is largely dependent on the actions of their
parents. Moreover, as unwed parenthood and
divorce have increased, liberal elites frequent-
ly have endorsed the notion that the new fami-
ly forms are just as good as the nuclear family,
and that children raised by one parent do just
as well as those raised by two. To suggest oth-
erwise, went the logic, would be to stigmatize
single parents and blame the victim.

These views are radically at odds with the
views of most ordinary Americans. Most
Americans believe, as this commission be-
lieves, that some family forms are better for
children than others. In focus-group discus-
sions I have conducted with parents, the best-
informed and most-articulate critics of single-
parenthood are single parents, particularly
single mothers. This gap between elite and
gg};gltag fvi?;vs r:lf thl& famignfonh'ibutes to the

erals: Man i ¢
themtobemoralwimps),r €ricans consider

End of partisan wrangling

However, as part of this new cultur -
sensus on the family, liberals are able tgﬁ&',‘e
much closer to the thinking of the American
public and solve the problem of moral wim-
pishness.

Consequently, the commission report de-
serves to be regarded as more than a political
event, more than the conventional policy offer-
ings. It is an important intellectual event that
marks the end of decades of partisan wran-
gling over the relationship between cultural
values and child well-being.

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead is a research as-
sociate at the Institute for American Values, a
New York organization that does research on
family issues. She is the author of a recent In-
stitute paper, “Noble Failures: A Critical His-
tory of Family Commissions.”




For a Gentle City

Grandparents
should be seen,
heard and heeded

By BETTE DEWING

Travel is broadening, especially by
train, where you see this fabulous country
closeup and get to meet people from
varied backgrounds and places. Lots of
grandparents travel by train to see geo-
graphically-distant adult offspring and
grandkids. And when they bring out the
photos, their eyes light up as they recite
stories about family members. It's very
clear the bond with sons, daughters and
grandkids is the enduring and indis-
pensable kind.

But these family loves are rarely por-
trayed in our custom-shaping electronic
and print mediums, even in the shame-
fully few which target the older audience.

The opportunity to read out-of-state
newspapers is also broadening. Most
fortunately, I was in Los Angeles when
the LA Times ran an Op Ed picce called
“Listen to Your Grandmother,” by David

Blankenhorn, president of the New York-

based “Institute for American Values,”
an organization concerned with strength-
ening families (250 W. 57th, NYC 10107 -
tel. 246-3942).

Social programs are not enough to stop
the breakdown of family life, warns
Blankenhorn, “because the root of the
problem is cultural, not economic or po-
litical...the ‘“family deficit’ problem is
probably more dangerous than our trade
or budget deficits.” The usual changes in
institutional and government policies
don’t address the heart of the matter as
truly as another perspective, “which
might be termed Grandmother knows
best” solution. “You will learn more
about the American family from 10
grandmothers than from 10 family ex-
perts” such as a single parent family is
not “just as good as” a two-parent home;
that children aren’t taught right from
wrong; that people aren’t as willing to
make sacrifices as they once were; and
that children shouldn’t bear children.

So the problem is with us, says
Blankenhorn. “Parents not spending
enough time with their kids. People see-
ing family obligations as an obstacle to
self-fulfillment rather than a pathway to
ik,

I would add that some grandfathers I
know such as my cousins Sam Workman
and Paul Sperry share these opinons and
so do many others who don’t happen to
be grandparents or parents.

The big problem is that grandparents,
and all who share such commonsense
views, aren’t given the opportunity to air
them on a public level and are subtly and
ilot 1so subtly discouraged on a private
evel.

Grandparents Day is September 9, al-
ways the first Sunday after Labor Day,
but most calendars don’t show it. And
prime time TV shows don’t include
grandparents (if only Bill Cosby’s new
family member were a grandparent and
not another youngster). The last thing the
Golden Girls have on their minds is
grandmotherly love. Grandparents don’t
figure in the once happily intergenera-
tional daytime soaps whose focus is
mostly on violence and lust. With all the
concern with racial bias, little is said
about the ubiquitous bias, towards being
no longer young, and against intergenera-
tional family ties and the sort of grand-
motherly views expressed in David
Blankenhorn’s essay.

In an interview with Maria Gorbachev,
we learn her son Mikhail hasn’t visited
her in over three years. Thanks to Erma
Bombeck for picking up on this story,
which shows generational segregation is
alive and well behind the not so iron
curtain. Gorbachev as a family man has a
long way to go. .

And Modern Maturity, which reaches
millions of age 55+ Americans, rarely
addresses the ongoing family connection
need. In the August/September issue,
Malcolm Boyd, Episcopal priest, writer
and gay rights activist, in his column
“People Needing People” (loneliness in
later life stages), not once suggested that
some of the people “nceded” are off-
spring and grandkids.

Here’s hoping some grandparents (and
others) will correct this commonplace
oversight (bias?) by writing Modern
Maturity editors, 3200 E. Carson,
Lakewood, Ca. 90712.

But the publication Senior Summary

'published by the New York Junior

League never fails to address these fun-
damental needs. In its Summer issue,
yours truly writes about the need for
family love songs, and another piece on
our mayor’s concern with city elders, has
the wonderful news that Dr. Prema
Mathal-Davis, the new Commissioner of
the Dept. for the Aging, “is a firm be-
liever in the value of intergenerational
activities,” and persuaded her retired
parents to move from India and live with
her husband and their three youngsters in
their Staten Island home! A subscription
to the quarterly is $5 and copies are also
available free at the Junior League, 130
E:lst 80th Street 10021). Not for elders
only.

I recently had a favorite snapshot of
my dad and my Aunt Deed enlarged and
framed. I was rueful that I had waited so
long, and that relatively few photos of
family elders are displayed in most
homes, or brought out from wallets to
show others. The revolution we need the
most will be intergenerational, and the
younger ones will say proudly, “Hey, I
want to show you a picture of my dear
mother, father, grandparent.” You get
the idea. Grandparents Day grectings!
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THE ECONOMICS OF
CHILD CARE

David Blankenhorn

ast October, after four years of intense debate, the
U.S. Congress passed, and President Bush signed
into law, the largest commitment ever made by
the federal government to expanding the nation’s
quantity and quality of child-care programs. Over
the next five years, Congress plans to increase
spending on child care by a minimum of $22 bil-
lion. Most of the money will go directly to individu-
al families in the form of tax credits; the remainder
will create or expand state-level child-care pro-
grams and increase funding for Head Start, the na-
tional pre-school program for children of low-in-
come families. Moreover, several new child-care ini-
tiatives are being considered by the cuurent Con-
gress. In particular, proposed family leave legisla-
tion would require companies to allow parents up
to twelve weeks of unpaid leave to care for newly
born, newly adopted, or seriously ill children. Over
the past three years, family leave bills have al-
ready become law in over a dozen states,

David Blankenhorn is president of the Institute of Ameri-
can Values, a New York-based organization that con-
ducts research on issues of family well-being, family poli-
¢y, and civic values.
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CURRENTS IN MODERN THOUGHT - DAY CARE :

THE NEW SURROGACY

ECONOMICS OF CHILD CARE

In the private sector, too, child care is
growing as both a concern and a priority.
It is a concern due to the growing possibili-
ty of increased government regulation of
employer-provided child care and related
employee benefits. It has also become a pri-
ority as employers increasingly see child
care as a possible key to recruiting and re-
taining valued employees during the tight
labor markets of the 1990s. Sylvia Ann
Hewlett’s important new book, When the
Bough Breaks: The Social Costs of Neglect-
ing Our Children, documents the causes
and dimensions of these corporate trends.

This emerging private-sector focus,
centered on the economics of the labor
force, also reflects the remarkable success
of the “work-family” movement of the
1980s—a broad coalition of corporate con-
sultants, policy think tanks, business lead-
ers, legislative lobbyists, and others who
seek, in the words of one prominent organi-
zation, “new approaches for balancing the
changing needs of America’s families with
the continuing need for workplace produc-
tivity.” A national work-family conference
in 1988, entitled “Child Care: The Bottom
Line,” elaborates this perspective:

Never before in the history of the Unit-
ed States has the issue of child care
been so inextricably linked with the
state of the nation’s economy. Not only
does the availability of affordable, high-
quality child care affect the well-being
of the majority of American families, it
affects the bottom line of every business
in the nation and ... inevitably ... af-
fects the United States’ ability to com-
pete successfully in a global economy.

This approach became truly biparti-
san during the 1980s, defining the dis-
course of Republicans as well as Demo-
crats. The most influential child-care re-

port of the Reagan administration, for ex-
ample, organized by the Department of La-
bor, was entitled “Child Care: A Work-
force Issue.”

What do all of these laws, programs,
and trends have in common? The answer
is that competing child-care proposals in
both Congress and the private sector de-
rive largely, even if at times unknowingly,
from implicit views about the “market” for
child care. The key question is: Does the
current “market”™—defined as activity in
which buyers and sellers of child care
come together and in which supply and de-
mand determine price—function in a way
that satisfies today’s families? Or is there
a “market failure”™—in particular, is there
a shortage of supply—that must shape
the actions of policymakers? This issue is
the Gordian knot of today’s child-care de-
bate.

Yet, until very recently, there has
been little scholarly analysis of how the
child-care market actually works. Though
the market for child care is large and ex-
panding—over $15 billion in 1989, expect-
ed to reach $48 billion by 1995—the tools
of economic analysis have remained oddly
absent from the policy discussion of child
care.

This economic illiteracy impoverishes
the policy debate. It robs it of invaluable
(even if partial) insights into how families
make child-care decisions and into how
proposed government interventions might
affect those decisions. It also frequently al-
lows rhetoric to dominate analysis—not a
rare sin in government, but still a regretta-
ble one. It is worth exploring, then, the eco-
nomic ABCs of child care. How do families
make child-care decisions? How is the cur-
rent child-care market working? And, final-
ly, how should the functioning of the child-
care market affect the design of public

policy?
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HOW FAMILIES MAKE CHILD-CARE
DECISIONS: AN ECONOMIC MODEL

he nation’s most important child-

care institution remains the fami-

ly—families are not only the prin-

cipal “consumers” of child care,
but also by far the major providers of
care. The data in table 1 document this
point and illustrate the current trends in
child-care arrangements.

When a child is born, a family faces a
series of child-care decisions. An economic
model can measure the ways in which
these decisions are rooted in monetary con-
cerns: What choices will maximize the fam-
ily’s overall economic well-being?

From such an economic perspective, a
parent who stays at home to care for a
child does not provide “free” child care,
since the family must calculate the lost in-
come that results from a parent’s absence
from the labor force. Similarly, as a par-
ent’s earning potential increases, so does
the “cost” of working outside the labor mar-
ket as a parent/homemaker. A range of
such monetary considerations shape a fam-
ily’s child-care decisions. The major ones
are:

@ the cost of child care;

® the economic value of a parent’s nonmon-
etized, nontaxable work at home—such as
cleaning, cooking, and home repairs—that
can accompany parental child care;

® the net wages of parental employ-
ment—that is, wages and benefits minus
taxes and employment-related expenses
such as child care;

@ the long-term cost—defined as perma-
nently lower earning potential—that may
result from a parent’s temporary absence
from the labor force;

@ the availability of unpaid child care, usu-
ally provided by grandparents or other rel-
atives;

In both the private and public sectors, child care is
becoming a critical issue. The availability of
reliable, affordable day care is becoming an
increasingly greater concern of both parents and
their employers. Corporations have begun to
appreciate the incentive that inexpensive, quality
day care can be in attracting and holding
employees.

To meet day-care costs in the public sector,
Congress intends to increase child-care funding by
at least $22 billion.

Underlying all the new efforts to meet rising day-
care needs are differing ideas about child-care
requirements and adequate answers to those
requirements. Blankenhorn argues that the child-
care “market” has not been satisfactorily studied—
leaving the question of how the market works
unanswered. His own findings show that, from an
economic perspective, the child-care market is
generally doing well and that there is no general
shortage of child-care providers.

But how does the market function for the poor?
Not well, according to the author. It often results in
unfavorable and limited opportunities for their
children. Blankenhorn believes that there is some
evidence that well-constructed programs can help
the nation’s poorest families.
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THE NEW SURROGACY

ECONOMICS OF CHILD CARE

® the opportunity for a parent to work
while at home or to arrange flexible work
schedules that help meet child-care needs;
@ the economic value of subsidies for non-
parental child care, provided either public-
ly (as in tax credits, direct payments, or be-
low-market-price services) or privately (as
in employer-assisted child care or below-
market-price services from nonprofit insti-
tutions).

Of course, nonmonetary concerns also
shape behavior in child care, as in every-

thing else. Even economists know this.
Norms of self-esteem and personal fulfill-
ment, ideals about gender roles and gen-
der equity, the perceived stigma of public
assistance, the nonmonetary worth as-
signed to parental child care—values such
as these can be equally if not more impor-
tant determinants of child-care decisions.
Yet this economic model of child-care
decision making provides an important
foundation for the entire child-care de-
bate. It helps explain some of the major
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trends in family demographics—for exam-
ple, the economic incentives of the past
three decades that have increasingly fa-
vored the entry of mothers into the labor
force.

As important, it can help provide a
conceptual framework for policymakers—

ing dramatic growth and variation in the
demand for child care. As table 1 docu-
ments, increasingly fewer children are
cared for by mothers (though more by rela-
tives), while demand for slots in family
day-care homes and (especially) day-care
centers is rapidly increasing.

Not only does the availability of affordable, high-
quality child care affect the well-being of the
majority of American families, it affects the bottom
line of every business in the nation.

a set of tools to help policymakers under-
stand how proposed government interven-
tions in the child-care market are likely to
influence family decision making and fami-
ly well-being.

THE CHILD-CARE MARKET:
RESEARCH FINDINGS

oes the market work? Is
the child-care market perform-
ing well? From a strictly eco-
nomic perspective: Yes. Is
there a general child-care shortage?
Again, from an economic perspective: No.

But economists tend to be precise peo-
ple who speak a specialized language. So
when they say that the child-care market
“works,” they are making two specific and
rather technical (and non-normative) judg-
ments.

First, they are saying that the supply
of market child care is elastic—it responds
to changes in demand. Several demograph-
ic trends—more mothers working, the ba-
by boomlet of the 1980s, and parents’ de-
sire for more preschool education—are fuel-

In response to these changes in de-
mand, the number of licensed day-care
slots has more than doubled over the past
ten years. The number of family day-care
homes is estimated to have increased by
more than 40 percent over the same peri-
od. These data are presented in table 2.

In 1988 there were over sixty thou-
sand licensed day-care centers nation-
wide, according to the Child Care Informa-
tion Exchange—a very large increase
since 1985. Moreover, the for-profit child-
care industry is fragmented and thus very
competitive: Only about a dozen compa-
nies operate more than twenty centers,
while over 90 percent of all for-profit firms
operate fewer than five centers. Start-up
costs for new centers are typically
$150,000 to $300,000; expanding the ca-
pacity of existing centers costs much less.

Overall, market child care in 1989 rep-
resented a $15.3 billion-per-year sector of
the U.S. economy, up from $12 billion in
1986. It is expected to expand rapidly—
many larger firms cwrrently report yearly
expansion rates of 11 to 17 percent—at
least until the mid 1990s.

Second, economists report that child-
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care prices have remained stable during a
period of rising demand.

For example, real hourly expendi-
tures for center care, when adjusted for in-
flation, rose a modest 7 percent from 1975
through 1985, even as demand for center
carerose sharply. Inflation-adjusted expen-
ditures for family day care rose by 15 per-
cent over the same decade—slightly more,
but still not a major increase.

In 1985, one of every five families
with an employed mother paid nothing
for child care. Of those who paid, the aver-
age weekly payment—yper child under age
five for thirty hours of care—was $37. For
full-time paid care, weekly payments aver-
aged between $40 to $60."

General assertions that the market is

not working—that “there is a national
shortage of child care”—appear frequently
both in the media and the public policy de-
bate. But despite their widespread accep-
tance and repetition, most such assertions
do not withstand close inspection. Three
commonly cited arguments for shortage
are;

Contrasting the rising number of chil-
dren with employed mothers with
the (much smaller) number of li-
censed child-care slots. Yet most child-
care arrangements are informal and unli-
censed. Table 1, as well as other studies,

1. Congressional testimony by Dr. Sandra L. Hofferth (National
Institute of Child Health and Human Development, Bethesda,
Md.) before the U.S. House of Representatives Select Committee
on Children, Youth, and Families on July 1, 1987.
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suggests that up to 75 percent of all pre-
schoolers are cared for primarily by par-
ents or in informal arrangements. Even
among children with employed mothers,
the number of children in day-care cen-
ters and family day care combined does
not equal the number of children cared for

were “more affordable.” Such surveys,
insofar as they elicit meaningful informa-
tion, mostly reflect the rational economic
choices that parents make. They are only
saying the obvious: New financial incen-
tives might affect their behavior. This tru-
ism comforts economists but tells them

Child-care policy cannot be isolated from the
deeper crises of family breakdown and dysfunction
that increasingly define the nation’s poverty

dilemma.

by nonmother relatives. Of course, it is al-
so true that families are turning to cen-
ters and family day care in increasing
numbers; yet, as shown, the supply of
those slots has increased dramatically
over the past decade. No study has found
significant numbers of preschool children
left without care.

Citing the length of waiting lists at
child-care centers. Waiting lists are ex-
tremely poor indicators of supply. Many
children on lists already receive care some-
where else. Many parents place names on
more than one list. Nor are names always
removed when other care is found. It is pre-
dictable—and certainly not evidence of
shortage—that subsidized child-care slots
(in nonprofit or government-supported cen-
ters, for example) might have waiting
lists: Other things being equal, they are
cheaper and so more desirable. Thus wait-
ing lists may reflect certain preferences
and trends but do not help to measure sup-
ply.

Citing surveys showing that more
mothers would work if child care

nothing about the supply of market child
care.

DOES THE MARKET WORK FOR
POOR FAMILIES?

he child-care market for poor fam-

ilies merits the special attention

of policymakers for four reasons.

First, the new consensus on wel-
fare reform, embodied in the federal Fami-
ly Support Act of 1988, holds that most re-
cipients, including mothers of young chil-
dren, should work, attend school, or train
for work as a condition of assistance. This
new requirement obviously begs the ques-
tion of child care. Full implementation of
the new welfare law may, by itself, in-
crease the national demand for nonmater-
nal child care by up to 10 percent.

More generally, for many parents in
or near poverty, problems with child care
can be a barrier to becoming and remain-
ing employed. Thus child care becomes a
component of any policy to help poor fami-
lies achieve self-sufficiency through em-

ployment.
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Also, a small but important body of re-
search suggests that early childhood pro-
grams (such as Head Start) may offer im-
portant help—in cognitive and socioemotio-
nal growth—to young children from poor
families. Thus child-care policy has spe-
cial significance for the developmental
needs of poor children.

Finally and perhaps most important,
national poverty data for the 1980s con-
firm an alarming trend: Poverty in the
United States is increasingly linked to fam-
ily structure. This is the first decade in
the nation’s history in which a majority of
all poor families are headed by women.
About 40 percent of all poor Americans to-
day are children.?

Thus family policy—not only child
care, but the range of policies affecting fam-
ily formation and family functioning—
must be at the core of any antipoverty poli-
cy for the 1990s. Moreover, child-care poli-
cy, from this perspective, cannot be isolat-
ed from the deeper crises of family break-
down and dysfunction that increasingly de-
fine the nation’s poverty dilemma.

A major 1989 study by Mathematica
Policy Research provides the first detailed
information about the child-care market
for low-income families. The study exam-
ines the local child-care market in three
low-income communities: Chicago (South
Side); Newark, New Jersey; and Camden,
New Jersey. Below are its key findings:

1. Child care in these poor communi-
ties is remarkably similar to child care in
the nation as a whole. The proportion of
preschoolers with working mothers, the
types and distribution of child-care ar-
rangements, the cost of care, the indica-
tors of quality—all of the figures for these
three communities closely mirror national
patterns.

2. Parents are generally satisfied

2. U.S. Census Bureau, 1988.

with their child-care arrangements. About
30 percent say they would ideally prefer a
different arrangement—most frequently
center care, and overwhelmingly in order
to provide their children with a more edu-
cational experience. Parents say they base
their choices on quality, location, and
cost—in that order. Fewer than 5 percent
cite cost as a reason for preferring alterna-
tive care.

3. Day-care centers currently operate
at slightly below capacity (92 percent),
while family day-care homes are surpris-
ingly underused, operating at 45.5 per-
cent of capacity.

4. Child care in these communities
costs an average of $1.38 per hour, or a me-
dian of $50 per family per week. Child-
care centers charge a per-child average of
$35 to $40 weekly for nonpoor families,
with somewhat higher fees for infant
care, but with frequently reduced fees for
low-income families. Family day-care pro-
viders charge an average of $1.40 to $1.90
hourly, or $56 to $76 for a forty-hour
week. Again, these data parallel national
estimates.

5. Licensed child care meets and ex-
ceeds state minimum standards for quali-
ty. The average group size in centers is fif-
teen children; the average child-staff ratio
is six to one. In family day care, average
child-staff ratio is three to one, with only 5
percent of providers caring for more than
six children. Center staff generally have
some postsecondary education, while few-
er than 30 percent of family day-care pro-
viders have postsecondary education; over
one third have not completed high school.
Licensed child-care arrangements are rea-
sonably stable. Only about 12 percent of
preschoolers experienced a change in ar-
rangement in the past year. Enrollment
turnover in centers averaged 5 to 15 per-
cent per three-month period.
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6. In 70 percent of low-income female-
headed families with preschoolers in
these communities, the mother is not in
the labor force. Nationwide, fewer than 5
percent of welfare mothers with young chil-
dren work either part or full time. Of all
purchasers of child care in these three com-

munities, only 7.5 percent receive aid. On-
ly 16 percent have family incomes under
150 percent of the poverty line—84 per-
cent of all families at or near the poverty
line, therefore, do not use market child
care. They rely instead on maternal care
or on unpaid care provided by relatives or
neighbors. Very few poor mothers pur-
chase child care in order to work.

This finding merits special attention,
since it is precisely these mothers who
will now be expected to work or train for
work under reformed federal and state wel-
fare laws. Why do these mothers, isolated
from the national trend toward maternal
employment, remain largely out of the la-
bor force? Is a tight market for child care
part of the reason? National estimates of

child-care costs as a proportion of income
are shown in tables 3 and 4. Clearly, for
single low-income mothers with preschool-
ers, as well as for other poor families, the
cost of child care is quite high—usually
matched only by food and housing as a pro-
portion of a family budget. Thus for these

families—especially those who cannot
look to relatives for care—the cost of child
care may constitute one significant barri-
er to employment.

7. About 19 percent of all mothers
with preschoolers in these communities
say they would seek employment if “accept-
able” and “affordable” child care were avail-
able. Yet these mothers’ definitions of “af-
fordable”—$51 to $70 per week—closely re-
semble actual prevailing market costs in
their communities. Thus “affordability”
alone, at least for most mothers, would
not seem to be the sole barrier. Nor would
availability alone, given the large excess
capacity of existing family day-care
homes.

Perhaps the problem is access to pro-
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viders: Most providers, both centers and
family-care homes, neither advertise nor
actively recruit to fill empty slots. The
child-care market operates very informal-
ly, depending mostly on word of mouth

and referrals by relatives and neighbors.
Moreover, for those would-be employed
mothers who would accept center care
(but not family day care), access to provid-
ers may be a larger barrier, in light of the
near-capacity operation of most centers.

Perhaps also, some would-be em-
ployed parents confront not one distinct
barrier to employment—child care—but in-
stead multiple and related barriers: lack
of child care, but also (and perhaps more
importantly) lack of education, lack of
work history, lack of familiarity with find-
ing child care, personal and family difficul-
ties, or other problems.

In sum, the child-care market in low-
income communities looks very similar to
child-care markets everywhere else. Odd-
ly, its most distinct characteristic is its
lack of distinguishing characteristics.

Regarding poor families in those com-
munities, several conclusions stand out.
The vast majority of poor, mother-headed
families—more than eight in ten—do not
use market child care at all. Most of the
mothers are not in the labor force, and, of
those who are, most rely on care by rela-
tives or other highly informal arrange-
ments.

Family day-care homes operate at on-
ly about 45 percent of reported capacity.
These homes may absorb much of any fu-
ture increase in demand for market care,
since they are both currently un-
derutilized and also less expensive than
centers. However, most are not licensed,
which raises questions about quality. And
the market for their services is very infor-
mal, which can cause problems of access,
especially for low-income families.

Poor families who do purchase child
care spend a very high proportion of their
income on it: more than twice the nation-
al average. Policymakers must decide
whether these trends are consistent with
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sound social policy—especially given the
demonstrated benefits of early childhood
programs for poor children.

Finally, a majority of at-home poor
mothers with preschoolers—who will be in-
creasingly expected to enter the labor
force as part of welfare reform—point to

ed options for the very children and par-
ents who most need high-quality child
care. Government should target better pro-
grams, and more child-care purchasing
power, toward these families.

Three. The market may be working in
some pure economic sense, but it cannot

Child care becomes a component of any policy to
help poor families achieve self-sufficiency through
employment.

child care as a barrier to employment.
Yet, in fact, care appears to be available
at costs they deem affordable. The prob-
lem appears to be lack of access, due to
the market’s informality—perhaps along
with the fact that, at least in some cases,
lack of child care is but one component, or
even one symptom, of deeper and more
complex barriers to achieving self-sufficien-
cy through employment.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

ow might the new data and

economic analyses summa-

rized here contribute to the

national policy debate on
child care? As a framework for the policy
debate, consider three possible conclu-
sions.

One. The market is working just fine.
Government should not intervene any fur-
ther—if'it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.

Two. For most families, the market
functions well, but it generates bad out-
comes for the poor—barriers and restrict-

produce the kind of child care that is neces-
sary — care that meets the experts’ stan-
dards for quality; or care that meets par-
ents’ needs and desires; or care that pro-
motes gender equity and equal access to
the workplace. A purely economic analysis
leaves out these all-important “externali-
ties.” Therefore, substantial government in-
tervention in the market is necessary in or-
der to address these challenges.

My own reading of the evidence sug-
gests a combination of the first and second
conclusions. For most families, the child-
care market seems to function well, offer-
ing a wide and growing range of services
at a range of prices. Government efforts to
control or further regulate this market, as
implied in the third conclusion, may have
the harmful result of narrowing parental
choice and reducing parental control—in ef-
fect, replacing parental decisions with gov-
ernmental decisions. At the same time,
there is some evidence that carefully de-
signed child-care programs—especially
those that involve and empower parents—
can help improve child well-being among
our nation’s poorest families.m
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What families must do for children

By Barbara Dafoe Whitehead

Almost everybody who watches TV or reads
newspapers has learned of the recently completed work
of the National Commission on Children, the 34-
member group created several years ago by the
Democratic Congress and the Republican White
House to investigate the condition of children in
America and to make recommendations for the future.
But the reports about the commission’s work, while
unusually extensive, were also quite predictable.

The media focused almost exclusively on legislation
and the politics of legislation. Will Congress follow the
commission’s recommendations to increase spending
on children? Will Republicans continue to resist the
proposal, endorsed by a majority of commissioners, to
guarantee health care for all children? Are the
Democrats stealing the family issue from Republicans?
Will Sen. John D. Rockefeller IV, the commission’s
chairman, use the report to seek the Democratic
presidential nomination next year?

Unfortunately, these stories ignored or dismissed
what is historically and philosophically most important
about the commission: its new consensus on cultural
values. This consensus not only represents a
breakthrough for children’s commissions, but initiates
a new period of public thinking about children and
their families.

Dozens of commissions on children and families
have come and gone in the past 20 years, all prompted
by a sense of alarm over the worsening condition of

~American children. Though These commissions have =~
differed somewhat in size and scope, they have shared
a common feature. On the one hand, they have called
upon the nation to express its moral commitment by
expanding public services for children. On the other
hand, they have been conspicuously unwilling to
appeal to individuals to express their moral
commitment through private behavior. In fact, over
the past two decades such commissions have typically
refused to consider, much less agree upon, the forms
of private family behavior that ought to be valued and
pursued as cultural norms.

The National Commission on Children breaks with
this tradition. Its major public policy proposal does
not call for new or expanded services to children. The
$1,000-per-child tax-credit proposal both affirms
parental responsibility and widens parental choice. By
putting money into the hands of families themselves,
the tax-credit empowers parents, not providers and
bureaucrats.

The commission’s 519-page final report is filled with
the language of moral values. It calls upon
American -particularly parenis—to foster a
“culture of character” for children. It exhorts parents

to spend more time with their children and to become
better “guardians of their children’s moral
development.” It worries about the influence of rock
music and sex and violence on television. It urges
parents to take to the phones, the schools and the
malls to protect their children against corrupting
values, messages and images.

This is not the official language of insider politics

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead is a research associate at
the Institute for American Values. She is a former
policy adviser to Parent Action and chair of the
Human Rights Commission in Appleton, Wis. This
article is reprinted from the fall issue of “The
Responsive Community: Rights and Responsibilities,”
published by George Washington University.

Institute

and legislative analysis. It is the everyday language of
the kitchen table. This type of discourse is unfamiliar
to many sophisticated observers, who do not care
much about ideas that have no obvious “policy
implications.” It clearly irritated the editors of The
New York Times, who opined that the commission’s
final report, despite containing some interesting
legislative recommendations, “swims in platitudes.”
Exactly.

Perhaps its most important platitude comes in a
chapter called “Taking a Stand,” in which the
commissioners make a moral pronouncement that no
prior commission has been willing to make: “Children
do best when they have the personal involvement and
material support of a father and mother and when
both parents fulfill their responsibility to be loving
providers. There can be little doubt about having both
parents living and working together in a stable
marriage can shield children from a variety of risks.
Rising rates of divorce, out-of-wedlock childbearing
and absent parents are not just manifestations of
alternative lifestyles, they are patterns of adult behavior
that increase children’s risk of negative consequences.”

Fourteen years ago, another prestigious children’s
commission, the Carnegie Council on Children, offered
quite a different view of the effects of single
parenthood. In a report that did not swim in
platitudes about the state of the culture and moral
values, these commissioners found that “the financial
effects of divorce on children, though still very bad, are
by no means disastrous . . . . The greater availability of
jobs for women means that more middle-class children
today survive their parents’ divorce without a -
catastrophic plunge into poverty.”

For the liberals who served on the National
Commission on Children, the unambiguous
affirmation of the advantages of the married, two-
parent family represents a major turning point. During
recent decades, liberals have, in effect, viewed children
as a stand-alone constituency. They have sought to
serve this constituency primarily through new and
expanded public programs. They failed, in short, to
view children as this commission did: as family
members whose well-being is largely dependent upon
the actions of their parents. Moreover, as unwed
parenthood and divorce have increased, liberal elites
have frequently endorsed the notion that the new
family forms are just as good as the nuclear family,
and that children raised by one parent do just as well
as those raised by two. To suggest otherwise, went the
logic, would be to stigmatize single parents and blame
the victim.

These views, however, are radically at odds with the
views of most ordinary Americans. In fact, most
Americans do believe, as this commission believes, that
some family forms are better for children than others.
In focus—Froup discussions I have conducted with
parents, for example, the best informed and most
articulate critics of single parenthood are single parents
themselves, particularly single mothers. This gap
between elite and popular views of the family
contributes to the current plight of liberals: Many
Americans consider them to be morally weak.

However, as part of this new cultural consensus on
the family, liberals are able to move much closer to
the thinking of the American public. Consequently, the
commission report deserves to be regarded as more
than a political event, more than the conventional
pastry tray of policy offerings. It is an important
intellectual event that marks a major turn after
decades of partisan wrangling over the relationship
between cultural values and child well-being.
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Disappearing dad
dilemma puts
family in crisis

B The Institute for American Values

founder looks at the issue Sunday.

By Charlotte Graham
Clarion-Ledger Religion Writer

David G. Blankenhorn, founder and presi-
dent of New York’s Institute for American Val-

ues, says the biggest crisis faced by families to-
day is the vanishing father.

Blankenhorn, a native of Jackson, will ad-
dress the topic “The Vanishing Father,” Sun-
day at 2 p.m. at Fondren Presbyterian Church
in Jackson.

“One out of every four children in the nation
is growing up without a father in the home,”
said Blankenhorn. “This (is) more than twice
as many as in 1960.

“This is a problem for
the 15 million children
who need fathers to be a
role model,” he said. “In
1960 only about 11 percent
of the children were ‘fa-
therless, today that figure
is about 23 percent.”

Blankenhorn, 36, said
only one in five children _
sleeps in a father's home Blankenhorn
in a typical month, while
only onein six sees a father
an average of once or more per week.

“The role of the father is often overlooked,”
he said. “What are the consequences for chil-
dren when more and more children don’t see
their fathers? It is very important not to forget
about the father’s role.”

SATURDAY, OCTOBER 12, 1991

A firm believer in a strong family structure
and values, Blankenhorn founded the Institute
for American Values in 1987 after discovering
that “there wasn’t an organization in existence
to bring the best scholars together to under-
stand family well-being in a non-partisan man-
ner.”

The institute is devoted to research, publica-
tion and public education.on issues of family
policy and well-being. “The family is facing a
crisis,” he said. “Over the past 30 years, I think
our culture has been tilting more toward indi-
vidualism and away from family obligations.

“he clearest losers have been the children,”
he added. “Children need both parents.”

The son of David and Diane Blankenhorn of
Madison, Blankenhorn said, “My dad is a good
example of a father. He was always there for me
and set a good example for me to follow.

“Sometimes what you do in life and what you
have as a philosophy is based on your own per-
sonal experience,” he said. “My father was a
good role model for me.”

Chief editor of a book called Rebuilding the
Nest: A New Commitment to the American
Family, Blankenhorn said today’s fathers seem
t6 take the attitude that  ‘My main obligation
is to myself, not to my community and family.”
Therefore, the family is less able to carry out its
basic function of raising the next generation.

“The family is the most serious long-term
domestic challenge in the nation today,” he
added. “It is getting harder in the United States
tobe a child and much of this is the result of the
weakening of the family as a social institution.

“This is a societal issue that concerns every-
one in society,” Blankenhorn said. “I feel that
churches can and ought to play an important
role to help strengthen family life in our soci-
ety.”

The public is invited to hear Blankenhorn at
Fondren.

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023
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Family Man: David Blankenhorn '77,
president of the New York City-based
Institute for American Values and editor
of Rebuilding the Nest: A New Commitment
1o the American Family, makes
his living by working to pre-
serve and restore the family.
According to Blankenhorn,
Americans have, regrettably,
abandoned the idyllic Ozzie-
and-Harriet-style families of
yesteryear, with careers and
adult-centered growth now
taking precedence over the
upbringing of children. In
response to this neglect, he
asserts, “the family as a
moral sphere has shrunk”
and today’s vouth have turned to their
peers and to popular culture for their
moral education.

Blankenhorn’s interest in the family
has three sources. First, while doing
community organizing after graduate
school, he realized that family life—not
questions of economics and public poli-
cy—was the primary focus of the under-
privileged families he was assisting. Sec-
ondly, the complete lack of attention he
felt liberals displayed toward family
problems in the past decade troubled
him. To attrace liberal concern, he
founded the Institute for American Val-
ues, a non-profic think-tank for scholars
of the family, subsidized for the most

part by donartions. (The organization has
since become depoliticized.) Lastly,
becoming a husband and father made
the issues more personally relevant: in
his words, “Theory is
autobiography.”

“How people act in fam-
ilies as adults can be pre-
dicted by the families they
grew up in,” Blankenhorn
points out. “Once negative
trends spread . .. [we have
a] snowball effect.” His
aim is to prevent the cycle
from continuing by shifting
family attention (and pub-
lic philosophy) to the well-
being of the child.

“The current generation of young
people is the first to grow up after the
family revolution, he says. “Divorce, like
marriage, is almost a ritual. When sepa-
ration is so prevalent, it’s impossible to
know what to expect [from the next
generation].” In support of the family
fortification, Blankenhorn says, “The
only way you learn to love people in
general is by learning to love a few spe-
cific people.” If children can be taught
moral values in the home, the trends of
the last 25 years may be reversed, and
the next generation better adjusted.
“What we must have,” Blankenhorn
says, “is faith: a nonrational, non-self-
interested commitment.” —A. M.-S.

Born: to Robbin Feibus Steif, M.B.A. '83,
and Paul Steif, Ph.D. '82, a daugheter, Talia Suri
Steif, on May 24. *While modest in size (7 Ibs. 4
oz.), she exhibits great character and clegance.”

Nabie Swaray is the founder and president
of the African Connection, a nonprofit organiza-
tion which seeks to further develop the cultural
connections between African nations and the
world through the arts, media, and sports. “I am
reeruiting some capable Harvard students and
others from colleges around the country. We
hope to make this company an international,
multiracial, and multicultural one, thart is, to
open offices in the capiral cities of the former
cmpires that have had direct influence in
Africa. . . . Our immediate goal is to produce
my published play, Ward* Do For Fraid, and then
take it on a world tour. The next plan is . . . to
film the play in Sierra Leone in summer
1992, . . .

“My new play, A Table for Tws, sct at the Tasty
in Harvard Square, will have a stage reading next
year in Cambridge. The play is about my early
days in Boston and Cambridge, semi-autobio-
graphical, before T was admitted to Harvard.”

1980

Born: to Cheryl and Eric B. Rayner Fried, a
son, Jade Patrick Rayner Fried, at home in
Sebastopol, Cal., on April 22, 8 Ibs. 2 oz. “He
had lots of black hair, dark blue eves, great
lungs, and surprisingly strong muscles for throw-
ing back his head, wriggling, and squirming,
Helping at the birth were his dad, Eric; Aunt

Lisa; housemate Darlene; midwives Suzette and
Carolyn; and of course his mom, Cheryl. The
whole family is fine, adjusting to each other, and
very happy.”

Born: to Mirtam and Donald Godfrey, a
daughter, Abigail Frances, on June 29, 1990, in
Portland, Me.

June Kinoshita, a freelance journalist in New
York, has been named a 1991-92 Knight Science
Journalism Fellow; she will spend the year

studying at MLLL'T.
1981

Born: to Jonathan Barzilay and Janert
Lunine Barzilay, a daughter, Julie Rebecca Barzi-
lay, on March 13.

Married: Harold Schloss and Leonora Gross-
wasser on August 5, 1990, in Los Angeles.
Among the guests were the parents of the
groom, Irances B. Schloss '57 and Dr. Stephen
Schloss, A.M. '74, and the groom’s sister, Judy
Schloss "89. Other guests included Chris
Downey; Julie Sincoff '84; Michi Namioka Gar-
rison '83; Daron Tooch, J.D. "88; Jean Cooper,
J.D. ’88; and Solomon Golomb, Ph.D. ’57.
Lenny is a 1984 graduate of St. Louis University
and a 1987 graduate of Columbia University Law
School. The couple recently purchased a house
in the Pico-Robertson area of Los Angeles. They
arc expecting their first child in December.

Jessica and John R. Sylla have moved to the
south of London. He is director of marketing,
Europe, for Network Equipment Technologies
Inc. and is “pleased to have found a suitable off-

Ielephone 011-44-306-
3-612648 (office). -
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mpany, cofounded by
n Rauch 84 [see “To
" Harvard Magazine,
is celebrating its fifth
1 show: a national tour
*% Tule involving peo-
mities with which the
tour will take 42 peo-
in every past residen-
15t in Seprember with
5), New York Ciry (9-
4). For informarion,
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.D. ’86 Cornell, and
rnell '87, on Decem-
party included David
nd Peter Wilcox "81.
te; George Brown;
»od; Paul Nielsen;
onzetti, M.B.A. '86;
Sughrue; Ken Dow
». Kim is the grand-
wn, Dillon professor
ritus at Harvard. She
2., and pursuing dual
5 Hopkins’s Paul H.
International Studies
Steve is currently liv-
ing in New York, where he is medical director of
the Partial Hospitalization Program at Fair
Oakes Hospital in Summit, N.J.

William O’Neill writes, “I may be the only
member of the class to have one stepson who has
just turned 21 and another who was just graduart-
ed from high school. After two-plus years as pub-
lications manager for the New Alchemy Insti-
tute, an environmental research and education
group on Cape Cod, I'm now working as a free-
lance writer. Ruthanne and | pass our time hik-
ing, canocing, and gardening. I'd love to hear
from Grays 36 and Indy folks.” Address: P.O.
Box 222, W. Barnstable, Mass. 02668.

Joseph R. Profaci lives in Washington, D.C.,
with his wife, Tamara L. Pearsall, and daughter,
Caterina, born August 7, 1990. He is an associate
with Taft, Stettinius & Hollister, practicing intel-
lectual property law and litigation. He and
Marcthew B. Hammons '81 recently tried a pro
bono civil rights casc together in Louisville, Ky.

Veneida E. White was a runncer-up for the
Gold-Headed Cane Award of the U.C. San Fran-
cisco School of Medicine, given the senior
judged by faculty and classmates to best exem-
plify the qualitics of a true physician. White
plans to work for a year on AIDS education and
prevention in the African-American community.

1983

William A. Holley III has joined the law
department of Phoenix Murtual Life Insurance
Company in Hareford, Conn., as counscl, special-
izing in commercial real estate investments.

Born: to Alison Leonard and Eric Phila-
delphe, a son, Cedric, on May 5, in Vannes,
France.

Andrew R. Lockman has graduated from
the University of Virginia Medical School, win-
ning the Community Service Award from his
classmates and the Amparo Villar-Pilasi Memori-
al Award in Pharmacology. He is now doing a
three-year residency in family practice ar U Va,

Born: to Nathalic and Campbell Rogers,
ML 88, a girl, Camille Kinsey, on April 27.

1984

Born: to Laura G. Beck and Dirk Ruiz,
Pomona 81, Ph.D. 87 Stanford, a son, Saul
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Weight of today’s vanishing father
tipping scales toward family’s slide

By David G. Blankenhorn Il
Special to The Clarion-Ledger

What is the state of fatherhood in America?

Much of our national debate about family decline tac-
itly assumes the dilemma centers on women’s roles,
choices and responsibilities. But this assumption over-
looks the single most troubling family trend of our era:
Male flight from family life.

We hear much discussion in the media today about
“new fathers” — men who devote themselves to becom-
ing nurturing, hands-on fathers, often making career
and other sacrifices in order to spend more time caring
for their children. But these fathers do not represent the
main new trend in fathering.

Tounderstand today’s major trend, picture a father who
is absent from the home altogether: Divorced or never
married, having little or no steady contact with his chil-
dren. The dramatic proliferation of this type of father far
outweighs any increase in the number of nurturing new fa-
thers. As a group, children today spend far less time with
fathers than children of previous generations.

Consider the numbers. Approximately one of every
four children in the nation is growing up without a fa-
ther in the home, more than twice as many as in 1960.

Recent studies document just how fatherless these 15
million children are. Frank Furstenberg of the Universi-
ty of Pennsylvania finds that more than half the chil-
dren have never visited their father's home. More than
40 percent do not see their father at all in a typical year.
Only one in five sleeps in a father’s home in a typical
month, while only one in six sees a father an average of
once or more per week.

In short, more and more of our nation’s children sim-
ply do not know what it means to have a father.

In the social sciences, absolute proof is virtually impos-
sible. But if current scholarship proves anything, it is that
children who live with their fathers tend to do much better
—_economically, educationally, psychologically, every way
we can measure — than children who do not. The growth
of fatherlessness, then, constitutes a clear and present
danger, not only to the individuals involved but also to our
society’s long-term health and success.

‘Where did this problem come from? Sometimes pop-
ular language is a key to cultural understanding. Con-
sider, for example, a popular slogan that preceded “new
father.” The phrase was “good family man.” This com-
pliment was once widely heard in our culture, bestowed
as a badge of honor to those deserving it. Rough transla-
tion: He puts his family first.

Ponder three words. “Good”: moral values. “Family”:
purposes larger than self. “Man”: a masculine norm.

Yet today, especially within elite culture, who hears
the phrase? It sounds antiquated, almost embarrassing.

Much of the reason, of course, is the modern gender
role revolution. The “good family man” carries a linger-
ing connotation of breadwinner and head of the family.

Perhaps our modern version of the good family man is
simply the new father. But I doubt it. The “new father”
ideal aims at greater androgyny. It suggests that good
men are those who eschew many historically masculine
traits (protecting and providing) and cultivate histori-
cally feminine traits (emotional sensitivity and the nur-
turance of young children).

As a corrective to an older norm, this ideal has merit.
But as a new cultural norm of masculinity, I suspect that
most men, and perhaps most women, find it lacking.

What is to be done? Perhaps it is possible to accept the
main premise of the women’s movement — shared au-
thority between spouses rather than male domination —
while also renewing our cultural celebration of men'’s spe-
cial contributions to family and childrearing.

Surely, now that the struggle over marital authority has
largely been won, at least in principle, by the idea of equali-
ty, we can affirm that gender differences are not inherently

* negative. For if we discard any concept of the good family

man for our era, we admit that fatherhood is not a cultural
ideal worth defending. If so, we should not be surprised by
the continuing decline of fatherhood in society.

[

David G. Blankenhorn lil is president of the Institute
for American Values, a New York City-based organiza-
tion concerned with family issues. He is a Jackson na-
tive and recently lectured on this subject at Fondren
Presbyterian Church.
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