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San Francisco Txaminer

Friday, January 10, 1992

Fatherless families
called U.S. tragedy

NEw YORK Louis Sullivan, the secre-
tary of Health and Human Services, said
Thursday that fatherlessness was “the
greatest family challenge of our era,” and
he urged that the issue be placed “front
and center on our national agenda.”

Speaking in New York before the
inaugural meeting of the Council on

= @9 Families in Ameri-
{ ca, Sullivan de-
| tailed the econom-
ic, social and
health problems
that children suf-
fer when raised
without fathers,

Sullivan, in hig
speech, said 60

percent of Ameri-
Sullivan can children would
spend some part of
their childhood in single-parent homes,
“Generally speaking, children missing a
parent are more vulnerable,” he said,
and he listed several problems:

» “They are five times more likely to
be poor and twice as likely to drop out of
school.” )

> “Approximately 70 percent of ju-
veniles in long-term correctional facili-
ties did not live with their father growing

> “Even after controlling for age,
sex, race and socio-economic status,
children from disrupted families were 20
to 40 percent more likely to suffer health
problems than children living with both
biological parents.”

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023



‘and absent

The Philadelphia Inguiver

Lmkmg
‘social 1lls

fathers
By Mugﬂay Dubin

he absence of fathers ln
American homes “is the
greatest family challenge
. of our éra,” said Health

. and Hmnan Services Secretary

- Loui$ W. Sullivan yesterday.

While much of the national -

4 dialogue on family and parenting -

has been focused on the mother,
Sullivan called for ‘a shift “to the
issue of male responsibility.”
“It is not women who are
abandoning or neglecting their
children,” he said. “The vast
mq;ority of single parents are
women raising their children
withoitt the biological fathér in the
hoiuse.”
Sullivan made his remarks ina
gpeech in New York before the'
uricil on F; in America a
fiew group of scholars and experts
who plan fesearch and public
education on fanily issnes.
Sullivan has spoken on family
and ehildren s issites before; but,

. iesterday g talk was the first time

his remarks on fathers; -
Yoith poverty, poor health, .
violence and incarceration all
inctease when a fathier is not’

. present, Sullivan said.

David Blankenhorn, the council’s
staff director, said that the male role
“hag been 4 hole in the discussion”

_ of the American family.

FRIDAY

Blankenhorn, also president of

the Institute for American Values,
the pﬁ'n'cihl sponsor of the

. council, has written: “If we are

seeking the identity of the rapist,

theé hater of women, the occupant of

* than 40 percent of the children born

jail cells, research shows that we; -

look first to the tragedy of boys - .

growing up without fathers.” °
Research indicates that more

between 1970 and 1984 will spend
“at least a significant part of their-
childhood living in a smgle-parent
home,” he said.

Sullivan said that all fathers are -
not loving parents and that some

. Woiten succeed as sole parents, but .
~-génerally “children missing a parent

are more vulnerable.
“They dre five tinies more likely
10 be poor and twice as likely to'drop
ut.of school as are children who
fve with both parents. ' :
“| see a direct link between the

sensel s violence on our streets and,

eneration of young mmales raised
wfthout: the love, discipline: and :
;guidance ofia father.” " :
About 70 percent of “juveniles in
Jong-term: corfectional facilities did:
not live with their father ‘while
growing tp,” he said. -
A recent National:Center for
Health Statistics study found that

. children living in single:parent or
" gtep-parent families “suffer more i1l

health and emotional distress than
childreir living with theif 5iological
mother and father,” he said.

" “Too often,” Sullivan said, “the .

debate about family life avoids-
definitively answering.some basic_
questions; )
“Do-childien need fathers? Is
marriage a Feglistic option? '
“It is time we answered these
questions with a resounding ‘Yes,'”

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023
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Fathers
called

crucial to
families

Health chief stresses
need for two parents

By Irene Sege
GLOBE STAFF

Louis W. Sullivan, the secretary of health
and human services, said yesterday that
fatherlessness is “the greatest family chal-
lenge of our era,” and he urged that the is-
sue be placed “front and center on our na-
tional agenda.”

' Speaking in New York before the inau-
gural meeting of the Council on Families in
America, Sullivan detailed the economie, so-
cial and health problems that children suffer
when raised without fathers.

His comments, observers said, reﬂected
a consensus across the political spectrum
that increasing divorce rates, out-of-wedlock
births and step-families have weakened fam-
ily relationships. Last year, for instance, the
bipartisan National Commission on Children
suggested that children fare best in families
formed by marriage.

“Though our society is only beginning to
recognize it, the greatest family issue of our
era is fatherlessness — male absence from
family life,” Sullivan said in prepared re-
marks. “I am here to put the issue of father-
less families front and center on our national
agenda and to call for national action on
what is surely the most important family
challenge of the "90s.”

The newly formed council is a group of

- 18 nationally known scholars and family ex-
perts whose goal is both to produce research
on the American family and to make policy
recommendations. About a third of Ameri-
can children are living apart from their natu-
ral fathers, either in single-parent homes or
in stepfamilies, the council notes.

“What I observe happening out there {8 a
new consensus on the two-parent home that
cuts across ideological lines,” said David
Blankenhorn, president of the Institute for
American Values, sponsor of the council.
“Over the last 15 to 20 years we have fo-
cused on the role of women and the plight of
children. We have talked about: Should
moms work?-Is day care bad? Can Johnny
read? What has been missing is focus on the

-male role and male responsibility.”

“Conservatives have long been con-
cerned about single-parent families,” said
Andrew Cherlin, a sociologist at Johns Hop-
kins University who is not on the council and
deseribes himself as a liberal academic
whose own views have evolved.

“QOver the past decade more and more k-
berals have come to see it’s a problem, too,”
Cherlin said. “Conservatives are concerned
about the passing of the traditional family.
Liberals are concerned about the numbef_s
of children in poverty. Both groups are see-
ing that the father is important. You will see
this in the campalgn of 1992.”

Sullivan, in his speech, said 60 percent of
American children will spend some part of
their childhood in single-parent homes.
“Generally speaking, children missing a par-
ent are more vulnerable,” he said, and he
listed several problems:

® “They are five times more likely to be
poor and twice as likely to drop out of
school.”

® “Approximately 70 percent of juveniles
in long-term correctional facilities did not
live with their father growing up.”

m “Even after controlling for age, sex,
race and socio-economie status, children
from disrupte¥ families were 20 to 40
percent more likely to suffer health prob-
lems than children living with both biological
parents.”

B “The mortality rate of infants born to
college-educated but unmarried mothers is
higher than for infants born to married high
school dropouts.”

Some observers cautioned against giving
the issue of fatherless families too much
weight. To Sara McLanahan, a sociologist at
Princeton University’s Woodrow Wilson
School of Public Affairs, the economic condi-
tion of children is at least as important.

“I wouldn’t say fatherlessness is the sin-
gle most important problem, but it’s certain-
ly a big problem,” MeLanahan said. “I think
the most important problem is poverty, and
it's not just single-parent families. Over half
the children who are poor are living in two-
parent families. The costs of poverty are
even greater than the family structure itself, -
but I would agree family structure is impor-
tant.”

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023



ouis W. Sullivan, secretary of
health and human services,
may be the most perceptive

person in Washington.
~ Last week, the secretary gave a
speech to the Council on Families in

America, wherein he identified
“male absence from family life” as
the greatest challenge of our gen-
eration.

Noting that one-third of the na-
tion’s children live apart from one
biological parent and 60 percent will
spend part of their childhood in a
single-parent household, Dr. Sulli-
van cited some grim statistics.
These children are “five times more
likely to be poor and twice as likely
to drop out of school” as those from
intact families. “Approximately 70
percent of juveniles in long-term
correctional facilities did not live
with their father growing up.”

Princeton sociologist Sara Mc-
Lanahan cautioned against putting
undue emphasis on fatherlessness,
claiming the economic condition of
children is at least as important.
That is akin to saying that a man'’s
death is at least as significant as the
bullet in his brain, as if there were
po connection between the event and
condition.

Almost every vexing social prob-
lem (crime, poverty, drug abuse,
even declining productivity) is re-
lated to family dissolution. Nation-
ally, the poverty rate is just 6 per-
cent. Yet fully one-third of all
female-headed households are in
poverty.

Children from these homes are
far more likely to fail academically,
commit crimes, use drugs and be-

come sexually active at an early age.

More than half of the teens who've
attempted suicide live in single-
parent families.

The ghetto is a terrifying testa-
ment to the social pathology pro-
duced by the flight of fathers. While
the poverty rate for intact black fam-
ilies is only 12 percent higher than
for their white counterparts, nearly
half of black families headed by a
woman are poor.

By making the low-income
breadwinner obsolete, and persuad-
ing young women from impover-
ished backgrounds to produce wel-
fare babies of their own (as a ticket
to independence), we've created a
climate where 60 percent of black
children are born out of wedlock.

Blacks comprise 46 percent of
the prison population. Statistically, a
young black man is 10 times more
likely to commit a homicide than a
young white. That our inner cities
are festering sores of drugs, crime,
illegitimacy and dependency is due
primarily to a shortage of black fa-
thers.

What AFDC has done for the un-

Don Feder is a nationally syndi-
cated columnist.

The Washington Eimes

SUNDAY, JANUARY 19, 1992

Problems rooted in
fatherless families

derclass, no-fault divorce is doing
for the middle class. Nearly two-
thirds of today’s marriages will end
in divorce or separation.

The average income of women
with children declines 73 percent

As strong families are
absolutely essential to
social cohesion, one
would think that
government would do
everything in its
power to promote
family stability. In
fact, government and
society have conspired
to fashion an
environment inimical
to families.

Louis Sullivan

after divorce. Half of allnew welfare
recipients are recently divorced
women and their children. Says Mi-
chael Schwartz, director of the Cen-
ter for Social Policy of the Free Con-
gress Foundation: “Divorce is an
even more efficient generator of
poverty than socialism.”

As strong families are absolutely
essential to social cohesion, one
would think that government would
do everything in its power to pro-
mote family stability. If, that is, one
were naive enough to think of the
American welfare state as: (a) well-
intentioned or (b) rational in relating
means to ends.

In fact, government and society
have conspired to fashion an envi-
ronment inimical to families.
Through the declining value of the
personal exemption, the tax struc-
ture penalizes families with chil-
dren. Between 1960 and 1984, the
percentage of income paid in taxes
by singles and married couples
without children stayed the same.
For married couples with four chil-
dren, it soared into the stratosphere,
climbing 233 percent.

Legitimizing lifestyles further
undercuts the family. Providing
spousal benefits for homosexuals,
condoning cohabitation and remov-
ing the stigma from out-of-wedlock
births reduce families to the status
of a mere preference.

Feminism has made its own in-
imitable contribution. Says Mr.
Schwartz: “Feminists, of course,
take the position that fathers are
largely irrelevant. In terms of child
rearing, mothers are all that matter.
Whatever feminists say, the media
dutifully echoes.”

As a result, many men are con-
fused about their proper function.
Gender roles? They're sexist. Man
as the breadwinner, sole support of
his family? Out of date. Discipliner
of children? They’'ll grow up with
complexes.

Our fathers knew what yuppies
never learned, or quickly forgot.
There is no substitute for paternal
affection and discipline. Those de-
prived of the right role model often
choose a toxic alternative.

To avoid social chaos, we must en-
gender responsibility. Men must be
made to want to marry the mothers
of their children and not to cast off
their families. This will require
nothing less than a total reorien-
tation of current government policy
and societal attitudes. Dr. Sullivan
has identified the problem. Embrac-
ing the obvious solutions will take
considerably more courage.

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211

e e TR New York, N. Y. 10023
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M In modern society, what are
we teaching our sons about what
it means to be a man?

‘'« WASHINGTON — David Blankenhorn
tells this true story. A group of fathers —

‘professional, highly educated, affluent —

are discussing their sons when the question
comes up: What are we teaching our sons
about what it means to be aman?

; “The answers varied, as might be expect-
ed,” Blankenhorn recalls. “Several men
cited the value of honesty. Other values were
also stressed: respect for others, kindness,
generosity, communication, being true to
principles, sensitivity to the needs of others.
Yet one thread united all the answers:
These men sought to teach their sons about
manhood through universal human values

~ — the very same values, they agreed, that

' they would try to teach their daughters.”

" Blankenhorn, who is president of the In-
stitute for American Values in New York
City, makes clear that the conversation left
him uneasy. Pressed, he cannot say just
what special, gender-specific values fathers
ought to be conveying to their sons. But he
has no doubt that such things exist, and
that the androgynous responses of his
friends (which they tend to see as evidence
of their sexual enlightenment) are symp-
tomatic of something gone wrong.

He fears, in short, that fatherhood is los-
ing its specialness, and that society is pay-
imgthe cost. SodoI. Itis easier to feel than to
talk about, though Blankenhorn talks
about it better than most in a paper, The
Good Family Man, written for the Institute
amonth or so ago.

“I am the father of a son,” he wrote. “I
want to teach my son how to be a good per-
son. But while that is necessary, it is not

. sufficient. I also want to teach my son how

to be a good man and how to be a good father.
But when I look around me for help and re-
inforcement in that crucial task, I see a cul-
ture that, at its best, communicates confu-
sion, fear and anxiety on the entire subject
of what it means for a boy to become a man.
At its worst, I see our culture as actively hos-
tile to this entire enterprise.”

Blankenhorn remembers, as I do, an ear-
lier time when it was easier for fathers to
bring their sons into that special company

Sons require real ‘fatherhood’

WILLIAM
RASPBERRY

Washington
Post

of manhood. Sometimes it was individual,
as when a son became his father’s actual or
quasi-apprentice. My generation has no dif-
ficulty picturing the father humped over a
balky engine, asking his son to hand him a
three-eighths box-end wrench and the feeler
gauge — or knowing that only a part of the
ritual concerns tools and engines. Some-
times it was communal. The older boy re-
cruited to the local men’s baseball team, or
brought along with the men on an overnight
hunting trip, was never really a child again.

It’s easier to know that there's something
special about such moments than to articu-
late it or to say why we think it matters in
the long term. It has nothing to do with
shutting out daughters or inclining boys to-
ward violence, though it certainly must ap-
pear that way.

Myriam Miedzian (in her book, Boys Will
Be Boys ) argues that the notions fathers
traditionally tried to convey to sons —
toughness, competitiveness, holding back
the tears — “reinforce in their sons just
those qualities that serve to desensitize
them and make them more prone to commit
violent acts, or condone them.” g

Blankenhorn, rushing in where his intel-
lectual peers have feared to tread, says of
Miedzian’s archetypal father:

“Doubtless he is far from perfect, a5 a
man or as a father. But there is one sin of
which he is almost certainly innocent. He is
not the reason why young men commit
crimes. ..”

“There are exceptions, of course, but here
istherule. Boys raised by traditionally mas-
culine fathers generally do not commit
crimes. Fatherless boys commit crimes.”

Blankenhorn does not defend (nor do I)
the specifics of what men have traditionally
taught their sons. He does not insist on the
particular curriculum — only that it is in
society’s interest that there be a curriculum
of values passed from fathers to sons.
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VIEWPOINT

The superfluous father?

By William Raspberry

ASHINGTON — Motherhood is

necessity, a part of our nature as
animals. Fatherhood is sociocultural
invention — perhaps a device for per-
mitting men to feel as important and in-
dispensable as women clearly are.
_ It's not an original thought. The an-
thropologist Margaret Mead said some-
thing like it when she offered: “The
central problem of every society is to
define appropriate roles for the men.”

What, particularly, do you do with

men once they’ve ceased to be biologi-
cally necessary?

MEN — HUSBANDS — used to be nec-
essary as hunters and defenders, then
modified those roles as humankind
moved from hunting to agriculture,
and again when we went industrial.
But however modified, there has been a
role for men.

Until now. He's not exactly wearing a
sandwichboard announcing the end of
fatherhood, but David Blankenhorn is
worried. The head of the Manhattan-
based Institute for American Values
thinks we may be hurtling blindly into
the Age of the Superfluous Father. On
the one hand is the unlamented absent
father, the divorced father, the never-
was-there father, the father shrunken
to the size of a wallet. On the other is
the “new father,” the father who be-
lieves that human progress depends on
his ability to transcend gender-specific
male roles in favor of gender-neutral
“parenting.”

The absent father may be more preva-
lent among the poor, the transformed
father among middle-class intellec-
" tuals, but Blankenhorn thinks they’re
both part of the same troubling trend.

“I find much to commend in the con-
cept of the new father,” he acknowl-
edges in his provocative paper, “The
Good Family Man.” “I may well be
something a new father myself — if
more in practice than in theory. In
short, I have a lot to say in support of
nurturing fathers.

“But at the risk of being the skunk at
the garden party, I will also argue that,
as a cultural proposition, the new fa-
ther is part and parcel of a culturally
impoverished conception of father-
hood.. .. The new father closely resem-

F bles the unneces-
sary father.

“As a cultural pro-
position, the new fa-
ther rests upon a
premise and an im-
perative. The prem-
ise is that social
progress, especially
for women, as well
as the attainment of
individual male hap-
piness, depends in
large part upon
overturning tradi-

William
Raspberry
tional masculine norms within the

home. ... The imperative that flows
from this premise is role convergence
— the removal of socially defined male
and female roles from family life.”

Supposing it's all true, what is Blank-
enhorn so upset about?

Two things — or, rather, two categor-
ies of things. The first is more notice-
able among the overwhelmingly fath-
erless “underclass,” where boys, de-
nied the traditional male roles of pro-
vider and defender — often denied any
utility whatever — turn to increasingly
anti-social behavior. Boys who have no
fathers to guide them into manhood
learn their manhood from the street, to
the peril of us all.

The second category involves doing |
the best for the children themselves. It |
is not a question of right or wrong but :
of difference that a mother seeing her |
small child on a jungle gym is more

likely to say “Be careful!” while the fa- |

ther may say “Can you climb to the
top?” The mother who asks “Where
does it hurt?” is not wrong, but neither |
is the father who says “You're OK,
shake it off.”

“Here is the point,” Blankenhorn said
in a recent interview: “Pity the boy or
girl who does not receive BOTH of
these types of love. Neither by itself is
sufficient. But together, they will make
a whole and will add up to what a child
needs. This is the most basic reason for
the importance of the two-parent
home.”

BLANKENHORN MAKES one other

.point. “Many adults today, for their

own reasons, seek to ignore or dismiss
or deny the differences between males
and females. But as any parent knows,
children do not share these concerns.
They are quite interested in the mean-
ing of their embodiment, in how girls
are different from boys. So in a certain
sense, the androgynous imperative in |
our elite culture is simply an adult fash-
ion that ignores some of the most basic
concerns of children.

“The only decision for us to make is
whether, for example, boys will define
their masculinity with the help and
guidance of strong fathers and other
adults, or whether they will define it by
themselves, perhaps with the help of
MTYV, or their peers in schools, or gangs
of boys on the street who will be quite
ready to tell them — especially if no one
else does — what it means to be a real
man.”

William Raspberry is a columanist for
The Washington Post. ‘
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New council
to examine
family roles

All the research points to one conclusion: Chil- .

dren need the love, financial support and guidance
. of both their mother and fathtar.pp . |

— Louis W. Sullivan,
U.S. secretary of Health and Human Services

The revolution that brought self-fulfiliment to
women has promoted self-indulgence in men. From

‘a fgmily perspective, we live in the age of the
vanishing male. ' : '

) Bap {\nthems of rape and torture are the adver- -
tising jingles of a world wholly devoid of male

" authority.

— Working papers by soclology scholars

at the Institute for American Values

rowing fatherlessness is the greatest

family challenge of this era, according

to . Sullivan, U.S. secre f
Health and Human Services. tary o

“It is time to shift our attention to

" the issue of male responsibility and the indis-

pensable role that good fathers play in our °

§ociety," he said Jan. 9 at the inaugural meet-
ing of the Council on lmmes at lﬁrani_ieg

Universi% in New York City. ‘
m the kitchen table to the White House, -
the challenge is to define the basic changes:
needed to strengthen the family, said David

Popenoe, a professor of sociology at Rutgers
Umavers1ty. He is chairman of the private, non-

- partisan “think tank” made up of 18 nationally -
: prominent family specialists and scholars from *
such places as Harvard, Yale, Vanderbilt and -

the University of Chicago.

"~ “We know that family decline is real and
serious, especially from the perspective of chil-
dren,” Popenoe says.

Through research and interviews with fami- -

~lies, the council will try to assess the role of
the family in modern society and how society

can foster strong families in the 21st century.
While the topic generally is associated with

- political conservatives, the council is a cross-

section, said David Blankenhorn, director of
the council and president of the Institute for
American Values. R
ere 1s a whole school of thought out there™
that the nuclear family should be buried,” he
said. “Our diversity doesn’t extend that far.”

Council members come from across the polit- "
ical spectrum and from diverse branches of the
human sciences, he said.

They include people who served on the Na-7
tional Commission on Children, historians,
economists, family counselors, an attorney spe- -
cializing in family as well as specialists in_
African-American, Jewish and Hispanic rela-:
tions. ; -

The Institute for American Values is the™
principal sponsor of the council. A private;

non-partisan founded in 1986, the institute 1s.
devoted to research, publication and public ed-3
ucation on major issues of family well-being,
family policy and civic values. . -

Co-sponsors include the Rutgers Universitys
Foundation — the main fiscal sponsor — and:
! the Rutgers University Social Science Research=

Center. Other backers include the Allstate.”
Foundation; the J.M. Foundation, the JoyceZ
Foundation; the W.K. Kellogg Foundation; the-
' MassMutual Life Insurance Co, and theZ
" Charles Stewart Mott Foundation.
The number for information is (212) 246-3942.--

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023
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Fatherlessness is the mother of too many disasters

.David Blankenhorn has traveled an interesting road. He
was a few years too late for the heyday of the New Left
— and thus missed out on the fun of occupying deans’
offices and such. Nevertheless, when he finished college in
1977, he was imbued with enough passion to join Citizen
Action and spend the next 10 years as a
“community organizer.”

But a funny thing happened on the way
to organization. Blankenhorn discovered
that there was very little community left.
He spent days and weeks picketing the
offices of the local public utility in an
attempt to get lower rates and badgering
the sanitation department to improve
trash collection. But as time went by, he

Mona found that there was something far more
Charen important missing from the lives of the
s Poor than his band of single, childless

“activists” was inclined to recognize.

What most concerned the lives of the poor was not trash
collection or utility bills, it was family life,

Blankenhorn began to rethink some of his liberal as-

- sumptions — especially regarding culture. Together with

similarly reflective colleagues, he founded the Institute for

American’ Vilues (1841 'Broadway, New York, 'N.Y.

10023), ‘a_think tank on’ the family. ‘Though the fitrie’! o'/
sounds suspiciously conservative, Blankenhorn is quick to -

point out that if the board of directors (himself included)

had had its way, Michael Dukakis would be president today.

Blankgnhorn’s current ruminations concern the role of
fathers in our culture. In a sweeping essay entitled “The
Good Family Man,” he surveys the fatherhood horizon,
from the inner city to the blue-collar worker to the elite
Volvo driver, and delivers a stin ging indictment of the post-
feminist world. R

By attempting to create a creature called the “new
father,” a nurturing, empathic, gentle parent, feminists
and other social revolutionaries have systematically deval-
ued the traditional roles of fatherhood, Blankenhorn ar-
gues. It's hard to think of any aspect of the traditional
father that does not now meet with ridicule. Good provid-
er? Passe. Final authority? Hah. Teacher of manly virtues
like courage and honor? Who says those are manly?

There’s just one problem with the movement toward
androgyny in “‘parenting.” It robs the father of his role.
Th?_lt's a dangerous thing, Blankenhorn told me, because
unlike motherhood, fatherhood is not a tight biological
bond. The mother-child tie is so strong that almost nothing

(crack excepted) can break it. Divorce doesn’t weaken it.

Nor does the absence of matrimony. Motherhood doesn’t
need culture to reinforce it.

For fathers, it’s a different matter. Look at the number

fathers to the children they’ve sired.

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023

Fathers need to be encouraged and appreciated by the
culture. How do you do that? Well, one way 7ot to do it is to
insist that the “‘new father’”” — a pale imitation of mother
— is the best. There is a distinct role that fathers must and
do play in the lives of their children, particularly their sons.
Even in the age of the two-earner couple, Blankenhorn
argues, some of the traditional male roles continue to be
relevant. Most women with very young children still
prefer, when possible, to stay at home with their babies.
The male role as provider is accordingly still relevant.

Fathers also protect their families. The feminist move-
ment has not yet been able to obliterate the physical
strength of men. When a prowler breaks into the house,
Blankenhorn asks, who goes downstairs?

But without fancy elaboration, the most important role
of the father may well be to stick around. The social
statistics are groaning under the weight of disasters caused
by absent fathers. Crime is one. Statistically, fatherless-
ness is more closely associated with crime than either race
or poverty.

Blankenhorn's plea is more than a cultural corrective. It
is also a very personal credo about the nature of human
happiness, which, he argues, grows out of family life and
family responsibility. Here is a modern liberal who is not

‘of divorced fathers who scarcely see, far less support, theif“‘J?’i'?S%ﬁ%dfm finish his essay with an approving quote from St.

- offspring. Look at the .ndifference 'of many unmarried

: “Stand fast in the faith, quit you like men, be strong.”
Creators Syndicate : i



Richard Louv

Two debates
are raging
on family

NEW YORK —
On the subject
of the family,
two debates are
going on in
| America, two
separate conver-
sations — a
conference table discussion and a
ldt%};len table discussion.

at’s the analysis of Barbara
Whitehead, a social historian and
fellow with the Institute for
American Values. Whitehead, of
Amherst, Mass., is fast becoming
one of the leading voices in the
family debate.

“The conference table conver-
sation takes place in rooms like
this,” she told a symposium audi-
ence on Feb. 3, at a national
media conference at Columbia
University Graduate School of
Journalism. ,

“The typical conference table
conversation takes place among
people like us — representatives
of the media, the academic
world, the policy community.”

It’s a conversation among
credentialed experts and advo-
cates. The language of the con-
ference table discussion is that
““of the policy sciences — politics
and economics.”

Much of the conference table
conversation has veered off into
the theoretical ozone.

Then there’s the kitchen table
conversation, largely overlooked
by the media. The kitchen table
conversation is among families

themselves, and ‘‘the language of

cultural norms and values.”

At the kitchen table, parents
quote their grandmother, other
parents, common sense values,
the problems of daily life.

The kitchen table discussion
and the conference table are ad-
dressing two quite different
agendas.

Changing the culture

Whitehead describes four top-
ics where the kitchen table and
the conference table have
diverged:

@ What'’s happening to Ameri-
can families?

The conference table says the
family is changing in response to
large economic, social and tech-
nological forces; that families are
changing, generally, in progres-
sive ways, at least among middle-
class families.

The kitchen table conversa-
tion, however, revolves around
the decline of the family, in two
ways: it's harder to be a parent
and it’s harder to be a child. *‘In
survey after survey, adult Ameri-
cans and parents say this is the
case,” says Whitehead, who has
conducted focus groups around
the country.

~ m What’s the best family struc-
ture?

“The conference table sets up
a horse race between the tradi-
tional and non-traditional family,”
says Whitehead, “a race between
QOzzie and Harriet and Kate and
Allie, and especially between
stay-at-home and working moth-
ers.” Which family form is ad-
vancing, which is out of date —
and which one should govern-
ment help?

To the folks around the kitch-
en table, these distinctions aren’t
particularly meaningful.

Says Whitehead: “People do
not march under a demographic
banner. Family forms are fluid,
dynamic. Today’s working
mother is tomorrow’s stay-at-
home mother. Mothers who have
home-based work or part-time
work share something with
both.”

There is one area of agree-
ment. The kitchen table confer-
ence and the conference table
agree that the two-parent family
is usually better able to secure a
child’s well-being than the single-
parent family.

® What’s the relationship be-
tween parenting and work?

Throughout the '80s, says
Whitehead, the conference table
asked: How can we make parents
better workers? But the question
at the kitchen table was: How
can working parents find the
time to be better parents?

“‘Again and again, parents told
me that their biggest problem
was not enough time with the
children. They said lack of paren-
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tal time was the principal reason
that children were not doing
well,” she says.

In recent months, the confer-
ence table has finally begun to
address the issue.

m What should be done to im-
prove family well-being?

The conference table calls for
more government policies and
programs.

The kitchen table says govern-
ment programs aren’t enough; |
we’ve got to change the culture
— by strengthening family rela-
tionships and rebuilding the web
of support surrounding families.

To fully appreciate the cultural
perspective of the kitchen table,
you have to literally imagine the
kitchen table as the center of the
family universe, says Whitehead.

“Down the hall is the TV. This
week, the nightly news featured
Jeffrey Dahmer, Mike Tyson and
Gennifer Flowers. Outside the
door are a street and a neighbor-
hood that parents fear are no
longer safe. A few more blocks
down is the mall where kids learn
that you can buy an identity and
respect with the sneakers and
the designer clothes you wear.”

Both the conference table and
the kitchen table have something
important to tell us about the
family, says Whitehead. “But the
two conversations should inform
each other.”

Until now, that hasn’t hap-
pened.

The kitchen table needs a pub-
lic voice.

“Journalists should knock on a
few doors, sit down at a few
kitchen tables,”” she says.

Indeed, what we really need is
a national kitchen table discus-
sion.

That discussion is about to

begin.

RICHARD LOUV’S column also
appears on A-2 of Wednesday's San

. Diego Union-Tribune,
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Families destroyed in many ways

M The absence of fathers has
been called ‘‘the most socially
conseguential fact of our era.”

BOSTON — This began as a story about
“granny-dumping.” An old man had been
left at a racetrack in Idaho holding a teddy
bear, seated in a wheelchair, and wearing a
baseball cap with the deadly ironic message:
“Proud to be an American.”

. John Kingery, a resident of Oregon and a
victim of Alzheimer’s, came to represent the
modern American elder sent off on the mod-
ern American ice floe.

_ But then the news story took one of those
odd twists. The spotlight turned from one
daughter who presumably deserted her fa-
ther to another daughter who discovered
him.

In Tennessee, Nancy Kingery Myatt

caught this man’s picture in the paper. He
was the father she had not seen in 28 years.
He was the father who “just slipped away
from us,” after divorce, after remarriage.
‘The father who just slipped away from five
‘children.
' The pathos in their nursing home re-
union is hard to overstate. A 55-year-old
woman tearfully and gratefully greeting an
82-year-old father who could no longer rec-
ognize her. “I didn’t have a Dad for all those
years,” she said. “Now I have one.” One who
does not know his own name. Or hers. But a
father all the same.

What a mix of family dramas in this sad
tale. Granny-dumping and kiddie-dump-
ing. Children who abandon their parents
and parents who abandon their children.
. But what my ear picked up in Nancy
Moyatt’'s words was the simple, endless hun-
ger of a child of any age for the father who
disappeared.

Some 70,000 elderly Americans are aban-
‘doned by their families each year. But that
figure is overwhelmed by the numbers of de-
serted children.

Today, about one-third of all American
children — 19 million — live away from
their fathers. Among the children of divorce,
half have never visited their father’s home.
In a typical year, 40 percent of them don’t
‘see their father. One out of five haven't seen

ELLEN
GOODMAN

Boston
Globe

their father in five years. There are millions
of adults like Nancy Myatt and her four sib-
lings who simply graduate to the next stage
of fatherless life.

~ It is no wonder that the search for a man
missing in the action of parenthood is such
arecurrent themein our culture and conver-
sation these days.

The search for father, the longing for fa-
ther is at the root of Robert Bly’s Iron John,
and at the heart of Boyz N the Hood. It's on
the mind of nearly every child whose father
simply “slipped away.”

Today's favorite image may be that of the
“new father,” says David Blankenhorn of
the Institute for American values, but  the
real direction 1s toward fatherless children.”
He cites this absence as “the most socially
consequential fact of our era.”

It is not simply an economic matter,
though the public conversation about miss-
ing fathers revolves around money. We
speak less about the missing man than
about the missing child-support payment.
We call them deadbeat dads.

But the children who talk about their
missing fathers are less calculating than
yearning. In both fiction and real life, they
speak about the “disappeared” in the lan-
guage of emotional loss, not financial.

A sense of longing carries over to Nancy
Myatt’s reunion with her father who is now
present but literally absent-minded. “The
more I see him,” she says, “the more I want
to see him and talk to him.”

There is an unhappy symmetry to the
Kingery story of loss and reunion. A father
abandoned by one daughter. A father dis-
covered by the daughter he abandoned. How
many ways are there to destroy a family?
How many portraits as sad as the one of a
woman “finding” her father only after he is
lost.

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023
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WITHOUT
- FATHER

. lts time to sound the alarm on
. fatherless families. Experts say
- Kids with absent dads often
- turn to crime and have troubled
relationships as adults.

- By KAREN UHLENHUTH
Kansas City Star
Researchers have identified a novel strategy to aid
troubled children and reduce delinquency and teenage
pregnancy: the two-parent household.
“The best social program for children in America is a

loving two-parent home,” said David Blankenhorn, a social
historian and president of the Institute for American .

Values, a think tank on family issues based in New York.
nfortunately, he added: “That’s the program we're
disinvesting im* — i

Blankenhorn and
many other social
scientists are sound-
ing the alarm about
fatherless homes,
which they contend
have reached an un-
precedented level in
the United States and
are to blame for
some of our society’s
greatest and most in-
tractable ills.

This year the In-
stitute on American
Values assembled the
Council on Families
in America, com-
prised mostly of re-
searchers and writ- ;
ers, to examine the status of the American family and
make recommendations on strengthening it.

At the council’s inaugural meeting Jan. 9, U.S. Secre-
tary of Health and Human Services Louis Sullivan gave a
stark assessment of the state of the nation’s families.

“I am here to put the issue of fatherless families front
and center on our national agenda, and to call for nationa]
action on what is surely the most important family chal-
lenge of the '90s,” he said.

“We speak glibly of ‘new families’ and ‘single-parent
homes,’ However, in the eyes of a child, what is almost
always happening is the loss of a father. I see a direct link
between the senseless violence on our streets and a genera-

R e ———




~ Cost of being fatherless

great, family experts say

tion of young males raised without
the love, discipline and guidance of
a“father. :

“All of the research points to
one conclusion: Children need the
love, financial support and guid-
ance of both their mother and their
father.” :

On that point, agreement has
not been universal.

. The notion of the “superfluous
father” has taken root in American
culture, perpetuated by govern-
ment welfare policies and televi-
sion sitcoms alike, Blankenhorn
says.

Karl Zinsmeister, a researcher
and author who is writing a book
about famiiies in the United States,
said the dispensability of dads is
“trumpeted throughout mass cul-
ture.” For example, the father in
The Cosby Show is “an amiable
and slightly foolish foil for his chil-
dren’s precocities and his wife’s no-
nonsense wisdom,” Zinsmeister
writes in an essay titled The Na-
ture of Fatherhood.

“There’s been a big focus on the
roles of women and the plight of
children,” Blankenhorn said. “As
you look at what’s happening, and
at the social science evidence, it
becomes increasingly clear that
what we're overlooking is the male
role in family life. It's as if there
was this silence in our conversation
regarding the male role.”

To the extent that fathers are in
the limelight, he said, “it’s a phe-
nomenon of ‘the new father, the
nurturing, involved father, If you
looked at television on Father’s
Day, they’d bring out these guys
who were holding infants and
changing diapers. The idea of the
nurturant father is really played
' up, when in fact for every father
you find doing that, you find three
or four homes with no male in
them. When we in a self-congratu-
latory way focus on this admirable
group of men, we overlook the fact
that this generation of children is
spending less time with their fa-
thers than almost any previous
~=neration — less time with men in
general.”

. The dual forces of divorce and
out-of-wedlock births account for
the approximately 35 percent of
American children who are grow-
ing up without their biological fa-
ther at home. In 1990, according to
the U.S. Census Bureau, mothers
were the only parents in 22 percent
of households, an all-time high.

- Children who don’t see their
father every night at the dinner
table rarely see him at all, accord-
ing to some studies.

. “At present, a majority of
American children who live in
mother-headed families have es-
sentially no contact with their bio-
logical father and receive little or
no material support from him,”
Zinsmeister wrote.

. “1981 data from the U.S. Na-
tional Survey of Children showed
that about half of all single-parent
youngsters had not seen their bio-
logical father at all during the
preceding 12 months, and another
sixth had seen him only once or
twice. Only one-sixth saw their fa-
thers an average of once a week or
more.”

- Blankenhorn urges that Ameri-
cans look at the cost of the current
wave of fatherlessness “in terms of
delinquency, sexual behavior of de-
linquency, sexual behavior that is
not so good, welfare and crime.

. .. “Father absence is a more im-
portant predictor of criminal activ-

ity than race or economic level,” he
said.

One study, cited by Sullivan,
found that 70 percent of men in
prison had grown up without their
father.

The pattern exists in part be-
cause fathers divorce themselves
from their children when they di-
vorce their wives, said Gary Fre-
chette, executive director of Palm
Beach County’s Drug Abuse Treat-
ment Association

“A lot of these kids really feel
abandoned. Mom and Dad may not
be able to get along, but both should
have a good relationship with the
kids,” he said. “Let that nourish-
ment with the father continue.”

Children who don’t learn within
the family how to establish and
maintain close relationships grow
up to be crippled adults, said Judith
Wallerstein, executive director of
the Center for the Family in Trapn-
sition in Corte Madera, Calif.

“What you learn about (from
parents) is human relationships,”
she said. “You need an inner vision
to build on.”

While girls suffer primarily in
their attempts to establish intimate
relationships, boys experience a
different version of what Blanken-
horn calls “psychological and cul-
tural desertion.”

“Psychologists will tell you that
they go through a separation from
the mother and identification with
the father in a search to determine
what it means to be male. The
father is the gatekeeper to the
community of men. The father in-
troduces the meaning of masculin-
ity.

) “Some men who don’t know
what it means to be a strong man
make up their own rituals. They
say: ‘Maybe it means I'm a real
man if I'm & member of this gang
and kill a lot of people. Or maybe if
I impregnate a lot of girls.”

Studies and clinical encounters
consistently support the thesis that
a boy looks to his father “as a role
model, disciplinarian, guide and
friend,” said David Popenoe, a pro-
fessor of sociology at Rutgers Uni-
versity in New Brunswick, N.J.

Philip Sprinkle, a West Palm
Beach lawyer who is Big Brother to
a 15-year-old boy, said he feels he
competes with negative influences
of the streets for making an im-
pression on his “little brother,”
Darrell.

“If you don’t have a father at
home, you're going to go to the
resources that are available to you
— the street,” Sprinkle said,

“Knowing the neighborhood
he’s from, he does have some prob-
lems being with groups that lead
him astray. Everything I'm telling
him, he soaks it up,” Sprinkle said.
“But many times, I feel like I'm
spitting on a forest fire. There’s so
many things I'd love to help him do.
And I just don’t have enough time.”

The nation’s epidemics of di-
vorce, out-of-wedlock births and
fatherlessness signal “an attitude
shift ... at the level of cultural
values (regarding) marital perma-
nence and cultivating this environ-
ment for children,” Blankenhorn

. said. “We've shrugged our shoyl-

ders and said, ‘People are going to
do what they are going to do.’

(Gver)
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Many social scientists think
changes can, and must, be made.
Welfare policies, for example,
should be altered so that benefits
do not depend on the father’s ab-
sence.

In addressing fatherlessness,
Popenoe said: “Marriage is the bot-
tom line. Something is happening in

marriage where the man is pulling
away. How to keep men in mar-
riages is one of the fundamental
issues of our time.”

Ramp said it’s too easy to get
married in this country and that,
consequently, weak unions result.

“People don’t appreciate what
commitment ‘means,” she said.
“When problems develop, they just
start over. They say, 'The kids will
be fine.” But often, they’re not OK.”

She said that divorce, like drug
abuse, “has to become socially un-
acceptable.”

But not everyone agrees that a
reduction in divorces is the answer.

Single mother Kathy Weaver
said she believes society accepts
men’s failure to nurture their chil-
dren.

“The man is not expected to be
responsible. He only inserts the
penis,” said Weaver, who has two
teenage sons. The Port St. Lucie
mother has been divorced four
years.

Wallerstein points out that pro-
hibition didn’t stop drinking and
tougher divorce laws “would not
make for better family life.”

Other academics point out that
some husbands — perhaps even
many — are themselves the prob-
lem because of alcohol or other
glrug addictions, or abusive behav-
ior.

Joseph Pleck, a research asso-
ciate at the Wellesley College Cen-
ter for Research on Women, warns
against focusing on marriage and
family relations to the exclusion of
all else.

“While fathers’ roles are impor-
tant,” he said, “it’s another thing to
say that fatherlessness is the big-
gest problem facing the American
family.” As other candidates for
that distinction, he nominates
“poverty and workplaces that are
not responsive to the fact that most
kids are in two-earner families.”

Rather than put a choke-hold on
divorce, he suggests, society should
explore why teenagers have sex
without contraception, why teen-
age girls choose fo raise children

alone. Institute For American Values
Fatherlessness is a particularly i841 Broadway Suite 211
difficult problem because “a lot of New York, N Y. 10023

| it isn’t something we can ask the
government to correct,” Popenoe
said. “It's asking for a national re-
examination.”




Richard Cohen
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Len Garment’s Letter

NEW YORK—We are coming up
on the third anniversary of the Great
Unanswered Letter. It was written
May 30, 1989, by Leonard Garment,
the Washington lawyer and one-time
Nixon White House aid, to John Sun-
uny, then George Bush’s chief of
staff. Appropriately respectful, seek-
ing common ground (‘I have been in
the environs, and know what it's
like"”), it asked for a “brief” meeting
to discuss urban policy. Garment’s
still waiting.

Now, of course, Bush is running
around the country talking urban this
and urban that. He is weeding and
seeding, confessing to empathetic
feelings toward the poor and visiting
the ghettos of various cities, includ-
ing Los Angeles's riot corridor. Busy
man though he be, he dashed clear

across town to see the blighted and
impoverished Washington neighbor-
hood of Anacostia. It was always a
cab ride away.

This frenzy, both epic and expen-
sive, could well have been avoided.
Had the administration moved earli-
er, it might not be necessary now to
try to convince America that the
president has a program for the
cities. It turns out that he did—en-
terprise zones and the like. It also
turns out that he made no attempt to
push it through Congress or—a nec-
essary prerequisite—to  marshal
public support for it. It existed like a
plan for what to do in the event of
nuclear attack, It’s important to say
you have such a thing.

It’s worth recalling what prompt-
ed Garment to act in the first place.
Tt was the 1989 “wilding” incident in
Central Park, in which a female jog-
ger was raped and beaten by a group
of teenagers who left her for dead.
The viciousness and nihilism of that
deed, comparable in fury to what was
done to Los Angeles truck driver
Reginald Denny, set some people to
thinking and fretting. It was only a
matter of time, they thought, until
something even worse happened in
some city—probably New York.
They were wrong only as to venue.

Now, of course, Vice President
Dan Quayle is engaged in a policy
debate with a fictional television
character, one Murphy Brown. For
about a week now, she’s been a

single mother. “I know it is not
fashionable to talk about moral val-
ues,” the veep said, “but we need to
do it.” Quayle is right about that. Of
course he is wrong too—and crassly
opportunistic as well.

Having done almost nothing for
the inner city, the Bush adminis-
tration in the person of Quayle is
now attempting to milk the Los An-
geles riots for all their political
worth. To that end, Quayle has been
talking law 'n’ order and values.
Those homilies are the Republican
answer to almost anything—and, de-
monstrably, by themselves they have
failed. Still, that doesn’t mean that
one parent is as good as two or that
fathers, like wood-burning fire plac-
es, are of use only around Christmas-
time and then mostly for decorative
purposes.

Here I must introduce David Blan-
tute for American Values. He argues
that role models and the TV Zeilgeist
matter. Media characters such as
Murphy Brown do have an impact,
and values do change. Blankenhorn
cites smoking. It’s no longer glamor-
ous, and even the most die-hard
smoker is careful about where he or

]

she smokes. Society, the smokej
knows, no longer approves.

The Los Angeles riots just speed-
ed up what’'s become the normal
urban decaying process. L.A. erupt-
ed, but other cities smolder—a slow
catastrophic burn. In south-central
L.A., a furious mob turned on its own
neighborhood and trashed it. In New
York, Washington and other cities,
the process is a bit slower but just as
mean. Here, for instance, you can
see park benches vandalized down to
their concrete bases. Who does this
to their own parks? Who soils his
own neighborhood? The same people
who riot.

Fripay, May 22, 1992

On the weekend after the riots, 53
people in Los Angeles County were
shot. That was a normal weekend.,
This is what has been happening in
our cities for quite some time now. It
seems that every year Washington
sets another murder record—and so
do countless other cities. Each year,
the middle class pulls up and pulls
out of the cities. Each year, the
relative. number of poor people in-
creases, and poverty compounds,
feeds on itself and scares even more
people away. This was happening
before the L.A. riots. It will continue
to happen when L.A.’s pain has been
forgotten.

Alarmed, Len Garment and some
others decided to act. They pulled
together a study group. They came
up with a proposal. The names were
submitted to the White House and,
at exactly 2:35 p.m. on May 30,
1989, a messenger was called to
deliver the package to Sununu. “For
some months, I have been trying,
without success, to schedule a brief
appointment with you,” is how it
began. It ended, so to speak, in
south-central L.A.

Institute For American Values €
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What the Bishops
Don’t Know About

Families

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead and
David Blankenhorn

he U.S. Catholic Bishops’ most recent contri-

bution to our national debate on the family,
a statement entitled Putting Children First, ap-
proved last November, calls our attention to the
worldwide trend of declining child well-being. With
each passing year, in the United States and around
the world, it is getting harder to be a child. To
such a stunningly consequential fact, the bishops
tell us, moral and political attention must be paid.

There is much good sense in the attention that
Putting Children First pays. To begin with, the
bishops, unlike some children’s advocates, recognize
that children are not a stand-alone constituency. The
bishops understand that the most important “‘chil-
dren’s program” is a stable, loving family; that the
parent is the child’s first and most important
teacher; and that the role of the church, the school,
and the state should be to support, rather than
supplant, the parental role.

The bishops also usefully focus our attention on
moral reasoning and ultimate ends. It is refreshing
to find at least one report on children that does
not insist on framing the issue in terms of dollars
saved and lost or the health of our economy.
Mercifully, the Bishops refrain from calling every
good thing an “investment.” They know that more
vital matters are at stake.

At the same time, like the report of the National
Commission on Children and other recent initia-
tives, Putting Children First does call for a wide
range of new public policies. The bishops want
better health care and more affordable housing.
They want more jobs. They endorse child tax
credits, family-sensitive workplace policies, tougher
requirements for child support payments, and a host
of other public initiatives—almost all of which the
authors of this essay find reasonable and
commendable.

Given these virtues, therefore, it may seem
uncharitable to find fault with Putting Children
First. Yet the bishops’ statement is deeply flawed.
And what is wrong is not simply this or that detail,
but rather the document’s master idea, its defining
narrative. Throughout, the bishops offer us not only
flabby and misguided sociology, but also, and more
seriously, flabby and misguided moral reasoning.

FirsT THINGS

irst, sociology. When the bishops speak of the

family, they have a particular family in mind.
It is the family of women and children. To be sure,
they speak of “parents” and, late in their discussion,
applaud the ideal of the two-parent family. On page
twenty-five of the twenty-nine-page statement, they
put in a brief good word for fathers. But clearly
the family model that animates their concern and
dominates their report is the female-headed family.

The bishops marshal all the familiar evidence
to support their focus on the mother-child family.
They point to the growing number of children who
grow up in single-parent families, most ‘“‘headed
by women who are more likely to live in poverty.”
They state that “mothers and children make up an
increasing proportion of the homeless in our land.”
They tell us that women and children are exploited
both economically and sexually, assaulted daily by
pornography and verbal, physical, and sexual
abuse. They remind us that women and children
are more likely than others to go to bed hungry.
In essence, the bishops tell us, the mother-child
family is the home of the helpless and the exploited.

This particular sociological understanding of
contemporary family life, so prevalent in today’s
elite discussions, might be termed the sociology of
the Christmas appeal. Its core moral claim is
captured by the venerable holiday reminder: ‘‘Re-
member the neediest.”” Only Scrooge, of course,
could ignore such an appeal. Certainly, the many
women and children in our society who struggle
in harsh circumstances to live decent lives ought
to exert a powerful claim on our compassion and
on our resources. Yet by making the beleaguered
mother-child family the central focus of their
attention, the bishops offer an inadequate and
distorted account of family problems.

First, with the one exception noted above, the
bishops are virtually silent on the subject of men.
Fathers and husbands are largely missing from this
document. The word “husband’ does not appear
at all; the gender-neutral “parent” or “parenting’
is much preferred to its gender-specific variants. The
bishops offer no affirmative portrait of paternal
authority, provision, or influence. If a young man
in a parish.in Omaha or Austin were to read this

document, seeking wisdom and instruction on how

to be a good family man, he would find little
guidance. By ignoring the role of men in the family,
the bishops overlook what is arguably the most
consequential trend in American society today: male
flight from family life.

Approximately one-third of our nation’s children
today are growing up without the daily provision,
discipline, sponsorship, and love of their biological
fathers. The empirical evidence on the social costs
of fatherlessness is so strong that one wonders why
the bishops overlook it. Some 70 percent of juveniles
in long-term correctional facilities, for example, did
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‘not live with their father while growing up. And
considering their focus on poor children, it is
especially odd that the bishops ignore the relation-
ship between the growing incidence of fatherless-
ness and the growing incidence of child poverty.
Itis simply not the case that contemporary economic
trends are driving otherwise stable families into
poverty, as one might conclude from Putting
Children First. In fact, even in difficult economic
times, nine out of ten children in mother-father
families avoid poverty. Rather, it is that a contem-
porary social trend—fatherlessness—is driving
children into poverty. Today, for the first time in
our nation’s history, the majority of all poor
children live in mother-headed households.

Finally, the bishops’ sociology offers an exces-
sively narrow reading of the family as a social
institution. The bishops portray families as needy
claimants on our compassion. Utterly missing from
this document is any sense of the family as a core
institution of the civil society: an institution that
society depends on to provide essential social goods.
The bishops tell us what families need but seem
oblivious to what families do.

magine that the bishops were describing not

families, but business corporations. Surely, they
would not limit their focus to the needs of unem-
ployed workers. Surely, they would consider the
institutional role of the corporation in capital
formation, in the structure and organization of
work, and in the distribution of goods and services.

Yet families, like corporations, serve a broad range
of social purposes. We depend on the family to
transmit values, to foster character and competence,
and to generate social goods. If corporations
produce economic capital, families produce social
capital. Consequently, for families, as for corpo-
rations, the moral category of compassion is simply
insufficient, by itself, as a way of describing the
social goods that are at stake.

Their weak sociology leads the bishops into weak
moral reasoning. Putting Children First would have
us believe that the principal problem facing families
and children is a deficit of societal compassion and
political will. To improve the well-being of chil-
dren, the bishops say, we must ‘“use our values,
voices, and votes to hold our public officials
accountable and shape a society that puts children
first.” Yet this challenge, stirring as it is, is insuf-
ficient. It fails to acknowledge that the principal
problem facing children today has to do less with
flawed public policy than with flawed moral
behavior.

We see the bishops as the inheritors and custo-
dians of a rich repository of moral wisdom on the
family. In a society dominated by the trendy fashions
of Hollywood and Madison Avenue, we look to the
bishops for stronger stuff: for much-needed help

e
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in writing our cultural scripts of family life. This
is their special province and unique responsibility.
Yet in the effort to reconcile trendy sociology with
their own moral tradition, the bishops fail to do
what we most count on them to do: make moral
distinctions. Instead, they employ language that
obscures or conflates morally distinguishable
situations and actions.

The bishops base their moral claim on the biblical
injunction of St. James: “Religion pure and un-
defiled before God is this, to care for orphans and
widows in their affliction.” “In our day,” they go
on, “‘the orphans and widows are poor children and
single parents.”’ This statement is no mere rhetorical
flourish. It is the bishops’ central explanatory
metaphor, the sustaining core of their morality. And
it is deeply confused.

In our biblical and republican traditions, a
specific meaning and moral claim is associated with
widows and orphans. They have lost husbands and
fathers through death. Widows are women whose
husbands have died, and orphans in this sense are
not so much children without parents as children
without fathers. It is this meaning of widow and
orphan that Abraham Lincoln intends when, in his
Second Inaugural he calls upon the nation to “‘bind
up the nation’s wounds; to care for him who shall
have borne the battle, and for his widow, and his

~ orphan..

t is simply not true—empirically, historically, or

morally—that there is no meaningful difference
between “mother-headed households” and ““widows
and orphans.” The escalating number of mother-
headed families in our society today is not due to
the deaths of fathers, but instead to two behavioral
phenomena: divorce and out-of-marriage child-
birth. On these two issues, we might expect the
bishops to speak up. Yet they not only fall curiously
silent about those issues, they employ a framework
of analy51s of family life that invites the rest of us
to ignore them as well.

In their equivocations, the bishops offend com-
mon understandings and diminish their own moral
authority. Ordinary men and women understand
that there is a difference between'a widow and an
unwed mother. There is a difference betweén a man
who dies and a man who deserts his family. And
there is all the moral difference in the world between
the widows and orphans of whom St. James spoke
and the mother-headed families of whom the
bishops speak.

Just as they fail to confront men’s failure to meet
their family obligations, the bishops also ignore
the moral agency of women. While it is true that
the mother-child bond remains the strongest of all
family bonds, women, too, increasingly make
choices today that are hostile to children’s interests.
And while it is true that women have been abused,
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abandoned, and exploited, women are not simply
victims in a cruel world. Women, too, determine
outcomes for children through their own activity.
The most striking example is the growing number
of women who choose to have children outside of
marriage. There are also women who divorce
casually and frequently. Yet the bishops are so eager
to avoid the appearance of sexism or gender bias
that they scrupulously resist any criticism of
women. The irony is that this failure to criticize
women or to hold them morally accountable comes
perilously close to the worst kind of sexism—
treating women as moral inferiors.

The larger irony is that in their effort to be
sociologically current and culturally relevant, the
bishops seem to forget that their distinctive role
is to criticize contemporary fashion. We look to the
bishops to guide us in our moral choices, to offer
models that are countercultural in the sense that
they are not derived from contemporary secular
culture. Yet the bishops’ statement is anything but

FirsT THINGS'

countercultural. It has no cultural bite. It would
go down easily at a Beverly Hills fundraiser or at
a meeting of the New York Times editorial board.
What Putting Children First most conspicuously
lacks is a consideration of moral agency and choice
in the decline of children’s well-being. Or, to put
it more theologically, what is missing is a consid-
eration of sin.

And herein, sadly, lies the final and greatest irony:
The more the bishops call for compassion but
ignore responsibility—the more they obscure and
conflate moral categories, the more their script for
family life resembles the scripts for “Murphy
Brown’ —the less influence they will retain as
serious writers of our cultural script and the less
authority they will wield as our teachers in matters
of family life.

Bareara DAFOE WHITEHEAD is a Research Associate
at the Institute for American Values in New York.
Davip Blankenhorn is President of the Institute.
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Urban Families Panel Convenes
2 Experts Address National Commission Headed By Gov. Ashcroft

By Robert L. Koenig
Post-Dispatch Washington Bureau

WASHINGTON — As the national
debate rages over the causes of rioting
in Los Angeles and the ethics of Mur-
phy Brown, a new urban families com-
mission headed by Missourl Gov. John
Ashcroft got off to an alarming start
Friday.

A false fire alarm emptied the con-
ference room a couple of hours after
Ashcroft and other members of the
National Commission on America’s
Urban Families started their first
meeting.

The loud clanging at the Capitol Hill
hotel echoed the alarm expressed by

.. Ashcroft, other members of the com-

mission and two academic experts
about the deterioration of America's
families. Ashcroft's panel — which
resumed its meeting after the fire
alarm was canceled — is supposed to
report by year’s end on ways to
strengthen familles.

Coming the same week as the de-
bate over TV's "“Murphy Brown" —
who gloried in having a child out of
wedlock in the situation-comedy show
— much of the discussion at the first
commission meeting centered on the
problems of fatherless families.

“The absolute, central ... thing to
look at is how we can, in some ways,
reconnect men with family life,” said
David Blankenhorn, a8 commission
member and president of the Institute
for American Values, a research

group based in New York.

David Popenoe, a sociologist from
Rutgers University, told the commis-
sion that he reluctantly agreed with
Vice President Dan Quayle's criticism
of the “Murphy Brown" one-parent
role model.

“The [sit-com’s] message is a lousy
one,” said Popenoe, who appeared as
an expert witness. "It is extremely
important for our children, and for
our society, that men are attached to
child-rearing families.”

But Irene Johnson, a member of the
commission who runs a tenant group
at a public housing complex in Chica-
go, called the Murphy Brown debate
“a non-issue.” Rather than criticizing
media role models, she sald, the gov-
ernment should start an ambitious
jobs program and change welfare pro-
grams to encourage fathers to stay

‘with their wives and children.

Ashcroft, for his part, sldestepped a
direct response to the Murphy Brown
dispute. He saild two-parent families
are the ideal, but he also praised “sin-
gle-parent men and women who strug-
gle against time to balance job and
parenting duties to provide a safe nest
and moral keel for their children.”

In his opening remarks, Ashtroft
said "family decline is a problem
common to all Americans” — not just
those in inner citles, but also in affiu-
ent suburbs or dirt-poor rural
communities.

He said the recent riots in Los Ange-
les brought urban family issues into
sharp focus, but he added that “we
will leave it to other commissions” to
explore the root causes of the unrest
there,

The commission’s co-chairwoman,
former Dallas Mayor Annette Strauss,
sald she wanted to “‘go beyond analy-
sls” and develop “a practical action
agenda” to help families. “The future
n! this country depends on the healthy
family,” Strauss sald. Armmg her sug-
gestlons were:

B Adding classes on parenuug skills
as part of the regular cumculum of
public schéols. Bty

® Using vacant school bulldings to
house after-school programs for
“latch-key” children.

The commission spent most of its
time Friday listening to two experts:
Popenoe, author of “Disturbing the
Nest: Family Change and Decline in
Modern Socletles”; and Norval D.
Glenn, a sociology professor at the
University of Texas at Austin, who
discussed surveys on American atti-
tudes toward family values.

One outspoken commission mem-
ber was Alphonso Jackson — a former
St. Louis official who is now executive
director of the Dallas housing
authority.

He sald he was upset at the way
television and other media sometimes
glorify wealthy single parents, such as

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023

Gov. John Ashcroft .
“Family decline is a problem"”

Murphy Brown, and disparage single
mothers who are on welfare.

“I work with low-Income people ev-
ery day. I am trying to convince them
not to have babies out of wedlock. And
when we glorify it on TV,” the mes-
sage is confusing. He said moral stan-
dards should be the same for the rich
and the poor.

The two soclologists and several
members of the commission — in-
cluding Ashcroft — said they were
concerned that American culture was
placing far too much emphasis on self-
indulgence, sometimes at the expense
of famlly and children.

Popenoe sald, “As an overall ap-
proach to promoting family life, noth-
ing Is more important than lrylng to
diminish, and even turn back, the
trend toward radical individualism.”
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A Political Movement

Blends Its Ideas

From Left and Right

By PETER STEINFELS

!
| ERE’S a barely noticed fact that could augur a
! serious change in the political landscape: not
i everyone who agrees with Dan Quayle about
! Murphy Brown is a conservative.

On the same day the Vice President complained in
| california that the popular television series was contrib-
' uting to-the woes of the poor by rendering single mother-
! hood glamorous and derogating the importance of fa-
| thers, two speakers at a largely liberal gathering in New
. York City made exactly the same point.

One was William A. Galston, a political philosopher
al the University of Maryland, who occasionally advises
Bill Clinton. The other, David Blankenhorn, heads the
Institute for American Values, a Manhattan-based re-
search center dealing with family issues. Both referred
{0 a critique of Murphy Brown’s motherhood by Barbara
Dafoe Whitehead, a scholar who is a colleague of M.,
Blankenhorn's, that appeared in The Washington Post
two weeks ago. The meeting was a ‘‘Communitarian
Teach-In,”’ and Mr. Galston, Mr. Blankenhorn and Ms,
Whitehead all signed a “Communitarian Platform” that
was issued last November.

Communitarianism is the new kid on the political
block, staking out territory somewhere between the
liberal advocates of the welfare state and civil liberties
entrenched on one corner, and conservative devotees of
laissez-faire and (raditional values on the other. Commu-

I nitarians generally line up with liberals as defenders of
'individual rights, equality and democratic change. But
none of these things, they argue, can be preserved unless
the nation’s basic communities and institutions — fam-
ilies, schools, neighborhoods, unions, local governments
and religious and ethnic groups — succeed in building
character and instilling the virtues of citizenship.

“grong rights presume strong responsibilities,”
said Amitai Etzioni, a George Washington University
sociologist and one of the fm_mding fathers of a move-
ment he compares to the environmental movement.

Just as Americans could once take the quality of
their air and water for granted, he explained, they could
once concentrate on spelling out rights while assuming
that citizens were endowed ‘vgnh a WEl]-deve_lop'cd sense
of obligation and responsibility. Where enwronme_mai-
ism focuses on the degradation of nature, communitari-
anism concentrates on the social environment.

Communitarians fault liberals for reflexively blam-
ing cconomic and political forces for poverty, drug
abuse, crime and urban and enyironmental blight while
neglecting the importance of personal responsibility and
the forces that have traditionally nurtured it. They also
fault conservatives for exalting the free market and the

_ownership. But there is no 10-point program to which all

pursuit of self-interest as remedies
for social problems while ignoring
the corrosive effect of economic pres-
sure and a competitive ethos on fam-
ily life and community spirit. :
. Communitarianism’s leading

concern is the family, “where each
new generation acquires its moral
anchoring,” according to its plat-
form. Most communitarians un-
abashedly endorse the two-parent
family as the norm for society, al-
though they acknowledge that some
single parents succeed. !

They also want to put the issue of |
widespread divorce back on the pub- |
lic policy agenda. Divorce laws, they |
argue, should be changed to ensure
the economic support of children.

If that sounds conservative,
communitarians sound liberal when
proposing European-style child bene-
fits, extended paid and unpaid paren-
tal leaves and flexible working hours.

From Kkindergarten to college,
the communitarians argue, schools
should make moral education and
character formation leading priorities, rejecting the idea
that Americans are so divided over basic values that
moral education is impossible. Classroom instruction,
they add, is less effective than the personal example set
by educators and the atmosphere of the institutions.

An increased sense of public safety and order,
stronger local government and renewed public spirited- |
ness are other communitarian interests.

No 10-Point Program

To achieve these ends, the group considers ideas
from both liberal and conservative toolkits: informal
social pressure on personal behavior, government fund-
ing of political campaigns and access (o (elevision,
national service for young people and strict limits on gun

communitarians agree. Some people view it more as a
mood than a movement. “1 see it simply as “a fresh way |
of talking and listening,” said Mary Ann Glendon, a
professor at the Harvard Law School, “an effort to break |
out of well-worn mental grooves and get a conversation ¥
going about things that aren’t being addressed.””
Professor Glendon helped formulate the group's. |

platform, published in The Responsive Community, a

quarterly journal founded — “with some reluctance,”
Dr. Etzioni said — to explore communitarian notions,



Communitarianism: basic
family and community
values help preserve
individual rights and a vital
democracy. |

'

R

The signers of the platform include educators, femi-
nists, former presidential advisers — Republican and
Democratic — economists, theologians and a least one

'pollster. Democratic Senators Daniel P. Moynihan of -

New York and Al Gore of Tennessee and Republican
Senator David Durenberger of Minnesota joined in a
teach-in on Capitol Hill last year. Secretary of Housing
Jack Kemp has also signaled his interest. .

Like Ross Perot, the communitarian impulse ap-
pears to have sur faced out of a dissatisfaction with the
alternatives. And like Mr. Perot, this neophyte move-
ment has yet to define itself on many tough issues.

Its amorphousness has led critics on the right to

dismiss communitarianism as merely warmed-ovbr
Greal Society, while critics on the left fear it as, the thin
edge of the Moral Majority or a retreat to the 1950’s.
“Alot of com mumtanan rhetoric appears to empha-
size voluntary measures,” said Nadine Strossen, presi-
dent of the American Civil Liberties Union. “But that
rhetoric is very slippery,” she added, when it involves
government in creating legal obstacles to divorce, indoc-
trinating through the public schools or giving pollce
more leeway to search suspects. y
Joan W. Konner, dean of the Columbia Umversny
Graduate School of Journalism, puzzled over communi-
tarianism at a dinner preceding last week's teach-in. It
appeared to be one part church sermon, .one part reas-
sertion of old values, one part political campaign mes-
sage and one part soc:al movement, Dean Konner salg
The implicit criticism left Dr. Etzioni unfazed. ‘]
couldn’t have said it better myself,” he replied. £

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023
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The Murphy Brown Policy

Quayle’s attack on Hollywood role models
triggers anger, jokes and a national debate

BY ELEANOR CLIFT

instead of Willie Horton, the GOP is

making Murphy Brown its symbol of
what’s wrong with the liberal elites. The
fictitious Murphy, an unmarried TV jour-
nalist, gave birth to a baby boy last week.
And Vice President Dan Quayle went nuts.
He decried the Hollywood glamorization of
Murphy’s plight; and, in a neck-wrenching
segue, blamed the Los Angeles riots on the
“poverty of values” that Murphy’s out-
of-wedlock momdom represents. Quayle
didn’t see the show: a spokesman explained
that the Quayle family never watches TV
on school nights. But the vice president’s
comments jolted the country, igniting a
long-simmering debate about cultural val-
ues and the American family.

The Bush campaign announced months
ago that it would make the decline in
so-called traditional values a major
theme this fall. But Quayle’s at-
tack on Murphy Brown—played
by actress Candice Bergen—left
many top Republicans puzzled.
“You can’t be strongly pro-life and
then criticize single mothers,”
says a GOP woman appointee.
“This is a major blunder.” Indeed,
the confusion over which note to
strike was evident in the public
statements of both President Bush
and spokesman Marlin Fitzwater.
Bush said he prefers two-parent
families (who doesn’t?) but didn’t
want to “get into the details of
a very popular television show”
(38 million people watched Mur-
phy scream and swear her way
through the simulated labor).
Fitzwater started out criticizing
Murphy; by nightfall, he sounded
like he was ready to propose marriage.

It's not easy to devise a winning us-
against-them strategy when it comes to the
American family. There’s just too many
them. The '50s fantasy of mom and dad and
2.2 kids went the way of phonograph rec-
ords and circle pins. The modern family is
all kinds of arrangements—including sin-
gle mothers. Dan Quayle is right about
some things. The absence of fathers is one
of the central pathologies of the under-
class. Asasociety, wedoneed toaddressthe
spiraling teen-pregnancy rate, especially
in the inner cities. But that’s a different

There they go again. Only this time,
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the goof-off made good; and when he starts
wagging his finger at us, we don’t like it,”
says Ann Lewis, a Democratic consultant.
Quayle’s background of privilege makes
him a natural target. His bootstraps were
pulled up by his well-connected family.
How can he relate to an inner-city young-
ster who never had a break? Quayle’s com-
ments are discounted because
of who he is and his persistent
unpopularity in the polls.

Code language: Quayle’s foray
into family issues provoked lots
of jokes, invigorating Johnny
Carson’sfinal week. But Quayle
thinks he’s onto something.
| Lisa Schiffren, a 32-year-old
' speechwriter, suggested early
this month that the veep cite
Murphy Brown as an example
of the moral decay in pop cul-
ture. Quayle liked the idea. °
Then, after reading reviews of
Murphy’s baby shower, attend-
ed by real-life anchorwomen,
he wondered “why the show
was celebrating single parent-
hood.” A Mother’s Day column
in The Washington Post made
the same point, calling “this
new cultural idea . . . hostile to
the needs of children.”

The politics of values is clear-
ly up for grabs. Bush said the
word “family” 19 times in a re-
cent speech at Notre Dame and
gotalmostnocoverage. Much of
Ross Perot’s appeal stems from
his embodiment of old-fash-
ioned American virtues. Demo-
crat Bill Clinton moved aggres-
sively last week to counter
Quayle. Heassailed the GOPfor

Mixing his

GREG GIBSON—AP

phenomenon from Murphy Brown, an
over-40, overachieving figment of some
screenwriter’s imagination. If personal re-
sponsibility is the test, Murphy passes.

By mixing his metaphors, Quayle risks
offending other groups, including Republi-
can women essential to Bush’s victory. Ev-
eryone agrees that valuesare an important
issue. Democrats—belatedly—have begun
to stress personal-responsibility themes.
Andthereisagreatdeal of common ground
on what to do, despite the rhetorical fog.
Last week it wasn’t just the message that
rattled people; it was the messenger. “He's

RICHARD CARTWRIGHT—CBS

metaphors in an

having used family values as
code language for policies of ne-
glect, and he nailed Democrats

attempt to find a for thinking money alone could
winning us-against-  make a difference. Clinton’s
them strategy: public policy is value-driven: he
Bergen as Murphy calls for a crackdown on dead-
postpartum, the beat parents and welfare re-
vice president form that would require recipi-

entsto work after two years. He
says "it’s wrong for children to
have children”—and favors sex education
at an early age, another loaded issue.
Bush aides think Clinton’s personal bag-
gage undermines his credibility and that if
the election is fought on values, Bush wins.
Thereasonthe White Houseistackingright
can be found in the polls. Bush is running
third in California, behind Perot and Clin-
ton. In a three-way race Bush can win if he
turns out the conservative GOP base. Oth-
erwise, Quayle would never have attacked
a situation comedy with higher ratings
than the one he’s part of in Washington.
With CLarA BincHAM in Washington
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winter to “sodomy and indecent acts”
aboard the USS Blue Ridge, based in Yoko-
suka, Japan, the navy began what gay ac-
tivists have called a “witch hunt” on the
high seas. Investigators pressured seamen
to confess and betray shipmates; of the 40
or so men targeted, 13 have been dis-
charged so far.

Such arm-twisting is not a military mo-
nopoly. Four years ago Jerald J ohnson,
a management analyst for the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA),
applied for security clearance. After his
homosexuality was raised as an issue, he
objected that there were plenty of other gay
staffers with clearance. At that point, secu-

rity officers at FEMA asked him to name
names. He refused and withdrew his re-
quest. When he reapplied for clearance
three years later, his boss again demanded
a list; that time he complied. When gay
Congressman Barney Frank heard about
the incident and objected, FEMA quickly
repudiated its actions. Frank hascalled the
episode “an aberration”; many gay activ-
ists say that the federal bureaucracy is, in
fact, a basically tolerant workplace.
Critics of the Pentagon’s policy believe
it'’s only a matter of time before the ban
against gays, like earlier ones against
blacks and women, becomes a thing of the
past. Though politicians are unlikely to

embrace the cause during an election year,
polls show a majority of Americans believe
gays should be allowed into the armed
forces. And it is expensive keeping them
out: government reports show it costs tens
of millions of dollars every year to recruit,
investigate, dismiss and replace gay per-
sonnel. Activists plan to keep up pressure
on the brass with lawsuits; ultimately, they
say, the Pentagon will find it easier to
switch than fight. Until then, gays in the
armed forces face a painful choice between
serving their country and remaining true
to themselves.

Eroise SaLHoLZ with DANIEL GLICK in
Washington and JEANNE GoRDON in Los Angeles
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Running a Gantlet of Sexual Assault

'I'he navy describes the Tail-
hook Association’s annual
convention asa “symposium”
where its pilots can catch up
on developments in aviation
technology. Yet for most jun-
ior officers, the gathering—
sponsored by a private associ-
ation of active and retired
aviators—is three days of
high-altitude partying. At
their meeting last September,
liquor from some squadron
hospitality suites at the Las
VegasHilton wasflowing well
before noon, some of it from
the penis of a mock rhinocer-
os. When porno movies got
too dull, strippers were avail-
able. But the revelry didn’t
stop there. A naval investiga-
tion last month found that
some airmen’s idea of a good
time included sexual abuse.
At least 26 women, half of
them naval officers, say they
were assaulted while forced
through a hotel corridor gant-
let of drunken, groping pilots.

The aftermath of Tailhook
(the name describes the hook
that snags a restraining cable
on a carrier deck, allowing
aircraft to land safely) is
equally troubling. So far only
one officer has been disci-
plined. That was Rear Adm.
John Snyder, whose aide was
molested in the gantlet. She
said Snyder brushed her off
when she complained, saying,
«That's what you get when
you g0 to a hotel party with a

bunch of drunk aviators.” He
has been removed from his
command and assigned to a
lesser job. Investigators say
they've been stalemated by
pilots who closed ranks to pro-
tect buddies. Naval officials
say sanctions, which could

tempting to escape, she bit his
left forearm and right hand.
She says another assailant
reached under her skirt and
grabbed her panties; when
she asked another man for
help, he grabbed her breasts.
She eventually fled.

dealt much more interactive-
ly with women,” says Caro-
lyn Becraft, a military-per-
sonnel expert.

Tailhook is the latest scan-
dal underscoring hostility to-
ward women in the navy. In
1990, a female cadet quit An-
napolis after male classmates
chained her to a urinal and
took pictures. That year an

range from reprimand to dis-
missal, will be left to the com-
manding officers of those im-
plicated. Two members of the
House Armed Services Com-
mittee, Patricia Schroeder
and Barbara Boxer, are call-
ing for hearings.

Naval documents contain
harrowing accounts of as-
saults. One officer shoved by
her buttocks through the
gantlet says an attacker put
his hands down her shirt and
bra, grabbing her breasts. At-
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The navy has severed for-
mal ties with the Tailhook
Association and reaffirmed a
“zero tolerance” policy to-
ward sexual misconduct. But
analysts say the remoteness
of naval life—long sea tours
and visits in foreign ports—
has caused the service to
lag behind other branches in
treatment of women. While
about 60,000 women serve in
noncombat roles, they are
still comparatively isolated
from men. “Army units have

.
.

3 LARRY DOWNING—NEWSWEEK
Remote duty and a service lagging in treatment of women: A-6 takes off from a carrier

internal investigation criti-
cized the failure to prosecute
eight reported rapes at a
Florida training center. The
military can change when it
wants to. Since a series of ra-
cial disturbancesin the 1970s,
the armed forces have made
dramatic strides in fostering
ethnic tolerance and opportu-
nity. Military women are now
looking for the same commit-
ment to safeguarding their
basic rights.

BiiL TURQUE
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The war over ‘family values’

How much effect do
middle-class mores
have in the ghetto?

°uickie quiz: Which of the
following did Dan Quayle
say in his controversial
“Murphy Brown” speech?
a) “Governments can’t raise chil-
dren, people do, and the people
who bring children into this world
should all bear a responsibility for
raising them.”
b) “ ‘Murphy Brown’ ... cele-
brate[s] unwed motherhood as a
glamorous lifestyle.”
c) “The basic moral standards of
the society are dropping. Some-
body must say that babies making
babies is morally wrong.”
d) “Every night, prime-time tele-
vision assails [children] with mind-
less sitcoms and soap operas that
present materialism and unrelent-
ing self-gratification as the only goals
worth pursuing.”

The correct answer: none of the above.
In fact, all the quotations were uttered by
liberals. To take the most pointed exam-
ple, before Quayle gave his speech, Bar-
bara Dafoe Whitehead, a left-leaning re-
searcher with the Institute for American

Values, penned statement b in the Wash-
ing(ton Post. Yet leading Democrats who
had delivered sermonettes nearly identi-
cal to Quayle’s promptly criticized his
speech, including Bill Clinton (statement

a), Jesse Jackson (c) and Mario Cuomo
(d). Meanwhile, conservatives—

ABC NEWS VIA AP

over “blaming the victim” vs. “blaming
society.” Unlike Quayle, many conser-
vatives take the position that burgeon-
ing problems in white communities—
the spread of illegitimacy, conspicuous
consumption and drug abuse — have lit-
tle direct impact in the slums. They say
the ghetto has a separate “culture of
poverty,” with values alien to the Amer-
ican mainstream. But many Democrats
counter that white America is implicat-
ed in urban ghettos not just by the force
of racism but by its own example of
greed, self-absorption and indifference
to others during the 1980s. When white

America gets a cold, they argue, black
America gets pneumonia.
Unfortunately, in the din following
Quayle’s speech, two important facts
were largely overlooked. First, as social-
policy expert Douglas Besharov points
out, not all single mothers are created
equal. While never-married moms and
their offspring are indeed the fulcrum
of many ghetto “pathologies,” the far
larger group of divorced women and
their children is not. Second, neither
Republican nor Democratic candidates
have credible programs for stopping the
decades-long explosion of illegitimacy.
Reduced to their simplest form,

most notably George Bush—
hemmed and hawed as to whether

The troubled children of single-parent families

Quayle was right to attack Murphy
Brown for bearing a child out of
wedlock. It seems that Murphy’s

Of kids who live with:

Law (if anything can go wrong, it
will) has a new corollary: If any

politician waxes morally indignant

over declining social mores, the

only colleagues to attack him will
be those who share his indignation.

Perhaps without intending it,
Quayle’s broadside on television
and middle-class social mores im-

correctional facilities

Unmarried Divorced  Both

mothers mothers parents
Children in poverty 63% 34% 11%
Repeated a grade in school 33% 23% 13%
Suspended or expelled 17% 11% 5%
In families on welfare 39% 14% n/a
for more than 10 years
Children in juvenile 56% had lived 28%

with one parent

plicated white Americans in wors-
ening ghetto problems and harked
back to a dispute from the 1960s

USN&WR — Basic data: National Center for Children in Poverty; Child Trends
Inc.; Douglas Besharov, American Enterprise Institute; Prof. David Ellwood,
Harvard University; National Center for Juvenile Justice

Quayle’s remarks understandably
produced little more than jests.
Comparatively few girls in the ghet-
to watch “Murphy Brown,” and
those who do are unlikely to try to
follow her example. But if the equa-
tion is shifted a bit —if the question
becomes do TV and white-middle-
class culture contribute in general to
undermining mores in the ghetto—
then the evidence becomes more
disturbing. In the past decade, Hol-
lywood heavies have been quick to
push for select causes in TV and
movie scripts, including more sym-
pathetic coverage of the environ-
ment and homosexuals and less fa-
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vorable depictions of smokers. But the
industry has remained largely indifferent
to celluloid depictions of violence, sex
and greed. That is doubly unfortunate for
disadvantaged children, since they watch
more television —and more violent TV —
than kids from affluent homes. More-
over, black children watch more TV than
whites—and opinion polls show that
black parents are especially likely to be-
lieve that TV role models warp family
values. Here’s some of what children now
see repeatedly:

m Violence. According to a recent Ameri-
can Psychological Association task force
report, the average child wit-

borhoods have lost moral authority.
“The preachers, the grandmothers in
poor communities no longer find that the
mass media and political establishment
endorse their exhortations to people to
behave in traditional ways,” says Jencks.
“And when it is OK for white middle-
class people to have babies out of wed-
lock, it’s very hard to impose social sanc-
tions on poor people who do the same.”

Conservatives like political scientist
Lawrence Mead allow that trends in
white values have hardly helped inner-
city families. But Mead, author of “The
New Politics of Poverty,” contends that
while social indices have generally gone
in the same direction for whites and

mothers. They are far more likely than
the children of divorce to live in poverty,
to go without child support from their
fathers and to engage in crime.

Not unexpectedly, politicians and so-
cial-policy experts are realizing that mar-
riage is the surest way out of poverty.
(Steady work and high-school gradua-
tion are the two other main paths of
upward mobility.) Bill Clinton is touting
a “third way” to “write into our social
programs incentives for stronger family
values” that includes more-exacting wel-
fare regulations and tougher child sup-
port laws. Dan Quayle, who says “we
should promote the idea of marriage,”
pushed a similar “empowerment” pro-

nesses at least 8,000 TV murders
by the time he leaves elementary
school. The APA and numerous
other groups have surveyed the
vast literature on TV violence.
Most have essentially come to
the same conclusions: Watching
screen mayhem rarely leads di-
rectly to copycat violence, but
heavy viewing is linked to more-
aggressive behavior and boosts
mistrust and insensitivity to the
pain of others.

m Sex. A study by the conserva-
tive American Family Associa-
tion estimated that in 1991, the
three networks displayed more
than 10,000 sexual incidents dur-
ing prime time; for every scene
depicting sexual intercourse be-
tween married partners, the net-
works showed 14 scenes of sex
outside marriage.

m Materialism. TV relentlessly
touts immediate gratification.
The APA says that children see
roughly 20,000 commercials a year.

Not surprisingly, social scientists are
unable to conclusively prove or disprove
that the upsurge in violence, idleness and
broken families in ghettos stems from
TV’s fare or a decline in social mores.
Those who claim that there is a link, like
the liberal sociologist Christopher
Jencks, argue largely by a process of elim-
ination. In his new book, “Rethinking
Social Policy,” he points out that none of
the conventional explanations for the
rise in unwed motherhood —such as a
lack of jobs for inner-city males or the
spread of welfare benefits — explains why
illegitimacy has also mushroomed
among middle-class whites. However,
polls show that Americans today are far
less willing than earlier generations to
commit to marriage or stick out a bad
marriage for their children’s sake. As
norms have loosened in society at large,
Jencks suggests, leaders in poor neigh-

Insidious force? Children are bombarded da

et

blacks, there is a difference in kind, rath-
er than degree, in family breakdown
among the two groups. One in 5 single-
parent white families is now headed by an
unwed mother, yet more than half of
black single-parent heads of households
have never married. “In inner-city areas,
you have 60 to 70 percent illegitimacy
rates,” says Mead, “and when unwed
motherhood is the communal norm it’s
not because of Murphy Brown.”

Amid the cultural debate, one thing is
clear: Both sides believe that fatherless
families are at the heart of most prob-
lems in urban ghettos. Last year, the Na-
tional Commission on Children reported
that children in single-parent families are
at greater risk than those in two-parent
families for alcohol and drug use, adoles-
cent childbearing, juvenile delinquency,
mental illness, suicide and dropping out
of school. And that dismal litany under-
states the risks to children of unwed

ily with images of greed, sex and violence.

EUGENE RICHARDS - MAGNU

gram in his Murphy Brown speech. The
problem with such proposals is that dec-
ades of government intervention in areas
like taxes, birth control and divorce laws
have failed to stem the explosive growth
of female-headed families. Decisions of
couples to marry or live apart just aren’t
much influenced by government.
Ultimately, many scholars trace the
causes of family breakdown to changes
in attitudes. And for all the attention
candidates now pay to promoting mar-
riage, they seem less prepared to chal-
lenge mores after elections. Few Re-
publicans who deplore gang members’
killing other kids for their Air Jordans,
for instance, lament the conspicuous
consumption of the Reagan era. There
may well be a need for politicians to
preach but it’s not just after a riot. m

By DAVID WHITMAN
WITH DORIAN FRIEDMAN
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Beliefs Peter S_teinfels

The story calls for fathers, but too many have

written themselves out of the script.

Father’s Day is here, and a lot of
fathers aren't. The flight of fathers
from the home is one of the great so-
cial changes of recent years — avast
ozone hole in the family ecology.

There is a debate among those who
find the causes and the cures of this
change in economic forces, those w(lim
emphasize government policies an
those who point to basic American be-
liefs and moral standards as »\gell as
everyday culture. Itis simply incon-
ceivable that a shift of this magni-
tude, or a sensible discussion of ghat
shift, could occur without involving

hese things. '
alll*:l 1960, 8 pgrcent of American chil-
dren were living with their mothers
as the only parent. Today that figure
ig 22 percent. Another 8 percent livg .
with a mother and a stepfather, an
percent more are in some fgtherless
arrangement. In short, a third of the
nation’s children live apart from
their biological fathers.

In 1960, 1 out of 20 births was to an
unmarried mother. Today the figure
is more than 1 out of 4. If a change of
that proportion took place 1_n atmos-
pheric warming, the world’s seaports
would have been flooded and its farm-
jands turned into deserts long ago.

o .

«Never before in our nation’s histo-

have so many children grown up
without @ father's presence and pro-

avid Blankenhorn, presi-

. .on 31 D I )
‘é':f,:t of the Institute for American
mall New York research

es,as 0
;"?Elgﬁ‘iéation dealing with family is-

sues, said yesterday at a Washington

meeting. ’

Homes without fathers can be mod-
els.of love and courage, but homes
without fathers are also among the
likeliest to be visited by poverty, do-
mestic violence, juvenile crime and
teen-age pregnancies. ‘‘If current
scholarship proves anything,’” Mr.
Blankenhorn has written, ‘it is that
children who grow up without their
fathers are worse off — economical-
ly, educationally, psychologically, ev-
ery way we can measure — than chil-
dren who grow up with their fathers.”

Yet in all the comedy and commen-
tary inspired by Vice President Dan
Quayle's recent speeches on ‘‘family
values,” the bulk of attention has
been focused on ‘‘single mothers™
rather than on the real issue of absent
fathers.

Actually, the bulk of attention has.
been focused on Mr. Quayle himself.
His critics call his oratory polarizing;
and they say his crusade in fact puts
up obstacles to a serious discussion of
the topic. And he is an easy target for

- . those who would prefer to avoid it.

Mr. Quayle says the breakdawn of
family structure is primarily a mat-
ter of our culture — we are ‘‘reaping
the whirlwind of decades of changes
in social mores’ — and secondarily a
consequence of poor government poli-
cies. He says scarcely a word about
the economy.

Mr. Blankenhorn, in fact, argues
something similar. His favorite meta-

phor in talking about fatherhoodisa .

SATURDAY, JUNE 20, 1992

“‘cultural script’’ — a social story, a
set of cues, an ideal character and a
classic plot line that shapes, guides
and at time pressures men into a cer-
tain sense of who they are and how
they should act. Like the Vice Presi-

dent, Mr. Blankenhorn emphasizes |

the role of opinion leaders and cultur--
al elites in telling or reshaping the
‘‘prevailing story of fatherhood.”

But that analysis is a far cry from
Mr. Quayle’s stark picture of “two
cultures — the cultural elite, and the

‘rest of us,” the one upright, the other
“guilt free,” respecting ‘‘neither tra-
dition nor standards’’ and believing
that *‘all life styles are equal.”

(]

In reality, America has not one but
a number of cultural elites: the uni-
versities, the national news media,
the makers and brokers of popular
entertainment like movies, television
and music, the presiding geniuses of
advertising, religious leaders, foun-
dation executives and so on.

, They each not only honor certain
traditions, standards and ways of life
and reject others (and are anything
but “‘guilt free’"), but they are also

.often quite antagonistic to one an-
other in their prevailing values.

_ 1f Hollywood and Harvard con-
verge to give a particular twist to our
norms about family, fatherhood and
marriage, the reason deserves seri-
ous analysis. As Mr. Quayle himself
says, ‘‘a sneer is not an answer."’

What has emerged is a war of

sneers. As Mr. Quayle assails his crit-

" icsin the ‘“‘cultural elite,’’ they accuse

him of hypocrisy, pointing to the Ad-
ministration’s opposition to meas-
ures that might arguably shore up
economically endangered families, or
launching attacks on the rich kid

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023

~

from Indiana (who can't even spell
‘‘potato™) lecturing the poor on their
morals.

The effect of these attacks is to
sweep the cultural questions about fa-,
therhood and family off the public |
agenda. And it is not true that every-
one agrees on those more philosophi-
cal questions about family norms,
disagreeing only on the practical

“means to strengthen them.

Last month, Mr. Blankenhorn
shared the platform at a New York
political meeting with Betty Friedan.
Both agreed on many things, but
where Mr. Blankenhorn spoke of *‘fa-
thers,”” Ms. Friedan spoke of “‘par-
ents.”

Asked whether children were bet-
ter off with two parents, she said “‘at
least two parents’’ and went on to en-
dorse ‘‘all kinds of families’ and fam-
ily “‘support systems.' Presumably, -
two women, two men or half a dozen
of either might be as serviceableas a
mother and father. Tomorrow should -
not really be Father's Day but Second
Parent’s Day.

Mr. Blankenhorn believes that such
a vague ‘‘cultural script,” in which
gender-neutral parents are celebrat-
ed rather than mothers and fathers,
is doomed to failure. Ms. Friedan puts
a higher priority on avoiding all ap-
pearances of stigmatizing broken or
nontraditional families than on the
need for a clearly defined ‘‘cultural
script.”’ 4

Both are debatable positions. Both
should be debated thoughtfully, along
with other questions about sexual eth-
ics, government incentives, economic
pressures. That discussion is not very

_ likely in the atmosphere created by

the Vice President’s speeches.
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The ‘New Father’ is no ‘Good Family Man’

By DAVID BLANKENHORN

he irony of this Father’s Day

. | - is that the United States is
an increasingly fatherless
society. Tonight, more than one-
third of our nation’s children will
go to sleep in homes in which their
fathers do not live. More than half
of our nation's children will spend
a significant portion of their child-
hood living apart from their fa-

It’s wrong to think
of “parenting” as if
motherhood and
fatherhood were
gender-neutral skills
— like plumbing.
Dads must be men.

thers. Fatherlessness is now ap-
proaching a rough parity with fa-
therhood as a defining feature of
American childhood.

This fact is so disturbing many
people prefer to ignore it. Qur
public debate on the family, for
example, focuses almost exclu-
sively on the roles of women and
the plight of children, as if the
male role in family life were ir-
relevant.

We disgmse the sex of the prob-
lem with prim euphemisms. We say
“single parent homes,” when we
mean mothers raising children
without fathers. We speak of "par-
enting” as if motherhood and fa-
therhood were a set of gender-neu-
tral “skills,” like plumbing. In
short, we turn fatherlessness into a
problem with no name.

Yet male absence from family
life is surely the most socially
consequential family trend of our
era. The scholarly findings on the
results of this trend could not be
clearer; children who grow up
with their fathers do far better —
emotionally, educationally, phys-
ically, every way we can measure
— than children who do not. The
simple truth is that fathers are
irreplaceable in shaping the com-
petence and character of their
children.

Moreover, fatherlessness is the
engine that drives our most press-
ing social problems. Consider
crime. Fatherlessness is the most
important predictor of juvenile
crime — a greater predictor than
either race or income. More than 70
percent of juveniles in long-term
correctional facilities grew up
without their fathers.

.

Consider teenage pregnancy. One
recent study finds that females
from fatherless homes are more
than twice as likely to have chil-
dren as teenagers and before being
married. )

Consider domestic violence and
child abuse. Both are many times
more likely to occur in homes
where the man in the house is not
the married husband and father.

But these facts, while certainly
alarming, still fail to reveal the
heart of the matter. For our society
is not only losing fathers. It is also
losing the idea of fatherhood. What
we face, therefore, is not simply a
physical loss, affecting some
homes. We face a cultural loss, af-
fecting every home.

As a cultural ideal, our inherited
understandings of fatherhood are
under siege. Men in general, and
fathers in particular, are increas-
ingly viewed as superfluous to fam-
ily life — either expendable or part
of the problem. Masculinity is
widely viewed with hostility,
blamed by experts as the cause of
everything from nuclear weapons
to the destruction of the rain for-
ests. As a result, we are changing
our minds about the role of men in
family life. The core question is
simple: Do children need fathers?
Increasingly, our answer is “no," or
at least “not necessarily.”

Our current cultural stereotype

Special to The Inqurer / JOKN OVERMYER

for fathers is a fellow whom we
might call the Superfluous Father.
At best, his role is desirable but
expendable. At worst, he is a vil-
lain, a problem to be overcome.

Sometimes, for example, he plays
the role of sperm bank. It's a small
part. He impregnates, then exits.
Fatherhood in this case is reduced
to biology.

At other times, our character ap-
pears in the guise of the Deadbeat
Dad — the runaway father who
refuses to mail in his child support
payments. Everybody dislikes him,
and for good reason, but the cen-

-tral lesson he teaches is that father-

hood is mostly a matter of econom-
ics. As a social role, fatherhood is
reduced to the size of a wallet.

Or he might appear in the guise
of the New Father — an altogether
more likeable guy. He is nurturing.
He expresses his emotions. He
changes diapers. He shares equally
in the responsibilities of domestic
life. He is a favorite of the media, a
required guest on every television
show that does a special segment
on Father's Day.

Yet despite his virtues, there is
very little maleness to be found in
the New Father. In fact, the role
advises men to suppress many his-
torically masculine traits (such as
competitiveness, aggression, and
protection and provision for wife
and children) and cultivate histori-

cally feminine traits (such as emo-
tional sensitivity and the nurtur-
ance of young children). In short,
the New Father teaches that there
is no basic difference between a
father and a parent — that there is
nothing specifically male about fa-

" therhood as a social role. He is the

Superfluous Father with a humane
face.

In an important sense, the New
Father is the modern, improved
version of the Old Father — that
dutiful but disappointing fellow
from an earlier generation who did
not talk about his feelings, changed
tires rather than diapers, and ex-
pected someone else to do the dish-
es. In today's script, the Old Father
is part nostalgia figure and part
straw man — someone who can
make today's baby-boomer fathers
feel good by comparison.

Yet on this Father’s Day, we
might do well to remember that the
central character of an earlier fa-
therhood script was a fellow called
the Good Family Man. Ponder the
three words. Good: moral values.
Family: purposes larger than the
self. Man: a norm of masculinity.

This phrase was once widely
heard in our culture, bestowed as a
badge of honor to those deserving
it. Rough translation: He puts his
family first. Yet today, especially
within elite culture, who hears the
phrase? It sounds antiquated, al-
most embarrassing. Today we
mostly hear it at funerals.

Certainly, the good family man
still exists. But he is losing ground.
He lives in increasingly hostile ter-
ritory. He is no longer a star in our
cultural script. Indeed, his role has
become less important than many
of the anti-family male roles now
prevalent in that script: the sexual
adventurer, the careerist, the indi-
vidualist concerned with self-ex-
pression, and the romantic loner
with little need for the entangle-
ments of family life.

In short, when it comes to mari-
tal commitment and family obliga-
tion, many of us new fathers —
fathers in an increasingly father-
less society — could do worse than
remember our fathers, the good
family men. No, we cannot relive
an earlier era. No, we will not, and
ought not, return to patriarchy, the
subordination of women by men.
But the central challenge of our
generation is to revise and revive,
for modern conditions, a widely
shared conception of the good fam-
ily man, the man who puts his
family first. If we do not, we must
not be surprised by the continuing
decline of our society.

David Blankenhorn is president of
the Institute for American Values, a
New York-based organization
concerned with family issues.
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Does Dad
count?

B Researcher probes for

ideas on fatherhood.

By Gary Pettus
Clarion-Ledger Staff Writer

David Blankenhorn calls them
“co-mothers.

They are the New Fathers, laud-
ed for their willingness to change
diapers, cook, wash the dishes and
the clothes — in short, for just
about everything a mother can do.

But not for what the traditional
father can do, or used to do.

The philosophy “has this ironic
quality of undermining fatherhood
in society. It tends to deny that
there’s anything specifically male
about the father role,” said Blan-
kenhorn, president of the Institute

of American Values in New York.

“It’s as if Father’s Day should be
called Second Parent’s Day.”

That’s just one man’s opinion.
Blankenhorn wants to hear more.

He and colleague Dr. Barbara
Whitehead heard about two dozen
in Jackson Tuesday when they con-
ducted focus groups on fatherhood
to find out why or if it’s a dying art.

The result of this and similar
opinion-gathering sessions will be
a book tentatively titled The Good
Family Man, Fatherhood and the
Pursuit of Happiness in America.

About 200-225 fathers will par-
ticipate in the formal focus groups.
Hundreds more will be interviewed.
Blankenhorn, father of a 2V2-year-
old son, and Whitehead, mother of
three, collected data Tuesday when
they met with unmarried students
at Jackson State.

Blankenhorn chose Jackson as a
research site for two reasons: 1) He
wanted opinions from the Deep
South, and 2) he grew up here,
watching his father umpire little
league games at the fields he played
on. They also attended father-son
functions and went hunting and
fishing together.
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As he was growing up, he said,
that strong father-son relationship
seemed to be the norm in Jackson,
where he attended Callaway High
School and lived until his family
moved to Virginia in 1872.

Now, at age 37, he believes that
such a relationship is threatening
to become the exception.

“Children who growup with their
fathers do better than children who
do not. That is true even if you con-
trol for such factors as income and
race. Fatherlessness is the major
predictor of crime among juveniles.

“Thirty years ago, if you asked
people should a troubled marriage
stay together for the sake of the
children, they would say yes; not so
today.”

If this sounds Dan Quayle-ish,
it's no wonder. On Mother’s Day,

The Washington Post ran an op-ed
story by Whitehead, who attacked
the TV series Murphy Brown.

She, like Vice President Quayle,
bemoaned the episode where Mur-
phy, an unmarried and pregnant
TV newswoman, decides to bear
and rear her child without its fa-
ther, who has abandoned the role.

About a week after Whitehead’s
story, Quayle attacked the show for

suggesting that fathers are not es-
sential. “We feel perhaps he or his
staff might have seen that article,”
Blankenhorn said.

“Tn that sense, it's gratifying that
the political debate is now increas-
ingly taking up the issues.”

Blankenhorn, who was educated
at Harvard University and War-
wick University in England, creat-
ed his organization five years ago. It
draws on the research of 35 scholars
of varying political philosophies.

“Our main goal is to study the
status of the family and to make
recomraendations for strengthen-
ing the family as an institution.” -

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023
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What'’s the biggest problem
facing families today?

Lack of fathers hurts kldS

David Blankenhorn, presi-
- dent of the Institute for Ameri-
can Values, a New York-based
organization concerned with
family issues:

“For most people, family
values are not about liberal vs.
conservative or Democrat vs.
Republican. In our surveys of
parents, we find deep concern
about family values that cuts
across political lines. Parents
worry that it is getting harder
to be a child. They worry about
family breakup. They report
that today’s culture is often in-
different or even hostile to
their efforts to be good parents.
They point to the breakdown of
neighborliness and increasing-
ly fear for the physical safety
of their children. They view
family values mostly in ethical
terms — right and wrong —
rather than in terms of politics
Or economics.

“Fatherlessness is a special
concern. Tonight, more than
one-third of our nation’s chil-
dren will go to sleep in homes

Blankenhorn

in which their fathers do not
live. Before they reach age 18,
more than half of our nation’s
children will spend a signifi-
cant portion of their childhood
living apart from their fathers.
Fatherlessness is now ap-
proaching a rough parity with
fatherhood as a defining fea-
ture of American childhood.

“If I had to pick the most im-
portant family issue facing the
nation today, it would be fath-
erlessness.”

‘Victims of our arrogance’

Midge Decter, distinguished
fellow of the Institute on Reli-
gion and Public Life, New
York:

“That we should nowadays
be discussing something called
‘family values’ is itself a symp-
tom of our pathology. Families

Decter

are not mere arrangements of
things to be defended or criti-
cized — or, above all, ‘rede-
fined” — they are nature, like
rocks and rivers. It takes one
man and one woman to pro-
duce a child; there ought to be
a message in that, and when
we were a civilization that
could make its way even in the
dark, we knew it.

“Families are not meant to
make you happy; they are
meant to make you human.
The behavior we recently wit-
nessed in Los Angeles, and
more recently in Chicago, is
the behavior of feral beings.
Unless we begin to understand
that they are the victims of our
arrogance in believing we
could tamper with nature it-
self, there will be no hope, not
for them and not for us.”

Family households by type

Married-couple Male householder,
families

How families are changing

Female householder,

[ |

Married-couple Male householder,
families —I no wife present 4%

7l no wife present 2% = no husband present
G —

Female householder,

[ ' 79%

Median income in ’90

Married couple families §

$39,996

Male householder

$31,552

Female householder
Source: Census Bureau, MassMutual 1991 survey

 $18,089

By Julie Stacey, USA TODAY

Poor, minorities scapegoats

Josefina Lopez, playwright
and author of Real Women Have
Curves, Los Angeles:

“Whenever there is a national
crisis, such as our economy, poli-
ticians will find a scapegoat. If it
isn't the undocumented people,
it's the poor. There is no doubt
that a two-parent family that
teaches the family values of hard
work and self-respect will raise
children that will contribute to

Lopez

the economy. However, not all families have a father. Yet these
mothers do their best to teach family values. If politicians are
truly concerned about family values, they should be more sup-

portive of Planned Parenthood.”



Work pressures

Fran Sussner Rodgers, CEO
of Work/Family Directions,
Boston:

“The problem is not the de-
cline of family values but in-
creased difficulties that fam-
ilies face. There has been a
serious erosion in the ability of
families to meet the needs of
their members, parily because
Americans have been forced to
work longer hours in unsuppor-

_tive environments. This has
made family life and family
time more marginal and has
contributed to difficulties with
children and disillusionment
with the American Dream. To
turn this trend around, it is crit-
ical to see a productive work-
force and caring for families as
related goals. There is a need
for more dependent care,
workplace flexibility and more
daily acceptance of work and
family needs.”

Need ‘more than values’

Alvin F. Poussaint, M.D., as-
sociate professor of psychzatry
at Harvard Medical School
and former Cosby Show consul-
tant:

“Talking about all the issues
that have to do with family sup-
port and the survival and well-
being of families is a legitimate
issue, and not just this gim-
mlcky one about values only.

“The family is not like it was
a hundred years ago, when
families had total control over
their environment and their
children and could work to sup-
port them and have adequate
income. The times have
changed, and that’s why fam-
ilies are in trouble — not be-
cause values have changed, but
because society has changed in
many ways, putting more de-
mands, bringing more pres-
sures and bringing more stress-
es on families and people
trying to raise children.

“Families can't exist on fam-
ily values alone. They need
economic support. They need
social support from their com-
munity and society. If you don’t
have a job, and if you don't

Poussaint
have a job that pays a living
wage, it's very hard to support
a family. If you don't have.
money, you're less likely to
want to be married or to take
on the responsibility of a fam-
ily. The poor economic condi-
tions in the country make it
more difficult for families to
survive because they're not
getting enough support. So, a
community and a society
where there's economic sup-
port is essential if you're going
to talk about families having
values and being able to carry
them out.”

‘Problem is homophobia and rac:lsm

Robert Bray, director of pub-
lic information, National Gay
and Lesbian Task Force, Wash-
ington:

“Family diversity is one of
the cutting-edge social issues in
this country. We live in a coun-
try that has a vibrant and tex-
tured mosaic of loving unions,
ranging from elderly families
to single parents to gay and les-
bian families. Unfortunately,

the Ozzie and Harriet family
myth drives social policy in this
country. What's not messed up
are family values. What’s
messed up is society’s reaction
to diverse families. The prob-
lem for us isn’t who's in the
kitchen and who’s at work. The
problem for us is homophobia
and racism which threaten to
undermine those loving
unions.”

Institute For American Valu
1841 Broadway Suite 211es
New York, N.'Y. 10023




opportunity for all. Instead, quota hir-
ing, elimination of general tests for
employment and promotion, race norm-
ing of test scores (giving extra points to
blacks and Hispanics), dumbing down of
standards, double standards—in gen-
eral, “inferior action”—are all liberal
policies that are inherently unjust.

Worse, the liberals favor a corporate
identity above the individual identity. We
will be labeled and represented as whites,
blacks, Asians, gays, etc. Liberals divide
Americans, demanding that the govern-
ment treat each according to “category,”
rather than treating all equally. Liberal-
ism has embraced a dangerous concept,
one that has failed where tried in the
past. Gay Americans, like other Ameri-
cans, should work to defeat this discrimi-
natory corporate liberalism.

HUGH MURRAY
Milwaukee, Wisconsin

Fatherhood

To the editors:
In all the uproar over “Murphy Brown”
versus Dan Quayle, I have seen little to
match the fundamental unseriousness of
Michael Kinsley’s “Happy Families” (TRrs,
June 15). Kinsley’s equation of unwed
parenthood with “the pursuit of happi-
ness"—the idea that our moral traditions
regard freedom and license as identical
“paths to happiness”—would prompt a
laugh from any historian, a groan from
any student of the moral underpinnings
of liberal societies, and a sigh of sadness
from almost any real-life single mother.
He also suggests an awkward double
standard in which unwed parenthood is
morally oK for affluent, educated
women, but not ok for other women.
His idea that the debate over cultural

values all boils down to a political ploy by
right-wing Republicans is an insult to
many people across the political spectrum
who have been pointing out the hard facts
of declining child well-being. It also per-
fectly illustrates the mindset of many peo-
ple from Washington who actually believe
that the world begins and ends with poli-
tics, and that “culture” is something that
can be understood only through a politi-
cal prism. The important issue, after all, is
who gets elected president, right?

DAvVID BLANKENHORN

President, Institute for American Values

New York, New York =

To the editors:

In his attempt to support an indefensi-
ble statement made by Dan Quayle, Fred
Barnes has gotten the facts wrong
(“Insurrection,” June 22). Murphy
Brown did not “spurn” her baby’s father.
He pre-empted all discussion of the
future of the pregnancy by announcing

that the decision was hers, that he did
not want to be involved, and that she
could contact him in the Amazon. In the
United States, vanished fathers, not
spurned fathers, are the source of many
of the problems associated with one-
parent households. Lucky for the baby
that his mother is rich and won’t be rely-
ing on child support.

ANNE WOLFSON

Washington, D.C.

Fathoming the hushed awe

To the editors:

Your derision for William Shawn, in a
review of a book he had no hand in
producing (“Chipmunk Serenade” by
James Wolcott, June 8), seems rather
shabby to me, but I suppose you must

T VICHAFL SCAMMELL: WHY ORWELL STITT MATTERS,

N T

have your reasons. I'd just like to men-
tion that Mr. Shawn was an editor who
edited for fifty years, reading every word
in every manuscript that he published,
which astounded me when I began writ-
ing for The New Yorker years ago and
which amazes me still. His penciled
queries and suggestions laced the mar-
gins of every galley proof I saw, and I
don’t know of another editor in the his-
tory of American magazines who was so
painstaking for so many years. He put
his intelligence, taste, and curiosity at
the service of every writer whose work
he touched. He was an awful lot of fun
to write for and to argue with. As you
say in the review, “Future survivors of
global warming may find it hard to
fathom the hushed awe that attended
Shawn,” but writers can fathom it: it is
awesome to have an editor who pays so
much attention to your work.
GARRISON KEILLOR
New York, New York

Stern stuff

To the editors:

As soon as I saw the Esquire-spoof cover, I
knew Howard Stern would be men-
tioned within. But I was disappointed to
see Carl Bernstein, in an otherwise
excellent piece, lump Stern with info-
tainment perpetrators like Donahue and
Geraldo (“The Idiot Culture,” June 8).
First off, Stern is up front about seeking
out “freaks” for their ratings potential
and regularly lampoons Donahue,
Oprah, et al. for pretending it is thera-
peutic to recount bizarre sexual experi-
ences. Second, Stern is among the few
who have brutally satirized today’s
empty-headed journalism.

Perhaps Bernstein does not know it
was Stern's reporter stuttering John
Melendez (himself a walking parody of
blow-dried, brainless, but smooth TV news-
hounds) who put the obsession with Bill
Clinton’s sex life in proper perspective
by taking it to its logical extreme. At a
press conference held by Gennifer Flow-
ers it was stuttering John who asked if
the governor practiced safe sex and
whether Gennifer planned on sleeping
with any other presidential candidates.
In recent weeks Melendez also button-
holed news icon Walter Cronkite to ask
if he was attending an enviro-benefit
because he cared about the rain forest
or because his publicist told him it
would be a good idea. Cronkite’s gruff
response suggested that Melendez had
stumbled onto an important truth about
the media biz’s fondness for appear-
ances over reality.

JEFF A. TAYLOR
Sitver Spring, Maryland

Notches

To the editors:
In his June 8 reply to letters on his April
20 article (“Flat Chance”), Alan Reynolds
misstates the nature of the progressive
income tax, contending that it creates
“sharp ‘notches’” at the points where
brackets change. He implies that when a
worker earns an extra dollar that moves
him or her from the 15 percent to the
28 percent bracket, the tax rate on the
worker’s entire income rises from 15 per-
cent to 28 percent, creating an addi-
tional tax liability of thousands of dollars.

In actuality, however, only the extra
dollar is taxed at 28 percent; the rest
of the worker’s income is still taxed at
15 percent. The worker’s tax liability
increases by only 28 cents. “Notches” are
not a reason to criticize progressive
rates.

ALAN D. ViArD
Columbus, Ohio
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Back to

The Farmly

Don't.call it good news—at least
not yet. Call it a glimmer of hope,
tenuously supported by still-tentative
data, that, when it comes to the
American family, things just may be
getting better.

This flickering candle of “a new
familism"” is the sighting of the culture
watchers at the Institute for Ameri-

can Values, and especially of the Man-

ttan-based institute’s Barbara Daf-

oe Whitehead. Its source? The baby

m generation, creator of the sin-
gles “lifestyle,” is settling down into-
family life.

Is she blaming the boomers (as op-
posed to, say, economics, technology
or family-unfriendly worksites) for the
decline of the family in the first place?
Well, yes. Those other anti-family
pressures play their part, she acknowl-
edges in the summer issue of the
institute’s publication, Family Affairs.

“But the principal source of family
decline over the past three decades
has been cultural. It has to do with
the ascendancy of a set of values that
have been destructive of commit-
ment, obligation, responsibility and
sacrifice—and particularly destruc-
tive of the claims of children on adult
attention and commitment.

“The family has weakened because,
quite simply, many Americans have
changed their minds. They changed
their minds about staying together for
the sake of the children; about the
necessity of putting children’s needs
before their own; about marriage as a
lifelong commitment; and about what
it means to be unmarried and preg-
nant. And many American men
changed their minds about the obliga-
tions of a father and husband.”

1t has been easier to plot the cul-
tural shifts Whitehead talks about
than to know what to do about them,

A personal case in point: When we
were married nearly 26 years ago,
my wife and I agreed that she would
_ continue working until we started our
family. Then she’d quit her job and
make a home for the children and me.

It worked out well all around. Nei-
ther of us has any doubt that the
children—that we as a family—are
better off for her full-time home-mak-
ing (and personal sacrifice). We'd do
it again, : :

THE WASHINGTON PosT

/

But if one of our daughters told us |
she was getting married and that she -

and her husband would do it the way
"we did it, I'd probably be more wor-
ried than pleased. I've seen too many
marriages fall apart to be comfortable
with the thought of my daughter try-
ing to re-enter the work force with
atrophied or obsolete skills. I've
heard too many brides and grooms
pledge their mutual faith for “so long
as we both shall love.” I have seen too
many wives abandoned and pauper-
ized. I have witnessed, in short, the
erosion of “commitment, obligation,
responsibility and sacrifice.”
Whitehead has seen these changes,
too: from the much-maligned tradi-
tionalism of “Ozzie and Harriet” to the

The baby boomers
are settling down.

careerism of “The Mary Tyler Moore
Show” and “L.A. Law,” the latter two
of which “treat workplace relation-
ships and the workplace as the prima-
ry realm of intimacy, nurturing and
fulfillment. Children do not exist in
the workplace world at all.”

Not, at least, until the onset of the
“new familism,” which, so far, has no
paradigmatic TV show. But just wait.

“If there is a single common experi-

- ence that contributes to the New Fami-

lism,” says Whitehead, “it is parenthood.
A majority of the baby boomers—
roughly 45 million—are now parents.
... It makes you settle down, think
ahead, become less selfish.”

And, she is convinced, it changes
the culture. Why? Because the baby
boomers are screenwriters, movie-
makers, journalists, book editors and,
yes, TV producers.

“Since much of our culture today is a
media culture, they have an enormous
influence on what values and behaviors
are depicted, what values and behav-
iors are affirmed and celebrated and
what roles are held up as medels.

“In fact, I believe that one of the .
reasons we see such an explosion of
media interest in the family today is
that many journalists belong to this .
segment of the baby boom generation’
and are settling into family life them-
selves.”

Frioay, JuLy 24, 1992

. Whitehead and Her co-authors in 1

“Family "Affairs™are’ treading tricky -

ground—terrain‘that  is"trickier still

for men. Family values can, in some -

guises; be just another way of wishing .
women back in their submissive, non-
threatening roles, a way of repudiat-
ing the positive changes of recent
years: greater gender equality, great-
er tolerance for diversity, increased
freedom and opportunity for women.
The problem is how to salvage the
best of the gains for individuals without -
undercutting the values that exalt fami-
lies. And we're talking about far more
than the tax code and improved child
care arrangements. Says Whitehead:
“We have a political conversation
about the family that’s giving rise to
public policy solutions. We have an
economic conversation about the fam-
ily that's giving rise to workplace
solutions. We do .not yet have an
equivalent cultural conversation
about the family that’s giving rise to
cultural solutions.”
She's right. So let’s talk.

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N.'Y. 10023
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‘Baby boomer’ parents may be what’s
needed to develop the ‘New Familism’

B Members of the baby boom
generation are now settling into
family life themselves.

WASHINGTON — Don’t call it good
news — at least not yet. Call it a glimmer of
hope, tenuously supported by still-tentative
data, that, when it comes to the American
family, things just may be getting better. :

This flickering candle of “a New Fami-
lism” is the sighting of the culture watchers

at the Institute for American Values, and

especially of the Manhattan-based insti-

tute's Barbara Dafoe Whitehead. Its
source’! The baby boom generation, creator
of the singles lifestyle, is settling down into
ily life.
farilsll%\fhitehead blaming the b(;lomlers (as
to, say, economics, technology or
gjtg?ls;-inﬁ:iengly worksites) for the decline
of the family in the first place? Well, yes.
Those other anti-family pressures play
their part, she acknowledge§ in the_summer
issue of the institute’s Family Aﬁ"au‘s:

«But the principal source of family de-
cline over the past three decades has been
cultural. It has to do with the ascendancy of
a set of values that have been des.trg?tlvqg of
commitment, obligation, responsrblhty and
sacrifice — and particularly destructwe: of
the claims of children on adult attention
and commitment. :

“The family has weakened because, quite
simply, many Americans have changed
their minds. They changed their minds
about staying together for the saksa of the
children; about the necessity of putting chil-
dren’s needs before their own; about mar-
riage as a lifelong commitmept; and about
what it means to be unmarried and preg-
nant. And many American men changed
their minds about the obligations of a father
and husband.”

It has been easier to plot the cultural
shifts Whitehead talks about than to know
what to do about them.

WILLIAM
RASPBERRY

Washington
Post

A personal case in point: When we were
married nearly 26 years ago, my wife and I
agreed that she would continue working un-
til we started our family. Then she’d quit
her job and make a home for the children
and me.

It worked out well all around. Neither of
us has any doubt that the children — that
we as a family — are better off for her full-
time homemaking (and personal sacrifice).
We'd do it again.

Butifone of our daughters told us she was
getting married and that she and her hus-
band would do it the way we did it, I'd prob-
ably be more worried than pleased. I've seen
too many marriages fall apart to be comfort-
able with the thought of my daughter trying
to re-enter the work force with atrophied or
obsolete skills. I've heard too many brides
and grooms pledge their mutual faith for “so
long as we both shall love.” I have seen too
many wives abandoned and pauperized. I
have witnessed, in short, the erosion of
“commitment, obligation, responsibility
and sacrifice.”

Whitehead has seen these changes, too:
from the much-maligned traditionalism of
Ozzie and Harriet to the careerism of The
Mary Tyler Moore Show and L.A. Law, the
latter two of which “treat workplace rela-
tionships and the workplace as the primary
realm of intimacy, nurturing, and fulfill-
ment. Children donot exist in the workplace
world at all.”

Not, at least, until the onset of the “New
Familism,” which, so far, has no paradig-
matic TV show. But just wait.

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023

“If there is a single common experience
that contributes to the New Familism,”
says Whitehead, “it is parenthood. A major-
ity of the baby boomers — roughly 45 mil-
lion — are now parents. . . . It makes you set-
tle down, think ahead, become less selfish.”

And, she is convinced, it changes the cul-
ture. Why? Because the baby boomers are
screenwriters, moviemakers, journalists,
book editors and, yes, TV producers.

“Since much of our culture today is a me-
dia culture, they have an enormous influ-
ence on what values and behaviors are de-
picted, what values and behaviors are af-
firmed and celebrated, and what roles are
held up as models.

“In fact, I believe that one of the reasons
we see such an explosion of media interest
in the family today is that many journalists
belong to this segment of the baby boom
generation and are settling into family life
themselves.”

Whitehead and her fellow authors in
Family Affairs are treading tricky ground
— terrain that is trickier still for men. Talk
of “family values” can, in some guises, be
just another way of wishing women back
into submissive, non-threatening roles, a
way of repudiating the positive changes of
recent years: greater gender equality, greater
tolerance for diversity, increased freedom
and opportunity for women.

The problem is how to salvage the best of
the gains for individuals without undercut-
ting the values that exalt families. And
we're talking about far more than the tax
code and improved child-care arrange-
ments. Says Whitehead:

“We have a political conversation about
the family that’s giving rise to public policy
solutions. We have an economic conversa-
tion about the family that’s giving rise to
workplace solutions. We do not yet have an
equivalent cultural conversation about the
fgmily that's giving rise to cultural solu-
tions.”

She’s right. So let’s talk,
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By MARY C. HANSON
of The Journal staff

values — or lack of them —
these days. 1 i
i esident Dan Quayle’s criti-
cisxwgf Purnwed TV mother Murphy
Brown only brought to a head a discus-
sion that’s been brewing at least since
1988 — the year Good Housckecping
magazine began its “New Traditional-
ist” campaign, predicting a lr;::mmt hto
old-time family valucs. I been the
focus of endless media 'ype,l aga—
demic scrutiny and conﬂxcunghs udies,
olls and surveys: Whatever appenedo
0 hose traditional All-American values’
i t“Thcy went the way of the traditional
All-American family,” say some. (You re-
member: the bread-winning father and stay-
at-home mother sharing marriage and couple
ide?
Ofli‘lg;ﬁ)qilv values? Got trampled in the
stampede for women’s rights,” say oth-

E VERYONE'S talking about our

Crs.“Trv looking for thm in the
ashes of the LA riots.” says an-
roup. g

Olh‘?\r)vge neped them back.” cry
politicians grasping at a timely
tonic for the nation’s many 11]2.

“They're on their way,” say
those whose job it is to manufacture
new markets and slogans from any
mere hint of a social trend. y

Despite the debate, there's no deny-
ing that the family — that last bastion of
all that Americans hold near and dear —
has undergone some drastic changes since i
the days of Ward and June Cleaver. And ofw;:]ver
experts differ on the causes and consequences of these
changes, most seem 1o agree that we must find new
way$ 10 SUpport our new families.

Sunday
August 2, 1992

Alan Waxenberg, publisher of Good Housekeeping
magazine, says, “All our research clearly identifies that
the New Traditionalist movement continues to flour-
1sh.” Waxenberg defines this New Traditionalist as “a
woman who brings a contemporary attitude to a
traditional lifestyle.”. And he paints the picture of a
new frontier woman who “brings home the bread” and
somehow “bakes it. t0o,” all while balancing a baby on
each hip. What about the effects of stress and high
" divorce rates?

“Afier years of struggle, women are learning to live
with it,” he says. “And [ don’t think divorce rates affect
the movement of traditionalism. The whole concept is
a value system that marks a return to family, home,
kids.”

Psychologist John Guidubaldi, a professor at Kent
State University in Ohio and past president of the
National Association of School Psychologists, says that
“only about 27% of American households still repre-
sent the ‘traditional family.’” Having conducted a
long-term and wide-ranging study on divorce in 38
states, Guidubaldi finds it a little more difficult to
ignore the divorce statistics, which he blames partly on

& court system that facilitates divorce and an economy

geared increasingly to two-income households. .
Sure, says Barbara Gutek, who has done extensive
research on women, work and family issues: Blame it
on working mothers. A professor of business at the
University of Arizona in Tucson, Gutek says, “Most
feminists feel that all this discussion of traditional
family values is a tremendous backlash against women,
It's a very narrow definition of family that they're

¢ talking about. We're glorifying something that doesn’t

exist anymore. I see a big gap between the realities of
American life and what people are trying to hold up as
an ideal.” ‘

David Blankenhorn. president of the Institute for
‘Amencan Values, a non-partisan think tank on______faM'
ssues in New York City, finds it ironic that 50 much

attention is focused on mothers’ roles and whether
~mothers should work outside the home, when in his |
,mind, “the No. 1 family issue in our nation today is
fatherlessness. Never before have so many Kids liveq
their lives away from a father’s presence.

“We still have the world’s highest rate of family
‘breakup, out-of-wedlock childbirth continues to Z00om
‘ahead, and child well-being is declining in this society
'in terms of just about every measurement we haye-

educational attainment, psychiatric problems, medicg)
problems, competence and character. We've become

an increasingly adult-centered society and unable to
make sacrifices for our children.” ‘

We can’t go back to the *50s, says Blankenho
with the baby boomers reaching the middle 0'?1 t}i‘i}.
years as parents, we finally may be leaving behin

30-year cycle of individualism and dcteriorating mgrﬁ

tal commitment and turning to a “new familism »

b



Call it anything you want, says Rosalie Streett,
president of a national organization in Baltimore, Md.,
called Parent Action: “Whether a New Traditionalist
or a New Familist or whatever, we have to find a way
to address the changing needs of families. All families.
However they look. They are what they are and it’s not
for any of us to say which is right, because all families
need support. We've got to be sure that our children
are brought up in a country that loves and supports
their optimal growth. That’s the bottom line for me.”

Streett believes that the absence of community and
public support for parents is at least as significant as

the absence of fathers, and that the big problems are
economic and structural: “Society isn’t structured to
provide the supports we need — partly because every-
one is at work, and partly because we just haven’t
thought about it. What are we doing to make it easier
for families?”

That will be a major concern for corporations
during the '90s, says “The Values Gap,” a recent
international survey of personal values, lifestyles and
productivity released by Priority Management Systems
of Bellevue, Wash. The poll of a thousand people from
seven countries reveals a growing gulf between the
increased commitment companies are demanding
from employes and the personal values those employes
bring to work. About 98% of respondents said they led
“imbalanced lives.”

Milwaukeean John Matchette, president of the local
Priority Management Systems franchise Matchette &
Associates, says, “The main victim of this values gap is
the family. Time at work has increased 20% and leisure
is down 33% since 1975. The trade-off? People are

spending less time with their children and spouses. It’s
very important that business be aware of this values

p. of the fact that people are much more productive
when leading balanced lifestyles, and of the need to
help people work smarter — not longer.”

The experts seem 1o agree on at _le_ast one point: We
must put our focus and faith in families, not figures.

Values don’t seem to have changed as much as
families and the world around them. But a failure to
deal with these changes and challenges today will haunt
us — and our children — for generations. The family
itself has adapted to and survived centuries of evolu-
tion and change. And the solutions we seek may well
be found in truths far older and simpler than today’s
problems: A recognition of community; a sharing of
{ime, resources, goals and responsibilities; a pulling
1ogether for the common good.

Streett likes to quote an old African saying: “It takes
a village to raise a child.”

Where have
all the
fathers gone?

Y THE time they
‘ ‘ are 18, over half
the kids in this
country will
spend a signifi-

cant part of their childhood away
from fathers,” says David Blanken-
horn, president of the Institute for
American Values. “I find the in-
creasing absence of men from the
lives of their children to be the
most disturbing and socially conse-
quential trend today.”

And although we can’t go back
to the *50s, he anticipates the be-
ginnings of a cultural shift he calls
“the new familism.” It still is very
modest, affecting more what peo-
ple say than what they do, he says,
but it’s becoming evident in an-
swers to surveys and polls.

“Trends don’t last forever.

= There's some
evidence we
are leaving
behind that
30-year peri-
od where in-
dividualism
was the
reigning cul-
tural idea
and the ulti-
mate respon-
| sibility in life
was to one-
self,” says
Blankenhorn.
“Remember

terms like

DAVID BLANKENHOIﬂI ‘doing your

475, own thing’?

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211

New York, N. Y. 10023

Family commitments and family ™
itself were seen as a drag on person-
al freedom. We're beginning to see
the limits to that philosophy, but

it affected everyone.

“The ideal of marital perma-
nence declined dramatically,” he
says. “People actually redefined
marriage into a much more open
and contingent relationship. While
some argue this is good because
people are no longer trapped in bad
relationships, there's no doubt it
produces a less secure environment
for kids. The family as an institu-
tion in our society 1s getting weaker

| and less able to carry out its social

function, which is to produce chil-
dren of competence and character.
And a lot of happy talk about new
family values won'’t change that.”
The youth of today, however —
the children of the divorce revolu-

~tion — just might.

“Young people of the 1990s will -
rebel against the family chaos of

' their parents’ generation in the

same way their parents rebelled
against the family conformity of
the ’50s,” Blankenhorn says. “To
be countercultural in the "90s wil]
be to say: ‘Till death do us part.’ »



92 campaign has obscured
the real family-values issues

The Atlanta Journal
The Atlanta Constitution

Sunday,' Sept, 6, 1992

By Barbara Dafoe Whitehead

“Family values” has gotten a
bad name, and deservedly so.
The family-values debate of 1992
has degenerated into nothing
more than a cynical effort by pol-
iticians to use the phrase to dis-
credit their opponents and polar-
ize the electorate,

What’s most unfortunate
about this tactic is that it may
sabotage the work of finding
common ground on one of the
great social questions of our
time: how to reverse cultural
trends that threaten the well-be-
ing of our children.

The serious family-values de-
bate is not about who bakes cook-
ies or who likes Woody Allen or
who dislikes homosexuals or who
favors women in military com-
bat. It is about widespread public
concern that the family is in trou-

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead is a
research associate with the Insti-
tute for American Values, a New

. York-based organization concerned
with family issues.

ble when it comes to raising
children.

This concern is not part of a
backlash against working women
or the two-earner family. It
stems from the hard evidence of
family failure in recent years:
the rising rate of juvenile crime,
teen pregnancy, drug abuse and
teen suicide; the growing num-
ber of single-parent and no-par-
ent families; the explosion in the
number of babies born addicted
to drugs; the dramatic increase
in out-of-wedlock births; the un-
precedented rise in child pover-
ty; and a divorce rate that ranks
as one of the highest in the world.

Each of these trends repre-
sents a threat to child well-being;
taken together, they represent a
devastating assault on every-
thing that fosters character and
competence in children. i

In the minds of many Ameri-
cans, these harmful trends are
rooted, not in our politics or eco-
nomics, but in our culture. Spe-
cifically, they are rooted in irre-
sponsible adult behavior: moth-
ers who take drugs; fathers who

abandon children; boyfriends
who abuse mothers and children;
parents who marry and divorce
casually, or never marry at all;
families who neglect to love and
guide their children. The conse-
quences of this private behavior
are not limited to individual chil-
dren or individual families. They
are borne by the society as a
whole.

Thus we face the difficult but
inescapable question: How does
a democratic and pluralistic so-
ciety — a society committed to
tolerance and diversity —
change private behavior in ways
that improve child well-being?
How do we encourage adult re- -
sponsibility and sacrifice in or-
der to create better outcomes for
children? What are the carrots
and sticks we should use to pro-
mote stronger families?

These are the questions on
which the genuine family-values
debate (not the phony one being
waged by this year’s politicians)
is focused. As with all debates,

(over)



Family: Phony debate ignores real issues -

there are two opposing poles. At
one end is the view that family
behavior is purely a matter of
private choice over which soci-
ety has no rightful claim. At the
other end is the view that the
government should dictate or
legislate family behavior.

Most Americans fall some-
where in between these poles.
They believe that in a free soci-
ety, government should not un-
duly extend its reach into the pri-
vate affairs of the family. More-
over, they pride themselves on
their tolerance of diversity and
their reluctance to judge others
harshly. At the same time, most
Americans believe that some
child-rearing environments are
better for children than others,

All this suggests a broad mid-
dle ground, a place where a
working consensus can be forged
on familv values. Indeed, before
family values became such a po-
larizing issue in the ’92 cam-
paign, a consensus between lib-
erals and conservatives was

slowly taking shape.
' There is, for example, broad
agreement that government
must require fathers to bear fi-
nancial responsibility for their
children. There is growing
agreement that two-parent fam-
ilies offer children the best
chance for economic and emo-
tional security, a view strongly
endorsed in last year’s report of
the bipartisan National Commis-
sion on Children, chaired by Sen.
Jay Rockefeller (D-W.Va.). And
advocates of welfare reform
across the political spectrum

now agree that marriage pro-
vides the strongest underpinning
for families and the most reliable
route out of poverty.

This consensus has led to a
number of specific policy pro-
posals: raising the personal tax
exemption for children; elimi-
nating the disincentives for mar-
riage in welfare programs; fed-
eralizing the collection of child
support payments and punishing
offenders in the same way as tax
evaders; registering the father’s
Social Security number on birth
certificates; instituting a cooling-
off period before couples with
children can get divorced.

Some of these proposals are
controversial, but they all reflect
recent thinking on the need to
strengthen the married, two-par-
ent family and to hold both par-
ents responsible for the care and
support of their children.

Now this potential consensus
has been threatened by the pho-
ny family-values debate of 1992.

The phony debate focuses
much of its attention on women’s
roles in the family. Is the true
American woman a stay-at-home
mother or a working mother?
Does she bake chocolate-chip
cookies or bring home fast food?

This is a false dichotomy —
one designed to foster ‘“us vs.
them” divisions among families
and, more importantly, one that
does not reflect the dynamic,
changing character of women’s
lives today. The majority of to-
day’s mothers will work outside
the home during much of their
lifetime, and many working
mothers also will spend some
time at home raising children, ei-
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ther full time or part time. Most
Americans would agree that
these private choices, which are

based on economic necessity as ==

much as personal preference,
are not an area that warrants
government intervention or lec-
turing from public officials.

Other so-called “family-val-

ues” issues we have heard in the

92 campaign — gay marriage,
for example, and homosexuals in
military service — may involve
significant policy questions, but .
they have little to do with the -
traumas that today’s children are

experiencing. These issues, too,

have been used mainly to sow di- - . .

vision and inflame prejudice.
It’s important that we recog-
nize the difference between the

politics of family values and the t

genuine debate over family val-
ues. One asks, how can we ex- .

ploit family values for political . %

gain? The other asks, how can we

change the culture to strengthen . . -

families and improve life for

children? One divides us; the oth-

er brings us together. One is
aimed at boosting the short-term
advantage of politicians; the oth-
er is aimed at enhancing the .
long-term well-being of children.
The stakes in this debate are
high. Quite simply, it is not possi-
ble to have a strong nation with a
large number of weak and failing
families. It will be a bitter irony,
indeed, if the phony debate about
family values discredits or de-
rails the effort to meet the real
challenge before us: how to in-
crease the number of children
who grow up with two married
parents in supportive commu-

" nities.



THE WASHINGTON Post

William Raspberry

For the
Sake of
The Children

The papers themselves are interesting,
written by an impressive array of scholars and
researchers who have spent serious time
thinking about family. I'll want to reread
them, reflect on them, possibly write about
some of them.

But for now I'm interested in the set of
propositions that prompted the papgrsl; The
eight propositions—prepared by David Popen-
oe and Jean Bethke Elshtain for the Eounmi on
Families in America—are part history, part
theory, part deeply held belief. They do not so
much point to a solution to the problems
facing American families as provide a working
definition for the debate on “family values.”

The first two propositions won’t launch .
much political brawling:

(1) “In order to develop intellectually, emo-
tionally, socially and morally, a child requires a
strong, warm, lasting and loving attachment
with at least one and preferably two or more
adults who are deeply committed to that
child’s well being,” and

(2) “The basic social purpose of marriage
and the family in our time is to raise children
to become adults who are happy, self-
confident, socially responsible and capable of
attachment and trust.”

The next two propositions start to get at
what ails (and divides) us:

(3) “As social institutions, marriage and the
family have changed continuously throughout
history. The main trend has been twofold.
First, the family has lost functions to other
institutions. Second, the nuclear family has
become increasingly detached from larger kin-
ship groups. Much of this trend is associated
with the salutary growth of individual freedom
[italics supplied]” and

(4) Recent changes amount to “a crisis that
goes well beyond prior evolutionary change.”
Not only the extended family, but the nuclear
two-parent family is disintegrating, Marriage, in
effect, has become “deinstitutionalized,” and
married partners are more likely to look to how
well marriage serves their individual interests
rather than how much it increases the likelihood
of successful outcomes for children,

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 1992

Children, perhaps sensing their loss of cen-
trality, become easier prey to social patholo-
gies that include crime, substance abuse, eat-
ing disorders, depression and suicide. The
result: The current generation of young peo-
ple is likely to be “the first in our nation’s
history to be less well-off—psychologically,
socially and economically—than their parents
were at the same age.”

The next two propositions—which some
would see as contradictory—are at the heart
of the current debate.

(5) The family form that was the American
ideal from the early 1800s to the early
1960s—the traditional nuclear family headed
by a father as the principal breadwinner and a
mother as homemaker—is “no longer desir-
able or possible on a society-wide scale,” but

(6) “The model of the two-biological-parent,
nuclear family, based on a lasting, monoga-
mous marriage, is both possible and desirable.
Considering all the alternatives to both mar-
riage and the nuclear family that are available
today, this family form is by far the most
efficacious one for child rearing and long-term
individual and societal well-being.”

Question: Isn't it possible—even proba-
ble—that the “lasting, monogamous marriage”
was, at least in part, a creature of the wife’s
dependency on, and subordination to, a bread-
winning husband? If the old relationship of
Proposition 5 is “no longer desirable or possi-
ble,” is the outcome of Proposition 6 mostly
wishful thinking? i

The final two propositions are, like the first
two, unlikely to spark serious disagreement
except, perhaps, as to whether and how they
might be achieved:

(7) The ideal environment for child rearing
is an enduring nuclear family that cultivates
its own routines, traditions and stories, and
provides plenty of child-adult family interac-
tion. Such families, in which children have “no
pervasive fear that their parents will break
up,” provide the subculture in which the uni-
versally honored values—honesty, responsi-
bility, commitment etc.—can be internalized.

(8) “Therefore, a major cultural and policy
imperative for our time is to reinstitutionalize
marriage in order to increase the number of
children who grow up with their two, married
parents, in supportive communities, and to
decrease the number of children who do not.”

None of these propositions is of much help
in telling us how to produce the committed,
permanent, child-centered families that the
overworked phrase “family values” is calculat-
ed to invoke. But they might be useful in
helping us to agree on what the American
family has become and what, with luck and
serious attention, it might yet be.

And that’s not a bad place to start.
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Finding ways to strengthen families,
save children

Tangible evidence of the
deterioration of families is
the rising number of
children living in poverty.

By BETSY RUBINER

REGISTER STAFF WRITER

nce a week, Becky Melberg

takes time out from her family

in Urbandale and her job as an
engineering consultant for The Aetna
Casualty & Surety Co. to work with
16 young, low-income mothers.

Most had children when they were
teen-agers. Many are on public assis-
tance. By helping them, Melberg
hopes to help their children.

“To strengthen the family unit, you
have to build up the self-esteem of
these young women,” she said. *“If
you can show them there’s a way out,
that they are good people with
talents and abilities, you teach them
to build their children’s self-esteem.”

Many Iowans are making a person-
al effort to strengthen families and
improve the lives of children. For
Melberg, volunteering to lead a sup-
port group at the Young Women's Re-
source Center in Des Moines was a
logical choice. She had her only child
when she was 20 and was divorced
soon after.

“I have undergone a lot of severe
financial frustrations and can empa-
thize with these voung women,"” said
Melberg, whose son is now 21. "'Some:
times the real world can be very cru-
el.”

Part of the dilemma is defining the
problems facing families, the causes
and hands-on solutions. These days,

it's a5 hard to define family issues as
itis to define a family,

Definitions may be shaped by polit-
ical leanings, cultural biases and reli-
gious beliefs,

And family issues can be molded
into divisive weapons used to bash

_ political opponents. - --

Yet there is a growing consensus.

. that American family lif has deteri
rated and that thjs'jeigardize;egg;
only children's well-being but the

country's economic viahili
o bility and fu-

 “Families are under increasing eco-

nomic stress and have less time avail-

able because they're working more,"
gaid Charles Bruner, director of the

Child and Family Policy Center, a

Des Moines research group.

The most tangible evidence of"
family deterioration is the rising
number of children living in poverty.
Many are raised without support
from their fathers. With poverty and
abandonment often comes infant
mortality, child abuse, teen pregnan-
cy and juvenile delinquency. i

“We see a lot of people who are
living on the edge, which has a very
negative impact on the family,” said
Diana Lewis, director of the Family
Counseling Center in Des Moines.

Also struggling are middle-class,
two-parent families trying to meet
work and family obligations. Two-in-
come families seek understanding
from employers — parental leave to
care for a sick child, help finding
child care, a flexible work schedule.
Stay-at-home mothers want recogni-
tion for their work and more govern-
ment support such as tax breaks.

Beyond this is a less tangible but
widespread concern: Are children
getting a proper grounding in values
and morals? Do they learn right from
wrong?

“Parents today have less time
available to provide the type of ex-
ample and transmission of values
than they did in the past,” said Larry
Breheny, director of Catholic Social
Service in Des Moines. “‘Sometimes
the children are simply left on their
own to develop and grow without
proper guidance.”

Voters seeking help for families
through the ballot box have two
very different choices at the presi-
dential level, according to David
Blankenhorn, president of the Insti-

te 1or American Values, a famil

fute 10r American values, a family
licy group in New York.

Bill Clinton’s presidential cam-
paign wants to strengthen the family
through economic and public policy.
It focuses on how government can
help families mitigate some conse-
quences of bad trends in family life,
such as single parenthood.

At their Houston convention, the
Republicans kicked off a controver-
sial discussion of the family in terms

of values and the state of American
culture. The Bush campaign talks
about moral behavior and ethical

6 &1t would be a big
mistake for family
values to become the
plaything of campaign
managers and political

handlers....??

— David Blankenhorn, ||
Sfamily values advocate

standards, about such topics as
single parenthood, homosexuality,
abortion, school prayer and women's
family obligations.

To Blankenhorn, neither approach
gets to the problem'’s heart. He said
the Democrats address the conse-
quences of bad trends and the Re-
publicans dwell on fringe issues not
easily regulated by government.

The goal should be to reverse bad
trends in family life, argues Blanken-
horn. But this isn’t easy and could re-
quire politicians to support contro-
versial proposals, he said.

For example, to reverse the ‘‘bad”
cultural trend of single parenthood,
policy makers could encourage mar-
riage through such measures as
changing no-fault divorce laws or
giving preference for public housing
to married couples. Neither idea is
an easy sell.

Republicans reportedly have
backed away somewhat from their
family values appeal and tried to
talk more about policies to help fami-
lies.

But Blankenhorn worries that
their early emphasis on family
values could jeopardize recent bipar-
tisan progress that has been made in
shaping policy that improves family
life.

“It would be a big mistake for fam-
ily values to become the plaything of
campaign managers and political
handlers,” he said. “The subject can
become so deprived of genuine
meaning that most people would be-
come cynical . .. and say this is just
rhetoric.”

Many other national and state pol-
iticians express concern for families

(cont.)



and promote policies as different as
guaranteed parental leave, restrict-
ed abortion and bigger tax credits
for families.

Even those who agree on certain
imperatives — such as the need for
welfare reform — offer wildly dif-
ferent ideas. Some say families
should get higher welfare payments,

Others say payments should be
lowered, to discourage dependency.
°

Because the issue has gotten so
fuzzy, partisan and charged on the
political front, one of the most con-
crete ways for people to try to
strengthen families is by volunteer-
ing and contributing financially to
social service and advocacy groups.

“Working one on one, family to
family, community to community, is
Jjust as effective as the political pro-
cess. But you need both,” noted Bre-
heny of Catholic Social Service,

To some, the work begins at home,
with parents trying to find ways to
spend more time with their children,
grandchildren and spouses.

“Everybody’s running 10 differ-
ent directions,” said J.D. Hall, direc-
tor of the Boys & Girls Clubs of Cen-
tral Iowa. “Some of the old traditions
slip by the Wayside. The consistent
discipline is not there. You don't
have two or three meals together as
a family. That sense of family, of be-
longing, is not as strong.”

To others, the work extends
beyond one’s home — a business-
woman who mentors an underprivi-
leged child; a retired person who
cares for children after school so
they aren’t alone and unattended.

Adults can offer the most by being
a regular part of a child's life, said
Marisue Hartung, executive director
of Big Brothers-Big Sisters of Great-
er Des Moines. “It’s not the one big
splashy event but the commitment
and consistency that really makes
the impact,” she said.

Last April, as part of the ambi-
tious Family Futures Project run by
Mid-lowa Community Action in Mar-
shalltown, 7,000 people in the five-
county area surrounding Marshall-
town met in about 800 different loca-
tions to discuss how to help at-risk
children and families.

About 1,500 people now serve on
task forces and plan to present a
community plan by January, The

Joan Discher, executive
director of Coalition for
Family and Children’s
Services of lowa,
argues that itis in all
people’s interest to
support families.

effort represents ‘‘major citizen in-
volvement in changing and improv-
ing the life of children,” said project
director Janet Carl.

Other Iowans, like Sherry Cobb of
West Des Moines and her 11-year-old
daughter, Lindsay, found a way to
both strengthen their family ties and
help other families. This summer,
the Cobbs volunteered at a child care
center for children from troubled
homes.

Sherry Cobb “wasn't spending as
much time with Lindsay” as she
wanted because of the birth of a new
child. Plus she wanted to teach her
daughter “to give back to society,”
said Cobb. “She learned to be more
giving ... and to appreciate what
she's got.’§

The Cobbs hope their work will
have an impact. *‘Lindsay and I both
feel that the way children turn out
and contribute to society starts in
the home and it starts really young,"”
she said.

Joan Discher, executive director
of Coalition for Family and Chil-
dren's Services of Iowa, argues that
it is in all people’s interest to support
families.

“It's my concern that my neigh-
bor’s children do well because I'm
going to have to count on them. . . so
that the world I live in as I retire is a
good world, a good community,” she
said.
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‘Family values’ stirs emotions,

political debate

By DEBORAH P. WORK
and BERTA DELGADO
Staff Writers
The dictionary definitions seem so
simple:

B Family — a social unit consisting
especially of a man and woman and

their offspring.

B Value — a standard or principle

regarded as desirable or worthwhile.
But whose family? Whose values?
Those of President Bush and Vice
President Dan Quayle?
Or those of Democratic challengers
Bill Clinton and Al Gore Jr.?

Or today’s hodgepodge of American
households, ranging from the tradi-
tional mom-pop-and-the-kids-next-
door to the gay couple down the way
raising an orphaned infant who has
AIDS?

This is the first time in the nation’s
history that Americans are being
asked to vote for president based on
competing definitions of the ideal

American family and its value system.

“I believe children should have the
benefit of being born into families with
a mother and a father who will give
them love and care and attention all
their lives,” Bush has said.

“I want an America. . . that includes
every family,” Clinton has countered.
“Every traditional family and every
extended family. Every two-parent
family and every single-parent family,
and every foster family. Every
family.”

Statistics say Clinton’s concept of
the American family is closer to reali-
ty in the 1990s, when:

B More than half of marriages end
in divorce. px
M Two of three children will spend
part of their lives in a broken home. -

| At least one of every four children
is born to an unwed mother.

Yet Bush’s sense of family life stirs
millions of voters who long for the
kinder and gentler 1950s, when most
American families mirrored televi-
sion’s Ozzie and Harriet — when dad
trudged off to work each day, leaving
mom to clean house and bake cookies
for the children, and when everyone

felt sorry for the boy from the wrong side of
the tracks whose mom was divorced.

But-other Americans see the issue as a
gambit to avoid more troublesome political
problems: poverty, health care, drugs and
the nation’s decaying infrastructure.

“It'sa orical balloon buf

aviora :
“Which candidate has the best wife, who
makes the best chocolate chip cookies, who
likes or dislikes Woody Allen? Honestly,
some of this becomes almost comical.”

Politicians in both parties, enhorn
says, “should ask themselves how they can
change our society to strengthen family and
improve the well-being of children.”

Better that, Blankenhorn says, than:
“How can we cause family values to bloody
our political opponents and improve the
well-being of politicians?”

Said Bill Wagonseller, a family expert at
the University of Nevada-Las Vegas: “We're
dealing with Murphy Brown and talking
about Roseanne and not dealing with the
problem.”

What bothers Wagonseller is that neither
Bush nor Clinton has come up with specific
programs to combat the increase in divorce,
unwed mothers and impoverished single-
parent homes.

“When we were in the Gulf, we had a plan
to win the war,” Wagonseller said.

Family values became a political issue in
May when Quayle attacked television char-
acter Murphy Brown for having a baby out
of wedlock.

Three months later, the issue reached a
political zenith with “family values night”
at the Republican National Convention.

Republican delegates roared approval as
televangelist Pat Robertson proclaimed:
“When Bill Clinton talks about family val-
ues, he is not talking about either families or
values. He is talking about a radical plan to

pUeR]



destroy the traditional family and transfer
its functions to the federal government.”

Later, Bush slammed the Democrats’
platform for having “left out three simple
letters: G-0-D.”

Clinton-responded: “The implication that
somehow the Democrats are godless is
deeply offensive to . .. a lot of us who cher-
ish our religious convictions but also respect
America’s tradition of religious diversity.

“Frankly, I'm fed up with politicians in
Washington lecturing the rest of us about
family values. Our families have values. But
our government doesn’t.”

Barbara Bush has been the only national
political figure to clearly tell voters her def-
inition of family values: “integrity, strength,
responsibility, courage, sharing, love of God
and pride in being American.”

Bush and Clinton grew up in families as
divergent as their politics:

Bush was the second of five children of a
wealthy Connecticut investment banker and
his socialite wife.

Clinton grew up in a single-parent family
after his father was killed in a car accident
three months before he was born. His moth-
er, a nurse, eventually remarried. His step-
father, a car salesman and alcoholic, abused
his mother.

Many see family values as a political eu-
phemism created to mask the growing pow-
er of theological conservatives in the Re-
publican Party.

Forty percent of the delegates at the GOP
convention identified themselves as horn-
again religious activists, according to the
Christian Coalition, an organization of fun-
damentalist Christian Republicans.

The GOP convention was opened with a
prayer by the Rev. James Kennedy, pastor
of Coral Ridge Presbyterian Church in Fort
Lauderdale. He is a nationally known tele-
vangelist and spokesman for the Christian
right.

Kennedy is quick to say his understanding
of Republican family values — for fidelity,
integrity, abstinence, honesty; against gay
sex and abortion — can be traced to the
Bible.

“Family values is a term used almost in-
terchangeably with others, such as tradi-
tional, American values, and probably even
biblical value.,” Kennedy said. “And politi-

“Over the past 30 years,

this country has tried to

turn its back on God, his
work and prayer. We
thought we could do it
without consequence.
Now we’re finding out

we’ve been very foolish.”

— Rev. James Kennedy

cians should preach them because, as goes
the family, goes the nation.”

The downfall of great civilizations, such
as Rome and Greece, can be traced to the
disintegration of the family, Kennedy said.
He thinks America faces a similar fate.

“Over the past 30 years, this country has
tried to turn its back on God, his work and
prayer. We thought we could do it without
consequence. Now we're finding out we’ve
been very foolish.”

Voters such as Robert Moorman of Fort
Lauderdale agree.

Moorman knows his family is the kind
Bush and Quayle hope to reach with their
values platform.

To Moorman, family values means eating
together as a family seven nights a week,
saying grace beforehand and praying to-
gether in church on Sunday.

Moorman also thinks family values de-
mand a strong stand against abortion.

“Abortion is the most important, decisive
issue in this election,” Moorman said. “If
you kill babies, you can kill my parents be-
cause they are too old, you can destroy my
children because they don’t learn fast
enough.

“This election comes down to a vote be-
tween life and death. And it’s all very fright-
ening because the man [Clinton] has no re-
spect for life.”

For Moorman’s wife, Barbara, family
values reflect in the care she gives her hus-
band and sons.

“I care about my husband and I want he
and my kids to be happy,” she said. “I work
hard for them, but I'm happy.”

But she also realizes that family means
different things to different people.
“Teaching Sunday school, I see children
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from all kinds of situations — with the dad
gone, or living with an uncle, or with several
cousins. It may not always be ideal,” she
said.

“But these children are loved. There are
all kinds of families, and they are all wor-
thy. Being a single parent is definitely not
the world’s worst situation.”

_ The Rev. Mack King Carter of Mount Ol-
ive Baptist Church in Fort Lauderdale
thinks both presidential candidates should
leave the teaching of family values to home
and the church.

- The issue must be stripped of all the po-
litical shenanigans,” Carter said. “Politi-
clans are doing nothing but playing games.”

Said Blankenhorn, of the Institute for
American Values: “You could say, In a
sense, that ‘family values’ is getting a bad
name. There’s a difference between family
values and the politics of family values.”

By making the family a political issue, he
said, both parties have forced millions of
Americans to take sides and defend their
own lifestyles.

Seven years old and too young to vote, Jef-
frey Stillman of Coral Springs could not
care less about family values as a political
issue.

Nor does he think his family is less than
ideal.

“I don’t need a daddy. I have my mommy
and my Zees,” Jeffrey said, using his special
name for his aunt, Sharon Stillman.

Jeffrey’s mother, Barbara Stillman, and
her sister bought a house together after
moving from New Jersey more than three
years ago to be near their parents in Delray
Beach.

“We decided to create a two-parent fam-
ily for him,” says Barbara Stillman, manag-
er of an animal hospital in Coral Springs.
“[Sharon] is kind of like mom No. 2. We felt
it would create a more cohesive environ-
ment for him.”

The sisters say politicians should not
knock families who don’t fit the traditional
mold.

“We can do as much for Jeffrey as any
married couple could,” Barbara says.

Recently, a child moved in next door and
began asking questions about the Erown-ups
in Jeffrey’s home.

So Jeffrey went right to the point: “This ig

,my mom and this is my aunt. Apd I don’t

Jave a dad and that’s all right.”
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Does Our Society Have No Value Higher Than Tolerance?

To the Editor:

“Teaching About Gays and Toler-
ance’ (editorial, Sept. 27) defends the
effort by New York City public
schools to celebrate life style diversi-
ty and eliminate any stigma attached
to nontraditional family forms. But
you avoid the difficult issues.

You remind us that tolerance is an
important social value. Yes, but you
also imply that tolerance is a syn-
onym for approval. As a nonsmoker, I
tolerate smoking. But I do not ap-
prove of it. Even less do I believe that
the public school\system should teach
my child that smoking and nonsmok-
ing are equally praiseworthy.

Tolerance is not the only important
value in life. Other values, such as the
value of a child receiving the love of
both a mother and a father, are also
important. You reduce the issue to a
false polarization: accept all possible
family forms as morally equivalent
or incur the accusation of intolerance,

Is tolerance always our society’s
highest-order value? Is there any cir-

cumstance in which society might
have a legitimate stake in promoting
certain behaviors while discouraging
other behaviors? Your reflections on
tolerance come across as simplistic
moralizing. = DAVID BLANKENHORN
President, Inst. for American Values
New York, Oct. 2, 1992
()
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Family values debate
burns GOP, then fades

Campaign focus should be on economy, critics say.

By Ben Winton
THE PHOENIX GAZETTE

Vice President Dan Quayle gazed at the
chaos of the Los Angeles riots in May and
reached a conclusion: America’s family
values are disintegrating.

More and more children born out of

., wedlock. Absent fathers. And that Mur-

phy Brown character — prime-time televi-
sim:x’s single career mom. Quayle com-
plained: How could she call having an
illegitimate baby just another “lifestyle
choice?

It was enough to raise from the riot’s

ashes a fiery debate over “family values.”
It burned all summer. By: August it flared
when Republicans condemned abortion
and homosexual marriages.

While they were at it, they railed
against pornography, draft dodging, and
the lack of God in schools and govern-
ment. Now, at summer’s end, the family
values debate has flamed out.

Some say it could have more aptly been
called a debate over piony values.

The big losers vere the ones who
started it: Republicans. Respondents to a
Gannett News Service/Lou Harris poll
two weeks ago said Democratic presiden-
tial candidate Bill Clinton better repre-
sented family values.
~ Clinton supports gay and abortion
rights. He says he does not blame single
moms for the lawlessness in Los Angeles.

Quayle has said he was misunderstood. |

Hollywood should present better role
models and emphasize the need for fathers
to be responsible for their children, he
said later.

Other polls show the issue has lost
credibility. Americans are concerned
about the family, but would rather hear
about the economy, education, health and
day care — issues they believe can help
families, polls suggest.

The polls also indicate this: Who cares
whether it’s a single mom, a gay couple or
an Qzzie-and-Harriet family?

Kitchen-table worries

If anything, Americans were offended
that Republicans would trivialize such

deeply personal issues for the sake of
votes, sociologists and campaign experts
say.
“It got to the point of whose wife was
better, who baked cookies, do you endorse
Woody Allen’s lifestyle, what about homo-
sexuality, are you patriotic?” said David
Blankenhorn, president of the non-parti-

san Institute for American Values, a New
York-based family policy research and

education organization.

“It just got unhinged from the daily
kitchen-table concerns of millions of
parents who are trying to do a good job of
raising their kids in an increasingly
unfriendly environment,” Blankenhorn
said. “The real issue is that.”

Will Americans remember the flap over
Murphy Brown, and sneer every time
politicians now talk about single moms?

For those who can’t remember, Quayle
said;: “It doesn’t help matters when
prime-time TV has Murphy Brown — a_
character who supposedly epitomizes to-
day’s intelligent, highly paid, professional
woman — mocking the importance of
fathers by bearing a child alone and
calling it just another ‘lifestyle choice.””

For the sake of children, Blankenhorn
hopes Americans will forget the Quayle
quote. ,

Politicians also used family values to
shield them from tough issues such as the
economy, said Arizona State University
political scientist John Geer.

“T don’t think the public was ever
interested in family values” as a political
issue, said Geer, who studies election
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campaigns. “It was an effort by the Bush
people to change the debate. They were
clearly trying to shore up their base,
trying to get away from the economy.”

The ’90s model family

Right-wing Republicans pressed for a
return to 1950s America: Wouldn't it be
nice if the wife stayed home with children
and the husband brought home the bread?

There is a problem: Times have
changed. The 1950s-style family could not
survive in the complex world of the 1990s,
said C. Margaret Hall, a Georgetown
University sociology professor.

“It’s not even an ideal model anymore. I
think people who have means, the upper
class, can afford to look backward to the
past,” she said. “But values are changing.
We must adapt.”

Only 15 percent of American families
live on a single income, Hall said._

And new research suggests that the
traditional family may not have worked
as well as everyone thought.

In the 19505 model, men became overly
macho and women got depressed, Hall
said.

Sure, the divorce rate was low in the
1950s, Hall said. But it began to climb as
couples bailed out in the 1960s, she said.

“We were trying to convince ourselves
that the nuclear family was working. But
it wasn’t,” she said.

The divorce rate, although now equal to
half of all marriages, leveled off in the late
1980s, she said. That suggests that

Americans may be creating different
family forms that work, Hall said.

More important than the traditional
family are family ties, Hall said.

Connection to relatives — grandpar-
ents, aunts, uncles, cousins — is vital to
family stability, she said. With such ties,
children can thrive as well in a single-par-
ent family as in a two-parent family, she
said.

Even two-parent families may falter
without ties to relatives.

But in a nation where the economy
forces families to move across the conti-
nent for jobs, family ties are being lost,
Hall said.

Shifting the focus :

Those are some reasons why the GOP
family values issue hit a raw nerve with
the public, analysts say.

_Sinee the-convention, the Bush-Quayle
campaign has toned down its family
values rhetoric. But the president remains
committed to it as a political theme, said
Jeremy Shane, deputy issues adviser for
the campaign. He said the campaign is
shifting focus.

In family values, Bush sees a way to
address a whole range of issues — from
education, to crime, to the economy.

For example, families can be helped by
education “tax breaks, tax incentives to
employers who provide family leave,
promotion of community policing activi-
ties, and more jobs, Shane said.

What Bush is backing away from is the
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inference that alternative families are
bad.

“No one is questioning that single
moms can do a great job. But let’s help
them some. Let’s help send them to school
with scholarships, better health -care
through tax credits,” and so on, Shane
said.

.Bush has distanced himself from the
abortion part of the Republican platform,

-as well. For example, he has said he would

support a daughter’s choice to have an
abortion. i

One value judgment remains: Bush
opposes preferential rights for homosexu-
als, including legalizing gay marriages.

Clinton’s family values theme is absent
moralistic talk. But otherwise it nearly
mirrors that of the Republicans.

He says that boosting the nation’s
economy, reducing welfare dependency
and increasing educational opportunities
will help families. o

But Clinton does not want a return to
1950s-style family values, said press
secretary Dee Myers.

To Blankenhorn, it is all political
rhetoric. Americans are not obsessed with
establishing a moral code on the subject,
he said.

And that is another reason why
Quayle’s remark about Murphy Brown
offended so many Americans, Blanken-
horn said. '

“It was saying we have to change the
definition of the family. Americans are
not haters. They just observe the simple
truth that the ideal family is a two-parent
home. They do not ostracize,” he said.



The Controversial

Truth: Two-Parent
Families Are Better

By David Popenoe

NEW BRUNSWICK, N.J.
onsider the Great Fam-

ily Debate of 1965.
That June, in a
speech at Howard Uni-
versity, President Lyn-
don B. Johnson called
“the breakdown of the Negro family
structure” the chief threat to the
well-being of black Americans. He
based that argument on a report by
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, “The Ne-
gro Family: The Case for National

Action.”

The response was overwhelming.
Mr. Moynihan was widely denounced
as a racist. The alarm over black
family structure was dismissed as
“plaming the vietim.’'

As a motivating factor for the War
on Poverty, the issue quickly evapo-
rated. Serious debate on the subject

became all but impossible.

Now consider the Great Family
Debate of 1992. And ponder this fact:
the white family structure today is
astonishingly similar to the black
family structure in 1965.

For example, in 1965, 51 percent of
black teen-age mothers were single;
in 1990, among white teen-age moth-
ers, 55 percent were single. In 1965, 26
percent of black babies were born out
of wedlock; in 1990, 19 percent of
white babies were born to unwed
mothers.

But today, as in 1965, anyone who
brings up the issue of family struc-
ture is ridiculed and dismissed. Ap-
parently we are still to believe that
the two-parent family is simply one of
several options.

We are warned against “blaming’’
single mothers. And we are to speak
not of “‘the family” but of “families,”
thus implicitly validating all family
forms.

In a front-page article this fall, The
Washington Post reported that, ac-
cording to ““‘a searching re-evaluation
by social scientists,” the “‘convention-
al two-parent household may be far
less critical to the healthy develop-
ment of children than previously be-
lieved.”

In a recent book review in the pres-
tigious Journal of Marriage and the
Family, an author was taken to task
| for perpetuating ‘“‘the misguided be-
lief that children will receive better
parenting in intact families.”

Wait a minute. While recognizing
that two-parent families may not al-
ways be possible, that many are dys-
functional and that many nontradi-
tional families are successful, are we
not at least able to say that two-
parent families are generally best for
children? Certainly that is what gen-
erations of Americans have always
believed and what most Americans,
including virtually all children, still
believe today.

Look at the evidence.

The article in The Washington Post
cited a few studies that played down
the differences for children between
two-parent and other families. But
dozens of other studies that reached

the opposite conclusion could ‘have
been mentioned.

he 1988  National

Health Interview Sur-

vey of Child Health,

for example, found

that ‘‘young people

from single-parent
families or stepfamilies were two to
three times more likely to have had
emotional or behavioral problems
than those who had both of their
biological parents present in the
home.”

Of course, social science research
is almost never conclusive. There are
always methodological difficulties
and stones left unturned.

Yet in three decades of work as a
social scientist, I know of few other
bodies of data in which the weight of .
evidence is so decisively on one side
of the issue: on the whole, for chil-
dren, two-parent families are prefer-
able to single-parent families and
stepfamilies.

If our prevailing views on family
structure hinged solely on scholarly
evidence, the current debate would
never have arisen in the first place,

But today, as in 1965, this debate
hinges less on scholarly evidence .
than on cultural values. After all the
data are tabulated, we must still
wrestle with an essentially normative
question: How do we assess the fam-
ily trends of recent decades?

As an institution, the family has
been in a steep decline, by most sta-
tistical measures.

In the past 30 years, the divorce
rate has tripled. So has the percent-

‘age of children living in single-parent

families. Out-of-wedlock births have
quadrupled. Fertility has dropped
nearly 50 percent.
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Studies have shown that parents
spend increasingly less time with
their children. There is strong schol-
arly agreement that underlying this
trend has been a profound shift in
cyltural values away from family
commitments and toward self-fulfill-
ment.

But is this trend positive or nega-
tive? The positive view says that
adults today are more able to achieve
full individual development.

As one influential book, ‘‘Brave
New Families” by Judith Stacey, re-
cently concluded: ‘“The ‘family’ is not
here to stay. Nor should we wish it
were. On the contrary, I believe that
all democratic people, whatever their
kinship preferences, should work to
hasten its demise.”

What is wrong with the family? It

. distorts and devalues “the diverse

means by which people organize theip
intimate relationships,” Ms. Stacey
writes. :

The negative view is that self-grati-
fication has surpassed self-sacrifice
and that Americans are much less
willing to invest time and energy in
family life. The value placed on chil-
dren has dropped. And it is not even
clear that most adults have become
more personally fulfilled.

1 believe that the weight of the

" evidence is on the negative side. De-

linquency, teen-age suicide, child
abuse and other problems are demon-
strably worse in families without a
mother and a father. .

Several commissions have com-
piled evidence showing that we may
have the first generation of children
in history who are worse off in impor-
tant behavioral and psychological re-
spects than their parents were at the
same stage of life.

These facts lie behind a growing
belief that America is suffering not
only from an economic recession but
from a social recession as well — a
decline in social order and civic vir-
tue and a rise in psychological im-
pairment.

ure, nontraditional fam-

ilies can be successful,

and they deserve our

sympathy and support.

But here is what so-

cial scientists call a

confirmed empirical generalization:
these families are not as successful
as conventional two-parent families,
Wwant further confirmation? Ask
any child which kind of family he or
she prefers, )

Pavid Popenoge, associate dean for
social and behavioral sciences at
Rutgers University, is co-chairman of

the Council on Families in America, a |
research organization. i




Seen, Heard, Even Worried About

By PETER STEINFELS

N Washington and Little Rock, as on the campaign
trail earlier, the talk has mainly been about
economic recovery, productivity, the deficit, in-
vestment and international competition. But

churning below the surface of these often technical
discussions is a larger unease about social decline,
and in particular an anxiety about the next generation
of Americans.

For many people, the country’s economic difficul-
ties are a sign that its seedbed institutions, the fam-
ilies, schools and religious bodies that nurture charac-
ter, competence, trust and civic responsibility, are
coming unraveled.

Talk about productivity, human investment and
international competition, for example, translates into
questions about the skills of those entering the labor
market. Worry about the deficit reflects guilt about
saddling children and grandchildren with an unman-
ageable debt. Plans for renewing cities confront the
reality of crime and drug abuse among the young.

Is the nation bequeathing that next generation a
formidable accumulation of problems while denying
the young the capacity to shoulder the burden? Has a

society that always prided itself on youth and the °

future in fact slighted or stunted the upbringing of its
children? And can the needs of children inspire a
moral and political agenda that will override the
nation’s divisions?

Especially at this time of year, children are our

images of innocence and hope. In crime-ridden neigh-

borhoods no less than in war-torn or farpine-struck
lands, children are the most haunting victims.

-But increasingly, children and teen-agers also .

provide images of brutal behavior, -wasted lives and
. social disarray: drug dealers, crack babies; drive-by

shootings, dropouts, predatory sex. Adolescent music |

is as likely to be about rioting and racial clashes as
about romance, and not even sophisucgted newspa-
pers would print many of the sexual Iyrics. 4

The Old Alarins -

Is this all a matter of perception? After all, in the
1950's public anxiety focused on juvenile delinquency
and whether students were keeping up with the Rus-
gians. In 1965, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, then an
Assistant Secretary of Labor, warned that the rising
rate of fatherless families among blac];: Americans
might soon create a new obstacle to racial progress.

Despite an endorsement by the Rev. Dr. Martin
Luther King Jr., the Moynihan warning was decried as
racist. Liberals shied away from questions of family
structure for two decades. Baby boo_mers had olhgr
things on their minds — at least until they had their
own children. Weren’t alarms about a breakdown in
child-rearing only the perennial bursts of npstalgxa for
a Golden Age of clear-cut sexual mores, intact.mar-

riages and bright-eyed, studious darlings?
Increasingly, the answer is “no.” Just last week
an equally blunt conclusion came from the Council on
Families in_America,_a group of 17 scholars_and_
family experts — sociologists, economists, lawyers, -

sychologists, ists, historians and religious
eaders — who span_the ideological spectrum.

“The evidence is strong and growing,” they
wrote, ‘‘that the current generation of children and
youth is the first in our nation’s history to be less well-
off — psychologically, socially, economically and mor-
ally — than their parents were at the same age.”

A fifth of the nation’s children are poor, as are
almost a fousth of its preschoolers and almost half of
its black children. In 1970, 10 percent of the nation’s
children lived in one-parent households; the figure has
more than doubled since then. In 1960, one in 25
children was born to an unmarried mother; now it is
one in four.

Reports of child abuse and
neglect have increased by 40 per-
cent since 1985. Since 1960, Scho-
lastic Aptitude Test scores have
dropped; juvenile crime has more
than doubled; rates of teen-age
suicide and death- by homicide
have more than tripled. -

In the face of these findings,
many are convinced that Ameri-
cans can be rallied behind the
cause of child welfare. They see
reinforcement in the longstanding
devotion of Hillary Clinton to the
Children’s Defense Fund (even
the name suggests siege and alarm) and its passion-
ately articulate leader, Marian Wright Edelman.

Hopes for a national effort spanning ideological
camps also sprang from-an emerging consensus that
neither the traditional liberal emphasis on govern-
ment programs nor the traditional conservative em- -
phasis on family stability and moral discipline will do
the job alone. Health, education and anti-poverty pro- -
grams would have to go hand in hand with frank
endorsement of sexual and parental responsibility.

This bridging of the gap between child advocates
stressing economic deprivation and other groups
stressing family structure and cultural factors began
with “Beyond Rhetoric: A New American Agenda for
Children and Families,'” the 1991 report of the biparti-
san National Commission on Children, headed by
Senator Jay Rockefeller, Democrat of West Virginia.
The National Conference of Catholic Bishops also
yoked the two emphases in “Putting Children and
Families First,”" a pastoral letter released a year ago.

"But the fragility of the consensus was revealed
when Vice President Quayle and the Republican Party
tried to seize upon “family values” as a campaign
issue. Democrats renewed their suspicion that “‘fam-
ily values'” was.only a slogan to divert attention from

political

. economic problems. Republicans found new proof that

The young are
still poor, but
they have

attention now.

Democrats reflexively thought government spending

‘was the key to everything.

So the new Administration begins straddling two
schools of thought about child welfare. Both back
economic measures like a family leave bill and tax
reforms to aid the working poor and families with
young children. Both favor expanded child health care
and preschool education and vigorous efforts to collect
child support from absent fathers. Both oppose strict
division of family roles along gender lines.

But one school of thought insists that economic
problems, and economic reforms, are only half the
story. Family structure and stability, these advocates
argue, are independent factors, shaped by cultural
forces as well as economics and, indeed, just as.likely
to be the cause of economic well-being or deprivation.

“The best antipoverty program for children is a
stable, intact family,” Elaine Ciulla Kamarck and.
William A. Galston write in “Man-
date for Change” (Berkeley,
1992), the handbook of recommen-
dations issued by the Progressive
Policy Institute, the research arm
of the centrist Democratic Lead-
ership Council, which was once
headed by Mr. Clinton.

In this view, a child welfare
campaign requires a frank com-
mitment to the'goal of sustaining
the two-parent family, using Pres-
idential influence on initiatives to
combat teen-age pregnancy and
out-of-wedlock births, to slow di-
vorce rates and protect children
in divorce settlements and to press for media respon-
sibility in influencing children and adolescents.

. The other school of thought does not dispute that a
stable, two-parent family is beneficial. But it inclines
toward the view that other family structures might do
roughly as well, given equal economic advantage, and
it questions the data suggesting that family structure
itself puts children at greater risk for everything from
criminal behavior and teen-age pregnancy to mental
illness and educational failure.

In this view, issues of family structure are best
set aside as amorphous, personal and beyond the
scope of government. Focusing on sexual conduct and
parental responsibility, these advocates add, only ra-
tionalizes unwillingness to pay for necessary govern-
ment programs. ‘

-And what society is willing to pay is unknown,

. “Mandate for Change” proposes giving parents an

§800 tax credit (equivalent to a $5,330 exemption for
the average family) for each preschool child and then
phasing it down to the equivalent of the current
exemption when the child is 11. They also propose an
earned income tax credit that would supplement the
wages of the working poor and could affect more than

Continued on page 12
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AMERICA’S FAMILY PROBLEM
By David Popenoe

Throughout our nation’s history, we
have depended heavily on the family to
provide both social order and economic
success. Families have provided for the
survival and development of children, for
theemotional and physical health of adults,
for the special care of the sick, injured,
handicapped, and elderly, and for rein-
forcing society's values. Today,
America’s families face growing prob-
lems in each of these areas and by many
measures are functioning less well than
ever before—less well, in fact, than in
other advanced, industrialized nations.

The most serious problem concerns
children. There is evidence that today’s
generation of children is the first in our
nation’s history to be less well-off psy-
chologically, socially, and economically
than their parents were at the same age.l

As the first social institution in hu-
man history, the family probably arose
because of the need for adults to devote a
great deal of time to childrearing. Com-
ing into the world totally dependent, hu-
man infants must, for a larger portion of
their lives than for any other species, be
cared for and taught by adults. To a
unique degree, humans nurture, protect,
and educate their offspring. It is hard to
conceive of a successful society, there-
fore, that does not have reasonably strong
families—multigenerational groups of
kinfolk that effectively carry out their
socially assigned task of raising children
to become adults who are able to love and
to work, who are committed to such social
values as honesty, respect, and responsi-
bility, and who pass these values on to the
next generation.

Infants and children need, at mini-
mum, one adult to care for them. Yet
given the complexities of the task,
childrearing in all societies until recent
years has been shared by many adults.
The institutional bond of marriage be-
tween biological parents, with the essen-

tial function of tying the father to the
mother and child, is found in virtually
every society; inno society has nonmarital
childbirth, or the single parent, been the
cultural norm. In all societies the biologi-
cal father is identified, and in almost all
societies he plays an important role in his
children’s upbringing, even though his
primary role is often that of protector and
breadwinner.

Family History

Over the past thirty years, the United
States (along with other modern societ-
ies) has witnessed a major family trans-
formation—the beginning of the end of
the traditional nuclear family.2 Three
important changes have occurred: 1) The
divorce rate increased sharply (to a level
currently exceeding 50%), and some moth-
ers decided to forego marriage, with the
consequence that a sizable number of
children are being raised in single-parent
households, apart from other relatives; 2)
married women in large numbers left the
role of full-time mother and housewife to
gointo the labor market, and the activities
of their former role have not fully been
replaced; 3) the focus of many families
shifted away from childrearing to the psy-
chological well-being and self-develop-
ment of their adult members. One indica-
tion of this latter focus is that parents
increasingly break up—even when they
have young children to raise—if their
psychological and self-fulfillment needs
are unmet in the marriage relationship.

We can never return to the era of the
traditional nuclear family, even if we
wanted to—and many women and men
emphatically do not. The conditions of
life that generated that family form have
changed. Yet one thing that has not
changed through all the years and all the
family transformations is the need for
children to be raised by mothers and fa-
thers. Indeed, in modern, complex societ-
ies, in which children need an enormous
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amount of education and psychological
security in order to succeed, active and
nurturing relationships with adults may
be more critical for children than ever.

Unfortunately, the amount of time
children spend with adults, especially their
parents, has beendropping dramatically.3
Absent fathers, working mothers, distant
grandparents, anonymous schools, and
transient communities have become hall-
marks of our era. There has been an
associated weakening in many families,
and in society as a whole, of the funda-
mental assumption that children are to be
loved and valued at the highest level of
priority. The recent decline of the family
may be the single most important factor
accounting for the record high, and in
many cases increasing, rates among juve-
niles and adolescents of delinquency, sui-
cide, depression, obesity and anorexia,
drug abuse, and nonmarital pregnancies.4
Although especially prominent in
America’s inner cities, high rates of per-
sonal and social problems such as these
are now found at all class levels and
among all sectors of our population.

The Individualism Trend

To understand fully what has hap-
pened to the family, we must look at the
broader cultural changes that have oc-
curred, especially changes in the values
and norms that condition everyday
choices. Over recent centuiies in indus-
trialized andindustrializing societies, there
has been a gradual shift from a “collectiv-
ist” culture (a term I use with a cultural
and not a political meaning) toward an
individualistic culture. In the former,
group goals take precedence over indi-
vidual ones. “Doing one’s duty,” for
example, is more important than “self-
fulfillment,” and “social bonds” are more
important than “personal choice.” In in-
dividualistic cultures, the welfare of the
group is secondary to the importance of
such personal goals as self-expression,
independence, and competitiveness.?




Not surprisingly, individualistic so-
cieties rank higher than collectivist soci-
eties in political democracy and individual
development. But the shift from collec-
tivism to individualism involves social
costs as well as personal gains—espe-
cially when it proceeds too far. Along
with political democracy and individual
development, individualistic societies tend
to have high rates of individual deviance,
juvenile delinquency and crime, loneli-
ness, depression, suicide, and social alien-
ation. In short, these societies have more
free and independent citizens, but less
social order and probably a lower level of
psychological well-being.

The United States has long been
known as the world’s most individualistic
society. Certainly, we place a high value
on this aspect of our society, and it is a
major reason why so many people from
other countries want to come here. Yet for
most of our history, this individualism has
been balanced, or tempered, by a strong
belief in the sanctity of accepted social
organizations and institutions, such as the
family, religion, voluntary associations,
local communities, and even the nation as
a whole. While individualistic in spirit,
people’s identities were rooted in these
social units, and their lives were directed
toward the social goals which they repre-
sented. Thus, the United States has been
marked for much of its history, not by a
pure form of individualism, but by what
could be termed a “communitarian” or
balanced individualism.

As the individualism trend has ad-
vanced, however, a more radical or “ex-
pressive” individualism has emerged, one
thatis largely devoted to “self-indulgence”
or “self-fulfillment” at the expense of the
group.6 Today, we see a large number of
people who are narcissistic or self-ori-
ented, and who show concern for social
institutions only when these directly af-
fect their own well-being. Unfortunately,
these people have a tendency to distance
themselves from the social and commu-
nity groupings that have long been the
basis for personal security and social or-
der. Since the 1950s, there has been a
decline in people being married, visiting
informally with others, and belonging to
voluntary associations, and there has been

an increase in the number of people living
alone.”

The highly disturbing actions of in-
ner-city residents evident, for example, in
last spring’s riots in Los Angeles could be
considered less a departure from every-
day American cultural reality than a gross
intensification of it. Very few social and
cultural trends found in the inner city are
not also present in the rest of the nation.
Indeed, with respect to the family, the
characteristics of the black family pro-
nounced by President Lyndon Johnson in
1965 to be in a state of “breakdown” are
very similar to the family characteristics
of America as a whole in 1992!

In summary, for the good of both the
individual and the society, the individual-
ism trend in the United States has ad-
vanced too far. The family holds the key.
People need strong families to provide
them with the identity, belonging, disci-
pline, and values that are essential for full
individual development,. The social in-
stitutions of the surrounding community
depend on strong families to teach those
“civic” values—honesty, trust, self-sacri-
fice, personal responsibility, respect for
others—by which they can thrive. Butlet
us not forget that strong families depend
heavily on cultural and social supports.
Family life in an unsupportive commu-
nity is always precarious, and the social
stresses can be overwhelming.

Not to Forget the Gains

While I have presented a fairly grim
picture in describing these cultural
changes, it is important to add that not
every aspect of our society has deterio-
rated. In several key areas, this nation has
seen significant social progress. For in-
stance, we are a much more inclusive
society today—segregation and racism
have diminished, and we now accept more
African-Americans, Hispanics, and other
minority groups into the mainstream. The
legal, sexual, and financial emancipation
of women has become a reality as never
before in history. With advances in medi-
cine, we have greater longevity and, on
the whole, better physical health. And our
average material standard of living, espe-

cially in the possession of consumer
durables, has increased significantly.

The Nuclear Family And Marriage

Given our nation’s past ability to
accept positive social change, wecanhave
some confidence in our capacity to solve
the problem of family decline. In seeking
solutions, we should first consider what
family structure is best able to raise chil-
dren who are autonomous and socially
responsible, and also able to meet adult
needs for intimacy and personal attach-
ment. Based on the available evidence, as
well as the lessons of recent human expe-
rience, the family structure that unques-
tionably works best is the nuclear family.
Iam notreferring to the traditional nuclear
family, but rather to the nuclear family
that consists of a male and female who
marry and live together and share respon-
sibility for their children and for each
other.

How are the single-parent families
doing? Accumulating evidence concern-
ing the personal and social consequences
of this family type paints a grim picture.
A 1988 survey by the National Center for
Health Statistics found, for example, that
children from single-parent families are
two to three times more likely to have
emotional and behavioral problems than
children from intact families, and reduced
family income is by no means the only
factor involved.8 Many other studies
could be cited.

Toward Solutions

Of course, many people have no other
choice than to live in step- and single-
parent families. These families can be
successful, and their members deserve
our continuing support. Nevertheless, the
benefits that strong nuclear families bring
to a high-achieving, individualistic, and
democratic society are absolutely clear.
A committed marriage, forexample, which
is the basis of the strong nuclear family,
brings enormous benefits to adults. It is
ironic in this age of self-fulfillment, when
people are being pulled away from mar-
riage, that a happy marriage seems to
provide the best source of self-fulfill-
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ment. By virtually every measure, mar-
ried individuals are better off than single
individuals; quite clearly, a good mar-
riage provides the basis for physical and
mental health.

Anotherreason for supporting strong
nuclear families is that society gains enor-
mously when a high percentage of men
are married. In general, every society
must be wary of the unattached male, for
he is universally the cause of numerous
social ills. Healthy societies are heavily
dependent on men being attached to a
strong moral order, which is centered in
families, both to discipline sexual behav-
ior and to reduce competitive aggression.
Men need the moral and emotional in-
struction of women more than vice versa.
Family life, especially having children, is
for men a civilizing force of no mean
proportions.

It should be a source of serious con-
cern, therefore, that men currently spend
more time living apart from families than
at probably any other time in American
history. About a quarter of all men ages
25-34 live in nonfamily households, ei-
ther alone or with an unrelated individual.
In 1960, average Americans spent 62% of
their adult lives with spouse and children,
which was the highest in our history. By
1980, they spent 43%, the lowest in our
hislory.9 This trend alone may help to
account for the high and rising crime rates
over the past three decades. During this
period, the number of reported violent
crimes per capita, largely committed by
unattached males. increased by 355%.

Today, a growing portion of Ameri-
can men are highly involved in childcare,
providing more help with the children
than their own fathers did. But a large
number of men, because they did not stay
with or marry the mothers of their chil-
dren, or because of divorce, have aban-
doned their children entirely. In general,
childrearing women have become increas-
ingly isolated from men. Thisis one of the
main reasons why nothing might benefit
the nation more than a national drive to
promote strong marriages.

The New Familism: A Hopeful Trend

One bright spot in this picture is what
some of us have called “the new familism,”
a growing realization in America that,
“yes, the family really is in trouble and
needs help.”m As reported elsewhere in
this issue, public opinion polls indicate
that nearly two-thirds of Americans be-
lieve that “family values have gotten
weaker in the United States™ and a major-
ity of adults in both political parties think
that “political candidates should talk about
family values.”

There are two groups primarily in-
volved in this cultural mini-shift: the ma-
turing baby boomers, now at the family
stage of theirlife cycle, and the “babyboom
echo” children of the divorce revolution.
The middle-aged baby boomers, spurred
by growing evidence that children have
been hurt by recent family changes, have
been instrumental in shifting the media in
a profamily direction. And the echo chil-
dren of the 1970s, even with their troubled
childhoods, are coming into adulthood
with a strong resolve not to repeat their
parents’ mistakes. They tend to puta high
premium on marital permanence, perhaps
because they have been unable to take the
family for granted as many of their par-
ents—the children of the familistic
1950s—did. These two groups may help
the nation in the 1990s to turn away from
the values of radical individualism and
more fully embrace the ideals of family
and other social bonds.

Endnotes

1 National Commission on Children, Bevond
Rhetoric: A New American Agenda for Chil-
dren and Families (Washington, DC, 1991);
The National Commission on the Role of the
School and the Community in Improving Ado-
lescent Health, Code Blue: Uniting for
Healthier Youth (Alexandria, VA: National
Association of State Boards of Education,
1990).

2 David Popenoe,”Family Decline in
America,” pp. 39-51 inD. Blankenhorn, Steven
Bayme, and Jean Bethke Elshtain (eds.), Re-
building the Nest: A New Commitment to the
American Family (Milwaukee, WI: Family
Service America, 1990).

3 Harriet B. Presser, “Can We Make Time For

24 THE PUBLIC PERSPECTIVE, SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1992

Children? The Economy, Work Schedules,
and Child Care,” Demography, 26-4:523-543;
Steven L. Nock and P. W. Kingston, “Time
with Children: The Impact of Couples’ Work-
Time Commitments,” Social Forces, 1988,
67-1:59-85.
4 U.S. Children and Their Families: Current
Conditions and Recent Trends (Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1989).
5 Harry C. Triandis, “Cross-Cultural Studies
of Individualism and Collectivism,” pp. 41-
133 in Nebraska Symposium on Motivation,
1989 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press,
1990).
6 Robert N. Bellah, Richard Madsen, William
M. Sullivan, Ann Swidler, and Steven N.
Tipton, Habits of the Heart (Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press, 1985), and The Good
Society (New York: Alfred J. Knopf, 1991).
7 James S. House, “Social Support and the
Quality of Life,” pp. 253-259 in Frank M.
Andrews (ed.), Research on the Quality of Life
gArm Arbor: University of Michigan, 1986).

Nicholas Zill and Charlotte A. Schoenborn,
“Developmental, Learning, and Emotional
Problems: Health of Our Nation’s Children,
United States, 1988, Advance Data, National
Center for Health Statistics, #120, November,
1990; Deborah A. Dawson, "Family Structure
and Children’s Health and Well-Being: Data
from the 1988 National Health Interview Sur-
vey on Child Health,” Journal of Marriage
and the Family, 1991, 53-3:573-584.
9 Susan Cotts Watkins, Jane A. Menken, and
John Bongaarts, “The Demographic Founda-
tion of Family Change,”American Sociologi-
cal Review, 1987, 52-3:346-358.

0 David Popenoe, “Fostering the New
Familism: A Goal for America,” The Respon-
sive Community, forthcoming.

David Popenoe is professor of
sociology and associate dean,
Rutgers University, and co-chair
of The Council on Families in

America. This article is based on
L mae wor . — S FNY

a paper originally delivered to
The National Commission on
America’s Urban Families.

Institute For American Value
1841 Broadway Suite 211 °
New York, N.'Y. 10023



LIFE - FAMILY

Why Have All the
Fathers Gone

—and Will They
Come Back?

Da vid Blankenhorn is president of the Institute for American Values, a New York think tank
devoted to networking scholars from various disciplines who study family issues. Here he
discusses fatherhood with Lynn Musgrave Criner; Life editor of THE WORLD & .

FAMILY ISSUES EXPERT
DAVID BLANKENHORN
TALKS ABOUT THE
CRISIS IN AMERICAN

FATHERHOOD.
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THE WORLD & I: Let’s
begin by talking about the
state of American fatherhood.

David Blankenhorn: There
1s a crisis of fatherhood in Ameri-
ca today. In fact, I believe that the
most socially consequential family
trend of our time is fatherlessness,
that is, male absence from family
life. We are in a situation where
one-third of the children in this
country are living apart from their
fathers—and if the patterns we
are seeing continue, roughly half
of all the American children alive
today will spend a significant part
of their childhoods living apart
from their fathers. Thus, living
without a father is approaching a
rough parity with having a father

as an experience of childhood.

We spent the 1970s and '80s
in the family debate focusing
mostly on the roles of women and
the condition of children, almost
as if men were secondary. And yet
a lot of what is driving our social
problems is men leaving their chil-
dren and the mothers of their chil-
dren—that is the big dynamic.

W&I: What factors do you
think have allowed the prob-
lem to reach these propor-
tions?

Blankenhorn: I have asked
myself, “Have there been changes
in American culture that have dis-
proportionately affected men?”
And I think there have been.



Culture typically tells men—
and this has been true throughout
human history—that what they
are supposed to do is to be good
family men. The main way that
culture harnesses maleness to a
social purpose is to tell men that
they should be good husbands and
fathers.

But when a culture does not
do that, men tend to become iso-
lated and therefore more prone to
violence. Conservatives such as
James Q. Wilson and liberals such
as Myriam Miedzian remind us
that poorly socialized males con-
stitute the essential source of vio-
lence and crime in all societies.
Margaret Mead has suggested
that the supreme cultural impera-

tive is the challenge of socializing
men.

So OK, our culture today in-
creasingly does not encourage
men to be good hushands and fa-
thers. The culture tells them that
there are many possible options.
They may choose to be good fami-
ly men, but they may also choose
not to be. There are many com-
peting norms of masculinity out
there, and family norms for men
are getting weaker.

So—just to be concrete about
it—a guy sitting in his office thir-
ty years ago thinking that his wife
was getting older and that his sec-
retary was young and pretty and
that maybe he should have an af-
fair lived in a culture that was

I DAVID BLANKENHORN TALKS WITH
HIS WIFE, RAINA.

pretty hostile to that possible
course of action on his part. Today
there is still some disapproval, but
much less.

W&I: Certainly culture af-
fects everyone in a society,
though.

Blankenhorn: Of course the
culture affects both men and
women, but very rarely do women
abandon their children, although
erack does do that to some moth-
ers.

W&I: So men are more in
need of culture to link them to
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WHY HAVE ALL THE FATHERS GONE?

their children?

Blankenhorn: Yes, I think
so. It appears that the attachment
of men to their families is more
culturally defined. But when men
are separated from women and
children, which is increasingly the
case today, they do things like die
a lot earlier and fill up the jails,
They don't eat well, get depressed,
and especially as they grow older,
become narcissistic. In other
words, many of them just self-de-
struct.

W&L: So you think our cul-
ture is at the root of the declin-
ing number of two-parent fam-
ilies?

Blankenhorn: I do not be-
lieve that changes in the economy
can fully explain the changes in
the American man’s relationship
to the family. I do not believe that
bad policies of the government are
determinative here either, al-
though welfare rules certainly
work against family formation for
some.

Of course economics and poli-
cies play an important role. But
what I believe is that we as a soci-
ety have simply changed our
minds over the past three decades
about the value of the family.
There’s been a values shift, a
change of philosophy. We have
changed our minds in the direc-
tion of expressive individualism,
and that is the philosophy that
dominates our culture, especially
elite culture.

The story that we're increas-
ingly telling is that our principal
responsibility is to ourselves. The
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key concepts are independence,
autonomy, self-realization, self-ac-
tualization, self-expression. These
go to the fore. What gets displaced
is loyalty to any purpose larger
than the self. And that’s the shift.

The clear losers have been the
children (who are dependent on
other people). Neither Democrats
nor Republicans nor social scien-
tists nor anyone else disputes that
the key indicators of child well-
being are declining.

W&IL: But many of the val-
ues embodied in the “new” cul-
ture have been around for
quite a while.

Blankenhorn: Yes, you
know we have always had the
male hero who was a male indi-
vidualist, the one who cannot
achieve what he must achieve to
be a hero if he is tangled up with a
wife and children. But now the
whole culture has shifted so that
the family is seen as an obstacle
rather than the pathway to self-
fulfillment, a drag on personal
freedom. Historically, that has
been the viewpoint of adolescent
males. Now grown men are cul-
turally supported to tell their
wives and children “Bye” and quit
their jobs. I don't think that makes
men feel happy about their man-
hood, and I don't think families
stay together as well under these
circumstances. In fact, the situa-
tion is becoming an unmitigated
disaster, especially from the child’s
viewpoint.

W&I: Could you describe
some aspecis of the “disaster,”

as you put it?

Blankenhorn: Sure. Grow-
ing up in a single-parent house-
hold increases the likelihood that
a child will be raised in poverty.
According to Wade Horn, commis-
sioner of children, youth, and fam-
ilies at Health and Human Ser-
vices, between 70 and 75 percent
of the kids in these homes are poor
for some time in their childhoods,
whereas only about 20 percent of
the children in two-parent families
experience poverty.

And kids without fathers
have more problems in school.
Cornell family studies professor
Urie Bronfenbrenner, for example,
finds that children growing up
without their fathers have more
behavioral problems. (This re-
mains true even when differences
in income are taken into account.)
They exhibit more extremes of hy-
peractivity or withdrawal, lack of
attentiveness in school, and poor
academic achievement. As
teenagers, they more often smoke,
drink, engage in early and fre-
quent sexual experiences, and, in
more extreme cases, use drugs,
commit suicide, and become in-
volved in vandalism, violence, and
criminal acts. The most important
predictor of crime among juveniles
is fatherlessness. Fatherlessness
predicts crime in a way that race
and income do not. Boys engaging
in sexual violence against women
also tracks pretty closely with fa-
ther absence.

An important predictor of a
young woman having a child out-
side of marriage is that she grew
up without a father. Studies of the
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intergenerational con-
sequences of fatherless
homes show that
among white families,
daughters of single
mothers are 53 percent
more likely to marry as
teenagers, 111 percent
more likely to have
children as teenagets,
164 percent more like-
ly to have premarital
births, and 92 percent
more likely to dissolve
their own marriages. ™
Clinicians tell us that P&
in large part through

their fathers. They :
learn from fathers

what they want in ’
their own partners. If
they don’t have fa-

s

girls learn about men {7

L -

thers, problems are
more likely to develop.

For boys, a father is the gate-
way into manhood. What does it
mean to be a man? Clinical stud-
ies show that for most boys, there
is a period of separation from their
mothers during which boys be-
come very interested in what it
means to be a male. They draw
away from their mothers and seek
to pattern themselves after their
fathers because they are searching
for the meaning of their maleness.
They cannot find that answer
through their mothers. So if there
is no father there, the boy has a

problem.

W&I: So let’s change the
focus and talk about what
makes fathers stay with their
families and what makes a
good father good.

Blankenhorn: Well, many of
the most important family values
are shared equally by fathers and
mothers. Families prosper when
the parents put their families
ahead of themselves. For these
parents their family bonds are not
contingent on fluctuations in their
feelings and is less a calculation

than a faith. They love their chil-
dren at the highest level of priori-
ty and willingly sacrifice for them.

Traditionally, a good father
protects his family. A practical
question to test this idea: The fam-
ily is asleep upstairs. An intruder
is heard, apparently breaking in.
Everyone is scared. Who goes
downstairs?

A good father works to pro-
vide for the family’s material
needs; that is, he works not as an
alternative to family life but as an
expression of his commitment to
it. Along with the mother, he de-

JANUARY 1993 411



LIFE - FAMILY

WHY HAVE ALL THE FATHERS GONE?

BARBARA DAFOE WHITEHEAD, A
SCHOLAR ASSOCIATED WITH THE
INSTITUTE FOR AMERICAN VALUES,
MEETS WITH DAVID BLANKENHORN.

votes himself to the moral educa-
tion of his children, and represents
his family’s interests in the larger
world. While both parents con-
tribute to the competence and
character of their children, fa-
thers, I believe, are more focused
on the children’s performance in
the world outside the home.

W&L: Are there other ways
that fathers are thought to
function that are different
from mothers?

Blankenhorn: Studies show
that fathers spend proportionately
more time playing with their in-
fant sons and daughters than
mothers do. Moreover, fathers en-
gage in more physically vigorous,
rough-and-tumble play. Mothers
are more often a special source of
comfort and soothing. A father’s
play with his infant foreshadows
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his later role with his child, which
is less symbiotic and more disso-
nant than his wife’s. Some have
argued that fathers thus help
their children feel more comfort-
able in strange situations.

W&I: Why do you think
families used to stay together
more?

Blankenhorn: Well, we just
recently went to the fiftieth wed-
ding anniversary of some rela-
tives, and I heard a story that I
think says a lot about that. About
a hundred people gathered to have
a big party, and it was very mov-
ing. A lot of tears, a lot of happi-
ness, a lot of memories. I told the
husband, “You're really an inspi-
ration to me. Some people don’t
think an anniversary like thisis a
big deal. Well, let me tell you, it's a
big deal.” And he said, “You know,
my mother, an immigrant, she
told me fifty years ago when I was
about to get married (she told me
in Yiddish, but the rough transla-
tion is): You're going to do this

thing? That’s it!”” Final. Case
closed. If you've decided to do this,
it’s permanent. Don’t tell me
you've changed your mind. I won't
discuss it with you. He is in his
seventies now and he said, “You
know, if I hadn’t believed that—
you know, it’s hard. There may be
some people for whom every day
is perfect. They're madly in love
every day, year in and year out.
They have few problems. But for
most people, it’s hard. But we de-
cided, and that was it.” Tbday in
our culture, we don't think like
that so much anymore.

W&I: What do you think
could be done to encourage
more men to become family
men?

Blankenhorn: In Washing-
ton, D.C., a lot of people’s eyes just
glaze over and they think you are
blowing smoke at them when you
tell them that what is required is
that we have to change our minds
again. We have to agree on the im-
portance of men being good fa-
thers, and there is no political or
economic shorteut. Shifting the
culture, changing our minds, is
what is required. Now how you
get people to change their views in
a democratic, free society? For one
thing, by making a good argu-
ment.

But in the area of policy and
economics, there are some things
we can do. I'm a member of the
National Commission on Ameri-
ca’s Urban Families, and we have
been traveling around the country
studying urban families. Where
we have been recently, in South



Central Los Angeles, black com-
munity and church leaders and
people in the neighborhood testify
against the current welfare sys-
tem. They say that it is “slavery”
because it is pushing the male
away from the family. A mother
generally cannot qualify for wel-
fare unless she is unemployed and
is not married to an employed
man. So even if a father wants to
live with his family and be a father
to his children, the incentive is
skewed in the other direction. I
hope we will find a way to help
people, not harm them.

People often ask for policy rec-
ommendations, and I am writing
a book together with some col-
leagues here at the Institute for
American Values that makes sug-
gestions. I would like us to change
the tax code and enhance the mar-
riage deduction, for ex-

cern. But when it comes to what
amounts to a teenage boy’s version
of sexual fantasy pumped into peo-
ple’s homes twenty-four hours a
day in ever more explicit terms,
their view is that what they do has
no influence on anyone. Parents
believe the opposite. There is a
gulf between the epistemology of
the creative people and the par-
ents. At every critical point there
is a divergent opinion. And the
creative people are far too certain
of their own creative, aesthetic,
and moral superiority to be per-
suaded by the parents.

W& Tell me about the In-
stitute for American Values?

Blankenhorn: I began a few
years ago by meeting with schol-
ars who study the family—people
like David Popenoce at Rutgers

and Mary Ann Glendon at Har-
vard. And rather quickly it was
clear that there was a niche that
the institute could fill because,
while there were scholars already
working on the family, there
weren’t many opportunities for
them to work together. A big buzz-
word for us is interdisciplinary de-
liberation—that is, we can bring
people together from a variety of
different disciplines. A typical con-
ference of ours has a lawyer next
to a theologian next to a psycholo-
gist next to a sociologist next to a
philosopher next to a historian.
And this is wonderful from their
point of view, because what they
care about is family issues but
they are frequently too segregated
in their departments.
We are a big table in terms of
the partisan aspects of the topic.
When it comes to family

ample.

W&I: How about
influencing the role
models shown to kids
on television and in
the movies?

Blankenhorn: The
commission met out in
Los Angeles with TV
writers and movie pro-
ducers. The writers and
producers feel that they
are telling stories based
on good moral ideas with
high-level content. I dis-
agree. On the one hand,
they say that they have
great influence when it
comes to such messages
as environmental con-

and medical leave legis-
lation, for example, some
of us think one thing and
some of us think another.
But there is still what
one of our colleagues calls
the “shock of mutual
recognition.” All of a sud-
den you are part of some-
thing where there is a
basis for conversation.
You can understand the
language that is being
used, and there is a com-

BLANKENHORN CHECKS A
PASSAGE IN REBUILDING
THE NEST, A STUDY OF
AMERICAN FAMILIES
PRODUCED BY THE
INSTITUTE.
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mon interest in an inquiry. So our
niche is bringing people together
from various disciplines who may
be liberal or conservative but are
committed to inquiry.

One of the things that the in-
stitute was saying early on—I can
show you some of the very early
articles—was that family issues
were going to emerge as an im-
portant national topic. So one of
the things that we predicted
turned out to be accurate. Another
thing that makes me feel good is
that when journalists do stories on
the family, they often interview
the scholars who work on our pro-
grams.

W&I: Where do you see
things going from here?
Blankenhorn: I believe that
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one of the big achievements of the
family debate in the last several
years has been the emergence of a
fragile bipartisan consensus that,
other things being equal, children
do best when they grow up with
both of their parents. This idea
was for years a very contested
idea, but following the National
Commission on Children chaired
by Jay Rockefeller of West Vir-
ginia, a new level of consensus
was forged.

So this issue that had been
fought through in the academic
world in the seventies and eight-
ies and emerged in the late eight-
ies and early nineties as a fragile
consensus reflected in many pub-
lications, such as Fortune maga-
zine or the Communitarian jour-
nal, The Responsive Community,
which is an important new intel-
lectual initiative.

What has happened in the
last six months is that that con-

sensus has been chal-
lenged, and we are now see-
ing the emergence of a
counteroffensive or back-
lash against the idea. I
think this is a result of peo-
ple’s cynicism about the
way the family issue has
been used in the political
campaigns. There may be
other reasons. In any case,
this most important intel-
lectual achievement of the
last five years is now being
assaulted.

I would offer as evi-
dence a front page story
the Washington Post ran in
September asserting that
a “searching reevaluation by so-
cial scientists” was revealing that
the consequences of father ab-
sence were “far less critical to the
healthy development of children
than had been previously be-
lieved.” Maybe it was just a coin-
cidence that this front page arti-
cle ran on the same day as the
first episode of this season’s Mu-
phy Brown, which was surround-
ed by an amazing amount of
hype. In the New York Times,
there has been a drumbeat of sto-
ries celebrating life-style diversi-
ty coupled with an assault on the
notion that there is anything par-
ticularly good about the two-par-
ent family.

Thus I am concerned that the
academic findings to the contrary
will be swept away or redefined as
a partisan position. I had thought
we could move on to some more in-
teresting arguments because this
part of the debate was over. But




now it seems we're just going to
have to keep on working on this
seemingly simple point.

The Washington Post article
was wrong. The newspaper was
not revealing the latest trend in
scholarship, which is, in fact, in ex-
actly the opposite direction. The
idea that family structure does not
matter and that what really mat-
ters are other things such as fam-
ily process or income and educa-
tional achievement—this set of
ideas was very popular in the sev-
enties, and the main scholarly
trend since then has moved
strongly in the opposite direction.
Current studies are mixed, of
course, and one can go through
them on a point-by-point basis.
But once you have done that—
once you have gone through all the
studies—you are clear that the
preponderance of the scientific ev-
idence currently available sup-
ports the need for the two-parent
home. I find it astonishing that
the Washington Post would put
such a blatantly inaccurate story
on the front page.

Now it will be necessary for
scholars to produce more surveys
of the literature and to carefully go
through the process once again of
publicizing the studies that have
been done. More objective, careful,
bipartisan reports on the litera-
ture must be made. Of course, in
the final analysis, you cannot
prove anything about causation
using only the tools of social sci-
ence. Anytime anybody makes a
point, it is always possible to make
a different point. But that said, the
scholarly debate on the two-parent

home is one of the most one-sided
areas within the social sciences.

W&I: But surely other
things are happening that will
impact on the future of father-
hood.

Blankenhorn: Yes. One ef-
fort Pm involved in is releasing a
new report. After interviewing
urban families all over the coun-
try about their concerns, the Na-
tional Commission on America’s
Urban Families is making recom-
mendations that will hopefully
help to strengthen marital bonds
and parent-child relationships and
improve community support for
families. There is more consensus
about these issues at the grass
roots than in the rarified precincts
of elite discourse. Especially in the
black community, people have spo-
ken with conviction and a sense of
urgency about bringing fathers
back into the lives of children.

Gang violence and teen preg-
nancy are sometimes presented as
the whole story regarding the
black community, and black fa-
thers don't get much media atten-
tion. The good guys raising their
children and keeping their fami-
lies together are succeeding
against the grain of things. Stress
and breakup of the family unit are
things they see around them every
day, and they often have less of an
economic cushion to soften the
blows.

Single parents are generally
the most vocal critics of single par-
enthood. It takes a lot of work for
one person to do the work of two,
especially in a situation in which

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023

there is stress and economic de-
privation. The idea that single
parents celebrate single parent-
hood as some kind of desirable life-
style is simply not true for most of
them. They may be proud of their
kids and doing the best they can
under the circumstances. But they
have no illusion that theirs is
some sort of optimal arrangement.
If you want a realistic under-
standing of the difficulties in-
volved in single parenting, just
ask people who are doing it.

W&I: What kind of people
are on the commission?

Blankenhorn: It’s a biparti-
san commission, though we were
all appointed by President Bush.
It consists of people from all sorts
of backgrounds and political per-
suasions. It is headed by John
Asheroft, governor of Missouri and
recent chairman of the National
Governor’s Association. The
cochair is Annette Strauss, the for-
mer mayor of Dallas. The mayor
of Knoxville, Tennessee, Victor
Ashe, is a member, and so is Irene
Johnson, an important tenants
leader from Chicago. I myself
come from a background that in-
cludes some academic study, but
also a history as a community or-
ganizer working in poor commu-
nities. At the time I began the in-
stitute, I wanted to create a think
tank that would provide an ideo-
logical framework for the commu-
nity-organizing movement. It was
gradual immersion in literature
on the family that led me to a
more academic pursuit of family

issues. @
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Lost in transition: A gem on the

value of the

By DONALD KIMELRIAN

' n Jan. 14 the National Commission on
' America’ rban Families, after
- months of hearings, discussions, fo-

cus groups and the like, reported its findings

to the President. Its timing could hardly

have been worse.

.. Six days later, George Bush, who had or-
. dered this bipartisan examination of the

declining state of the American family, left

office. The commission’s work and its in-
triguing conclusion were ignored.

That's unfortunate because the commis-

sion, co-chaired by Missouri Gov. John Ash-
croft and former Dallas Mayor Annette
Strauss, took an unblinking look at the dis-
mal trend in family fragmentation and
showed how it relates to the problems of
crime, delinquency, poverty, drug abuse, ed-
ycational failure and mental illness.
.« What's more, it pointed up the central flaw
-of existing social programs — including
some like Head Start that President Clinton
is trying to expand: They treat the conse-
quences of family failure, but don’t do any-
thing to help reverse the trend.

- And unless the trend is reversed — unless

the rates of divorce and illegitimate birth
start going down — society itself will con-
dnue to deteriorate. i}

. The commission proposes an “overarching
national goal” that is simple in concept, yet
hard to achieve: “To increasé the proportion
of children who grow up with their two
married parents in supportive communities

and to decrease the proportion who don’t.”

To some that may sound like unwelcome -
government moralizing. But the report is a
far cry from the ideological harping on “fam-
ily values” that turned off so many voters
last year.

Rather, it is a solid and even inspiring
discourse on the value of family — its cen-
trality to our health as a society. And it is full
of ways that policymakers can act to
strengthen the family, rather than just fu-
tilely trying to pick up the pieces. .

Davi enhorn, a leading expert on
family policy who sat on the commission,
says that traditional policymakers generally
see the staggering levels of divorce and out-
of-wedlock births as a given, something be-
yond the reach of government. Their focus is
on ameliorating the consequences.

Marian Wright Edelman, Hillary Rodham
Clinton’s mentor and head of the Children’s
Defense Fund, fits that mold. Just last Thurs-
day she was railing at how “we,” meaning
society, “failed pregnant women and chil-
dren in the 1980s.” Her antidote: “a national
health-care system that puts pregnant
women and children first.” No mention of
fathers and their obligations. .

Blankenhorn, while generally supportive
of efforts to do more for those in need,

by
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argues that the strategies that liberal activ-
ists like Edelman favor “don’t offer a credi-

ble way to reverse the current trend in child.

well-being.” The only credible way, he says,
is to reverse family decline.

While Edelman has her adherents in the
new administration, so does Blankenhorn
William Galston, a former University of
Maryland professor whose views on the pri-
macy of strong families are quoted favorably
in the commission report, is now a top do-
mestic adviser in the Clinton White House.

So there are the makings of a healthy
debate, which is all the more reason that the
commission’s report should get some atten-
tion.

The grim statistics are, by now, well
known. Out-of-wedlock births have climbed
steadily since the 1950s to the point where
one out of every four children is now born to
an unmarried woman. In a big city like
Philadelphia the ratio is a staggering three
out of five.

. After soaring during the 1960s and 1970s,
divorce rates leveled off in the 1980s — but at
historically high levels.

A white child born today has roughly a one
in two chance of living with both parents
until the age of 18. For a black child the odds
are 1 in 12

Noting how the trend in family breakdown
has affected all levels of society — nearly one
in five rural children now live in single-
parent homes — the commission stressed
that “America’s family problem is not a prob-
lem of ‘them.’ It is a problem of ‘us.’”

Obviously, plenty of single mothers do a
great job in raising healthy kids and plenty
of two-parent families do a miserable job. But
broader studies show that children from
intact, two-parent families generally do
much better on every indicator that counts.
In its public hearings, the commission re-
ceived its most ringing endorsements of two-
parent families from single mothers.

All of us intrinsically understand the value
of families to individual children, but the
commission sought to define the value of
families to society as a whole: “The family is
the principal institution in society that teach-
es what has been called ‘obedience to the
unenforceable,> The basic societal and civic
values of trustworthiness, civility and compas-
sion, which cannot be enforced by laws but
which are essential underpinnings of both
personal happiness and societal success.

“If children do not acquire these basic

traits of character and competence-in the-

home, it is quite possible they will never
acquire them fully. In this sense, families are
society’s irreplaceable schools for citizen-
ship and civic responsibility.”

But what do we do if these “irreplaceable
schools” are failing their pupils? We can't
exactly fire the principals or offer the kids
greater choice.

The commission is not deterred: While

- acknowledging that much of change has to

occur within the culture itself, it offers a
welter of ways that government can rein-
force families.

They range from providing bigger tax
breaks for parents to changing the rules for
public housing to actually encourage, rather
than tacitly discourage, tenants to marry.

Blankenhorn puts primary emphasis on °
three major shifts:

H Change divorce laws to eliminate easy,
“no-fault” divorce where children are in-
volved and to require mandatory counseling
before a couple with children can formally
dissolve their marriage.

@ Allow parents to spend more time with
‘their children. That includes government-
sponsored family leave laws as well as work-
place changes that permit more flexible
hours and arrangements.

@ Rewrite the Aid to Families With Depend-
ent Children (AFDC) program, the main wel-
fare law, to place a two-year limit on receiv-
ing assistance, after which recipients would
be required to work.

“AFDC is the only program that provides
direct payments to people on the sole condi-
tion that they bave children out of mar.
riage,” Blankenhorn says. “You don't have to
be a rocket scientist to know that’s wrong.”

All of these changes are well within the

- realm of possibility. The commission’s wel-

fare reform proposal comes right out of the

. Clinton playbook. The question is whether

they can actually make a difference, particu-
larly in the face of economic instability that
only increases the stress on families.

But that sort of handwringing misses the
point of the commission’s report.

We don't really have a choice here. If
Americans don’t reverse the trend in family
decline, we're sunk. ’ :

Donald Kimelman is deputy editor of the
Editorial Page.
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.Quayle Watch ,
_ We; too, are impressed with the

 extraordinary. article on the .state of
the. American.. family by Barbara

' Whitehead in the current issue-
of the Atlantic. magazine. One can’t
but notice the striking cover, “Dan
Quayle Was Right.” This got our edi-
tor’s pen to twitchirig, ‘and it moved
across the Atlantic cover to write:
Dan Quayle Is Right. Right, Murphy?
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David . Broder

Quayle: R1ght .on the Famlly

In a week when the future of Rus-; }
sia is hanging in the balance and the ;
fate of President Clinton’s first budg-, .
et is being debated, it may . seem ;
frivolous to write about anything else, )

- But believe: me, the topic of tlus

column is not frivolous.

It is the American family,- whose
condition, according to three reports
that appeared within days of each
other, is alarming.

William J. Bennett, the always pro-
vocative former secretary of educa-
tion and drug czar, now working at
the Hudson Institute, introduced an
“Index of Leading Cultural Indicators”
at a Heritage Foundation press con-
ference, The 19 indicators, he said,
show that “over thé last thre¢ de-
cades, we have expenenced substan-
tial social regression,” particularly in
matters related to families and clul-
dren. .

Since 1960, he reported, “there has °
been a 560 percent increase in violent -
crime; more than a 400 percent in-
crease in illegitimate births; a quadru-
pling of divorce rates; a tripling of the ..
percentage of children living in single- ~
parent homes; more than a 200 per-
cent increase in the teen-age suxcxde
rate; and a drop of almost 80 points in
the SAT [pre-college scholastic aptx- .
tude test] scores.”

No sooner had that bleak message
been absorbed than I picked up the.
latest issue. of the Aspen Institute.

Quarterly, also devoted to children -

and families. David Gergen, the esti- .

mable editor-at-large of U.S. News & ;- £ . v
" most important forces affecting chil-

World Report, wrote the introductory
essay for a volume based on papers
prepared for an Aspen “domestic
strategy group. co-chaired by con-
servative Bennett and liberal Sen. Bill -
Bradley (D-NJ.).

’ Accordmg to. Gergen, an Aspen
seminar last summer brought togeth-

.er.a vanety of experts, among them’
' both strong advocates and sharp crit- -

- ics’ of’ past government welfare pro-.

E gences'.% of views' no unfikmnuty, burtv“l‘

-days of each other, )

is alarmmg

‘The condition of the
American family, .
‘according to three

reports that

appeared within

l

The mam points of agreement are .

that “our children are in worse shape i iike. famlly stabxhty. personal respon-.

than generally thought,” and that they
have been . victimized by cultural:
trends (partrcularly the rise in dworce‘
- and illegitimacy), the abandonment
traditional values and the worsening’
: economic conditions of many poor “and
middle-class parents.

Whatever their particular agenda .

for children is a stable, intact famlly. e
- The person whose words Gergen is.

quoting is William™ A. Galgton,

* a University of Maryland political ana-

lyst who has been brought onto the

- White House staff by President Clin- -

ton specifically to work on family
policy.

In his essay, Galston acknowledges .

the relevance of both economic and
cultural factors. He says that “the two

dren for the worse in the past genera-

tion have been declining economic -

prospects for young, poorly educated
male workers and the accelerated
movement toward smgle-parent"
households" o

Reflectmg on what government can-*
‘and cannot do, Galston says, “Returii- ‘¥ denceé
.mg ‘to a hrgher-wage, hxgher-produc- § ¢°
. tivity growth track ns not Just
grams and found “interestmg convers;;”
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 “DAN QUAYLE WAS, RIGHT Af- S

......

dlvorce poses ‘even more complex

¥ challenges, but I am pessimistic that
" we can do more than scratch the
~ surface of our social ills without real
-~ movement in that direction.” -

The policy debate is not new. Rival
advocacy groups such as the liberal

" Children’s Defense Fund and the con-

servative Family Research Council

.have beeri arguing for their favorite

policies for years. But it is significant,

- 1. think, that conservatwes‘now'em-

" brace some government economxc

,polxcles,’ like the earned:i income tax

credit or hlgher ‘personal exernptlons

’ 'for dependents : while * liberals now

acknowledge ‘the centrallty of values

1btl|ty and work. -

hat is Why, the third of the week’s
epgrts is so significant. In last year’s
c’afmpalgn, what could. havé been an
important debaté. on family policy

took a disastrous turn when a speech

, writer for Dan Quayle inserted into a

.. serious and sensible speech on that
g;l;gf&:a bdes:h :ngartx:gtants :ogr;el:ll i subject a paragraph criticizing televi-
paverty prog * sion character Murphy Brown for her

.single motherhood.

The press went crazy, and thereaf-

' ‘ter, any real discussion was buried in
-~ hoo-haws over Quayle and Murphy

Brown. %
Now, Atlantrc magazme has taken

~ s

. almost half its Apnl issue to bring the

in an article by Barbara Dafoe White-
head summarizing” much: of: the ¢

rent research on. the toprc"But the - i
real value ‘is its cover, whrch will be'::

oglc back into serious pubhc “debate ,

type. it says""

ter decades 47 of! p“'!'}? rdﬁp\ﬁte about
'so-called am d;ve it v'{h‘ evn--

ﬁ .-.‘Q
= tpwno- 5

AR
a,;’;e;&.ﬂé
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olicymakers are beginning to realize the dangers of the decline in the tmdttwnal two-parent household.
Sunday, March 28, 1993

By David Blankenhorn

ew York — The central

domestic policy challenge
of our era is to reverse the
trend of decline in the well-be-
.ing of children.

The only feasible strategy
for achieving that goal is to re-
verse the trend of family frag-
mentation. To do that, we have
to increase the proportion of
children who grow up with
their two married parents and
decrease the proportion who
do not.

This conclusion is now bi-
partisan.

Earlier this year, the Na-

tional Commission on Ameri-
ca’s Urban Families, a biparti-

san presidential panel on
which I served, warned that

“no domestic trend is more

threatening to the well-being
of our children and to our long-
term national security” than
“the steady disintegration of
the mother-father child-rais-
ing unit.”

©  As my colleague Barbara

Dafoe Whitehead concluded in

her review of the evidence in
- the April issue of The Atlantic

Monthly: “If we fail to come to
terms with the relationship be-
tween family structure and de-
clining child well-being, then
it will be increasingly difficult
to improve children’s life pros-
pects, no matter how many
new programs the federal gov-
ernment funds.”

We need a credible nation-
al agenda for reversing the
- ‘trend of family fragmentation.
Here are some ideas?

The Atlanta Journal / The Atlanta Constitution

National effort can ward off bleak future for America’s cthdren

Suggestions from the National Commission on Children

The National Commission on Children, whose members included then-Gov. Bill Clinton, spent 2 1/2 years studying the nation’s children.
The panel will officially go out of business next week, after convening child advocates from around the country and leaving hundreds of pages

of conclusions and recommendations behind.

Ol U/

The condition of children's
lives and their future prospects
largely reflect the well-being of

their families. When families
are strong, stable and loving,
children have a sound basis for
becoming caring and
competent adults. When
families are unable to give
children the affection and
attention they need and to
provide for their material
needs, children are far less
likely to achieve their full
potential.

B> That individuals and society reaffirm their commitment to forming and supporting strong, stable

families as the best environment for raising children.

P> That parents share responsibility for planning their families, delaying pregnancy until they are
financially and emotionally capable of assuming the obligations of parenthood. Public support for
family planning services should be sustained to ensure that all families, regardless of income, can plan

responsibly.

P> That government and private employers establish family-oriented policies — including family and
medical leave policies, flexible work scheduling alternatives and career sequencing.

P> That federal, state and local governments, in partnership with private and community organizations,

develop and expand community-based family support programs.

P> That government at all levels, communities and employers continue to improve the availability,

affordability and quality of child care services.

P Reform marriage laws to
put the emphasis on the social
importance of enduring mar-
riages. In cases of divorce, es-.
tablish “children first” legisla-
tion to protect, first and fore-
most, the needs of children
and custodial parents.

To help remove child cus-
tody as a bargaining chip for
divorcing couples, legislatures
should adopt the “primary
caretaker” rule: a rebuttable
presumption in favor of grant-
ing custody to the parent who
is already providing most day-
to-day child care. Legislatures
also should consider moving
away from easy, no-fault di-

vorce when the divorce is con-
tested and when minor chil-
dren are involved.

P Discourage unwed par-
enthood and offer marital in-
centives. Parents, religious
leaders, educators, legislators,
entertainers, sports stars and
others should convey the clear
message that unwed parent-
hood is socially destructive. In
recent decades, our society
has changed its mind toward
acceptance of out-of-wedlock
childbirth. Today, 27 percent
of all births occur to unmar-
ried mothers. It is time to
change our minds again.

Increas® the incentive for

marriage in the federal tax
code by raising the standard
marriage deduction to twice
the level of the single-earner
deduction. And restore income
splitting for couples to lower
overall tax bills.

P Replace the current wel-
fare system. Welfare under-
mines marriage by subsidizing
unwed parenthood and penal-
izing responsible fatherhood.
Over a five-year period, phase
out Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children. Replace it
with an expanded Earned In-
come Tax Credit, which helps
low-wage workers. Provide a
guaranteed opportunity for

employment for all in need —
if necessary, through public
works projects and community
service. While AFDC is being
phased out, benefits should be
tied to promoting parental re-
sponsibility such as assuring
that children attend school and
visit doctors.

P Favor married couples in
public housing Many of the
problems in public housing —
crime, drugs, gangs and vio®
lence — stem from the virtual
absence of married couples,
especially husbands. We
should change rent and other
regulations explicitly to en-
courage the re-entry in public

housing of married couples. - 1

P Identify the father of ev- -
ery child born in the United:"
States. In about three of every
four cases of out-of-wedlock:
childbirth, the father is never
legally identified. No mothers’ -
should receive public assis- .
tance without identifying the:
fathers of their children.

Enforce the obligations of
fathers to support their chil-
dren financially. e

P> Refocus education. In-
creasingly,” school curricula:
refrain from emphasizing the
value of marriage and two-
parent families, and instead
stress the value of family “di-
versity.” We help no one by de+
ceiving children, or ourselves,
about the conditions that are
best for children.

Each year, the president
should report to the nation en
the well-being of America's
families. The report should
seek to stimulate national de-
bate and reflection regarding
current trends in family and
child well-being. e

I do not pretend that thls-f
list is exhaustive or definitive;
Others could add more, and’ "
maybe even better, ideas. But [
do insist that the real issue is
not that we don’t know what to
do. The issue is whether we
want to do it. iy

David Blankenhorn is presi- .-

dent of the Institute for Ameri-

can Values, a New York-based '

research organization concerned
with family issugs. it
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Courage to Say the Obv1ous:

-1 was groping for an analogy to
explaln why so many servicemen in-
., sist that they have served with (and
;1 admired) men they believe to be ho-
«+ mosexual while at the same time ob-

"\ jecting to a policy that would welcome

. avowed gays into the military. Here’s
- what I said: - :
- “] know hundreds of single moth-

« ers—some divorced or widowed, some.

5 never married. Many have eamed my

» admiration for the way they have man-
aged to raise strong, decent children
mth solid values. I would be appalled if
anyone suggested withholding from
* these admirable women any opportuni-

)ty or privilege based solely on their
status as single mothers,

““And yet I'd worry about any pohcy
that seemed likely to produce very
many more single mothers—not be-
cause I don’t like single mothers but
because I have serious concerns for a

. 5L society that does not see the impor-

-, :ance of enoouragmg two-parent fami-
21 lies,
=v I repeat the flawed analogy not to
2i; re-open the discussion of gays in the
-+ military, or to debate whether anyone
an can be influenced into being gay—only
to demonstrate how difficult it is to talk
¢ about the problem of smgle-parent
M ! families, ‘Listen to one woman’s reac-
' thﬂ, and you'll see what I mean:
“T am constantly exposed to people
Se who look down upon single parenting
as if it's some type of disease. And
now I’'m confronted with the compari-
" son to homosexuallty It’'s just too
much. There is nothing abnormal
about struggling alone to raise your
. family. What’s unacceptable is the
5 number of fathers that are missing
3( ‘and are not taking their rightful plac-
. es in the family. What's unacceptable
o "‘is people like you who instead of
e congratulatmg and offering some

di’sense of support to a single female -

Ihead of household .instead compare
TLour struggle to homosexuals,
“I wish we did live in a perfect
" em w{onment where  every child is

,waned loved and cared for in a

- household with mother and father . .

& But‘}we don’t, Until things change to
i; bring fathers back, and single caring

rd‘altés~ back to our ‘communities to
take responsnblhty for ‘our ‘children,
we smgle parents will continue to do

Psingle parent. You owe us that”

This exchange took place in mid-
February. What calls it to mind now is
the suddenly sensible talk about the
importance of families—much of jt

sparked by Barbara Dafoe White-
head’s cover story in the April issue
of Atlantic ma'g']azine: “Dan Quayle

: ;&t'he job of two. Please apologize to the

Was Right.” r
. Most of what Whitehead says in her '
long piece is common sense. Children.
of two-parent homes tend to be better
off on almost every count: less likely
to be poor or economically insecure,
more likely to do well in school, less
likely to become dependent adults.

- more likely to go to col!ege, less likely -

" to be involved in crime, -

We know all ‘these things but hesi-

| tate to say them lest we appear to.”
“look ‘down upon single parents as 1f
it’s some type of disease.”

" Amazingly, we seem unable'to find ~
a way to say two noncontradictory
things: (1) Single parents need help,
not condemnation, in their excruciat-
ingly difficult job—and that help must
come from family, - commumty and

Kids having a mom
and a dad is more
important to society
than recycling
aluminum cans.

" government. (2) It is not in our inter-

est to make policies that lead to more
single-parent families, .

It's not the first time we've run'
into this particular dilemma. We still
haven’t figured out how to rescue
pregnant teenagers—to treat them
with tenderness and respect while
helping them to complete their educa-'

\ tion—without giving other teens the

% to find the courage to say, t them.™

retary “of éducatxon, had’ lt nght three
. years ago To acknowledge the clear

@ m@%ﬂlm@ﬁﬂn NPost i
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impression we. think there s nothmg

_wrong with adolescent sex;" ¢ &%

The point is not that there’ s’any-

" thing . ‘wrong with part!cular single -

mothers or that they owe it to society "
to grab and marry the first available

“man: The point is to help the young
not-yet parents understand what we -
* know very. well:. that their children :
" will be better off if mom and dad are

both there; committed, full time, And-

- we need to remind ourselves that the’ .

increase in_the proportion: of, smgle— ;
parent households—or, asl prefer atr,«

" think' of it, fatherless families>=is’
’ ready changmg our socnety in disturb-
'ing ways, with the clear prospect of

worse to come. E

Chester Finn, former ass:stant sec- 2

advantages of two-parent: familiés; i is %
not “enough, he said. “We . need to’

PP A ¢

| teach it, preach it, to persuade people

{

|
|

|

Institute For American Values

of it. It's a whole lot more lmportant »
to the socnety s future than stoppmgM

. smoking or lowering cholesterol lev- .

els or recyclmg alummum cans SR
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Two-parent advantage is for real

By BARBARA DAFOE WHITEHEAD
I' hardly thought I would need to say more on

the subject of family breakdown than I have
already said in my lengthy cover story in

this month’s Atlantic magazine. However, I must -

respond to Rick Nichols' careless, distorted de-
Scription of my argument that appeared in The
Inquirer on April 1. /

My main point is simple. Increas-
ing numbers of American children
now face a relatively new form of
childhood disadvantage called fam-
ily disruption. Current social sci-
ence research is quite clear on this
matter: The trends of divorce and
out-of-wedlock ,* childbearing are
damaging to children.

Especially when accompanied by
the more classic forms of child-
hood disadvantage — such as pov-
erty, bad’ schools, inadequate
health care and lack of economic
opportunity — the disadvantage of
growing up without two parents is .
a powerful generator of poor out-
comes for children.

As I make clear, family breakdown
is the result of both economic and
cultural factors. In responding to
the problem, therefore, both factors
must be taken into account. For ex-
ample, many young men need
greater access to good education and
good jobs if they are to be responsi-
ble providers for their children. Call

‘that economics. At the same time,
men who father children must un-
derstand that a good man, whatever
his circumstances, does not ignore
his obligation to his child. Call that
culture,

' Take another example. There are
many government programs that
help children. Yet while public’
spending on children has never been
higher, child well-being in our soci-
ety continues to decline. Why? Be-
cause our public investment in chil-
dren has been far outweighed by our
private disinvestment — particularly the parental
(especially paternal) disinvestments of time and
money that inevitably accompany family breakup.

Thus, government programs that help chil-
dren cannot keep pace with parental behavior
that hurts them. From these facts, I conclude
that the only realistic response is to focus not
simply on more government programs that help
children, but also, and especially, on ways to
encourage family formation and family stabil-
ity. Nichols seems unable to grasp this idea.

Instead, he wants to polarize. To him, there
are two kinds of people: those who “preach at
people” and those who “act to help them.” If yo
do one, you cannot do the other. k

- If you say that family disruption matters a lot,

you must believe that nothing else matters at all.
If you care about cultural solutions, you must be
hostile to economic and public policy solutions.
Conveniently, he overlooks the specific public
policy proposals I offer in my article.

These proposals, intended in large part to give

Public spending on children
has never been higher, yet
child well-being continues

to decline.

For The Inquirer / JOHN OVERMYER

children the economic advantage of two par-

ents, include a federalized system of child sup-
port collection, jobs programs for young inner-
city men, an expanded earned-income tax credit
and reform of no-fault divorce laws.

Nichols misunderstands my argument because,
in my view, he clings to an obsolete understand-
ing of our policy debate. Lapsing into the stale
terms of horserace journalism, he portrays to-
day’s family debate as between moralists and
realists: the ideological, judgmental proponents of
“family values” versus the nuts-and-bolts pragma-
tists who advocate new public policies.

Given only these two choices, defined as mu-
tually exclusive, it is not hard to imagine which
one, in Nichols' estimation, comes out ahead.
Public programs over private conduct. Spending
over preaching. Savvy Lisbeth Schorr over dop-
ey Dan Quayle. The only trouble is that most
people are now abandoning this simplistic way
of thinking about the family.

Popular opinion on this matter, for example,

is remarkably sensible and unconfused. Accord-
ing to numerous polls, most Americans believe
that both public policies and private behaviors
must be changed if we are to strengthen fam-
ilies and improve the well-being of children.

Great advantage awaits the political party will-
ing to deal with both of these dimensions of
family decline — willing, in short, to stand for
cultural change without appealing to divisiveness

or intolerance and to stand for eco-
nomic- and public policy change
without pretending that cultural
concerns are irrelevant or worse,
There is hope. Increasingly, our
policy debate is beginning to re-
flect a new bipartisan consensuson
the need to address both the eco-
nomic and behavioral sources of
declining child well-being. For ex-
- ample, two recent bipartisan com-
missions — the National Commis-
‘'sion on Children, chaired by
Democrat Sen. Jay Rockefeller of
West Virginia, and the National
Commission on America’s Urban
Families, led by a Republican, for-
mer Missouri Gov. John Ashcroft
. — each conclude that family dis-
ruption is a principal source of
problems facing children today.

Both endorse efforts to empower
families economically to support
their children. Both conclude that
the stable, two-parent family is the
best environment for children. Both
recommend policies aimed at ip-
creasing the proportion of children
who grow up with their two married
parents. A recent wave of editorial
opinion, including views expressed
on the editorial pages of The Inquir-
er, support this new consensus.

If Nichols had carefully read the
Aspen Institute Report he so ad.
mires, he might have detected
signs of this consensus. He might
have noticed that the social policy

- thinker who believes that “the best

‘anti-poverty program is a stable,

intact family” is none other than
William Galston, a University of Maryland polit-
ical philosopher who now works in the White
House on President Clinton's Domestic Policy
Council.

In the Aspen report, Galston writes that the
two most important forces affecting the poor are
“the declining-economic prospects for young,
poorly educated male workers and the acceler-
ated movement toward single-parent house-
holds.” In Galston’s view, the task is to develop
policies that create jobs and discourage single-
parent households.

Exactly. If Nichols finds thse two ideas hard to
hold in his head at the same time, I suggest that
he commit to memory and repeat this simple
slogan: “A job for every parent, two parents for
every child.” o

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead is a research associate
at the Institute for American Values, a New York-
based research organization concerned with
tamily issues. "
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head, the author of this month’s cover article, could
not help developing expertise in the small civilization
that is the family. Since both her parents worked, Barbara had
to look after her numerous younger siblings. That manage-
ment challenge might have prepared her to run
one of the busier railroads in the upper Midwest;
instead, she chose to pursue academic degrees, to
marry, and to raise three children of her own.
Whitehead majored in history at the University
of Wisconsin at Madison. She was there in the
early 1960s, which she remembers as an Edenic
era of intense political activity surrounding issues
like the Vietnam War and civil rights. Her youn-
ger brothers and sisters came to Madison later, af-
ter the counterculture had hit, and they had a
‘vastly different time of it. The demons of what
R. D. Laing called “the politics of experience”—
the anxious search for personal fulfillment as the goal of
life—had been loosed, eclipsing the civic orientation of her
class of 1966. America was changing in many ways, not all of
them apparent at the time. “Dan Quayle Was Right,” her ar-
ticle in this issue, deals with one phenomenon whose roots

! s THE OLDEST of eight children, Barbara Dafoe White-

STREET

history. The demons live, and threaten to eat our children.

Whitehead merits a footnote in any history of the 1992
presidential campaign. A research associate at the Institute
for American Values, a nonpartisan Manhattan-based re-
search organization devoted to issues of family and civic
well-being, Whitehead last May—on Mother’s
Day—published a provocative article in the Out-
look section of The Washington Post about a cele-
brated unwed mother. Among its readers was
Marilyn Quayle. The article was passed on to
one of her husband’s speechwriters, and the Mur-
 phy Brown controversy was born.

The Republicans, of course, went on to use
“family values” as a code for anti-feminist and
anti-gay positions. Bill Clinton in his campaign
spoke in favor of both greater family responsibil-
ity and welfare reform, though during her confir-
mation hearing Donna Shalala, Clinton’s choice
to head the Department of Health and Human Services,
sounded a jarringly different note. Yet the crisis of America’s
families demands some kind of governmental response,
even as it eludes a purely governmental solution. Whitehead
strongly hopes that Clinton will keep his campaign promise

lie in that time: rates of family breakup unprecedented in our

to move—to lead—on the issue.
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: T he social-science evidence is in: though it may benefit the adults involved,
the dissolution of intact foo-parent families is harmful to large numbers of fﬁf/(/ﬁ??; Moreot
the author argues, family diversity in the form of increasing numbers of siwzg/e-;‘mrer:fo fi
and stepparent families does not strengthen the social fabric but, .
rather, dramatically weakens and undermines society ’

DAN QUAYLE WAS RIGHT

BY BARBARA DAFOE WHITEHEAD

[VORCE AND OUT-OF-WEDLOCK CHILDBIRTH ARE TRANSFORMING THE LIVES
of American children. In the postwar generation more than 80 percent of chil-
dren grew up in a family with two biological parents who were married to
cach other. By 1980 only 50 percent could expect to spend their entire child-
hood in an intact family. If current trends continue, less than half of all chil-
dren born today will live continuously with their own mother and father
throughout childhood. Most American children will spend several years in a single-
mother family. Some will eventually live in stepparent families, but because step-

reak up than intact (by which

I mean two-biological-parent) families, an increasing
number of children will experience family breakup two

or even three times during childhood.

According to a growing body of social-scientific evi-
dence, children in families disrupted by divorce and out-
of-wedlock birth do worse than children in intact families
on several measures of well-being. Children in single-par-
ent families are six times as likely to be poor. They are also
likely to stay poor longer. Twenty-two percent of Chlldf‘cn
in one-parent families will experience povcrty'durmg
childhood for seven years or more, as compared with only

two percent of children in two-parent fami_licls. A 1988 sur-
vey by the National Genter for Health Stauistics found that

children in single-parent families are two to three times as
families to have emotional

likely as children in two-parent :
and behavioral problems. They are also more likely to drop
out of high school, to get pregnant as teenagers, to abL!SC
drugs, and to be in trouble with the law. Cf)mpiired wn:'h
children in intact families, children from disrupted fami-
lies are at a much higher risk for physical of sexual abuse.

Contrary to popular belief, many 'chlldrc_n do not
“hounce back” after divorce Of remarriage. leﬁ'cui.ucs
that are associated with family breakup oftcn persist into
adulthood. Children who grow upP in single-parent or
s are less successful as adults, partic-
ife—love and work—that
s. Needless to s3y, not all

families are more likely to b

stepparent familie
ularly in the two domains of |
are most essential to happines

|LLUSTRATIONS BY BRUCE SHARP

children experience such negative effects. However
rlcscarch shows that many children from disrupted fami:
IIC'S have a harder time achieving intimacy in a relation-
:shlp. forming a stable marriage, or even holding a steady
job. '

Df:spltc this growing body of evidence, it is nearly im-
p()ssnbl_f: to discuss changes in family structure without
provoking angry protest. Many people see the discussion
as no more than an attack on struggling single mothers
and rhlelr children: Why blame single mothers when they
are doing the very best they can? After all, the decision t£>
end a marriage or a relationship is wrenching, and few
parents are indifferent to the painful burden this decision
imposes on their children. Many take the pcrilou's step
toward single parenthood as a last resort, after their best
efforts to hold a marriage together have failed. Conse-
qucpt]y, it can seem particularly cruel and unfeeling to
remind parents of the hardships their children might suf-
fer as a result of family breakup. Other people believe
that the dramatic changes in family structure, though re-
{grctt.ab]e, are impossible to reverse. Family breakup is an
m_cv;tablc feature of American life, and anyone who
thinks otherwise is indulging in nostalgia or trying to turn
back the clock. Since these new familj; forms are here to
stay, the reasoning goes, we must accord respect to single
parents, not criticize them. Typical is the view expressed
byj a Brooklyn woman in a recent letter to The New York
Times: “Let’s stop moralizing or blaming single parents
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and unwed mothers, and give them the respect they have
earned and the support they deserve.”

Such views are not to be dismissed. Indeed, they help
to explain why family structure is such an explosive issue
for Americans. The debate about it is not simply about
the social-scientific evidence, although that is surely an
important part of the discussion. It is also a debate over
deeply held and often conflicting values. How do we
begin to reconcile our long-standing belief in equality
and diversity with an impressive body of evidence that
suggests that not all family structures produce equal out-
comes for children? How can we square traditional no-
tions of public support for dependent women and chil-
dren with a belief in women’s right to pursue autonomy
and independence in childbearing and child-rearing?
How do we uphold the freedom of adults to pursue indi-
vidual happiness in their private relationships and at the
same time respond to the needs of children for stability,
security, and permanence in their family lives? What do
we do when the interests of adults and children conflict?
These are the difficult issues at stake in the debate over
family structure.

In the past these issues have turned out to be too diffi-
cult and too politically risky for debate. In the mid-1960s
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, then an assistant secretary of
labor, was denounced as a racist for calling attention to
the relationship between the prevalence of black single-
mother families and the lower socioeconomic standing of
black children. For nearly twenty years the policy and re-
search communities backed away from the entire issue.
In 1980 the Carter Administration convened a historic
White House Conference on Families, designed to ad-
dress the growing problems of children and families in
America. The result was a prolonged, publicly subsidized
quarrel over the definition of “family.” No President
since has tried to hold a national family conference. Last
year, at a time when the rate of out-of-wedlock births had
reached a historic high, Vice President Dan Quayle was
ridiculed for criticizing Murphy Brown. In short, every
time the issue of family structure has been raised, the re-
sponse has been first controversy, then retreat, and final-
ly silence.

Yet it is also risky to ignore the issue of changing fami-
ly structure. In recent years the problems associated with
family disruption have grown. Overall child well-being
has declined, despite a decrease in the number of chil-
dren per family, an increase in the educational level of
parents, and historically high levels of public spending.
After dropping in the 1960s and 1970s, the proportion of
children in poverty has increased dramatically, from 15
percent in 1970 to 20 percent in 1990, while the percent-
age of adult Americans in poverty has remained roughly
constant. The teen suicide rate has more than tripled.
Juvenile crime has increased and become more violent.
School performance has continued to decline. There are
no signs that these trends are about to reverse themselves.
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If we fail to come to terms with the relationship be-
tween family structure and declining child well-being,
then it will be increasingly difficult to improve children’s
life prospects, no matter how many new programs the
federal government funds. Nor will we be able tq make
progress in bettering school performance of reducing
crime or improving the quality of the nation’s future work

force—all domestic problems closely connected to family
breakup. Worse, we may contribute to the problem by
pursuing policies that actually increase family inStability
and breakup.

From Death to Divorce

CROSS TIME AND ACROSS CULTURES, FAMILY DIS.
ruption has been regarded as an eyept that
threatens a child’s well-being and evep survival
This view is rooted in a fundamengy] binlogicai
fact: unlike the young of almost any other Species, the hu-
man child is born in an abjectly helpless ang immature
state. Years of nurture and protection are peeded before
the child can achieve physical independence, Similarly, it
takes years of interaction with at least one by ideally t;vo
or more adults for a child to develop into a socig]
tent adult. Children raised in virtual isolation from human
beings, though physically intact, display few recognizabl
human behaviors. The social arrangement tha s, A
most successful in ensuring the physical survival and pr
mo_ting the s:?cial development of the child s the falgii;
unit of the biological mother and father. Conscquently,

ly compe-

t has proved
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any event that permanently denies a child the presence
and protection of a parent jeopardizes the life of the child.
The classic form of family disruption is the death of a
parent. Throughout history this has been one of the risks
of childhood. Mothers frequently died in childbirth, and it
was not unusual for both parents to die before the child
was grown. As recently as the early decades of this centu-
ry children commonly suffered the death of at least one
parent. Almost a quarter of the children born in this coun-
try in 1900 lost one parent by the time they were fifteen
years old. Many of these children lived with their wid-
owed parent, often in a household with other close rela-
tives. Others grew up in orphanages and foster homes.
The meaning of parental death, as it has been trans-
mitted over time and faithfully recorded in world litera-
cure and lore, is unambiguous and essentially unchang-
ing. It is universally regarded as an untimely and tragic
event. Death permanently severs the parent-child bond,
disrupting forever one of the child’s earliest and deepest
human attachments. It also deprives a child of the pres-
ence and protection of an adult who has a biological stake
in, as well as an emotional commitment to, the child’s
survival and well-being. In short, the death of a parent is
the most extreme and severe loss a child can suffer.
Because a child is so vulnerable in a parent’s absence,
there has been a common cultural response to the death
of a parent: an outpouring of support from family, friends,
and strangers alike. 'The surviving parent and child are
united in their grief as well as their loss. Relatives and
friends share in the loss and provide valuable emotional
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and financial assistance to the bereaved family. Other
members of the community show sympathy for the child,
and public assistance is available for those who need it.
This cultural understanding of parental death has formed
the basis for a tradition of public support to widows and
their children. Indeed, as recently as the beginning of this
century widows were the only mothers eligible for pen-
sions in many states, and today widows with children re-
ceive more-generous welfare benefits from Survivors In-
surance than do other single mothers with children who
depend on Aid to Families With Dependent Children.

It has taken thousands upon thousands of years to re-
duce the threat of parental death. Not until the middle of
the twentieth century did parental death cease to be a
commonplace event for children in the United States. By
then advances in medicine had dramatically reduced
mortality rates for men and women.

At the same time, other forms of family disruption—
separation, divorce, out-of-wedlock birth—were held in
check by powerful religious, social, and legal sanctions.
Divorce was widely regarded both as a deviant behavior,
especially threatening to mothers and children, and as a
personal lapse: “Divorce is the public acknowledgment
of failure,” a 1940s sociology textbook noted. Out-of-
wedlock birth was stigmatized, and stigmatization is a
powerful means of regulating behavior, as any smoker or
overeater will testify. Sanctions against nonmarital child-
birth discouraged behavior that hurt children and exacted
compensatory behavior that helped them. Shotgun mar-
riages and adoption, two common responses to nonmari-
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tal birth, carried a strong message about the risks of pre-
marital sex and created an intact family for the child.

Consequently, children did not have to worry much
about losing a parent through divorce or never having had
one because of nonmarital birth. After a surge in divorces
following the Second World War, the rate leveled off.
Only 11 percent of children born in the 1950s would by
the time they turned eighteen see their parents separate
or divorce. Out-of-wedlock childbirth barely figured as a
cause of family disruption. In the 1950s and early 1960s,
five percent of the nation’s births were out of wedlock.
Blacks were more likely than whites to bear children out-
side marriage, but the majority of black children born in
the twenty years after the Second World War were born
to married couples. The rate of family disruption reached
a historic low point during those years.

A new standard of family security and stability was es-
tablished in postwar America. For the first time in history
the vast majority of the nation’s children could expect to
live with married biological parents throughout child-
hood. Children might still suffer other forms of adversity
—poverty, racial discrimination, lack of educational op-
portunity—but only a few would be deprived of the nur-
ture and protection of a mother and a father. No longer
did children have to be haunted by the classic fears vivid-
ly dramatized in folklore and fable—that their parents
would die, that they would have to live with a stepparent
and stepsiblings, or that they would be abandoned.
These were the years when the nation confidently board-
ed up orphanages and closed foundling hospitals, certain
that such institutions would never again be needed. In
movie theaters across the country parents and children
could watch the drama of parental separation and death
in the great Disney classics, secure in the knowledge that
such nightmare visions as the death of Bambi’s mother
and the wrenching separation of Dumbo from his mother
were only make-believe.

In the 1960s the rate of family disruption suddenly be-
gan to rise. After inching up over the course of a century,
the divorce rate soared. Throughout the 1950s and early
1960s the divorce rate held steady at fewer than ten di-
vorces a year per 1,000 married couples. Then, beginning
in about 1965, the rate increased sharply, peaking at
twenty-three divorces per 1,000 marriages by 1979. (In
1974 divorce passed death as the leading cause of family
breakup.) The rate has leveled off at about twenty-one
divorces per 1,000 marriages—the figure for 1991. The
out-of-wedlock birth rate also jumped. It went from five
percent in 1960 to 27 percent in 1990. In 1990 close to 57
percent of births among black mothers were nonmarital,
and about 17 percent among white mothers. Altogether,
about one out of every four women who had a child in
1990 was not married. With rates of divorce and nonmar-
ital birth so high, family disruption is at its peak. Never
before have so many children experienced family break-
up caused by events other than death. Each year a million
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children go through divorce or separation and almost as
many more are born out of wedlock.

Half of all marriages now end in divorce. F ollowing di-
vorce, many people enter new relationships. Some begin
living together. Nearly half of all cohabiting couples have
children in the household. Fifteen percent have new chil-
dren together. Many cohabiting couples eventually get
married. However, both cohabiting and remarried cou-
ples are more likely to break up than couples in first mar-
riages. Even social scientists find it hard to keep pace
with the complexity and velocity of such patterns. In the
revised edition (1992) of his book Marriage, Divorce, Re-
marriage, the sociologist Andrew Cherlin ruefully com-

~ ments: “If there were a truth-in-labeling law for books,

the title of this edition should be something long and un-
wieldy like Cokabitation, Marriage, Divorce, More Cohabita-
tion, and Probably Remarriage.”

Under such conditions growing up can be a turbulent
experience. In many single-parent families children must
come to terms with the parent’s love life and romantic
partners. Some children live with cohabiting couples, ei-
ther their own unmarried parents or a biological parent
and a live-in partner. Some children born to cohabiting
parents see their parents break up. Others see their par-
ents marry, but 56 percent of them (as compared with 31
percent of the children born to married parents) later see
their parents’ marriages fall apart. All told, about three
quarters of children born to cohabiting couples will live in
a single-parent home at least briefly. One of every four
children growing up in the 1990s wil| eventually enter a
stepfamily. According to one survey, nearly half of al|
children in stepparent families will see their parents di-
vorce again by the time they reach their late teens. Since
80 percent of divorced fathers Iemarry, things get even
more complicated when the romantic or mariga history of
the noncustodial parent, usually the father, is taken into
account. Consequently, as it affects a significant number
of children, family disruption is best understood not as 3
single event but as a string of disruptive evengs: separa-
tion, divorce, life in a single-parent family, life with a par-
ent and live-in lover, the remarriage of one or both par-
ents, life in one stepparent family combined with visitps to
another stepparent family; the breakup of one or both
stepparent families. And so on. This js one reason wh
public schools have a hard time knowing whom to call iz
an emergency.

Given its dramatic impact on ¢
might reasonably expect that this hi
disruption would be viewed with alg
a national crisis. Yet this has not be
years some people have argued th
serious threat to children and to
but they are dismissed as declinjs
gists, unwilling or unable to acce
The dominant view is that the
ture are, on balance, positive,

hildren’s lives, one
storic leve] of family
'm, even regarded as
en the case, [ recent
at these trends pose a
the nation as a whole,
ts, Pessimists, or nostal-
Pt the new facts of life.
changes i family struc-
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A Shift in the Social Metric

HERE ARE SEVERAL REASONS WHY THIS IS SO,
but the fundamental reason is that at some
point in the 1970s Americans changed their
minds about the meaning of these disruptive

behaviors. What had once been regarded as hostile to

children’s best interests was now considered essential to
adults’ happiness. In the 1950s most Americans believed
that parents should stay in an unhappy marriage for the
sake of the children. The assumption was that a divorce
would damage the children, and the prospect of such

damage gave divorce its meaning. By the mid-1970s a

majority of Americans rejected that view. Popular advice

literature reflected the shift. A book on divorce published
in the mid-1940s tersely asserted: “Children are entitled
to the affection and association of two parents, not one.”

Thirty years later another popular divorce book pro-

claimed just the opposite: “A two-parent home is not the

only emotional structure within which a child can be hap-
py and healthy. . . . The parents who take care of thém-
selves will be best able to take care of their children.” At
about the same time, the long-standing taboo against out-
of-wedlock childbirth also collapsed. By the mid-1970s
three fourths of Americans said that it was not morally
wrong for a woman to have a child outside marriage.

Once the social metric shifts from child well-being to
adule well-being, it is hard to see divorce and nonmarital
birth in anything but a positive light. However distressing
and difficult they may be, both of these behaviors can
hold out the promise of greater adult choice, freedom,
and happiness. For unhappy spouses, divorce offers a way
to escape a troubled or even abusive relationship and
make a fresh start. For single parents, remarriage is a sec-
ond try at marital happiness as well as a chance for relief
from the stress, loneliness, and economic hardship of rais-
ing a child alone. For some unmarried women, nonmari-
tal birth is a way to beat the biological clock, avoid marry-
ing the wrong man, and experience the pleasures of
motherhood. Moreover, divorce and out-of-wedlock birth
involve a measure of agency and choice; they are man-
and woman-made events. To be sure, not everyone exer-
cises choice in divorce or nonmarital birth. Men leave
wives for younger women, teenage girls get pregnant ac-
cidentally—yet even these unhappy events reflect the
expansion of the boundaries of freedom and choice.

This cultural shift helps explain what otherwise would
be inexplicable: the failure to see the rise in family disrup-
tion as a severe and troubling national problem. It
explains why there is virtually no widespread public senti-
ment for restigmatizing either of these classically disruptive
behaviors and no sense—no public consensus—that they
can or should be avoided in the future. On the contrary, the
prevailing opinion is that we should accept the changes in
family structure as inevitable and devise new forms of pub-
lic and private support for single-parent families.

The View From Hollywood

ITH ITS AFFIRMATION OF THE LIBERATING
effects of divorce and nonmarital child-
birth, this opinion is a fixture of American
popular culture today. Madison Avenue

and Hollywood did not invent these behaviors, as their

highly paid publicists are quick to point out, but they
have played an influential role in defending and even
celebrating divorce and unwed motherhood. More pre-
cisely, they have taken the raw material of demography
and fashioned it into a powerful fantasy of individual re-
newal and rebirth. Consider, for example, the teaser for

People magazine’s cover story on Joan Lunden’s divorce:

“After the painful end of her 13-year marriage, the Good

Morning America cohost is discovering a new life as a sin-

gle mother—and as her own woman.” People does not

dwell on the anguish Lunden and her children might
have experienced over the breakup of their family, or the
difficulties of single motherhood, even for celebrity
mothers. Instead, it celebrates Joan Lunden’s steps to-
ward independence and a better life. Peaple, characteris-
tically, focuses on her shopping: in the first weeks after
her breakup Lunden leased “a brand-new six-bedroom,

8,000 square foot” house and then went to Blooming-

dale’s, where she scooped up sheets, pillows, a toaster,

dishes, seven televisions, and roomfuls of fun furniture
that was “totally unlike the serious traditional pieces she
was giving up.”

This is not just the view taken in supermarket maga-
zines. Even the conservative bastion of the greeting-card
industry, Hallmark, offers a line of cards commemorating
divorce as liberation. “Think of your former marriage as a
record album,” says one Contemporary card. “It was fu]]
of music—both happy and sad. But what’s important now
is . .. YOU! the recently released HOT, NEW, SINGLE!
You’re going to be at the TOP OF THE CHARTS!” Another
card reads: “Getting divorced can be very healthy! Watch
how it improves your circulation! Best of luck! . ..”" Hall-
mark’s hip Shoebox Greetings division depicts two fe-
male praying mantises. Mantis One: “I¢’s tough being a sin-
gle parent.” Mantis Two: “Yeah . . . Maybe we shouldn’t
have eaten our husbands.”

Divorce is a tired convention in Hollywood, but unwed
parenthood is very much in fashion: in the past year or so
babies were born to Warren Beatty and Annegte Bening
Jack Nicholson and Rebecca Broussard, and Eddie Mur:
phy and Nicole Mitchell. Vanity Fair celebrated Jack
Nicholson’s fatherhood with a cover story (April, 1992)
called “Happy Jack.” What made Jack happy, it turned
out, was no-fault fatherhood. He and Broussard, the twen-
ty-nine-year-old mother of his children, lived in separate
houses. Nicholson said, “It’s an unusual arrangement, but
the last twenty-five years or so have shown me that I'm
not good at cohabitation. . . . I see Rebecca as much as any
other person who is cohabiting. And ske prefers it. I think
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A Shift in the Social Metric

HERE ARE SEVERAL REASONS WHY THIS IS SO,
but the fundamental reason is that at some
point in the 1970s Americans changed their
minds about the meaning of these disruptive

behaviors. What had once been regarded as hostile to
children’s best interests was now considered essential to
adults’ happiness. In the 1950s most Americans believed
that parents should stay in an unhappy marriage for the
sake of the children. The assumption was that a divorce
would damage the children, and the prospect of such
damage gave divorce its meaning. By the mid-1970s a
majority of Americans rejected that view. Popular advice
literature reflected the shift. A book on divorce published
in the mid-1940s tersely asserted: “Children are entitled
to the affection and association of two parents, not one.”
Thirty years later another popular divorce book pro-
claimed just the opposite: “A two-parent home is not the
only emotional structure within which a child can be hap-
py and healthy. . . . The parents who take care of them-
selves will be best able to take care of their children.” At
about the same time, the long-standing taboo against out-
of-wedlock childbirth also collapsed. By the mid-1970s
three fourths of Americans said that it was not morally
wrong for a woman to have a child outside marriage.

Once the social metric shifts from child well-being to
adult well-being, it is hard to see divorce and nonmarital
birth in anything but a positive light. However distressing
and difficult they may be, both of these behaviors can
hold out the promise of greater adult choice, freedom,
and happiness. For unhappy spouses, divorce offers a way
to escape a troubled or even abusive relationship and
make a fresh start. For single parents, remarriage is a sec-
ond try at marital happiness as well as a chance for relief
from the stress, loneliness, and economic hardship of rais-
ing a child alone. For some unmarried women, nonmari-
tal birth is a way to beat the biological clock, avoid marry-
ing the wrong man, and experience the pleasures of
motherhood. Moreover, divorce and out-of-wedlock birth
involve a measure of agency and choice; they are man-
and woman-made events. To be sure, not everyone exer-
cises choice in divorce or nonmarital birth. Men leave
wives for younger women, teenage girls get pregnant ac-
cidentally—yet even these unhappy events reflect the
expansion of the boundaries of freedom and choice.

This cultural shift helps explain what otherwise would
be inexplicable: the failure to see the rise in family disrup-
tion as a severe and troubling national problem. It
explains why there is virtually no widespread public senti-
ment for restigmatizing either of these classically disruptive
behaviors and no sense—no public consensus—that they
can or should be avoided in the future. On the contrary, the
prevailing opinion is that we should accept the changes in
family structure as inevitable and devise new forms of pub-
lic and private support for single-parent families.
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The View From Hollywood

I'TH I'TS AFFIRMATION OF THE LIBERATING
effects of divorce and nonmarital child-
birth, this opinion is a fixture of American
popular culture today. Madison Avenue

and Hollywood did not invent these behaviors, as their

highly paid publicists are quick to point out, but they
have played an influential role in defending and even
celebrating divorce and unwed motherhood. More pre-
cisely, they have taken the raw material of demography
and fashioned it into a powerful fantasy of individual re-
newal and rebirth. Consider, for example, the teaser for

People magazine’s cover story on Joan Lunden’s divorce:

“After the painful end of her 13-year marriage, the Good

Morning America cohost is discovering a new life as a sin-

gle mother—and as her own woman.” People does not

dwell on the anguish Lunden and her children might
have experienced over the breakup of their family, or the
difficulties of single motherhood, even for celebrity
mothers. Instead, it celebrates Joan Lunden’s steps to-
ward independence and a better life. People, characteris-
tically, focuses on her shopping: in the first weeks after
her breakup Lunden leased “a brand-new six-bedroom,

8,000 square foot” house and then went to Blooming-

dale’s, where she scooped up sheets, pillows, a toaster,

dishes, seven televisions, and roomfuls of fun furniture
that was “totally unlike the serious traditional pieces she
was giving up.”

This is not just the view taken in supermarket maga-
zines. Even the conservative bastion of the greeting-card
industry, Hallmark, offers a line of cards commemorating
divorce as liberation. “Think of your former marriage as a
record album,” says one Contemporary card. “It was full
of music—both happy and sad. But what’s important now
is . .. YOU! the recently released HOT, NEW, SINGIE!
You’re going to be at the TOP OF THE CHARTS!” Another
card reads: “Getting divorced can be very healthy! Watch
how itimproves your circulation! Best of luck! . . . " Ha]-
mark’s hip Shoebox Greetings division depicts two fe-
male praying mantises. Mantis One: “I¢’s tough being a sin-
gle parent.” Mantis Two: “Yeah ... Maybe we shouldn’t
have eaten our husbands.”

Divorce is a tired convention in Hollywood, but unwed
parenthood is very much in fashion: in the past year or so
babies were born to Warren Beatty and Anncrtte Bening,
Jack Nicholson and Rebecca Broussard, and Eddie Mur-
phy and Nicole Mitchell. Vanity Fair celebrated Jack
Nicholson’s fatherhood with a cover story (April, 1992)
called “Happy Jack.” What made Jack happy, it turned
out, yvas no-fault fatherhood. He and Broussard,’the twen-
o, Niholson e, € an et vl in sparae

' ’ al arrangement, but

the last twenty-five years or s0 have shown me that I'm

not good at cohabitation. . .. I sce Rebecca s much as any

other person who is cohabiting. And sje prefers it. I think
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most people would in a more honest and truthful world.”
As for more-permanent commitments, the man who is not
good at cohabitation said: “I don’t discuss marriage much
with Rebecca. Those discussions are the very thing I'm
trying to avoid. I'm after this immediate real thing. That’s
all I believe in.” (Perhaps Nicholson should have had the
discussion. Not long after the story appeared, Broussard
broke off the relationship.)

As this story shows, unwed parenthood is thought of not
only as a way to find happiness but also as a way to exhib-
it such virtues as honesty and courage. A similar argument
was offered in defense of Murphy Brown’s unwed moth-
erhood. Many of Murphy’s fans were quick to point out
that Murphy suffered over her decision to bear a child out
of wedlock. Faced with an accidental pregnancy and a
faithless lover, she agonized over her plight and, after
much mental anguish, bravely decided to go ahead. In
short, having a baby without a husband represented a
higher level of maternal devotion and sacrifice than having
a baby with a husband. Murphy was not just exercising
her rights as a woman; she
was exhibiting true moral
heroism.

On the night Murphy
Brown became an unwed
mother, 34 million Ameri-
cans tuned in, and CBS
posted a 35 percent share of
the audience. The show did
not stir significant protest at
the grass roots and lost none
of its advertisers. The ac-
tress Candice Bergen sub-
sequently appeared on
the cover of nearly every
women’s and news maga-
zine in the country and received an honorary degree at the
University of Pennsylvania as well as an Emmy award.
The show’s creator, Diane English, popped up in Hanes
stocking ads. Judged by conventional measures of ap-
proval, Murphy Brown’s motherhood was a hit at the box
office.

Increasingly, the media depicts the married two-parent
family as a source of pathology. According to a spate of
celebrity memoirs and interviews, the married-parent
family harbors terrible secrets of abuse, violence, and in-
cest. A bumper sticker I saw in Amherst, Massachusetts,
read UNSPOKEN TRADITIONAL FAMILY VALUES: ABUSE,
ALCOHOLISM, INGEST. The pop therapist John Bradshaw
explains away this generation’s problems with the dictum
that 96 percent of families are dysfunctional, made that
way by the addicted society we live in. David Lynch cre-
ates a new aesthetic of creepiness by juxtaposing scenes
of traditional family life with images of seduction and
perversion. A Boston-area museum puts o1l an exhibit
called “Goodbye to Apple Pie,” featuring several artists’
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visions of child abuse, including one mixed-media piece
with knives poking through a little girl’s skirt. The piece
is titled Father Knows Best.

No one would claim that two-parent families are free
from conflict, violence, or abuse. However, the attempt
to discredit the two-parent family can be understood as
part of what Daniel Patrick Moynihan has described as a
larger effort to accommodate higher levels of sacial de-
viance. “The amount of deviant behavior in American so-
ciety has increased beyond the levels the community can
‘afford to recognize,”” Moynihan argues. One response
has been to normalize what was once considered deviant

" behavior, such as out-of-wedlock birth. An accompanying

response has been to detect deviance in what once stood
as a social norm, such as the married-couple family. To-
gether these responses reduce the acknowledged levels
of deviance by eroding earlier distinctions between the
normal and the deviant.

Several recent studies describe family life in its post-
war heyday as the seedbed of alcoholism and abuse. Ac-

esearch shows that many children

Jﬁ‘om disrupted families have a hard-

8 er time achieving mtifllacy in a rela-
B WA tionship, forming a stable marriage,

or even holding a steady job =

cording to Stephanie Coontz, the author of the book T%e
Way We Never Were: American Families and the Nostalgia
Trap, family life for married mothers in the 1950s consist-
ed of “booze, bowling, bridge, and boredom.” Coontz
writes: “Few would have guessed that radiant Marilyn
Van Derbur, crowned Miss America in 1958, had been
sexually violated by her wealthy, respectable father from
the time she was five until she was eighteen, when she
moved away to college.” Even the budget-stretching
casserole comes under attack as a sign of culinary dys-
function. According to one food writer, this homely staple
of postwar family life brings back images of “the good
mother of the 50’s . . . locked in Ozzie and Harriet land,
unable to move past the canvas of a Corning Ware dish,
the palette of a can of Campbell’s soup, the mushy do-
minion of which she was queen.”

Nevertheless, the popular portrait of family life does
not simply reflect the views of a cultural elite, as some
have argued. There is strong supportat the grass roots for
much of this view of family change. Survey after survey
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shows that Americans are less inclined than they were a
generation ago to value sexual fidelity, lifelong marriage,
and parenthood as worthwhile personal goals. Mother-
hood no longer defines adult womanhood, as everyone
knows; equally important is the fact that fatherhood has
declined as a norm for men. In 1976 less than half as
many fathers as in 1957 said that providing for children
was a life goal. The proportion of working men who
found marriage and children burdensome and restrictive
more than doubled in the same period. Fewer than half of
all adult Americans today regard the idea of sacrifice for
others as a positive moral virtue.

Dinosaurs Divorce

T IS TRUE THAT MANY ADULTS BENEFIT FROM DI-

vorce or remarriage. According to one study, nearly

80 percent of divorced women and 50 percent of di-

vorced men say they are better off out of the mar-
riage. Half of divorced adults in the same study report
greater happiness. A competent self-help book called Di-
vorce and New Beginnings notes the advantages of single
parenthood: single parents can “develop their own inter-
ests, fulfill their own needs, choose their own friends and
engage in social activities of their choice. Money, even if
limited, can be spent as they see fit.” Apparently, some
women appreciate the opportunity to have children out
of wedlock. “The real world, however, does not always
allow women who are dedicated to their careers to devote
the time and energy it takes to find—or be found by—the
perfect husband and father wanna-be,” one woman said
in a letter to The Washington Post. A mother and chiroprac-
tor from Avon, Connecticut, explained her unwed mater-
nity to an interviewer this way: “It is selfish, but this was
something I needed to do for me.”

There is very little in contemporary popular culture to
contradict this optimistic view. But in a few small places
another perspective may be found. Several racks down
from its divorce cards, Hallmark offers a line of cards for
children—To Kids With Love. These cards come six to a
pack. Each card in the pack has a slightly different mes-
sage. According to the package, the “thinking of you”
messages will let a special kid “know how much you
care.” Though Hallmark doesn’t quite say so, it’s clear
these cards are aimed at divorced parents. “I'm sorry I'm
not always there when you need me but I hope you know
I’m always just a phone call away.” Another card reads:
“Even though your dad and I don’t live together any-
more, I know he’s still a very special part of your life. And
as much as I miss you when you’re not with me, I'm still
happy that you two can spend time together.”

Hallmark’s messages are grounded in a substantial body
of well-funded market research. Therefore it is worth re-
flecting on the divergence in sentiment between the di-
vorce cards for adults and the divorce cards for kids. For
grown-ups, divorce heralds new beginnings (A HOT NEW
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SINGLE). For children, divorce brings separation and loss
(“I’m sorry I’'m not always there when you need me”).

An even more telling glimpse into the meaning of fam-
ily disruption can be found in the growing children’s liter-
ature on family dissolution. Take, for example, the popu-
lar children’s book Dinosaurs Divorce: A Guide for Changing
Families (1986), by Laurene Krasny Brown and Marc
Brown. This is a picture book, written for very young chil-
dren. The book begins with a short glossary of “divorce
words” and encourages children to “see if you can find
them” in the story. The words include “family counselor,”
“separation agreement,” “alimony,” and “child custody.”
The book is illustrated with cartoonish drawings of green
dinosaur parents who fight, drink too much, and break up.
One panel shows the father dinosaur, suitcase in hand,
getting into a yellow car.

The dinosaur children are offered simple, straightfor-
ward advice on what to do about the divorce. On custody
decisions: “When parents can’t agree, lawyers and judges
decide. Try to be honest if they ask you questions; it will
help them make better decisions.” On selling the house: “1f
you move, you may have to say good-bye to friends and
familiar places. But scon your new home will feel like the
place you really belong.” On the economic impact of divorce:
“Living with one parent almost always means there will
be less money. Be prepared to give up some things.” On
holidays: “Divorce may mean twice as much celebrating at
holiday times, but you may feel pulled apart.” On parents’
new lovers: “You may sometimes feel jealous and want
your parent to yourself. Be polite to your parents’ new
friends, even if you don’t like them at first.” On parents’
remarriage: “Not everyone loves his or her stepparents,
but showing them respect is important.”

These cards and books point to an uncomfortable and
generally unacknowledged fact: what contributes to a
parent’s happiness may detract from a child’s happiness.
All too often the adult quest for freedom, independence
and choice in family relationships conflicts with a child’;
developmental needs for stability, constancy, harmony
and permanence in family life. In short, family disruptior;
creates a deep division between parents’ interests and the
interests of children.

Or.lc of the worst consequences of these divided inter-
ests is a withdrawal of parental investment in children’s
well-being. As the Stanford economist Victor Fuchs has
pointf:d out, the main source of social investmenc in chil-
dren is private. The ir.avcs‘tment comes from the children’s
parents. But parents in disrupted families have less time
attention,.and money to devote to their children. The sin:
glf: most lmpqnant source of disinvestment has been the
widespread withdrawal of financial support and involve-
ment by fathers. Maternal investment, too, h o
women try to raise families on their own a,ndas declmed: -
the home. Moreover, both mothers and fath ork outsice
respond to family breakup by investin o Cr? mmon!y
themselves and in their own personal angd o ‘eav'lly "

romantic lives.
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Sometimes the tables are completely turned. Children
are called upon to invest in the emotional well-being of
their parents. Indeed, this seems to be the larger message
of many of the children’s books on divorce and remar-
riage. Dinosaurs Divorce asks children to be sympathetic,
understanding, respectful, and polite to confused, unhap-
py parents. The sacrifice comes from the children: “Be
prepared to give up some things.” In the world of divorc-
ing dinosaurs, the children rather than the grown-ups are
the exemplars of patience, restraint, and good sense.

Three Seventies Assumptions

S IT FIRST TOOK SHAPE IN THE 1970S, THE OPTI-

mistic view of family change rested on three

bold new assumptions. At that time, because

the emergence of the changes in family life was

so recent, there was little hard evidence to confirm or dis-

pute these assumptions. But this was an expansive mo-
ment in American life.

The first assumption was an economic one: that a
woman could now afford to be a mother without also be-
ing a wife. There were ample grounds for believing this.
Women’s work-force participation had been gradually in-
creasing in the postwar period, and by the beginning of
the 1970s women were a strong presence in the work-
place. What’s more, even though there was still a substan-
tial wage gap between men and women, women had
made considerable progress in a relatively short time to-
ward better-paying jobs and greater employment opportu-
nities. More women than ever before could aspire to seri-
ous careers as business executives, doctors, lawyers, airline
pilots, and politicians. This circumstance, combined with
the increased availability of child care, meant that women
could take on the responsibilities of a breadwinner, per-
haps even a sole breadwinner. This was particularly true
for middle-class women. According to a highly regarded
1977 study by the Carnegie Council on Children, “The
greater availability of jobs for women means that more
middle-class children today survive their parents’ divorce
without a catastrophic plunge into poverty.”

Feminists, who had long argued that the path to great-
er equality for women lay in the world of work outside
the home, endorsed this assumption. In fact, for many,
economic independence was a stepping-stone toward
freedom from both men and marriage. As women began
to earn their own money, they were less dependent on
men or marriage, and marriage diminished in importance.
In Gloria Steinem’s memorable words, “A woman with-
out a man is like a fish without a bicycle.”

This assumption also gained momentum as the mean-
ing of work changed for women. Increasingly, work had
an expressive as well as an economic dimension: being a
working mother not only gave you an income but also
made you more interesting and fulfilled than a stay-at-
home mother. Consequently, the optimistic economic
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scenario was driven by a cultural imperative. Women
would achieve financial independence because, cultural-
ly as well as economically, it was the right thing to do.

The second assumption was that family disruption
would not cause lasting harm to children and could actu-
ally enrich their lives. Creative Divorce: A New Opportunity
JSfor Personal Growth, a popular book of the seventies,
spoke confidently to this point: “Children can survive any
family crisis without permanent damage—and grow as
human beings in the process. . . .” Moreover, single-par-
ent and stepparent families created a more extensive kin-
ship network than the nuclear family. This network
would envelop children in a web of warm and supportive
relationships. “Belonging to a stepfamily means there are
more people in your life,” a children’s book published in
1982 notes. “More sisters and brothers, including the step
ones. More people you think of as grandparents and aunts
and uncles. More cousins. More neighbors and friends.
... Getting to know and like so many people (and having
them like you) is one of the best parts of what being in a
stepfamily . . . is all about.”

The third assumption was that the new diversity in
family structure would make America a better place. Just
as the nation has been strengthened by the diversity of its
ethnic and racial groups, so it would be strengthened by
diverse family forms. The emergence of these brave new
families was but the latest chapter in the saga of Ameri-
can pluralism.

Another version of the diversity argument stated that
the real problem was not family disruption itself but the
stigma still attached to these emergent family forms, This
lingering stigma placed children at psychological risk,
making them feel ashamed or different; as the ranks of
single-parent and stepparent familjes grew, children
would feel normal and good about themselves,

These assumptions continue to be appealing, because
they accord with strongly held American beliefs in social
progress. Americans see progress in the €xpansion of in-
dividual opportunities for choice, freedom, and self-ex-
pression. Moreover, Americans identify progress with
growing tolerance of diversity. Over the past half century.
the po]lstf:r Daniel Yankelovich writes, the United Statcs:
has steadily grown more open-minded and accepting of
groups that were previously perceived as alien, untrust-
worthy, or unsuitable for public leadership or social es-
teem. One such group is the burgeoning number of sin-
gle-parent and stepparent families,

The Education of Sara McLanahan

N 1981 SARA MCLANAHAN, NOW
Princeton University’s Woodrow Wilson School
read a three-part series by Ken Auletta in The Nem;
Yorker. Later published as a book titled The Undler-

class, the series presented a vivid portrait of the drug ad-

dicts, welfare mothers, and school dropouts who took part

A SOCIOLOGIST AT
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in an education-and-
training program in
New York City. Many
were the children of
single mothers, and it
was Auletta’s clear im-
plication that single-
mother families were
contributing to the
growth of an under-
class. McLanahan was
taken aback by this
notion. “It struck me
as strange that he
would be viewing sin-
gle mothers at that lev-
el of pathology.”

“I’d gone to graduate
school in the days when
the politically correct ar-
gument was that single-
parent families were
just another alternative
family form, and it was
fine,” McLanahan ex-
plains, as she recalls the
state of social-scientific
thinking in the 1970s.
Several empirical stud-
ies that were then cur-
rent supported an op-
timistic view of fami-
ly change. (They used
tiny samples, however,
and did not track the
well-being of children
over time.)

One, A/ Our Kin,
by Carol Stack, was
required reading for
thousands of universi-
ty students. It said that
single mothers had :
strengths that had gone undetected and una[?prc.(:lawd
by earlier researchers. The single-mother family, ibipug:
gested, is an economically resourceful and socially em-
bedded institution. In the late 1970s McLanahap wrote a
similar study that looked at a small sample of white single
mothers and how they coped. “So I was very much of that

ition.”
[ragy the early 1980s, however, ncarly two decades had
passed since the changes in family life had begun. During
the intervening years a fuller body of empirical research
had emerged: studies that used large samples, or followed
families through time, or did both. Morcf)vcr: sevcnl'al of the
studies offered a child’s-eye view of family disruption. The
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National Survey on
Children, conducted by
the psychologist Nicho-
las Zill, had set out in
1976 to track a large
sample of children aged
seven to eleven. It also
interviewed the chil-
dren’s parents and
teachers. It surveyed its
subjects again in 1981
and 1987. By the time
of its third round of in-
terviews the eleven-
year-olds of 1976 were
the twenty-two-year-
olds of 1987. The Cali-
fornia Children of Di-
vorce Study, directed
by Judith Wallerstein, a
clinical psychologist, .
had also been going on
for a decade. E. Mavis
Hetherington, of the
University of Virginia,
was conducting a simi-
lar study of children
from both intact and di-
vorced families. For the
first time it was possi-
ble to test the optimis-
tic view against a large
and longitudinal body
of evidence.

It was to this body of
evidence that Sara Mc-
Lanahan turned. When
she did, she found little
to support the optimis-
tic view of single moth-
erhood. On the con-
trary. When she pub-
lished her findings with
Irwin Garfinkel in a 1986 book, Single Mothers and Their
Children, her portrait of single motherhood proved to be
as troubling in its own way as Auletta’s.

One of the leading assumptions of the time was that sin-
gle motherhood was economically viable. Even if single
mothers did face economic trials, they wouldn’t face
them for long, it was argued, because they wouldn’t re-
main single for long: single motherhood would be a brief
phase of three to five years, followed by marriage. Single
mothers would be economically resilient: if they experi-
enced setbacks, they would recover quickly. It was also
said that single mothers would be supported by informal
networks of family, friends, neighbors, and other single
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mothers. As McLanahan shows in her study, the evi-
dence demolishes all these claims,

For the vast majority of single mothers, the economic
spectrum turns out to be narrow, running between pre-
carious and desperate. Half the single mothers in the
United States live below the poverty line. (Currently,
one out of ten married couples with children is poor.)
Many others live on the edge of poverty. Even single

- mothers who are far from poor are likely to experience

persistent economic insecurity. Divorce almost always
brings a decline in the standard of living for the mother
and children.

Moreover, the poverty experienced by single mothers
is no more brief than it is mild. A significant number of all
single mothers never marry or remarry. Those who do, do
so only after spending roughly six years, on average, as
single parents. For black mothers the duration is much
longer. Only 33 percent of African-American mothers had
remarried within ten years of separation. Consequently,
single motherhood is hardly a fleeting event for the moth-
er, and it is likely to occupy a third of the child’s child-
hood. Even the notion that single mothers are knit to-
gether in economically supportive networks is not borne
out by the evidence. On the contrary, single parenthood
forces many women to be on the move, in search of
cheaper housing and better jobs. This need-driven rest-
less mobility makes it more difficult for them to sustain
supportive ties to family and friends, let alone other sin-
gle mothers.

Single-mother families are vulnerable not just to pover-
ty but to a particularly debilitating form of poverty: wel-
fare dependency. The dependency takes two forms:
First, single mothers, particularly unwed mothers, stay on
welfare longer than other welfare recipients. Of those
never-married mothers who receive welfare benefits, al-
most 40 percent remain on the rolls for ten years or
longer. Second, welfare dependency tends to be passed
on from one generation to the next. McLanahan says,
“Evidence on intergenerational poverty indicates that,
indeed, offspring from [single-mother] families are far
more likely to be poor and to form mother-only families
than are offspring who live with two parents most of their
pre-adult life.” Nor is the intergenerational impact of sin-
gle motherhood limited to African-Americans, as many
people seem to believe. Among white families, daughters
of single parents are 53 percent more likely to marry as
teenagers, 111 percent more likely to have children as
teenagers, 164 percent more likely to have a premarital
birth, and 92 percent more likely to dissolve their own
marriages. All these intergenerational consequences of
single motherhood increase the likelihood of chronic wel-
fare dependency.

McLanahan cites three reasons why single-mother
families are so vulnerable economically. For one thing,
their earnings are low. Second, unless the mothers are
widowed, they don’t receive public subsidies large
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enough to lift them out of poverty. And finally, they do
not get much support from family members—especially
the fathers of their children. In 1982 single white mothers
received an average of $1,246 in alimony and child sup-
port, black mothers an average of $322. Such payments
accounted for about 10 percent of the income of single
white mothers and for about 3.5 percent of the income of
single black mothers. These amounts were dramatically
smaller than the income of the father in a two-parent
family and also smaller than the income from a second
earner in a two-parent family. Roughly 60 percent of sin-
gle white mothers and 80 percent of single black mothers
received no support at all.

Until the mid-1980s, when stricter standards were put
in place, child-support awards were only about half to
two-thirds what the current guidelines require. Accord-
ingly, there is often a big difference in the living stan-
dards of divorced fathers and of divorced mothers with
children. After divorce the average annual income of
mothers and children is $13,500 for whites and $9,000 for

- nonwhites, as compared with $25,000 for white nonresi-

dent fathers and $13,600 for nonwhice nonresident fa-
thers. Moreover, since child-support awards account for a
smaller portion of the income of a high-earning father,
the drop in living standards can be especially sharp for
mothers who were married to upper-lev
professionals.

Unwed mothers are unlikely to be awarded any child
support at all, partly because the paternity of their chil-
dren may not have been established. Accor
cent study, only 20 percent of unmarried
child support.

Even if single mothers €scape poverty, economic un-
certainty remains a condition of life. Divorce brings a re-
duction in income and standard of living for the vast ma-
jority of single mothers. One study, for example, found
that income for mothers and children declines on average
about 30 percent, while fathers experience a 10 to 15 per-
cent increase in income in the year followjng a separation
Things get even more difficult when fathers fail to mect.
their child-support obligations, As a resule, many divorced
mothers experience a wearing uncertainty about the fam.-
ily budget: whether the check wil] come in or not:
whether new sneakers can be bought this month or not:
whether the electric bill will be paid on time or not Un:
certainty about money triggers other kinds of uncertz;in
Mothers and children often have to move to chea tgr
housing after a divorce. One study shows thar aboutp38
percent of divorced mothers and their children move dur-
ing the first year after a divorce. Even several years later
the rate of moves for single mothers is about a third hjgh-
er than the rate for two-parent families, Itis also commgon
for a mother to change her job or increase her workin
hours or both following a divorce. Even the com ositi .
of the household is likely to change, with othcf ad '](:"
such as boyfriends or babysitters, moving in and oyt e

el managers and

ding to one re-
mothers receive
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All this uncertainty can be devastating to children.
Anyone who knows children knows that they are deeply
conservative creatures. They like things to stay the same.
So pronounced is this tendency that certain children
have been known to request the same peanut-butter-
and-jelly sandwich for lunch for years on end. Children
are particularly set in their ways when it comes to family,
friends, neighborhoods, and schools. Yet when a family
breaks up, all these things may change. The novelist Pat
Conroy has observed that “cach divorce is the death of a
small civilization.” No one feels this more acutely than
children.

Sara McLanahan’s investigation and others like it have
helped to establish a broad consensus on the economic
impact of family disruption on children. Most social sci-
entists now agree that single motherhood is an important
and growing cause of poverty, and that children suffer
as a result. (They continue to argue, however, about the
relationship between family structure and such econom-
ic factors as income inequality, the loss of jobs in the in-
ner city, and the growth of low-wage jobs.) By the mid-
1980s, however, it was clear that the problem of family
disruption was not confined to the urban underclass, nor
was its sole impact economic. Divorce and out-of-wed-
lock childbirth were affecting middle- and upper-class
children, and these more privileged children were suffer-
ing negative consequences as well. It appeared that the
problems associated with family breakup were far deep-
er and far more widespread than anyone had previously
imagined.
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The Missing Father

UDITH WALLERSTEIN IS ONE OF THE PIONEERS IN RE.
search on the long-term psychological impact of fam-
ily disruption on children. The California Children
of Divorce Study, which she directs, remains the

most enduring study of the long-term effects of divorce

on children and their parents. Moreover, it represents the
best-known effort to look at the impact of divorce on
middle-class children. The Californig children entered

the study without pathological family historjes, Before di-

vorce they lived in stable, protected homes. And al-

though some of the children did experience ec
security as the result of divorce, they were ge
from the most severe forms of poverty asso
family breakup. Thus the study and the res

(which Wallerstein wrote with Sandra Blake

Chances: Men, Women, and Children 4 Decade

(1989), provide new insight into the conseq

vorce which are not associated with extreme

nomic or emotional deprivation.

When, in 1971, Wallerstein and her colleagues set out
to conduct clinical interviews with 131
San Francisco area, they thought the
a short-term study. Most experts
was like a bad cold. There was 2 p
fort, and then a short recovery ph
conventional wisdom, kids would b
no time at all. Yet when Wallerste
for a second interview more than

onomic in-
nerally free
ciated with
ulting book
slee), Second
After Divorce
uences of di-
forms of eco-

children from the
¥ were embarking on
believed that divorce
hase of acute discom-
ase. According to the
c back on their feetin
In met these children
a year later, she was
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amazed to discover that there had been no mi_raculous re-

covery. In fact, the children seemed to be doing worse.
The news that children did not “get over” di'rforcc was

not particularly welcome at the time. Wallerstein recalls,

“We got angry letters from therapists, parents, an_d
btedly wrong. They said

lawyers saying we were undou
ff being released from

children are really much better 0 IGica: _
an unhappy marriage. Divorce, they said, 1s a llbt’iratln‘g
experience.” One of the main results of the California
study was to overturn this optimistic VIEW. In Waller-
stein’s cautionary words, “Divorce is deceptive. chally
it is a single event, but psychologically it is a cha‘m——
sometimes a never-ending chain—of events, rc]ocat:.onS,
and radically shifting relationships strung through time,
a process that forever changes the lives of the people
involved.”

Five years after divorce m
dren experienced moderate or SEVETE
years a significant number of the now young men and
women appeared to be troubled, drifting, aqd undfir-
achieving. At fifteen years many of the thlrtylsh gdu ti-
were struggling to establish strong love rclatlonshlps 0
their own. In short, far from recovering from their par-
ents’ divorce, a significant percentage of these grownups
were still suffering from its effects. In fact, according to
Wallerstein, the long-term effects of divorce emerge at a
time when young adults are trying to make their own de-
cisions about love, marriage, and family. Not all children
in the study suffered negative consequences. But Waller-
stein’s research presents a sobering picture of divorce.

ore than a third of the chil-
depression. At ten
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“The child of divorce faces many additional psychologi-
cal burdens in addition to the normative tasks of growing
up,” she says.

Divorce not only makes it more difficule for young
adults to establish new relationships. It also weakens the
oldest primary relationship: that between parent and
child. According to Wallerstein, “Parent-child relation-
ships are permanently altered by divorce in ways that our
society has not anticipated.” Not only do children expe-
rience a loss of parental attention at the onset of divorce,
but they soon find that at every stage of their develop-
ment their parents are not available in the same way they
once were. “In a reasonably happy intact family,” Waller-
stein observes, “the child gravitates first to one parent
and then to the other, using skills and attributes from
each in climbing the developmental ladder.” In a di-
vorced family, children find it “harder to find the needed
parent at needed times.” This may help explain why
very young children suffer the most as the result of
family disruption. Their opportunities to engage in this
kind of ongoing process are the most truncated and
compromised.

The father-child bond is severely, often irreparably,
damaged in disrupted families. In a situation without his-
torical precedent, an astonishing and disheartening num-
ber of American fathers are failing to provide financial
support to their children. Often, more than the father’s
support check is missing. Increasingly, children are
bereft of any contact with their fathers. According to the
National Survey of Children, in disrupted families only
one child in six, on average, saw his or her father as often
as once a week in the past year. Close to half did not sce
their father at all in the past year. As time goes on, con-
tact becomes even more infrequent. Ten years after a
marriage breaks up, more than two thirds of children re-
port not having seen their father for a year. Not surpris-
ingly, when asked to name the “adults you look up to
and admire,” only 20 percent of children in single-parent
families named their father, as compared with 52 percent
of children in two-parent families. A favorite complaint
among Baby Boom Americans is that their fathers were
emotionally remote guys who worked hard, came home
at night to eat supper, and didn’t have much to say to or
do with the kids. But the current generation has a far
worse father problem: many of their fathers are vanishing
entirely.

Even for fathers who maintain regular contact, the pat-
tern of father-child relationships changes. The sociolo-
gists Andrew Cherlin and Frank Furstenberg, who have
studied broken families, write that the fathers behave
more like other relatives than like parents. Rather than
helping with homework or carrying out a project with
their children, nonresidential fachers are likely to take the
kids shopping, to the movies, or out to dinner. Instead of
providing steady advice and guidance, divorced fathers
become “treat” dads.
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Apparently—and paradoxically—it is the visiting rela-
tionship itself, rather than the frequency of visits, that is
the real source of the problem. According to Wallerstein,
the few children in the California study who reported vis-
iting with their fathers once or twice a week over a ten-
year period still felt rejected. The need to schedule a spe-
cial time to be with the child, the repeated leave-takings,
and the lack of connection to the child’s regular, daily
schedule leaves many fathers adrift, frustrated, and con-
fused. Wallerstein calls the visiting father a parent with-
out portfolio.

The deterioration in father-child bonds is most severe
among children who experience divorce at an early age,
according to a recent study. Nearly three quarters of the
respondents, now young men and women, report having
poor relationships with their fathers. Close to half have
received psychological help, nearly a third have dropped
out of high school, and about a quarter report having ex-
perienced high levels of problem behavior or emotional
distress by the time they became young adults.

urvey after survey shows that Ameri-

cans are less inclined than they were

il v
i\‘-*/‘ P

@ delity, lifelong marriage, and par-

enthood as worthwhile personal goals m

Long-Term Effects

INCE MOST CHILDREN LIVE WITH THEIR MOTHERS

after divorce, one might expect that the mother-

child bond would remain unaltered and might

even be strengthened. Yet research shows that the
mother-child bond is also weakened as the result of di-
vorce. Only half of the children who were close to their
mothers before a divorce remained equally close after the
divorce. Boys, particularly, had difficulties with their
mothers. Moreover, mother-child relationships deterio-
rated over time. Whereas teenagers in disrupted families
were no more likely than teenagers in intact families to
report poor relationships with their mothers, 30 percent
of young adults from disrupted families have poor rela-
tionships with their mothers, as compared with 16 per-
cent of young adults from intact families. Mother-daugh-
ter relationships often deteriorate as the daughrer reaches
young adulthood. The only group in society that derives
any benefit from these weakened parent-child ties is the
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\) a generation ago to value sexual fi-

therapeutic community. Young adults from disrupted
families are nearly twice as likely as those from intact
families to receive psychological help.

Some social scientists have criticized Judith Waller-
stein’s research because her study is based on a small
clinical sample and does not include a control group of
children from intact families. However, other studies
generally support and strengthen her findings. Nicholas
Zill has found similar long-term effects on children of di-
vorce, reporting that “effects of marital discord and fami-
ly disruption are visible twelve to twenty-two years later
in poor relationships with parents, high levels of problem
behavior, and an increased likelihood of dropping out of
high school and receiving psychological help.” Moreover,
Zill's research also found signs of distress in young
women who seemed relatively well adjusted in middle
childhood and adolescence. Girls in single-parent fami-
lies are also at much greater risk for precocious sexuality,
tcenage marriage, teenage Pregnancy, nonmarital birth,
and divorce than are girls in two-parent families.

Zill’s research shows that
family disruption strongly
affects school achievement
as well. Children in disrupt-
ed families are nearly twice
as likely as those in intact
families to drop out of high
school; among children who
do drop out, those from dis-
rupted families are less like-
ly eventually to earn a di-
ploma or a GED. Boys are
at greater risk for dropping
out than girls, and are also
more likely to exhibit ag-
gressive, acting-out behay-
iors. Other research confirms these findings. According to
a study by the National Association of Elementary School
Principals, 33 percent of two-parent elementary school
students are ra.nkcd as high achievers, a5 compared with
17 percent ()fs;rfglc—parcnt students. The children in sin-
gle-parent fa}m!ms_; are also more likely to be truant or late
or to have dllsc1p1.mary action taken against them. Even
after fzon.tro]lmg.ior face, income, and religion, scholars
?nd zgnﬁﬁzant dlfhfcrcnccs in <_:dLl1cationa] attainment be-

ween children who grow up in intac ilies - e
dren who do not. In hi% 1992 ;tudyl?l.tr:;tfﬁpnhes Sy

LEILVO a's Smallest School:
The Pmm/y,. l_)aul Bz}rt()ﬂ _show-g that the Proportion of two-
parent families varies widely from stare to state and is re-
lated to variations in academic achievement, North Da-
kota, for example, scores highest on the math-proficiency
t%::t ‘1Ir;d sc.:con?(lzufhcslt.(m the two-parent-family scale,

e District of Columbia is sec S
test and lowest in the nati():LoL:ntﬁclot\:i:t iy mﬂ‘th
e -parent-family

H a @ 7 “rvrhile 1] .
Zill notes that “while coming from a disrupted family
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significantly increases a young adult’s risks of experienc-
ing social, emotional or academic difficulties, it does not
foreordain such difficulties. The majority of young peo-
ple from disrupted families have successfully completed
high school, do no# currently display high levels of emo-
tional distress or problem behavior, and enjoy reasonable
relationships with their mothers.” Nevertheless, a major-
ity of these young adults do show maladjustment in their
relationships with their fathers.

These findings underscore the importance of both a
mother and a father in fostering the emotional well-be-
ing of children. Obviously, not all children in two-parent
families are free from emotional turmoil, but few are
burdened with the troubles that accompany family
breakup. Moreover, as the sociologist Amitai Etzioni ex-
plains in a new book, Tke Spirit of Community, two par-
ents in an intact family make up what might be called a
mutually supportive education coalition. When both par-
ents are present, they can play different, even contradic-
tory, roles. One parent may goad the child to achieve,

while the other may encourage the child to take time out
to daydream or toss a football around. One may empha-
size taking intellectual risks, while the other may insist
on following the teacher’s guidelines. At the same time,
the parents regularly exchange information about the
child’s school problems and achievements, and have a
sense of the overall educational mission. However, Et-
zioni writes,

The sequence of divorce followed by a succession of
boy or girlfriends, a second marriage, and frequently
another divorce and another turnover of partners often
means a repeatedly disrupted educational coalition.
Each change in participants involves a change in the
educational agenda for the child. Each new partner can-
not be expected to pick up the previous one’s educa-
tional post and program. . .. As a result, changes in par-
enting partners mean, at best, a deep disruption in a
child’s education, though of course several disruptions
cut deeper into the effectiveness of the educational
coalition than just one.

The Family
and Public
Policy

NUMBER OF NEW PROPOSALS AD-
Adress the problem of family
disruption. Generally speak-

ing, they have a single objective: to
ensure that children have the support

and commitment of both biological
parents,

® The Family Support Act of 1988,
which represents the culmination of a
fifteen-year trend toward stricter
child-support enforcement, has en-
abled states to impose legal child-sup-
port obligations on a greater number
of absent fathers and to increase the
percentage of absent fathers who ac-
tually meet their obligations.

For example, the Family Support
Act contains the strongest legislation
to date on paternal identification, the
essential first step toward making a
legally binding child-support award.
In the cases of about three out of
every four children born to unwed
mothers, fathers have not been legally

identified. Similarly, in the cases of

the great majority of mothers receiv-
ing AFDC benefits, the father is nev-
er identified or known to public agen-
cies or officials. In the past many
people reasoned that it was better to
ignore the father—he was probably
unable to support the child anyway,
and might cause more trouble if he
were around than if he remained ab-
sent. The 1988 legislation requires
states to get the Social Security num-
bers of both parents when a birth cer-
tificate is issued. If paternity is in
doubt or contested, the federal gov-
ernment will pay for 90 percent of the
cost of genetic testing. Irwin Garfin-
kel, who has written a study of child
support, estimates that this approach
will establish paternity for half of the
nation’s nonmarital births by the turn
of the century.

® The most comprehensive and most
controversial proposal is one for a
child-support-assurance program—a
universal, non-means-tested entitle-
ment plan akin to Survivors Insurance
for widows. Child-support assurance
would guarantee a standard level of
child support—some propose $2,500 a
year for the first child in a family, and
$1,000, $1,000, and $500 for the sec-
ond, third, and fourth children—to all
single parents whose children live with
them. The federal government would

serve as a collection agency for the
support payments, withholding in-
come from the nonresidential parent
and mailing a monthly check to the
parent with the children. In cases
where the parent failed to meet the
full support obligation, taxpayers
would make up the difference. Ac-
cording to its advocates, the child-sup-
port-assurance plan would reduce the
welfare burden in three ways: it would
prevent some mothers from going on
welfare, since they would be assured
of regular support; it would reduce
AFDC benefits dollar for dollar as sup-
port was collected from the father; and
it would provide various incentives for
mothers on welfare to get off it. For
example, unlike a mother receiving
AFDC, a working mother would be
able to keep the full child-support
benefit in addition to her working in-
come. Consequently, child-support-
assurance benefits would boost a fami-
ly’s income only if the mother went
out and got a job. Moreover, this plan
.would create incentives for establish-
ing legal paternity, since doing so
would be necessary to qualify for ben-
efits. And, the plan’s advocates say, it
would provide a nonstigmatizing, reg-
ularized system of guaranteed child
support for all single parents. How-
ever, critics say that a plan of guaran-
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The Bad News About Stepparents

ERHAPS THE MOST STRIKING, AND POTENTIALLY
disturbing, new research has to do with children
in stepparent families. Until quite recently the
optimistic assumption was that children saw their
lives improve when they became part of a stepfamily.
When Nicholas Zill and his colleagues began to study the
effects of remarriage on children, their working hypothe-
sis was that stepparent families would make up for the
shortcomings of the single-parent family. Clearly, most
children are better off economically when they are able to
share in the income of two adults. When a second adult
joins the household, there may be a reduction in the time
and work pressures on the single parent. -
The research overturns this optimistic assumption,
however. In general the evidence suggests that remar-
riage neither reproduces nor restores the intact family
structure, even when it brings more income and a second
adult into the household. Quite the contrary. Indeed,

children living with stepparents appear to be even more
disadvantaged than children living in a stable single-par-
ent family. Other difficulties seem to offset the advan-
tages of extra income and an extra pair of hands. Howev-
er much our modern sympathies reject the fairy-tale
portrait of stepparents, the latest research confirms that
the old stories are anthropologically quite accurate. Step-
families disrupt established loyalties, create new uncer-
tainties, provoke deep anxieties, and sometimes threaten
a child’s physical safety as well as emotional security.
Parents and children have dramatically different inter-
ests in and expectations for a new marriage. For a single
parent, remarriage brings new commitments, the hope of
enduring love and happiness, and relief from stress and
loneliness. For a child, the same event often provokes
confused feelings of sadness, anger, and rejection. Near-
ly half the children in Wallerstein’s study said they felt
left out in their stepfamilies. The National Commission
on Children, a bipartisan group headed by Senator John
D. Rockefeller, of West Virginia, reported that children

teed child support would do nothing to
reduce nonmarital births or to rein-
force the principle of ultimate parental
responsibility.

®[n the meantime, several states
have revived stigma as part of a larger
effort to improve child-support collec-
tion. Massachusetts, a state with some
experience in the public shaming of
criminals, has replaced stocks on the
common with posters of “deadbeat
dads” on the six o’clock news.

® Changes in divorce law, too, can
help children. Mary Ann Glendon, a
professor at Harvard Law School, hfls
proposed a “children first” principle in
divorce proceedings. Under this rule,
judges in litigated divorce cases would
determine the best possible package
of benefits, income, and services for
the children. Only then would the
judge turn to other issues, such as the
division of remaining marital assets.

® Policy experts offer several proposals
to reduce the likelihood of divorce for
parents in low-conflict situations. On.c
is to introduce a two-tier system of di-
vorce law. Marriages between adults
without minor children would be easy
to dissolve, but marriages between
adults with children would not. Anoth-
er idea is to reintroduce some measure
of fault in divorce, or to allow no-fault
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divorce but establish marital fault in
awarding alimony or dividing marital
property.

® Economic forces significantly affect
marriage-related behavior. With the
loss of high-paying jobs for high school
graduates and the disappearance of
good jobs from many inner-city neigh-
borhoods, the ability of young men to
provide for a family has bccn. declin-
ing. Improving job opportunities fgr
young men would enhance their abili-
ty and presumably their willingness to
form lasting marriages. Expanding the
earned-income fax credit would also
strengthen many families econolmica]-
ly. According to one recent estimate,
an expanded tax credit would lift a mil-
lion full-time working families out of
poverty. Still other proposals include
raising the personal exemption for
young children in lower- and middle-
income families and increasing the val-
ue of the marriage deduction in the tax
code by allowing married couples to
split their incomes.

e Changing the welfare system to
eliminate its disincentives to marry
would help reduce out-of-wedlock
motherhood, many experts suggest.
New Jersey, for example, has proposed
a plan to €ncourage marnagclby con-
tinuing AFDC benefits to children if

their natural parents marry and live to-
gether in the home, as long as their in-
come does not exceed state eligibility
standards. Another idea, not yet tried
in any state, is to provide a large one-
time bonus to any woman who mar-
ries, leaves the AFDC rolls, and stays
off for an extended period. Many peo-
ple, including President Clinton, have
called for the imposition of strict two-
year time limits for AFDC.

@ At least as important as changes in
the law and public policy are efforts to
change the cultural climate, particular-
ly the media’s messages about divorce
and nonmarital childbirth. Parents con-
sistently cite television, with its in-
creasing use of sex, violence, or the
two combined, as one of their strongest
adversaries. One way to improve tele-
vision programming would be to fully
implement the provisions of the 1990
Children’s Television Act, including
the establishment of the National En-
dowment for Children’s Educational
Television. It would also be valuable
to enlist the support of leaders in the
entertainment industry—particularly
sports and movie stars—in conveying
to children that making babies out of
wedlock is as stupid as doing drugs or
dropping out of school. This might, of
course, await more exemplary behavior
by some of those stars.
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from stepfamilies were more likely to say they often felt
lonely or blue than children from either single-parent or
intact families. Children in stepfamilies were the most
likely to report that they wanted more time with their
mothers. When mothers remarry, daughters tend to have
a harder time adjusting than sons. Evidently, boys often
respond positively to a male presence in the household,
while girls who have established close ties to their moth-
er in a single-parent family often see the stepfather as a
rival and an intruder. According to one study, boys in re-
married families are less likely to drop out of school than
boys in single-parent families, while the opposite is true
- for girls.

A large percentage of children do not even consider
stepparents to be part of their families, according to the
National Survey on Children. The NSC asked children,
“When you think of your family, who do you include?”
Only 10 percent of the children failed to mention a bio-
logical parent, but a third left out a stepparent. Even chil-
dren who rarely saw their noncustodial parents almost al-
ways named them as family members. The weak sense of
attachment is mutual. When parents were asked the same
question, only one percent failed to mention a biological
child, while 15 percent left out a stepchild. In the same
study stepparents with both natural children and step-
children said that it was harder for them to love their step-
children than their biological children and that their chil-
dren would have been better off if they had grown up
with two biological parents.

One of the most severe risks associated with steppar-
ent-child ties is the risk of sexual abuse. As Judith Waller-
stein explains, “The presence of a stepfather can raise
the difficult issue of a thinner incest barrier.” The incest
taboo is strongly reinforced, Wallerstein says, by knowl-
edge of paternity and by the experience of caring for a
child since birth. A stepfather enters the family without
either credential and plays a sexual role as the mother’s
husband. As a result, stepfathers can pose a sexual risk to
the children, especially to daughters. According to a study
by the Canadian researchers Martin Daly and Margo Wil-
son, preschool children in stepfamilies are forty times as
likely as children in intact families to suffer physical or
sexual abuse. (Most of the sexual abuse was committed
by a third party, such as a neighbor, a stepfather’s male
friend, or another nonrelative.) Stepfathers discriminate
in their abuse: they are far more likely to assault nonbio-
logical children than their own natural children.

Sexual abuse represents the most extreme threat to
children’s well-being. Stepfamilies also seem less likely
to make the kind of ordinary investments in the children
that other families do. Although it is true that the step-
family household has a higher income than the single-
parent household, it does not follow that the additional
income is reliably available to the children. To begin
with, children’s claim on stepparents’ resources is shaky.
Stepparents are not legally required to support stepchil-

dren, so their financial support of these children is entire-
ly voluntary. Moreover, since stepfamilies are far more
likely to break up than intact families, particularly in the
first five years, there is always the risk—far greater than
the risk of unemployment in an intact family—that the
second income will vanish with another divorce. The fi-
nancial commitment to a child’s education appears weak-
er in stepparent families, perhaps because the stepparent
believes that the responsibility for educating the child
rests with the biological parent.

Similarly, studies suggest that even though they may
have the time, the parents in stepfamilies do not invest as
much of it in their children as the parents in intact fami-
lies or even single parents do. A 1991 survey by the Na-
tional Commission on Children showed that the parents
in stepfamilies were less likely to be involved in a child’s
school life, including involvement in extracurricular ac-
tivities, than either intact-family parents or single par-
ents. They were the least likely to report being involved
in such time-consuming activities as coaching a child’s
team, accompanying class trips, or helping with school
projects. According to McLanahan’s research, children in
stepparent families report lower educational aspirations
on the part of their parents and lower levels of parental
involvement with schoolwork. In short, it appears that
family income and the number of adults in the household
are not the only factors affecting children’s well-being,

Diminishing Investments

HERE ARE SEVERAL REASONS FOR THIS DIMIN.

ished interest and investment. In the law, as

in the children’s eyes, stepparents are shad-

owy figures. According to the legal scholar
David Chambers, family law has pretty much ignored
stepparents. Chambers writes, “In the substantial major-
ity of states, stepparents, even when they live with a
child, have no legal obligation to contribute to the child’s
support; nor does a stepparent’s presence in the home al-
ter the support obligations of a noncustodia] parent. The
stepparent also has. . . no authority to approve emergency
medical treatment or even to sign a permission slip....”
When a marriage breaks up, the stepparent has no con-
tinuing obligation to provide for a stepchild, no matter
how long or how much he or she has been contributing to
the support of the child. In short, Chambers says, step-
parent relationships are based wholly on consent, subject
to the inclinations of the adult and the chilg. The only
way a stepparent can acquire the legal status of a parent
is through adoption. Some researchers also point to the
cultural ambiguity of the stepparent’s role as a source of
diminished interest, while others insist that it is the absence

of a blood tie that weakens the bond between stepparent
and child.

Whatever its causes, the di

. . ‘ minished investment in
children in both single-

parent and stepparent families has
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a significant impact on their life chances. Take parental
help with college costs. The parents in intact families are
far more likely to contribute to children’s college costs
than are those in disrupted families. Moreover, they are
usually able to arrive at a shared understanding of which
children will go to college, where they will go, how much
the parents will contribute, and how much the children
will contribute. But when families break up, these infor-
mal understandings can vanish. The issue of college tu-
ition remains one of the most contested areas of parental
support, especially for higher-income parents.

The law does not step in even when familial under-
standings break down. In the 1980s many states lowered
the age covered by child-support agreements from twen-
ty-one to eighteen, thus eliminating college as a cost as-
sociated with support for a minor child. Consequently,
the question of college tuition is typically not addressed
in child-custody agreements. Even in states where the
courts do require parents to contribute to college costs,
the requirement may be in jeopardy. In a recent decision

ven if single mothers escape poverty,
economic uncertainty remains a de-
fining condition of life. And uncer-

tainty about money triggers other

kinds of uncertainty m

in Pennsylvania the court overturned an earlier decision
ordering divorced parents to contribute to college tuition.
This decision is likely to inspire challenges in other
states where courts have required parents to pay for col-
lege. Increasingly, help in paying for college is entirely
voluntary.

Judith Wallerstein has been analyzing the educational
decisions of the college-age men and women in her
study. She reports that “a full 42 percent of these men
and women from middle class families appeared to have
ended their educations without attempting college or had
left college before achieving a degree at either the two-
year or the four-year level.” A significant percentage of
these young people have the ability to attend college.
‘Typical of this group are Nick and Terry, sons of a col-
lege professor. They had been close to their father before
the divorce, but their father remarried soon after the di-
vorce and saw his sons only occasionally, even though he
lived nearby. At age nineteen Nick had completed a few
junior-college courses and was earning a living as a sales-
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man. Terry, twenty-one, who had been tested as a gifted
student, was doing blue-collar work irregularly.

Sixty-seven percent of the college-age students from
disrupted families attended college, as compared with 85
percent of other students who attended the same high
schools. Of those attending college, several had fathers
who were financially capable of contributing to college
costs but did not.

The withdrawal of support for college suggests that
other customary forms of parental help-giving, too, may
decline as the result of family breakup. For example,
nearly a quarter of first-home purchases since 1980 have
involved help from relatives, usually parents. The medi-
an amount of help is $5,000. It is hard to imagine that par-
ents who refuse to contribute to college costs will offer
help in buying first homes, or help in buying cars or
health insurance for young adult family members. And al-
though it is too soon to tell, family disruption may affect
the generational transmission of wealth. Baby Boomers
will inherit their parents’ estates, some substantial, ac-
cumulated over a lifetime
by parents who lived and
saved together. To be sure,
the postwar generation ben-
efited from an expanding
cconomy and a rising stan-
dard of living, but its ability
to accumulate wealth also
owed something to family
stability. The lifetime as-
sets, like the marriage itself,
remained intact. It is un-
likely that the children of
disrupted families will be in
so favorable a position,

I\-Iorcovcr, children from
disrupted families may be less likely to help their aging
parents. The sociologist Alice Rossi, who has studied in-
tergenerational patterns of help-giving, says that adult
obligation has its roots in carly-childhood experience.
Children who grow up in intact families experience high-
er levels of obligation to kin than children from broken
families. Children’s sense of obligation to a nonresiden-
tial father is particularly weak., Among adults with both
parents living, those separated from thejy father during
childhood are less likely than others to sec the father reg-
ularly. Half of them see their father more than once a
year, as compared with nine out of tep of those whose
parents are still married. Apparently a kind of bitter jus-
tice is at work here. Fathers who do Not support or see
their young children may not be able to count on their
adule children’s support when they are old and need
money, love, and attention.

In short, as Andrew Cherlin and Frank Furstenburg

put 1t, “Through divorce and remarriage, individuals

are
related to more and more

people, to each of whom they
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owe less and less.” Moreover, as Nicholas Zill argues,
weaker parent-child attachments leave many children
more strongly exposed to influences outside the family,
such as peers, boyfriends or girlfriends, and the media.
Although these outside forces can sometimes be helpful,
common sense and research opinion argue against
putting too much faith in peer groups or the media as sur-
rogates for Mom and Dad.

Poverty, Crime, Education

AMILY DISRUPTION WOULD BE A SERIOUS PROB-
lem even if it affected only individual children
and families. But its impact is far broader. In-
deed, it is not an exaggeration to characterize it
as a central cause of many of our most vexing social prob-
lems. Consider three problems that most Americans be-
lieve rank among the nation’s pressing concerns: poverty,
crime, and declining school performance. ’
More than hdlf of the increase in child poverty in the
1980s is attributable to changes in family structure, ac-
cording to David Eggebeen and Daniel Lichter, of I"enn-
sylvania State University. In facg, if family structure in the
United States had remained relatively constant since
1960, the rate of child poverty would be a third lower than
it is today. This does not bode well for the .futl:ll'e.'Wlth
more than half of today’s children likely to live in single-
parent families, poverty and associated welfare costs
threaten to become even heavier burdens on the pation.
Crime in American cities has increased dramatically
and grown more violent over recent decades. Mucfh' of
this can be attributed to the rise in disrupte:d fa}mllles.
Nationally, more than 70 percent of all juveniles in state
reform institutions come from fatherless homes. A num;
ber of scholarly studies find that even after the groppslo
subjects are controlled for income, boys from single-
mother homes are significantly more likely than Ot.hCl'.S to
commit crimes and to wind up in the juvenile justice,
court, and penitentiary systems. One such study surr;ma-
rizes the relationship between crime and one-parent fam-
ilies in this way: “The relationship is so strong tl?at Cg{l-
trolling for family configuration erases the {elatnons ug
between race and crime and between low income an
crime. This conclusion shows up time and agam in the
literature.” The nation’s mayors, as well as police officers,
social workers, probation officers, and court ofﬂleals, rct:z;
sistently point to family breakup as the most impo
source of rising rates of crime.
Terrible as govcrty and crime are, they tend to be c((lm-
centrated in inner cities and isolated from the every azll
experience of many Americans. The same canfnot b: nszl:3
of the problem of declining §chool pertorm :
Nowhere has the impact of family breakup bc,aen more
i .0 the nation’s public
profound or widespread than in t b are
schools. There is a strong consensus that the sc OK ) e
failing in their historic mission to prepare every Ame
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can child to be a good worker and a good citizen. And
nearly everyone agrees that the schools must undergo
dramatic reform in order to reach that goal. In pursuit of
that goal, moreover, we have suffered no shortage of
bright ideas or pilot projects or bold experiments in
school reform. But there is little evidence that measures
such as curricular reform, school-based management, and
school choice will address, let alone solve, the biggest
problem schools face: the rising number of children who
come from disrupted families.

The great educational tragedy of our time is that many
American children are failing in school not because they
are intellectually or physically impaired but because they
are emotionally incapacitated. In schools across the na-
tion principals report a dramatic rise in the aggressive,
acting-out behavior characteristic of children, especially
boys, who are living in single-parent families. The disci-
pline problems in today’s suburban schools—assaults on
teachers, unprovoked attacks on other students, scream-
ing outbursts in class—outstrip the problems that were
evident in the toughest city schools a generation ago.
Moreover, teachers find many children emotionally dis-
tracted, so upset and preoccupied by the explosive drama
of their own family lives that they are unable to concen-
trate on such mundane matters as multiplication tables.

In response, many schools have turned to therapeutic
remediation. A growing proportion of many school bud-
gets is devoted to counseling and other psychological ser-
vices. The curriculum is becoming more therapeutic:
children are taking courses in self-esteem, conflict resolu-
tion, and aggression management. Parental advisory
groups are conscientiously debating alternative approach-
es to traditional school discipline, ranging from teacher
training in mediation to the introduction of metal detec-
tors and security guards in the schools. Schools are in-
creasingly becoming emergency rooms of the emotions,
devoted not only to developing minds but also to repair-
ing hearts. As a result, the mission of the school, along
with the culture of the classroom, is slowly changing.
What we are seeing, largely as a result of the new bur-
dens of family disruption, is the psychologization of
American education.

Taken together, the research presents a powerful chal-
lenge to the prevailing view of family change as social
progress. Not a single one of the assumptions underlying
that view can be sustained against the empirical evi-
dence. Single-parent families are not able to do well eco-
nomically on a mother’s income. In fact, most teeter on
the economic brink, and many fall into poverty and wel-
fare dependency. Growing up in a disrupted family does
not enrich a child’s life or expand the number of adults
committed to the child’s weli-being. In fact, disrupted
families threaten the psychological well-being of chil-
dren and diminish the investment of adult time and
money in them. Family diversity in the form of increas-
ing numbers of single-parent and stepparent families
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does not strengthen the social fabric. It dramatically
weakens and undermines society, placing new burdens
on schools, courts, prisons, and the welfare system.
These new families are not an improvement on the nu-
clear family, nor are they even just as good, whether you
look at outcomes for children or outcomes for society as a
whole. In short, far from representing social progress,
family change represents a stunning example of social
regress.

The Two-Parent Advantage

LL THIS EVIDENCE GIVES RISE TO AN OBVIOUS CON-
clusion: growing up in an intact two-parent fam-

ily is an important source of advantage for
American children. Though far from perfect as

a social institution, the intact family offers children
greater security and better outcomes than its fast-grow-
ing alternatives: single-parent and stepparent families.
Not only does the intact family protect the child from

he debate about family structure is
not simply about the social-scientific
evidence, although that is important.

It 1s also a debate over deeply held

and often conflicting values

poverty and economic insecurity; it also provides greater
noneconomic investments of parental time, attention,
and emotional support over the entire life course. This
does not mean that all two-parent families are better for
children than all single-parent families. But in the face of
the evidence it becomes increasingly difficult to sustain
the proposition that all family structures produce equally
good outcomes for children.

Curiously, many in the research community are hesi-
tant to say that two-parent families generally promote
better outcomes for children than single-parent families.
Some argue that we need finer measures of the extent of
the family-structure effect. As one scholar has noted, it is
possible, by disaggregating the data in certain ways, to
make family structure “go away” as an independent vari-
able. Other researchers point to studies that show that
children suffer psychological effects as a result of family
conflict preceding family breakup. Consequently, they
reason, it is the conflict rather than the structure of the
family that is responsible for many of the problems asso-

80

ciated with family disruption. Others, including Judith
Wallerstein, caution against treating children in divorced
families and children in intact families as separate popu-
lations, because doing so tends to exaggerate the differ-
ences between the two groups. “We have to take this
family by family,” Wallerstein says.

Some of the caution among researchers can also be at-
tributed to ideological pressures. Privately, social scien-
tists worry that their research may serve ideological caus-
es that they themselves do not support, or that their work
may be misinterpreted as an attempt to “tell people what
to do.” Some are fearful that they will be attacked by
feminist colleagues, or, more generally, that their com-
ments will be regarded as an effort to turn back the clock
to the 1950s—a goal that has almost no constituency in
the academy. Even more fundamental, it has become
risky for anyone—scholar, politician, religious leader—to
make normative statements today. This reflects not only
the persistent drive toward “value neutrality” in the pro'-
fessions but also a deep confusion about the purposes of
public discourse. The domi-
nant view appears to be that
social criticism, like criti-
cism of individuals, is psy-
chologically damaging, The
worst thing you can do is to
make people feel guilty or
bad about themselves.

When one sets aside
these constraints, however,
the case against the two-
parent family is remarkably
weak. It is true that disag-
gregating data can make
family structure less signif-
. . icant as a factor, just as dis-
aggregating Hurricane Andrew into wind, rain, and tides
can make it disappear as a meteorological phenomenon.
Nonetheless, research opinion as well a5 common sense
suggests that the effects of changes in family structure are
great enough to cause concern. Nicholas Zill argues that
many of the risk factors for children are doubled or more
than doubled as the result of family disruption. “In epi-
fjemiologlcal-tcr.ms,“ he writes, “the doubling of a hazard
is a substantial increase. . . . the increase in risk that di-
etary cholesterol poses for cardiovascular disease, for ex-
ample, is far less than double, yet million : :
have altered their diets because of the per

The argument that family conflict,
breakup of parents, is the cause of childr
cal distress is persuasive on its face. Ch
up in high-conflict families, whether the
gether or eventually split up
psychological risk. And surely no one would dispute that
there must be societal measures availa includi i
voree, to remove children from families [xi,cizttli:lg;[;%cdi:

s of Americans
ceived hazard.”
rather than the
en’s psychologi-
ildren who grow
families sta;y to-
» ar¢ undoubtedly at great
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danger. Yet only a minority of divorces grow out of patho-
logical situations; much more common are divorces in
families unscarred by physical assault. Moreover, an
equally compelling hypothesis is that family breakup
generates its own conflict. Certainly, many families ex-
hibit more conflictual and even violent behavior as a con-
sequence of divorce than they did before divorce.

Finally, it is important to note that clinical insights are
different from sociological findings. Clinicians work with
individual families, who cannot and should not be de-
fined by statistical aggregates. Appropriate to a clinical
approach, moreover, is a focus on the internal dynamics
of family functioning and on the immense variability in
human behavior. Nevertheless, there is enough empiri-
cal evidence to justify sociological statements about the
causes of declining child well-being and to demonstrate
that despite the plasticity of human response, there are
some useful rules of thumb to guide our thinking about
and policies affecting the family.

For example, Sara McLanahan says, three structural
constants are commonly associated with intact families,
even intact families who would not win any “Family of
the Year” awards. The first is economic. In intact fami-
lies, children share in the income of two adults. Indeed,
as'a number of analysts have pointed out, the two-parent
family is becoming more rather than less necessary, be-
cause more and more families need two incomes to sus-
tain a middle-class standard of living. ‘

McLanahan believes that most intact families also pro-
vide a stable authority structure. Family breakup com-
monly upsets the established boundaries of authority in a
family. Children are often required to make decisions or
accept responsibilities once considered the province of
parents. Moreover, children, even very young children,
are often expected to behave like mature adults, so that
the grown-ups in the family can be free to deal with the
emotional fallout of the failed relationship. In some in-

-stances family disruption creates a complete vacuum in
authority; everyone invents his or her own rules. With
lines of authority disrupted or absent, children find it
much more difficult to engage in the normal kinds of
testing behavior, the trial and error, the failing and suc-
ceeding, that define the developmental pathway toward
character and competence. McLanahan says, “Children
need to be the ones to challenge the rules. The parents
need to set the boundaries and let the kids push the
boundaries. The children shouldn’t have to walk the
straight and narrow at all times.”

Finally, McLanahan holds that children in intact fami-
lies benefit from stability in what she neutrally terms
“household personnel.” Family disruption frequently
brings new adults into the family, including stepparents,
live-in boyfriends or girlfriends, and casual sexual part-
ners. Like stepfathers, boyfriends can present a real
threat to children’s, particularly to daughters’, security
and well-being. But physical or sexual abuse represents
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only the most extreme such threat. Even the very best of
boyfriends can disrupt and undermine a child’s sense of
peace and security, McLanahan says. “It’s not as though
you’re going from an unhappy marriage to peacefulness.
There can be a constant changing until the mother finds a
suitable partner.”

McLanahan’s argument helps explain why children of
widows tend to do better than children of divorced or un-
married mothers. Widows differ from other single moth-
ers in all three respects. They are economically more se-
cure, because they receive more public assistance through
Survivors Insurance, and possibly private insurance or
other kinds of support from family members. Thus wid-
ows are less likely to leave the neighborhood in search of
a new or better job and a cheaper house or apartment.
Moreover, the death of a father is not likely to disrupt the
authority structure radically. When a father dies, he is no
longer physically present, but his death does not dethrone
him as an authority figure in the child’s life. On the con-
trary, his authority may be magnified through death. The
mother can draw on the powerful memory of the depart-
ed father as a way of intensifying her parental authority:
“Your father would have wanted it this way.” F inally,
widows tend to be older than divorced mothers,
life may be less distracting,

Regarding the two-parent family, the sociologist David
Popenoe, who has devoted much of his career to the
study of families, both in the United States and in Scan-
dinavia, makes this straightforward assertion:

since
their love

Social science research is almost never conclusive,
There are always methodological difficulties and stones
left unturned. Yet in three decades of work as a social
scientist, I know of few other bodies of data in which
the weight of evidence is so decisively on one side of
the issue: on the whole, for children, two-parent fami-
lies are preferable to single-parent and stepfamilies.

The Regime Effect

HE RISE IN FAMILY DISRUPTION IS NOT UNIQUE
to American society. It is evident in virtually
all advanced nations, including Japan, where it

. is also shaped by the growing participation of
women in the work force. Yet the United States

divorce easier and quicker than in any other W
tion with the sole exception of Sweden—and the trend
toward solo motherhood has also been more pronounced
in America. (Sweden has an equally high rate of out-of-
wedlock birth, but the majority of such births are to co-
habiting couples, a long-established pattern in Swedish
society.) More to the point, nowhere has family breakup

been'grcetcd by a more triumphant rhetoric of renewal
than in America.

What is striking about this rhetoric
flects classic themes in American pu
language and imagery from the nat;

has made
estern na-

is how deeply it re-
blic life. It draws its
on’s founding myth.
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It depicts family breakup as a drama of revolution and re-
birth. The nuclear family represents the corrupt past, an
institution guilty of the abuse of power and the suppres-
sion of individual freedom. Breaking up the family is like
breaking away from Old World tyranny. Liberated from
the bonds of the family, the individual can achieve inde-
pendence and experience a new beginning, a fresh start,
a new birth of freedom. In short, family breakup recapit-
ulates the American experience.

This rhetoric is an example of what the University of
Maryland political philosopher William Galston has
called the “regime effect.” The founding of the United
States set in motion a new political order based to an un-
precedented degree on individual rights, personal choice,
and egalitarian relationships. Since then these values
have spread beyond their original domain of political re-
lationships to define social relationships as well. During
the past twenty-five years these values have had a partic-
ularly profound impact on the family.

Increasingly, political principles of individual rights
and choice shape our understanding of family commit-
ment and solidarity. Family relationships are viewed not
as permanent or binding but as voluntary and easily ter-
minable. Moreover, under the sway of the regime effect
the family loses its central importance as an institution in
the civil society, accomplishing certain social goals such
as raising children and caring for its members, and be-
comes a means to achieving greater individual happi-
ness—a lifestyle choice. Thus, Galston says, what is hap-
pening to the American family reflects the “unfolding
logic of authoritative, deeply American moral-political
principles.”

One benefit of the regime effect is to create greater
equality in adult family relationships. Husbands and
wives, mothers and fathers, enjoy relationships far more
egalitarian than past relationships were, and most Ameri-
cans prefer it that way. But the political principles of the
regime effect can threaten another kind of family rela-
tionship—that between parent and child. Owing to their
biological and developmental immaturity, children are
needy dependents. They are not able to express their
choices according to limited, easily terminable, voluntary
agreements. They are not able to act as negotiators in
family decisions, even those that most affect their own
interests. As one writer has put it, “a newborn does not
make a good ‘partner.”” Correspondingly, the parental
role is antithetical to the spirit of the regime. Parental in-
vestment in children involves a diminished investment
in self, a willing deference to the needs and claims of the
dependent child. Perhaps more than any other family re-
lationship, the parent-child relationship—shaped as it is

by patterns of dependency and deference—can be un-
dermined and weakened by the principles of the regime.

More than a century and a half ago Alexis de Toc-
queville made the striking observation that an individual-
istic society depends on a communitarian institution like
the family for its continued existence. The family cannot
be constituted like the liberal state, nor can it be gov-
erned entirely by that state’s principles. Yet the family
serves as the seedbed for the virtues required by a liberal
state. The family is responsible for teaching lessons of in-
dependence, self-restraint, responsibility, and right con-
duct, which are essential to a free, democratic society. If
the family fails in these tasks, then the entire experiment
in democratic self-rule is jeopardized.

To take one example: independence is basic to suc-
cessful functioning in American life. We assume that
most people in America will be able to work, care for
themselves and their families, think for themselves, and
inculcate the same traits of independence and initiative
in their children. We depend on families to teach people
to do these things. The erosion of the two-parent family
undermines the capacity of families to impart this knowl-
edge; children of long-term welfare-dependent single
parents are far more likely than others to be dependent
themselves. Similarly, the children in disrupted families
have a harder time forging bonds of trust with others and
giving and getting help across the generations. This, too,
may lead to greater dependency on the resources of the
state.

Over the past two and a half decades Americans have
been conducting what is tantamount to a vast natural ex-
periment in family life. Many would argue that this ex-
periment was necessary, worthwhile, and long overdue.
The resules of the experiment are coming in, and they are
clear. Adults have benefited from the changes in family
lift? in important ways, but the same cannot be sajd for
children. Indeed, this is the first generation in the na-
tion’s hi.st(;;'y E) do worse psychologically, socially, and
economically than its parents. Most poi i
after survey the children of broken fiz:miglril:sn (t:lg;;:szudz:g |
longings for an intact family. ’

Nonethele§s, as Ga.lston is quick to point out, the
regime effect is not an irresistible undertow that will car-
ry away tl"lC fam?]y. It is more like a swift current, against
which it is ppssnblc to swim. People learn; societies can
change, particularly when it becomes apparent that cer-
tain behaviors damage the social ecology,
public order, and impose new burdens on
tions. Whether Americans will act to overco

of family disruption is a crucial but as ye
question. O

threaten the
core institu-
me the legacy
t unanswered
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DAN QUAYLE was RIGHT

The evidence is coming in on family diversity: The breakup of two-parent
families harms many children and dramatically undermines our society.
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By BARBARA DAFOE WHITEHEAD

ivorce and out-of-wedlock childbirth
are transforming the lives of Ameri-
can children. In the postwar genera-
tion more than 80 percent of children
grew up in a family with two biologi-
cal parents who were married to each
other. By 1980 only 50 percent could
expect to spend their entire childhood in an
intact family. If current trends continue, less
than half of all children born today will live
continuously with their own mother and father
throughout childhood. Most American chil-
dren will spend several years in a single-mother
family. Some will eventually live in stepparent
families, but because stepfamilies are more
likely to break up than stay intact (by which I
mean two-biological-parent) families, an
increasing number of children will experience
family breakup two or even three times during
childhood. ; ; 4
According to a growing body of social-scien-
tific evidence. children in families disrupted by
divorce and out-of-wedlock birth do worse
than children in intact families on several mea-
sures of well-being. Children in single-parent
familics are six times as likely to be poor. They
are also likely to stay poor longer. Twenty-two
percent of children in one-parent families will

experience poverty during childhood for seven
years or more, as compared with only two per-
cent of children in two-parent families. A 1988
survey by the National Center for Health Sta-
tistics found that children in single-parent fam-
ilies are two to three times as likely as children
in two-parent families to have emotional and
behavioral problems. They are also more likely
to drop out of high school, to get pregnant as
teenagers. to abuse drugs and to be in trouble
with the law. Compared with children in intact
families, children from disrupted families are
at a much higher risk for physical or sexual
abuse.

Contrary to popular belief, many children
do not “‘bounce back™ after divorce or remar-
riage. Difficulties that are associated with fam-
ily breakup often persist into adulthood. Chil-
dren who grow up in single-parent or
stepparent families are less successful as adults,
particularly in the two domains of life — love
and work — that are most essential to happi-
ness. Needless to say, not all children experi-
ence such negative effects. However, research
shows that many children from disrupted fami-
lies have a harder time achieving intimacy in a
relationship, forming a stable marriage or even
holding a steady job.

Despite this growing body of evidence. it is

nearly impossible to discuss changes in family
structure without provoking angry protest.
Many people see the discussion as no more
than an attack on struggling single mothers and
their children: Why blame single mothers when
they are doing the very best they can? Other

* people believe that the dramatic changes in

family structure, though regrettable, are impos-
sible to reverse. Family breakup is an inevita-
ble feature of American life. and anyone who
thinks otherwise is indulging in nostalgia or
trying to turn back the clock.

Such views are not to be dismissed. Indeed.
they help to explain why family structure is
such an explosive issue for Americans. The
debate about it is not simply about the social-
scientific evidence, although that is surely an
important part of the discussion. It is also a
debate over deeply held and often conflicting
values. How do we begin to reconcile our long-
standing belief in equality and diversity with
an impressive body of evidence that suggests
that not all family structures produce equal
outcomes for children?

In the past these issues have turned out to be
too difficult and too politically risky for
debate. In the mid-1960s Daniel Patrick Moy-
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nihan, then an assistant secretary of
labor, was denounced as a racist for call-
ing attention to the relationship between
the prevalence of black single-mother
families and the lower socioeconomic

standing of black children. For nearly 20

vears the policy and research communi-
ties backed away from the entire 1ssuc.
In 1980 the Carter

administration con-
vened a historic White

address the growing

ica. The result was a
prolonged, publicly
subsidized  quarrel
over the definition of
“family.” No presi-

Whitehead hold a national family

conference. Last year, ata time when the
rate of out-of-wedlock births had
reéached a historic high, Vice President
Dan Quayle was ridiculed for criticizing
Murphy Brown. In short. every time the
idsue of family structure has been raised,
the response has been first controversy,
then retreat, and finally silence.

LOOKING BACK
The golden age
of family stability

- A new standard of family security
and stability was established 1n postwar
America. For the first time in history the
vast majority of the nation’s children
could expect to live with married biolog-
ical parents throughout childhood. Chil-
dren might still suffer other forms of
adversity — poverty, racial discrimina-
tion. lack of educational opportunity —
but only a few would be deprived of the
nlirture and protection of a mother and
a father. No longer did children have to
be haunted by the classic fears vividly
dramatized in folklore and fable — that
their parents would die, that they would
have to live with a stepparent and step-
siblings, or that they would be aban-
doned. These were the years when the
nation confidently boarded up orphan-
ages and closed foundling hospitals, cer-
tain that such institutions would never
again be needed. :

In the 1960s the rate of family disrup-
tion suddenly began to rise. After inch-
ing up over the course of a century, the
divorce rate soared.

Half of all marriages now end in
dmeorce, Following divorce, many peo-
ple enter new relationships. Some begin
living together. Nearly half of all cohab-

iting couples have children in the house- .

hold. Fifteen percent have new children
together. Many cohabiting couples even-

tually get married. However, both

cohabiting and remarried couples are
more likely to break up than couples in
first marriages. Even social scientists
find it hard to keep pace with the com-
plexity and velocity of such patterns,

House Conference on
| Families, designed to .

problems of _childrcn |
and families in Amer-

dent since has tried to

Given its dramatic impact on chil-
dren’s lives, one might reasonably
expect that this historic level of family
disruption would be viewed with alarm,
even regarded as a national crisis. Yet
this has not been the case. In recent
years some people have argued that
these trends pose a serious threat to chil-
dren and to the nation as a whole, but
they are dismissed as declinists, pessi-
mists or nostalgists, unwilling or unable
to accept the new facts of life. The domi-
nant view is that the changes in family
structure are, on balance, positive.

There are several reasons why this is
so. but the fundamental reason is that at
some point in the 1970s Americans
changed their minds about the meaning
of-these disruptive behaviors. What had
once been regarded as hostile to chil-
dren’s best interests was now considered
essential to adults’ happiness. In the
1950s most Americans believed that
parents should stay in an unhappy mar-
riage for the sake of the children. The
assumption was that a divorce would
damage the children, and the prospect of
such damage gave divorce its meaning.
By the mid-1970s a majority of Ameri-
cans rejected that view. At about the
same time, the longstanding taboo
against out-of-wedlock childbirth also
collapsed. By the mid-1970s three-
fourths of Americans said that it was not
morally wrong for-a woman to have a
child outside marriage.

CONFLICTING VALUES
Child well-being
vs. adult happiness

Once the social metric shifts from
child well-being to adult well-being, it is
hard to see divorce and nonmarital birth
in anything but a positive light. How-
ever distressing and difficult they may
be, both of these behaviors can hold out
the promise of greater adult choice, free-
dom and happiness.

This cultural shift helps explain what

otherwise would be inexplicable: the
failure to see the rise in family disrup-
tion as a severe and troubling national
problem. It explains why there is virtu-
ally no widespread public sentiment for.
restigmatizing either of these classically
disruptive behaviors and no sense — no
public consensus — that they can or
should be avoided in the future. On the
contrary, the prevailing opinion is that
we should accept the changes in family
structure as inevitable and devise new
forms of public and private support for
single-parent families.
«==All too often the adult quest for free-
dom, independence and choice in family
relationships conflicts with a child’s
developmental needs for stability, con-
stancy, harmony and permanence in
family life. In short, family disruption
creates a deep division between parents’
interests and the interests of children.

One of the worst consequences of
these divided interests is a withdrawal of
parental investment in children’s well-
being. AS the Stanford economist Victor
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Fuchs has pointed out, the main source
of social investment in children is pri-
* vate. The investment comes from the
children’s parents. But parents in dis-
rupted families have less time, attention
and money to devote to their children.
- The single most important source of dis-
investment has been the widespread
withdrawal of financial support and
involvement by fathers. Maternal
investment, too, has declined, as women
try to raise families on their own and
work outside the home. Moreover, both
mothers and fathers commonly respond
to family breakup by investing more
cheavily in themselves and in their own
personal and romantic lives.
Sometimes the tables are completely
turned. Children are -called upon to
invest in the emotional well-being of
their parents. Indeed, this seems to be
the larger message of many of the chil-
dren’s books on divorce and remarriage.
Dinosaurs Divorce asks children to be
sympathetic, understanding. respectful
and polite to confused, unhappy par-
ents. The sacrifice comes from the chil-
dren: “Be prepared to give up some
things.” In the world of divorcing dino-
saurs, the children rather than the
grown-ups are the exemplars of
patience, restraint and good sense.

CHECKING THE EVIDENCE

Research verifies
costs of disruption

By the early 1980s, nearly two
decades had passed since the changes in
family life had begun. During the inter-
vening years a body of empirical
‘research had emerged: studies that used
large samples, or followed families
through time, or did both. Moreover,
several of the studies offered a child’s-
eye view of family disruption. The
National Survey on Children, conducted
- by the psychologist Nicholas Zill, had
sct out in 1976 to track a large sample of
children aged 7 to 11. It also interviewed
the children’s parents and teachers. It
surveyed its subjects again in 1981 and
1987. By the time of its third round of
interviews the 11-year-olds of 1976 were
the 22-year-olds of 1987, The California
Children of Divorce Study, directed by
Judith Wallerstein, a clinical psycholo-
gist, had also been going on for a decade.
E. Mavis Hetherington, of the Univer-
sity of Virginia, was conducting a simi-
lar study of children from both intact
and divorced families. For the first time
it was possible to test the optimistic
view against a large and longitudinal
body of evidence.

It was to this body of evidence that
Sara McLanahan, now a sociologist at
Princeton University’'s Woodrow Wil-
son School, turned. When she did, she
found little to support the optimistic
view of single motherhood. On the con-
trary. When she published her findings
with Irwin Garfinkel in a 1986 book,
Single Mothers qnd Their Children, her

portrait of single motherhood proved to
be troubling.

. One of the leading assumptions of the
time was that single motherhood was
economically viable.  Even if single
mothers did face economic trials, they
wouldn’t face them for long, it was
argued, because they wouldn’t remain
-single for long: single motherhood
would be a brief phase of three to five
years, followed by marriage. Single
mothers would be economically resil-
lent: If they experienced setbacks, they
would recover quickly: It was also said
tha_t single mothers would be supported
by informal networks of family, friends,
neighbors and other single mothers. As
McLanahan shows in her study, the evi-
dence demolishes all these claims.

For the vast majority of single moth-
ers, the economic spectrum turns out to
be narrow, running between precarious
and desperate. Half the single mothers
in the United States live below the pov-
erty line. (Currently, one out of 10 mar-
ried couples with children is poor.)
Many others live on the edge of poverty.
Even single mothers who are far from
poor are likely to experience persistent
economic insecurity. Divorce almost
always brings a decline in the standard
of living for the mother and children.

Moreover, the poverty experienced
by single mothers is no more brief than
it is mild. A significant number of all

" single mothers never marry or remarry.

Those who do, do so only after spending
roughly six years, on average, as single
parents. For black mothers the duration
is much longer. Only 33 percent of Afri-
can-American mothers had remarried
within 10 vears of separation. Conse-
quently, single motherhood is hardly a
fleeting event for the mother, and it is
likely to occupy a third of the child’s
childhood. Even the notion that single
mothers are knit together in economi-
cally supportive networks is not borne
out by the evidence. On the contrary.
single parenthood forces many women
to be on the move, in search of cheaper
housing and better jobs. This need-
driven restless mobility makes it more
difficult for them to sustain supportive
ties to family and friends, let alone other
single mothers. i

Single-mother families are vulnerable
not just to poverty but to a particularly
debilitating form of poverty: welfare
dependency. The dependency takes two
forms: First, single mothers, particularly
unwed mothers, stay on welfare longer
than other welfare recipients, Of those
never-married mothers who receive wel-
fare benefits, almost 40 percent remain
on the rolls for 10 years or longer. Sec-
ond, welfare dependency tends to be
passed on from one generation to the
next. Nor is the intergenerational
impact of single motherhood limited to
African-Americans, as many people
seem to believe. Among white families,
daughters of single parents are 53 per-
cent more likely to marry as teenagers,
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111 percent more likely to have children
as teenagers, 164 percent more likely to
have a premarital birth and 92 percent
more likely to dissolve their own mar-
riages. All these intergenerational conse-
quences of single motherhood increase
the likelihood of chronic welfare depen-
dency.

Even if single mothers escape pov-

erty. economic uncertainty remains a
condition of life. Divorce brings a
reduction in income and standard of liv-
ing for the vast majority of single moth-
ers. One study, for example, found that
income for mothers and children
declines on average about 30 percent,
while fathers experience a 10 to 15 per-
cent increase in income.in the year fol-
Jowing a separation. Things get even
more difficult when fathers fail to mect
their child-support obligations. As a
result. many divorced mothers experi-
ence a wearing uncertainty about the
family budget. Uncertainty about
money triggers other kinds of uncer-

“tainty. Mothers and children often have

to move to cheaper housing after a
divorce. One study shows that about 38
percent of divorced mothers and their

" children move during the first year after

a divorce. Even several years later the
rate of moves for single mothers is about
a third higher than the rate for two-par-
ent families. It is also common for a
mother to change her job or increase her
working hours or both following a
divorce. Even the composition of the
houschold is likely to change. with other
adults. such as boyfriends or babysitters,
moyving in and out. hgy's

All this uncertainty can be-devastat-
ing to children. Anyone who knows chil-
dren knows that they are deeply conser-
vative creatures. They like things to stay
the same. So pronounced is this ten-
dency that certain children have been
known to request the same peanut-but-
ter-and-jelly sandwich for lunch for
years on end. Children are particularly
set in their ways when it comes to fam-
ily, friends, neighborhoods and schools.
Yet when a family breaks up, all these
things may change. The novelist Pat
Conroy has observed that *‘each divorce
is the death of a small civilization.”™ No
one feels this more acutely than chil-
dren. . :

Divorce not only makes it more diffi-
cult for young adults to establish new
relationships. It also weakens the oldest
primary relationship: that between par-
ent and child. According to Wallerstein,
“Parent-child relationships are perma-
nently altered by divorce In ways that
our society has not anticipated.” Not
only do children experience a loss of
parental attention at the onset of
divorce, but they soon find that at every
stage of their development their parents
are not available in the same way they
once were. ““In a reasonably happy intact
family,” Wallerstein observes, “the

child gravitates first to one parent and
then to the other, using skills and attri-
butes from each in climbing the devel-
opmental ladder.” In a divorced family,
children find it *‘harder to find the
needed parent at needed times.” This
may help explain why very young chil-
dren suffer the most as the result of fam-
4ily disruption. Their opportunities to
engage in this kind of ongoing process
aré the most truncated and compro-
mised.

DIVIDED LOYALTIES
The bad news

_ about stepparents

~ Perhaps the most striking, and poten-
tially disturbing, new research has to do
with children "in stepparent families.
Until quite recently the' optimistic
assumption was that children saw their
lives improve when they became part of
a stepfamily. When Nicholas Zill and
his colleagues began to study the effects
of remarriage on children, their working
hypothesis was that stepparent families
would make up for the shortcomings of
the single-parent family. Clearly, most
children are better off: economically

when they are able to share in the
income of two adults. When a second
adult joins the household, there may be
a reduction in the time and work pres-
sures on the single parent. :

The research overturns this optimis-
tic assumption, however. In general the
evidence suggests that remarriage nei-
ther reproduces nor restores the intact
family structure, even when it brings
more income and a second adult into the
household. Quite the contrary. Indeed.
children living with stepparents appear
to be even more disadvantaged than
children living in a stable single-parent
family. Other difficulties seem to offset
the advantages of extra income and an
extra pair of hands. However much our
modern sympathies reject the fairy-tale
portrait of stepparents, the latest
research confirms that the old stories are
anthropologically quite accurate. Step-
families disrupt established loyalties,
create new uncertainties. provoke deep
anxieties and sometimes threaten a
child’s physical safety as well as emo-
tional security.

THE BROADER IMPACT

Poverty, crime
and educational failure

Family disruption would be a serious
problem even if it affected only individ-
ual children and families. But its impact
is far broader. Indeed, it is not an exag-
geration to characterize it as a central
cause of many of our most vexing social
problems. Consider three problems that
most Americans believe rank among the
nation’s pressing concerns: poverty,
crime and declining school perfor-
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More than half of the increase:in
child poverty in the 1980s is attributable
to changes in family structure, according
to David Eggebeen and Daniel Lichter.
of Pennsylvania State University. In
fact, if family structure in the United
States had remained relatively constant

_since 1960, the rate of child poverty
would be a third lower than it is today.
This does not bode well for the future.
With more than half of today’s children
likely to live in single-parent families,

poverty and associated welfare casts.

threaten to become even heavier bur-
dens on the nation. 5

Crime in American cities has
increased dramatically and grown more
violent over recent decades. Much of
this can be attributed to the rise in dis-
rupted families. Nationally, more than
70 percent of all juveniles in state
reform institutions come from fatherless
homes. A number of scholarly studies
find that even after the groups of sub-
jects are controlled for income, boys
from single-mother homes are signifi-
cantly more likely than others to commit
crimes and to wind up in the juvenile
justice, court and penitentiary systems.
One such study summarizes the rela-
tionship between crime and one-parent
' familiesin this way: **The relationship is
so strong that controlling for family con-
- figuration « erases the  relationship
between race and crime and between
low income and crime. This conclusion
shows up time and again in the litéra-
ture.”” The nation’s mayors, as well as
police officers, social workers, probation
officers and court officials consistently
point to family breakup as the mpst
important source of rising rates: of
crime. B

 Terrible as poverty and crime dre,
they tend to be concentrated in inner git-
ies and isolated from the everyday expe-
rience of many Americans, The same
cannot be said of the problem of declin-
ing school performance.

The great educational tragedy of our
time is that many American children are
failing in school not because they ‘are
intellectually or physically impaired but
. because they are emotionally incapaci-

tated. In schools across the nation ptin-
cipals report a dramatic rise in the
* aggressive, acting-out behavior chatac-
teristic of children, especially boys, who
are living in single-parent families. The
discipline problems in today’s suburban
schools — assaults on teachers, unpro-
voked attacks on other students, scream-
ing outbursts in class — outstrip the
problems that were evident in the tough-
est city schools a generation ago. Mdre-
over, teachers find many children emo-
tionally distracted., so upset and
preoccupied by the explosive dramd of
their own. family lives that they are
unable to concentrate on such mundane
matters as multiplication tables. .

In response,  many schools have
turned to therapeutic remediation. A
growing proportion of many school bud-
gets is devoted to counseling and other
psychological services. The curriculum
is becoming more therapeutic: children
are taking courses in self-esteem, con-
flict resolution and aggression manage-
ment. ; )

Taken together, the research presents
a powerful challenge to the prevailing
view of family change as social progress.
Not a single one of the assumptions
underlying that view can be sustaifed
against the empirical evidence. -

O

All this evidence gives rise to an obvi-
ous conclusion: growing up in an intact
two-parent family is an important
source of advantage for American chil-
dren. Though far from perfect as a social

institution, the intact family offers chil-

dren greater security and better out-
comes than its fast-growing alternatives:
single-parent and stepparent families.
Not only does the intact family protect.
the child from poverty and economic
insecurity; it also provides greater non-
econoniic investments of parental time,
attention and emotional support over
the entire life course. This does not
mean that all two-parent families are
better for children than all single-parent
families. But in the face of the evidence
it becomes increasingly difficult to sus-
tain the proposition that all family struc-
tures produce equally good outcomes for
children.
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LETTERS{

DAN QUAYLE WAS RIGHT

Rc Barbara Dafoe Whitehead’s impor-
tant article (“Dan Quayle Was
Right,” April A#lantic) about the value
to children of growing up in an intact
two-parent family: I am the author of
the “children’s book [Whar Am I Doing
in a Stepfamily?] published in 1982”
from which she quotes, a book that
concludes with the thought that “get-
ting to know and like so many people”
in both first and remarried households
can be one of the positive results of liv-
ing in a stepfamily.

The book, however, does not pro-
mote the remarried household as the
family of choice. My purpose was to
address the issues that are important to
many children who are about to enter a
stepfamily: What if my stepparent has
children? Do I have to do what my
stepparent tells me? I don’t live with
my stepfamily. What will happen when
I visit? To my young readers, the book
offers candor and, I hope, hope. Most
important, it encourages children to
talk about these issues with their par-
ents and stepparents.

A more recent book of mine, A Hole
in My Heart: Adult Children of Divorce
Speak Out, says, “Divorce is not good
for children. Furthermore, its painful
effects are long-lasting.” After having
interviewed many men and women,
ages twenty-four to sixty-seven, who
grew up as children of divorce, I con-
cluded that “we must accept the fact
that many of the difficulties that chil-
dren of divorce face are, in one way or
another, attributable to the loss of the
intact family. There is just no getting
around it.” And “the best plan for a
child (if it is at all achievable) is to grow
up safely in a family with both parents
in residence.”

CLAIRE BERMAN
New York, N.Y.

It is disingenuous of Barbara White-
head to recycle forty years of conven-
tional wisdom about two-parent fami-

EDITOR

lies as if it were some controversial new
discovery. I'm one of the authorities cit-
ed as criticizing the 1950s family, but I
do not “discredit” two-parent families,
nor do I claim that all family changes
have been positive. Child welfare 4as
declined, but, as Whitehead admits,
most of that decline is in comparison
with the late 1960s and early 1970s, the
height of the “Great Society,” not in
comparison with “the postwar heyday
of the family,” when 30 percent of U.S.
children and 50 percent of black two-
parent families were poor, and high
school completion rates were much low-
er than they are today.

Whitehead’s chronological sleight of
hand reveals the underlying problem
with identifying family change and
parental failure, rather than economic
reverses and social fragmentation, as
the “central cause” of poverty, educa-
tional setbacks, crime, and personal
dysfunction. The political implication
is that marriage is a substitute for anti-
poverty programs and high-paying
jobs; if parents were more committed,
we wouldn’t have to reorganize our
workplaces and social institutions to
meet twenty-first-century realities.
The personal implication is that a
mother who can’t get married or hold
on to her man has doomed her kids to
failure.

Consider the double bind for a di-
vorced or never-married mom. After
reading Whitehead’s eight pages on the
supposedly disastrous effects of a fa-
ther’s absence, she may well be per-
suaded to run out and find a husband.
But, as Whitehead then points out,
children from stepfamilies do even
worse! This is hardly a helpful use of
data. Fortunately, it’s also not a very ac-
curate use of data. Researchers are for
good reason reluctant to make the blan-
ket judgments she demands.

All families have areas of vulnerabil-
ity and strength. Adults in single-par-
ent families spend less time supervis-
ing homework than those in two-parent
families, but more time talking with
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their children. Stepfamilies run into
difficulty when they try to replicate
“traditional” parent-child expectations,
but frequently have more-supportive
relationships than the original family
once they develop new guidelines and
values. Families that work well in one
socioeconomic setting may explode in
a different one. History shows that the
best predictor of a family’s success in
rearing children is not its form but its
access to social support networks be-
yond the family. Let’s figure out con-
structive ways to build on the strengths
and minimize the weaknesses of all
American families.
STEPHANIE COONTZ
Olympia, Wash.

arbara Dafoe Whitehead correctly
Bpoints out that in the past twenty
years or so the social metric in America
has shifted from child well-being to
adult well-being, and she argues persua-
sively that this change and related ones
have substantially harmed children and
hampered their development. A ques-
tion she does not attempt to answer is
whether this change has enhanced the
average well-being of adults.

The answer to this question, I am
convinced, is no. Most indicators of
adult psychological well-being in
America, including people’s reports of
how happy they are, have neither in-
creased nor decreased more than slight-
ly in the past two or three decades,
in spite of several trends—including
improvements in health—that should
have tended to increase happiness, sat-
isfaction, and other positive feelings.
Family changes during this period have
almost certainly tended to diminish
adult well-being. Persons in marriages
they deem “very happy” are, by a sub-
stantial margin, happier and better sat-
isfied than divorced, widowed, never-
married, or less-than-happily married
adults, and the first category has de-
clined from about half of all adults
twenty years ago to just over a third
today.

As Whitehead says, many adults
benefit from divorce and remarriage,
and one might think that the legal and
cultural changes that have facilitated
the ending of bad marriages would
have had an unambiguously positive
effect on adult well-being, One must
consider, however, that the changes
that make it easier to escape unsatisfac-
tory marriages also increase the proba-
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bility that marriages will become unsat-
isfactory. One spouse’s freedom to
leave the marriage at will is the other
spouse’s insecurity, and that insecurity
can lead to wariness and reluctance to
commit fully to the marriage and to
make the investments—of time, ener-
gy, and so forth—necessary to make
the marriage satisfacrory.

In many specific instances adults
pursue their own interests to the detri-
ment of their children’s well-being, but
in a broader sense the interests of chil-
dren and aduits are not in conflict. The
same values, norms, and adult behavior
patterns that contribute to children’s
well-being also contribute, in the ag-
gregate and in the long run, to adults’
well-being.

INORVAL D. GLENN
University of lexas
Austin, Texas

he oxymoronic title of Barbara

Whitehead’s article notwithstand-
ing, I agree with many of the points
that Whitehead made (particularly with
regard to the devastating effect of post-
divorce poverty and the problems asso-
ciated with stepparenting). Nonethe-
less, I believe that many of the studies
she cited contain a fundamental scien-
tific flaw. These studies consistently
showed that by virtually any measure
children from divorced families fare
worse than those from intact families.
An association between two things,
however, does not establish a causal
relationship.

Whitehead compares the perfor-
mance of children in intact families
with those in divorced families, and at-
tributes the differences to the divorce
itself. A necessary assumption in mak-
ing such a comparison is that the two
types of families were not fundamen-
tally different before the divorce oc-
curred. Common sense—and epidemi-
ological considerations—suggest that
this assumption is a highly question-
able one.

Suppose, for example, that certain
personal characteristics increase the
likelihood that a person will get a di-
vorce (for example, inability to stick it
out when things get tough, laziness,
hostility, rigidity, selfishness, lack of
strong religious beliefs). That cerrainly
seems plausible. Then suppose that
the children of people with these char-
acteristics, through genetic and envi-
ronmental influences, tend to be more

likely to have the same characteristics.
That also seems plausible. Then sup-
pose that many of the very same char-
acteristics that predispose a person to
divorce also impair the ability of a child
to perform well in society (resulting in
poor school performance, for example).
Again plausible.

It is not surprising that the appropri-
ate methodology has not been used in
these studies; the effects of divorce
can’t be measured withour interfering
with the results (the social-science
equivalent of the Heisenberg princi-
ple). Theoretically, in order to tease out
the effect of the divorce itself on chil-
dren, one would need a large number
of couples who had made the decision
to divorce. Then one would randomly
allocate half the couples to Group A,
where the divorce would proceed with-
out interference, and half to Group B,
where the couple would be forced to
live together until the children were
grown. The two groups of children
could then be compared. This study, of
course, will never be done: couples
can’t be forced to stay together against
their will, and the construct would be
artificial even if they could.

The effect of divorce on children is
complex, and its analysis is not well
served by exaggeration and oversimpli-
fication. Understanding it will take a
lot more time than getting Murphy
Brown off the air.

PHiLiP D. HANSTEN
Bainbridge Island, Wash.

arbara Whitchead effectively ob-
Bscurcs the basic reason for poor per-
formance in school, single-parent
homes, and the rise in crime and des-
peration: the gap between the rich mi-
nority and the escalating poor sections
of our society. If she is sincere in her
campaign for better family values, she
should be in Washington lobbying for
two things: a full-employment pro-
gram and a national health plan like
Canada’s, to alleviate the tensions that
tear families apart.
BERNARD FORER
Sarasota, Fla.

othing starts a more vicious argu-

ment than someone willing to

speak the truth. Thanks for publishing

Barbara Whitehead’s insightful but
poorly titled work.

PHiLLIP H. HARRIS

Alexandria, Va.
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Much of Barbara Dafoe Whitehead’s
article is a beautiful elaboration of
a point I have long thought essential to
make to introductory social-science
students: the purpose of legitimacy
rules, found in all cultures, is to make it
as sure as possible that every child has
a stable pair of related adults assigned
as caregivers; there are no accepted
substitutes, except in adapting to emer-
gencies such as the loss of a parent by
death.

But why give Dan Quayle special
credit for being right? Surely some of
the laughter over his Murphy Brown
remarks was due not to public tolera-
tion of single motherhood but to the
former Vice President’s history of using
simplistic slogans to deal with complex
issues. Perhaps his comments even
caused a bit of delay in the dawning of
light about the real importance of in-
tact families.

LEROY MARTINSON
Valparaiso, Ind.

Ithough childbearing is a natural

function, it is not, especially given
present medical technology, inevitable,
like death and taxes, or even necessary,
like eating. What needs to occur is not
a return to procrustean taboos but rath-
er support for the concept of family
planning. No longer is it misanthropic
to view having children as a privilege,
not a right, requiring that both partners
take responsibility for the life and de-
velopment of each child. Global survi-
val depends on limiting births and tak-
ing care of the children we have.

After twenty years in law enforce-
ment—on the street, in corrections,
and in academe—working for and with
many agencies, I have never met any-
one, regardless of race, belief, or socio-
economic condition, who celebrates
parental separation as a triumph of di-
versity. To the contrary, “study after
study” shows the tragic effect of family
breakup on children and adults, too. It
is fatuous to state otherwise.

SANDY BRYSON
Markleeville, Calif.

o claim as “nuclear family” a two-
Tparcnt heterosexual unit with chil-
dren is to read a politico-economic
agenda into the reality of nuclear fami-
lies. And that agenda is requisite to the
survival of patriarchal thought. Also, I
believe that your April cover presenta-
tion must be added to the list of Susan

JULY 1993

Faludi’s examples of backlash in the
United States which hurts women and
children. Whitehead’s article is an irre-
sponsible and violent use of data against
single parents, stepparents, blended
families, and the children in these fam-
ilies who are daily facing the pejorative
stereotypes perpetuated in the article.
As well, it is irresponsible to publish
only one understanding of the data
when equal sets of data show the de-
struction of children in two-parent het-

erosexual homes.
REV. LEA ELISABETH AUSTEN
Gaithersburg, Md.

he idea that couples get divorced
only to make #heir lives happier, with-
out ever considering the psychological
and financial impact on their children, is
ludicrous and cruel. In the “good old
days” of Dan Quayle a significant num-
ber of women and their children in-
curred unspeakable abuse behind the
white picket fences of apparently intact
families, keeping their problems out
of sight. “Families” stayed together
enduring incest, verbal and physical
beatings, and other forms of abuse. Re-
sponsible family psychologists believe
that the catalyst for becoming a dys-
functional adult presents itself way, way
before the parents finally decide to di-
vorce, and children suffer far more when
their two-parent home rivals the Tet
offensive.
D. JEAN HANNON
South Dartmouth, Mass.

pen eyes and hearts will verify that

children have suffered from the
upheaval of recent decades. But Bar-
bara Whitehead focuses so exhaustive-
ly on attitudes—"“regime effects,”
“normalized deviance,” and so on—
that she neglects the key role of lais-
sez-faire economics in weakening both
families and the communities in which
they’re embedded.

Consider the ideal modern employ-
ee: infinitely “flexible,” willing to work
seventy-hour weeks and to retrench,
retrain, or relocate anywhere, any-
time—in short, clearly not an ideal
family member. Consider the mini-
mum wage, a meager standard in its
own right which also permits employ-
ers to deny family-supporting wages to
jobs higher on the scale. Finally, con-
sider how unchecked capital mobili-
ty—a tenet of “family values” guy Dan
Quayle and other conservatives—can

decimate entire towns in the name of
competitiveness. This is critical, be-
cause stable families reguire stable com-
munities, require the support (and oc-
casional reproof) provided by kin
networks and neighborhoods, church-
es, and PTAs.
STEPHEN KANE
Portland, Oreg.

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead maintains
that children who grow up under the
same roof with both biological parents
are not only better adjusted girls and
boys but also better able to establish
and maintain intimate relationships as
grown women and men. Yet the very
parents she indicts for divorcing, co-
habiting, and remarrying at such un-
precedented rates can only be—no so-
cial research here, just simple math
—the children of the largely “intact”
homes of the fifties and sixties.

This obvious departure from logic is
flanked by a variety of others. Perhaps
the most glaring is Whitehead’s as-
sumption that “the evidence is in,”
once and for all. She implies that stud-
ies over twenty years of social transi-
tion are final in their results and ab-
solutely predictive of the future. She
rules out—without ever examining
them—the ways in which our society
might constructively respond to diver-
sity in family structure.

It is easy to detect at least one reason,
however, for her narrowness of vision.
Whitehead’s concept of social reality is
crippled by her awe of patriarchal au-
thority. When Whitehead asserts, for in-
stance, that widows are more successful
among single parents because of their
skill at invoking the authority of the
dead father, how can any rational reader

take her seriously?
SARAH GARDNER
Millbrook, N.Y.

arbara Dafoe Whitehead made some
Bintcresting although misleading
statements. I believe that the thrust of
her analysis of the well-being of chil-
dren from intact families versus the
well-being of children from disrupted
families is strongly linked to income
level. Additionally, I believe she missed
the boat in her selection of samples
for comparison. Children belong to one
of three groups: children of good mar-
riages, children of bad marriages, and
children from disrupted families.

Divorce is the consequence of a poor
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marriage and not of a good marriage.
Therefore, the meaningful level of
analysis would seem to be the relative
well-being of children raised in poor
marriages versus the well-being of chil-
dren raised in broken marriages. Clear-
ly, the children from good marriages,
with probably two incomes contribut-
ing toward one household, and an envi-
ronment of stability and love, should
fare on average better than children
from the other two groups.

Whitehead implies that divorce nec-
essarily leads to instability. In many
cases the reverse is true, and one or
both parents chose to retrieve stability
in their lives by dissolving their dys-
functional spousal relationship in an at-
tempt to gain peace at home. Again, if
more attention were paid to the rela-
tive impact on children of keeping to-
gether a lousy marriage versus opting
for divorce, while controlling for differ-
ences in income, we would have some
meaningful statistics.

Finally, if the majority of our current
adult population was reared in predom-
inantly intact families, and a large per-
centage have opted for divorce, could
it be that those intact families were not
as ideal as the article suggests?

KATHRYN M. VERREAULT
Mont Vernon, N.H.

Barbara Dafoe Whitehead replies:

Two alternative arguments to my
thesis are raised in these letters. My
thesis, simply put, is that family disrup-
tion harms children and undermines
society. One alternative argument is
that economic decline, rather than fam-
ily disruption, is harmful to children.
Call this the “money-deficit” thesis.
The second argument is that parental
unhappiness, not family breakup itself,
is detrimental to children. Call this the
“happiness-deficit” thesis. I believe
that both these counterarguments are
flawed. Let me explain why.

Stephanie Coontz and Bernard Forer
claim that economic forces such as de-
clining wages, rising unemployment,
and income inequality are more re-
sponsible for children’s problems than
family disruption. Yes, economic prob-
lems do harm many children. In partic-
ular, the loss of well-paying blue-collar
jobs makes it harder for many parents
to be economic providers for their chil-
dren. Careful readers will note that I
address this issue in the public-policy
section of the article.
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But if these writers are concerned
about the economic well-being of chil-
dren, why are they silent about the
economic harm to children caused by
nonmarriage and divorce? If low wages
are an economic problem, what about
disappearing dads? If unemployment
creates economic difficulties, what
about the economic impact of divorce
on children? If slow job growth means
less money for children, what about the
steady growth of unwed childbearing?
Both kinds of phenomena, it seems to
me, have damaging economic conse-
quences for children. Both are forms of
economic injustice. From a child’s
standpoint, the loss of a father’s finan-
cial support as a result of family disrup-
tion is probably more devastating and
certainly more permanent than the loss
of a father’s financial support through
unemployment.

Bernard Forer suggests that I should
go to Washington to lobby for full em-
ployment and a national health plan.
Perhaps he will be comforted to know
that, like most Americans, I favor both.
Full employment would indeed offset
some of the economic damage caused
by the loss of blue-collar jobs. But the
fact remains: even the higher levels of
public investment that Forer calls for
would not compensate for the dimin-
ished parental investment of time and
money in children which stems from
family disruption. Forer and other peo-
ple who are committed to improving
the lives of children should lobby for
intact families.

We must also work to create a more
supportive ecology for families. As
Stephen Kane correctly points out,
families deserve and require more-hos-
pitable local environments if children
are to do well.

This brings me to the happiness-
deficit thesis. Despite a growing body
of evidence about the negative and
long-term effects of divorce on chil-
dren’s emotional well-being (and Claire
Berman adds yet more corroborating
evidence), a number of readers find the
evidence unconvincing. Philip Hansten
claims that many studies exaggerate
the harmful effects of divorce on chil-
dren’s psychological well-being by
comparing kids in intact families and
kids in disrupted families. A better ap-
proach, he contends, would be to di-
vide the universe of intact families into
happy families and unhappy families.
Such a study might actually reveal little

difference in emotional health between
children in families where unhappy
parents stay together and children in
families where unhappy parents break
up.

Hansten may have a point—but, I
hasten to add, it is a small point. Let’s
say he is right. His point does nothing
to overturn the evidence about the
harmful effects of family disruption on
children. Nor does it mean that the di-
vorce itself does not trigger new con-
flicts and problems. Let us recall what
happens from the child’s standpoint
when divorce occurs. Divorce brings
about the physical separation of a child
and a parent, usually the father. Di-
vorce commonly reduces the child’s
family income and sometimes erodes
family assets, particularly in contested
child-custody cases. Divorce often
brings about residential instability. Di-
vorce introduces new adults—step-
mothers or stepfathers, boyfriends or
girlfriends—into the child’s family. Di-
vorce increases the chances that there
will be a succession of family disrup-
tions. Divorce can even trigger vio-
lence against the children (such as
parental kidnapping). And, after all
that, divorce does not even reliably re-
duce conflict and tension between the
unhappy parents.

Nor is marital happiness clearly the
chief determinant of child well-being.
After all, in some families where the
parents are wildly happy with each oth-
er—a recently remarried couple, for
example—the children may remain
deeply troubled and unhappy. Con-
versely, though parents may be disaf-
fected or emotionally estranged from
each other, their children may be rea-
sonably happy.

In my opinion, Norval Glenn’s com-
mentary offers a far more compelling
way of thinking about the happiness
question. In a high-divorce society,
more unhappy marriages end in di-
vorce, and more marriages are likely to
be unhappy. But divorce does little to
advance long-term adult happiness,
even as it diminishes children’s happi-
ness. Glenn proposes a different metric
of happiness: pursue the well-being of
children, and the well-being of adults
will increase as well. This social metric
is consistent with historical and moral
traditions in the United States which
teach us that mothers and fathers
should act in the best interests of their
children.
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The Family-Values Debate

James Q. Wilson

HERE are two views about the contem-

porary American family, one held by
the public and the other by policy elites. In his
presidential campaign, Bill Clinton appeared to
endorse the public’s view. It remains to be seen
which view President Clinton will support.

The public’s view is this: the family is the place
in which the most basic values are instilled in
children. In recent years, however, these values
have become less secure, in part because the fam-
ily has become weaker and in part because rivals
for its influence—notably television and movies—
have gotten stronger. One way the family has be-
come weaker is that more and more children are
being raised in one-parent families, and often
that one parent is a teenage girl. Another way is
that parents, whether in one- or two-parent fami-
lies, are spending less time with their children
and are providing poorer discipline. Because fam-
ily values are so important, political candidates
should talk about them, though it is not clear
that the government can do much about them,
Overwhelmingly, Americans think that it is bet-
ter for children if one parent stays home and
does not work, even if that means having less
money.!

No such consensus is found among scholars or
policy-makers. That in itself is revealing. Beliefs
about families that most people regard as virtu-
ally self-evident are hotly disputed among people
whose job it is to study or support families.

A good example of the elite argument began
last fall on the front page of the Washington Post,
where a reporter quoted certain social scientists
as saying that the conventional two-parent family
was not as important for the healthy development
of children as was once supposed. This prompted
David Popenoe, a professor at Rutgers who has
written extensively on family issues, to pub-
lish in the New York Times an op-ed piece chal-
lenging the scholars cited in the Post. Popenoe
asserted that “dozens” of studies had come to
the opposite conclusion, and that the weight
of the evidence “decisively” supported the view

James Q. Witson is the Collins Professor of Management and

Public Policy at UCLA. His many books include American Gov-
ernment: Institutions and Policies, Thinking About Crime, Bu-
reaueracy, and, most recently, a collection of essays, On Char-
acter. A new book, The Moral Sense, will be published by the
Free Press in July.
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that two-parent families are better than single-
parent families.

Decisively to him, perhaps, but not to others.
Judith Stacey, another professor of sociology, re-
sponded in a letter to the Times that the value of
a two-parent family was merely a “widely shared
prejudice” not confirmed by empirical studies;
Popenoe, she said, was trying to convert “mis-
guided nostalgia for ‘Ozzie-and-Harriet’-land into
social-scientific truth.” Arlene and Jerome Skol-
nick, two more professors, acknowledged that al-
though Popenoe might be correct, saying so pub-
licly would “needlessly stigmatize children raised
in families that don't meet the ‘Ozzie-and-Har-
riet’ model.” After all, the Skolnicks observed, a
man raised outside that model had just been
elected President of the United States.

HE views of Stacey and the Skolnicks

are by no means unrepresentative of
academic thinking on this subject. Barbara Dafoe
Whitehead recently surveyed the most prominent
textbooks on marriage and the family. Here is my
paraphrase of her summary of what she found:

The life course is full of exciting options.
These include living in a commune, having a
group marriage, being a single parent, or liv-
ing together. Marriage is one life-style choice,
but before choosing it people weigh its costs
and benefits against other options. Divorce is a
part of the normal family cycle and is neither
deviant nor tragic. Rather, it can serve as a
foundation for individual renewal and new
beginnings. Marriage itself should not be re-
garded as a special, privileged institution; on
the contrary, it must catch up with the diverse,
pluralistic society in which we live. For ex-
ample, same-sex marriages often involve more
sharing and equality than do heterosexual re-
lationships. But even in the conventional fam-
ily, the relationships between husband and wife
need to be defined after carefully negotiating
agreements that protect each person’s separate
interests and rights.?

! Evidence for these beliefs can be found in the poll data
gathered in the American Enterprise, September/October
1992, pp. 85-86.

2 Paraphrased from Barbara Dafoe Whitehead, The
Expert’s Story of Marriage, Institute for American Values,
Publication No. WPT4 (August 1992), pp. TT-T2. Whitehicad »
supplies references to the texts she summarizes. She does
not endorse—just the opposite!—the views she h

as compiled,




Many politicians and reporters echo these sen-
timents and carry the argument one step further.
Not only do poor Ozzie and Harriet (surely the
most maligned figures in the history of television)
stand for nostalgic prejudice and stigmatizing
error, they represent a kind of family that in fact
scarcely exists. Congresswoman Pat Schroeder
‘has been quoted as saying that only about 7 per-
cent of all American families fit the Ozzie-and-
Harriet model. Our daily newspapers frequently
assert that most children will not grow up in a
two-parent family. The message is clear: not only
is the two-parent family not especially good for
children, but fortunately it is also fast disap-
pearing.

Yet whether or not the two-parent family is
good for children, it is plainly false that this kind
of family has become a historical relic. For while
there has been a dramatic increase in the propor-
tion of children, especially black children, who
will spend some or even most of their youth in
single-parent families, the vast majority of chil-
dren—nationally, about 73 percent—live in a
home with married parents. Today, the mothers
in those families are more likely to work than
once was the case, though most do not work full
time. (I am old enough to remember that even
Harriet worked, at least in real life. She was a
singer.)

The proponents of the relic theory fail to use
statistics accurately. The way they arrive at the
discovery that only 7 percent of all families fit the
Ozzie-and-Harriet model is by calculating what
proportion of all families consists exactly of a fa-
ther, mother, and two (not three or four) chil-
dren and in which the mother never works, not
even for two weeks during the year helping out
with the Christmas rush at the post office.

THE language in which the debate over
two-parent families is carried on sug-
gests that something more than scholarly uncer-
tainty is at stake. If all we cared about were the
effects of one- versus two-parent families on the
lives of children, there would still be a debate,
but it would not be conducted on op-ed pages in
tones of barely controlled anger. Nor would it be
couched in slogans about television characters or
supported by misleading statistics.

What is at stake, of course, is the role of
women. To defend the two-parent family is to
defend, the critics worry, an institution in which
the woman is subordinated to her husband, con-
fined to domestic chores with no opportunity to
pursue a career, and taught to indoctrinate her
children with a belief in the rightness of this ar-
rangement. To some critics, the woman here is
not simply constrained, she is abused. The tradi-
tional family, in this view, is an arena in which
men are free to hit, rape, and exploit women.
To defend the traditional family is to defend
sexism. And since single-parent families are
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disproportionately headed by black women,
criticizing such families is not only sexist but
racist.

Perhaps the most influential book on this sub-
ject to appear during the 1970’s was The Future of
Marriage by Jessie Bernard, a distinguished
scholar. Widely reviewed, its central message was
that the first order of business for marriage must
be “mitigating its hazards for women.”

Unlike more radical writers, Bernard thought
that the future of marriage was assured, but this
would be the case only because marriage would
now take many forms. Traditional marriages
would persist but other forms would gain (in-
deed, had already gained) favor—communes,
group marriages, the ménage a trois, marital
“swinging,” unmarried cohabitation, and limited-
commitment marriages. (She did not discuss
mother-only families as one of these “options.”
Nor did she discuss race.) In principle, no one
form was better than another because “there is
nothing in human nature that favors one kind of
marriage over another.” In practice, the forms
that were best were those that were best for the
woman. What might be best for children was not
discussed. Children, it would seem, were inciden-
tal to marriage, except insofar as their care im-
posed strains on their parents, especially their
mothers.

The main theme of much of the writing about
marriage and families during the 1970’s and
1980°s was that of individual rights. Just as poli-
ties were only legitimate when they respected in-
dividual rights, so also marriages were worthy of
respect only when they were based on a recogni-
tion of rights.

This view impressed itself on many who were
not scholars, as is evident from an essay published
in 1973 in the Harvard Educational Review. It
urged that the “legal status of infancy . . . be abol-
ished” so that a child would be endowed with all
the rights of an adult. Even more, any law that
classified people as children and treated them
differently from adults “should be considered
suspect.” As a result, the state “would no longer
be able to assume the rationality of regulations
based on age.” The author of this essay was Hillary
Rodham.

RIGHTS-BASED, individualistic view of

A marriage is questionable in its own

terms, but these theoretical questions would be-
come insuperable objections if it could be shown
that children are harmed by growing up in
mother-only, or communal, or swinging, or di-
vorced households. The academic study of fami-
lies during the 1970’s, however, did not produce
an unchallenged body of evidence demonstrat-
ing that this was the case. There were several stud-
ies that attempted to measure the impact of
mother-only families on their children’s school
attainment, job success, and personal conduct,
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but many discovered either no effects or ones
that were ambiguous or equivocal.

I first became aware of this in the early 1980’s
when Richard J. Herrnstein and 1 were writing
Crime and Human Nature. One of my tasks was
to prepare the first draft of the chapter on the
effects on crime rates of what were then called
broken homes. I fully expected to find a raft of
studies showing that growing up in a mother-only
home put the child, especially the boy, at risk for
criminality.

I did not find what I had expected to find. To
be sure, I ran across the familiar fact that men in
prison tended disproportionately to come from
broken homes, but men in prison also tended to
have parents who were themselves criminal and
to come from poor, minority backgrounds. Since
these factors—class, race, parental criminality,
and family status—tended to co-vary, it was not
clear that family background had any effect inde-
pendent of temperament or circumstance. Simij-
larly, Elizabeth Herzog and Cecelia Sudia re-
viewed eighteen studies of female-headed fami-
lies carried out between 1950 and 1970. They
found that in seven there was more delinquency
in father-absent homes, in four there was less,
and in seven the results were mixed. Some stud-
ies showed boys in father-absent homes failing to
develop an appropriate masculine identity and
others uncovered no such effect. (There was—
and is—ample evidence that children from cold,
discordant homes are likely to have plenty of
problems, but there are lots of cold, discordant
two-parent families.)

Since I wrote that chapter, though, the evi-
dence that single-parent families are bad for chil-
dren has mounted. There will never be anything
like conclusive proof of this proposition unless
we randomly assign babies at birth to single- and
two-parent families of various economic and eth-
nic circumstances and then watch them grow up.
Happily the laws and customs of this country
make such an experiment unlikely. Short of that,
the best evidence comes from longitudinal stud-
ies that follow children as they grow up in what-
ever kind of family nature has provided.

One example: when the 5,000 children born
in the United Kingdom during the first week of
March 1946 were followed for three decades,
those raised in families broken by divorce or de-
sertion were more likely than those living in two-
parent families to become delinquent.?

A second example: for many years, Sheppard
Kellam and his colleagues at Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity followed several hundred poor, black, first-
grade children in a depressed neighborhood in
Chicago. Each child lived in one of several dif-
ferent family types, depending on how many and
what kinds of adults were present. In about one-
third of families the mother was the only adult
present; in another third there was both a mother
and a father. (Only a tiny fraction was headed by

a father with no mother present.) The remainder
was made up of various combinations of moth-
ers, grandparents, uncles, aunts, adult brothers
and sisters, and various unrelated adults. By the
time the children entered the third grade, those
who lived with their mothers alone were the worst
off in terms of their socialization. After ten years,
the boys who had grown up in mother-only’
families (which by then made up about half
the total) reported more delinquencies, regard-
less of family income, than those who had
grown up in families with multiple adults, espe-
cially a father.

By 1986, when Rolf and Magda Loeber of
the University of Pittsburgh reviewed 23 studies
assessing the relationship of parental absence
(usually, father absence) to juvenile delinquency,
they found an effect, though smaller than the
one caused by discord within a two-parent fam-
ily.5 One problem with their overall conclusion
was that they lumped together families where the
biological father had never been present with
those in which he left, as a result of separation,
divorce, or death, while the child was growing
up. Inspecting their data suggests that if the lat-
ter cases are omitted, the connection between
family status and criminality is strengthened a
bit: fathers never present create greater hazards
than fathers who depart (owing to death or di-
vorce) later in the child’s life. The greatest haz-
ard of all is found in families where the parents
have the greatest number of problems—they are
absent, discordant, rejecting, incompetent, and
criminal.

THE most recent important study of
family structure was done in 1988 by
the Department of Health and Human Services.
It surveyed the family arrangements of more than
60,000 children living in households all over the
country. Interviews were conducted in order to
identify any childhood problems in health,
schoolwork, and personal conduct. These results
were tabulated according to the age, sex, and
ethnicity of the child and the income and marital
status of the parents.

The results were striking. At every income level
save the very highest (over $50,000 per year), for
both sexes and for whites, blacks, and Hispanics

3 M.E.]. Wadsworth, Roots of Delinquency, Barnes & No-
ble (1979).

4 Sheppard Kellam et al., “The Long-Term Evolution of
the Family Structure of Teenage and Older Mothers,” Jour-
nal of Marriage and the Family, vol. 44 (1982), pp. 539-554;
Kellam ¢t al., “Family Structure and the Mental Health of
Children,” Archives of General Psychiatry, vol. 34 (1977), PP-
1012-1022; Margaret Ensminger et al., “School and Family
Origins of Delinquency: Comparisons By Sex,” in Katherine
T. Van Dusen and Sarnoff A. Mednick, eds., Prospective Stud-
ies of Crime and Delinquency, Kluwer-Nijhoff (1983).

5 “Family Factors as Correlates and Predictors of Juvenile
Conduct Problems and Delinquency,” in Michael Ténry and
Norval Morris, eds., Crime and Justice: An Annual Review of
Research, University of Chicago Press (1986), pp. 29-149.




alike, children living with a never-married or a
divorced mother were substantially worse off than
those living in two-parent families. Compared to
children living with both biological parents, chil-
dren in single-parent families were twice as
likely to have been expelled or suspended from
school, to display emotional or behavioral prob-
lems, and to have problems with their peers; they
were also much more likely to engage in antiso-
cial behavior. These differences were about as
wide in households earning over $35,000 a year
as they were in those making less than $10,000.5

Charles Murray of the American Enterprise
Institute has been looking at the people whose
lives have been followed by the National Longi-
tudinal Study of Youth (NLSY) since they were
in high school (they are now in their late
twenties or early thirties). The NLSY not only
keeps careful records of the schooling, jobs, and
income of these young adults, it also looks at the
home environment in which they are raising any
children they may have. These home observations
rate emotional quality, parental involvement in
child care, style of discipline, and the like. The
homes, thus observed, can be ranked from best
to worst.

Murray has compared the home environments
with the economic status of the parents and the
legal status of the child. The odds of the children
living in the worst home environments were pow-
erfully affected by two things: whether the par-
ents were married when they had the baby and
whether they were regular welfare recipients. The
child of an unmarried woman who was a chronic
welfare recipient had one chance in six of grow-
ing up in the worst—that is, emotionally the
worst—environment. The child of a married
woman who never went on welfare had only one
chance in 42.7

Being poor hurts children. Living in a rotten
neighborhood hurts them. Having cold or ne-
glectful parents certainly hurts them. But so also
does being illegitimate and living on welfare. This
is generally true for whites as well as blacks.

And so also does being a teenage mother. For
many years, Frank Furstenberg of the University
of Pennsylvania and his colleagues have been fol-
lowing 300 teenage mothers living in Baltimore.
What they have found supports the public’s view.
Teenage girls who have babies fare much worse
than ones who postpone child-bearing, and this
is true even among girls of the same socioeco-
nomic background and academic aptitude. They
are more likely to go on welfare, and less likely to
enter into a stable marriage. The children of
teenage mothers, compared with those of older
ones, tend to have more trouble in school, to be
more aggressive, and to have less self-control.
This is especially true of boys.?

We have always had teenage mothers, and in
some less-developed societies that is the norm.
What is new and troubling about the present situ-
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ation is the vast increase in the number of teen-
age mothers and their concentration in the same
neighborhoods. A girl with a baby presents one
kind of problem when she is either a rarity or is
embedded in an extended family that provides
guidance and assistance from older women living
with her. She presents a very different and much
more serious problem when she is one of thou-
sands of similarly situated youngsters living in the
same neighborhood or public-housing project,
trying to maintain an independent household on
welfare,

A lot more light will be shed on these issues
when Sara McLanahan at Princeton and Gary
Sandefur at the University of Wisconsin publish
their careful analysis of the best available longitu-
dinal data bases.? There are at least four of these
files—the already-mentioned National Longitudi-
nal Study of Youth; the Panel Study of Income
Dynamics; the High School and Beyond Study;
and the National Survey of Families and House-
holds. McLanahan and Sandefur are looking at
the effect of family structure, after controlling
for income, race, and education, on such things
as a child’s chances of graduating from high
school, a girl’s chances of becoming a teenage
mother, and a boy’s chances of being idle (that is,
neither working nor in school). Their results so
far suggest that children who grow up in single-
parent families do less well than those who grow
up in intact families, and that this is true whether
they are white or black, rich or poor, boys or girls.
These other factors make a difference—it is bet-
ter to be white than black, rich than poor—but so
does family status.

THINK that the American people are

I right in their view of families. When

they look at the dramatic increase in divorce,
single-parent families, and illegitimate children
that has taken place over the last 30 years, they
see families in decline. They do not need studies
to tell them that these outcomes are generally
bad, because they have had these outcomes hap-
pen to them or to people they know. Divorce may
sometimes be the right and necessary remedy for
fundamentally flawed marriages and for the con-
ditions created by an abusive or neglectful
spouse, but in general divorce makes people
worse off: the woman becomes poorer and the
children more distressed. Properly raising a child

6 Deborah A. Dawson, “Family Structure and Children’s
Health: United States, 1988," Vital and Health Statistics,
Series 10, No. 178 (June 1991).

7 “Reducing Poverty and Reducing the Underclass: Dif-
ferent Problems, Different Solutions,” paper presented to
the Conference on Reducing Poverty in America, January
15, 1993, at the Anderson Graduate School of Management,
UCLA.

8 Frank F. Furstenberg, Jr., Jeanne Brooks-Gunn, and
Lindsay Chase-Lansdale, “Teenage Pregnancy and Child-
bearing,” American Psychologist, vol. 44 (1989), pp. 313-320.
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9 Uncertain Childhood, Uncertain Future (Harvard Uni-

versity Press, forthcoming).



28/COMMENTARY APRIL 1993

is an enormous responsibility that often taxes the
efforts and energies of two parents; one parent is
likely to be overwhelmed. Children born out of
wedlock are in the great majority of cases chil-
dren born into poverty. Millions of people are
living testimony to these bleak facts. If scholars
say that the evidence is not conclusive, so much
the worse for scholars. But now, I believe, schol-
ars are starting to find hard facts to support popu-
lar impressions.

The debate over the effects of family structure
continues, albeit with some prospect of a consen-
sus emerging some time in the near future. But
there is not even a glimmer of such an accord
with respect to the other hot topic in family stud-
ies—day care. The dominant view among child
psychologists is that day care is not harmful. For
a long time Professor Jay Belsky of Pennsylvania
State University shared that view. When he
changed his mind, he was excoriated. He is now
of the opinion that day care, especially in the first
year of life, is harmful in some respects to some
children.

In a widely-reported 1988 article, Belsky re-
viewed all the studies measuring the effect of
nonmaternal care on attachment and social de-
velopment and concluded that, subject to many
caveats,

entry into [day] care in the first year of life for
twenty hours or more per week is a “risk fac-
tor” for the development of insecure attach-
ment in infancy and heightened aggressive-
ness, noncompliance, and withdrawal in the
preschool and early school years.1?

By “risk factor” Belsky meant that the child in day
care was somewhat more likely to experience
these adverse outcomes than would a similar
child under parental care, especially if the day
care was not of high quality.

Some critics argued with Belsky on scientific
grounds, saying that the evidence was less clear-
cut than he suggested, that the measure of emo-
tional well-being he used (observing how a child
reacts after it is separated from its mother) was
flawed, that children turn out well in cultures
where nonparental care is commonplace, and
that whatever ill effects exist (if any) do not
last.

But many attacked him politically, and even
the scholarly critiques had a sharp edge to them.
As with family structure, what is at stake in this
controversy are not just facts and interpretations
but philosophy and policy: if day care has bad
effects, then women ought to care for their chil-
dren in their own homes. And that is a politically-
incorrect conclusion. Many scholars feel, I be-
lieve, that to support the claim of family decline
is to give aid and comfort to conservative politi-
cians and religious leaders who bemoan that de-
cline and call for the reassertion of “traditional
values.” In short, what is at stake is Murphy
Brown.

The Changing Culture

BOTH teenage pregnancies and single-
parent families have increased dra-
matically since the 1950’s. Changes in the econ-
omy and in the provision of welfare benefits ex-
plain some of this growth but not all or even most
of it. There are no doubt some features peculiar
to American society that explain some of it, but
since the decline of the family—that is, in lasting
marriages and legitimate births—has happened
in many nations, it cannot be entirely the result
of American policies or peculiarities.

We are witnessing a profound, worldwide, long-
term change in the family that is likely to con-
tinue for a long time. The causes of that change
are not entirely understood, but probably involve
two main forces: a shift in the family’s economic
function and a shift in the culture in which it is
embedded. The family no longer is the unit that
manages economic production, as it was when
agriculture was the dominant form of production,
nor is it any longer the principal provider of sup-
port for the elderly or education for the young.

At the same time, the family no longer exer-
cises as much control over its members as it once
did, and broader kinship groupings (clans, tribes,
and extended families) no longer exercise as
much control over nuclear families. Since the
Enlightenment, the dominant tendency in legal
and philosophical thought has been to emanci-
pate the individual from all forms of tutelage—
the state, revealed religion, ancient custom—in-
cluding the tutelage of kin. This emancipation
has proceeded episodically and unevenly, but re-
lentlessly. Liberal political theory has celebrated
the individual and constrained the state, but it
has been silent about the family.

What is remarkable is how well the family has
survived this process. Were the family the mere
social convention that some scholars imagine, it
would long since have gone the way of cottage
industries and the owner-occupied farm, the in-
evitable victim of the individualizing and ra-
tionalizing tendencies of modern life. But, of
course, the family is not a human contrivance
invented to accomplish some goal and capable of
being reinvented or reformulated to achieve dif-
ferent goals.

Family—and kinship generally—are the funda-
mental organizing facts of all human societies,
primitive or advanced, and have been such for
tens of thousands of years. The family is the prod-
uct of evolutionary processes that have selected
against people who are inclined to abandon their
offspring and for people who are prepared to
care for them, and to provide this caring within

10 “The ‘Effects’ of Infant Day Care Reconsidered,” Early
Childhood Research Quarterly, vol. 3 (1988), pp. 235-272. For
a response, see Tiffany Field, /nfancy, Harvard University
Press (1990), pp. 90-93.



kinship systems defined primarily along genetic
lines. If kinship were a cultural artifact, we could
as easily define it on the basis of height, athletic
skill, or political status, and children would be
raised in all manner of collectives, ranging from
state-run orphanages to market-supplied foster
homes. Orphanages and foster homes do of
course exist, but only as matters of last resort
designed (with great public anxiety) to provide
care when the biological family does not exist or
cannot function.

If the family were merely a convenience and
if it responded entirely to economic circum-
stances, the current debate over family policy
would be far less rancorous than it is. Liberals
would urge that we professionalize child-rearing
through day care; conservatives would urge that
we subsidize it through earned-income tax cred-
its. Liberals would define the welfare problem as
entirely a matter of poverty and recommend
more generous benefits as the solution; conserva-
tives would define it as entirely a matter of de-
pendency and recommend slashing benefits
as the solution. Liberals would assume that the
problem is that families have too little money,
conservatives that families get such money as
they have from the state. There would still be a
battle, but in the end it would come down to
some negotiated compromise involving trade-offs
among benefit levels, eligibility rules, and the
public-private mix of child-care providers.

But once one conceives of the family problem
as involving to a significant degree the conflict
between a universal feature of human society and
a profound cultural challenge to the power of
that institution, the issue takes on a different
character. To the extent that one believes in the
cultural challenge—that is, in individual emanci-
pation and individual choice—one tends to ques-
tion the legitimacy and influence of the family.
To the extent that one believes in the family, one
is led to question some or all parts of the cultural
challenge.

That is why the debate over “family values” has
been so strident. On both sides people feel that it
is the central battle in the culture war that now
grips Americans (or at least American elites).
They are absolutely right. To many liberals, fam-
ily values means a reassertion of male authority, a
reduction in the hard-earned rights of women,
and a license for abusive or neglectful parents to
mistreat their children free of prompt and deci-
sive social intervention. For some liberals, family
values means something even more troubling:
that human nature is less malleable than is im-
plied by the doctrine of environmental determin-
ism and cultural relativism—that it is to some sig-
nificant degree fixed, immutable. To many con-
servatives, family values is the main line of resis-
tance against homosexual marriages, bureaucra-
tized child care, and compulsory sex education
in the schools. For some conservatives, the family
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means a defense against the very idea of a planned
society.

Now, reasonable people—say, the typi-

cal mother or father—will take a less
stark view of the alternatives. They will agree with
conservatives that the family is the central institu-
tion of society, incapable of being replaced or
even much modified without disastrous conse-
quences. They will be troubled by same-sex mar-
riages, upset by teenage girls becoming mothers,
angered by public subsidies for illegitimate births,
and outraged by the distribution of condoms and
explicit sex-education manuals to elementary-
school children. But they will agree with many
liberals that we ought not to confine women to
domestic roles or make them subservient to male
power and that we ought to recognize and cope
with the financial hardships that young couples
have today when they try to live on one income in
a big city.

On one issue most parents will squarely iden-
tify with the conservative side, and it is, in my
view, the central issue. They will want our leaders,
the media, television programs, and motion pic-
tures to take their side in the war over what the
family is. It is not one of several alternative life-
styles; it is not an arena in which rights are nego-
tiated; it is not an old-fashioned and reactionary
barrier to a promiscuous sex life; it is not a set of
cost-benefit calculations. It is a commitment.

It is a commitment required for child-rearing
and thus for any realistic prospect of human hap-
piness. It is a commitment that may be entered
into after romantic experimentation and with
some misgivings about lost freedoms, but once
entered into it is a commitment that persists for
richer or for poorer, in sickness and in health,
for better or for worse. It is a commitment for
which there is no feasible substitute, and hence
no child ought lightly to be brought into a world
where that commitment—from both parents—is
absent. It is a commitment that often is joyfully
enlivened by mutual love and deepening friend-
ship, but it is a commitment even when these
things are absent.

There is no way to prepare for the commit-
ment other than to make it. The idea that a man
and a woman can live together without a com-
mitment in order to see if they would like each
other after they make the commitment is prepos-
terous. Living together may inform you as to
whether your partner snores or is an alcoholic or
sleeps late; it may be fun and exciting; it may
even be the best you can manage in an imperfect
world. But it is not a way of finding out how mar-
ried life will be, because married life is shaped by
the fact that the couple has made a solemn vow
before their family and friends that this is for
keeps and that any children will be their joint
and permanent responsibility. It changes every-
thing.
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Despite high divorce rates and a good deal of
sleeping around, most people understand this.
Certainly women understand it, since one of their
most common complaints about the men they
know is that they will not make a commitment.
You bet they won't, not if they can get sex, cook-
ing, and companionship on a trial basis, all the
while keeping their eyes peeled for a better op-
portunity elsewhere. Marriage is in large measure
a device for reining in the predatory sexuality of
males. It works quite imperfectly, as is evident
from the fact that men are more likely than
women to have extramarital affairs and to aban-
don their spouses because a younger or more
exciting possibility has presented herself. But it
works better than anything else mankind has
been able to invent.

Because most people understand this, the pres-
sures, economic and cultural, on the modern
family have not destroyed it. And this is remark-
able, considering the spread of no-fault divorce
laws. The legal system has, in effect, said, “Mar-
riage is not a commitment; it is a convenience. If
you feel yours is inconvenient, we will make it
easy for you to get out of it.” This radical transfor-
mation of family law occurred, as Mary Ann
Glendon of the Harvard Law School has shown,
in many industrialized countries at about the
same time. It may or may not have caused the rise
in the divorce rate, but it certainly did nothing to
slow it down.

The legal system has also altered child-custody
rules so that, instead of being automatically as-
signed to the father (as was the case in the 19th
century, when the father was thought to “own” all
the family’s property including the child), the
child is now assigned by the judge on the basis of
its “best interests.” In the vast majority of cases,
that means with the mother. I sometimes wonder
what would happen to family stability if every fa-
ther knew for certain that, should the marriage
end, he would have to take custody of the chil-
dren. My guess is: more committed fathers.

These cultural and legal changes, all aimed at
individualizing and empowering family members,
have had an effect. In 1951, 51 percent of all
Americans agreed with the statement that “par-
ents who don’t get along should not stay together
because there are children in the family.” By
1985, 86 percent agreed.!! Still, these changes
have not devastated modern families. The shop-
ping malls, baseball stadiums, and movie theaters
are filled with them doing what families have al-
ways done. That fact is a measure of the innate
power of the family bond.

Yet the capacity for resisting these changes is
unequally distributed in society. Christopher
Jencks of Northwestern University puts it this way:

Now that the mass media, the schools, and
even the churches have begun to treat single
parenthood as a regrettable but inescapable
part of modern life, we can hardly expect the

respectable poor to carry on the struggle
against illegitimacy and desertion with their
old fervor. They still deplore such behavior,
but they cannot make it morally taboo. Once
the two-parent norm loses its moral sanctity,
the selfish considerations that always pulled
pooaparents apart often become overwhelm-
ing.

Culture and Politics

HE central issue in family policy is

whether or not it will be animated en-
tirely by an economic view of family functions
and consist entirely of economic solutions to fam-
ily needs. The principal source of domestic so-
cial-policy advice to Bill Clinton during his presi-
dential campaign was the Progressive Policy In-
stitute (PPI), and in particular Elaine Kamarck
and William Galston. “The best antipoverty pro-
gram for children is a stable, intact family,” they
wrote in their report, Mandate for Change.
Though not neglecting economic measures, such
as a tax credit for each child and an earned-
income tax credit to supplement the wages of the
working poor, the PPI urged that the divorce laws
be changed to protect children better, that ef-
forts be intensified to promote parental responsi-
bility for child care, that pregnant women who
use drugs be required to undergo periodic drug
testing, and that the earnings of absent parents
be taxed to pay for their children. And the report
called for the President to use his bully pulpit to
reinforce the importance of intact and caring
families.

As of this writing, only Galston of all those
connected with the PPI has been appointed to
even a moderately significant position in the
Clinton administration (he joined the White
House domestic-policy staff). Clinton’s Secretary
of Health and Human Services, Donna Shalala,
had virtually nothing to say about these matters
in her confirmation hearing before the Senate
Finance Committee. There will in time be a de-
bate on welfare policy; Clinton has promised to
appoint a task force to make recommendations.
Perhaps something will happen, though the his-
tory of past efforts at welfare reform suggests that
few in Congress have the stomach for it and few
scholars expect that such reforms as pass will
make much of a difference.

The truth of the matter is that the most impor-
tant features of family life are beyond the reach
of policy. The recently passed family-leave bill in
large measure merely ratifies opportunities
that large firms have been granting to their em-

11 David PoFenoe, “The Family Condition of America,”
paper prepared for a Brookings Institution seminar on val-
ues and public policy (March 1992), citing a study by Norval
Glenn.

12 “Deadly Neighborhoods,” the New Republic, June 18,
1988, pp. 23-32.




ployees for some time; it will make things a bit
easier for middle-class mothers but will do little
for poor, teenage ones. The far more contentious
issue of welfare reform will not be so easily re-
solved, but it is hard to imagine any feasible
change in the existing rules that will make much
of a difference in the chances of a child being
born out of wedlock. Expanding the earned-in-
come tax credit may help poor working parents,
but do we really want single mothers of two-year-
old children to work? Tightening the divorce laws
may be a good idea, but it will not make much
difference to parents who never got married in
the first place. Improving the system for collect-
ing child-support payments is a good idea, but
many fathers who desert their children have little
money to be collected and, in any event, this is
not likely to convert uncommitted impregnators
into committed fathers.

I suspect that the culture of the family will
have to be rebuilt from the bottom up. Certainly
Robert Woodson, head of the National Center
for Neighborhood Enterprise, thinks so. He and
his associates have been energetically pursuing
this goal by supporting local church-related
groups that try to encourage men to take respon-
sibility for their children. There are many other
local efforts to get men to marry their pregnant
lovers and to sign the birth certificates of their
children.

But these efforts proceed against the cultural
grain, or at least against the grain of the high
culture. When the people who deliver mocking
attacks on “traditional family values” are the same
ones who endorse condom distribution among
elementary-school children, the average parent is
led to wonder whether he or she is being a sucker
for trying to stay together and raise the kids. Most
Americans, I would guess, understand very clearly
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the difference between a traditional family and
an oppressive one; they want the former but not
the latter. Most women, I would guess, can distin-
guish very easily between the rights they have won
and the obligations they retain; they cherish both
and see no fundamental conflict between them,
except the inescapable problem that there is not
enough time for everything and so everyone must
make choices.

Itis extraordinary how well most husbands and
wives have held up in the face of constant taunts
comparing them to Ozzie and Harriet. The fam-
ily life that most Americans want is regarded by
the eminences of the media and the academy as
a cartoon life, fit only for ridicule and rejection.
When the history of our times is written, this rag-
ing cultural war will deserve careful attention, for
it is far more consequential than any of the other
cleavages that divide us.

Many Americans hope that President Clinton
will stand up for “traditional family values,” by
which they mean, not male supremacy, spouse
abuse, or docile wives, but the overriding impor-
tance of two-parent families that make child care
their central responsibility. Clinton wants to stay
in touch with the people at town meetings; fine,
but let him say at those meetings that nobody
should conceive a child that he and she are not
emotionally ready to care for. The best, albeit an
imperfect, sign of that readiness is the marriage
vow. Let him say that it is wrong—not just impru-
dent, but wrong—to bear children out of wed-
lock. Let him meet with local ministers and neigh-
borhood groups that are trying to encourage
marriage and discourage predatory male sexual-
ity. Such statements may earn Clinton dismayed
groans from sitcom producers and ideological
accusations from sociology professors, but at least
the people would know that he is on their side.
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William Raspberry
Bringing Up
Fathers

Becoming husbands and fathers is
the universal prescnplwn of human
societies for the socialization of the
male. It is how societies link male

aggression, energy, purpose—male—
ness—to a pro-social purpose.

David Blankenhorn, whose words
those are, isn't the first to see mar- -

riage as not ‘merely the means for .

protecting children but also for civiliz-

ing men. Margaret Mead, the anthro-

pologist, said much-the same thing, as - “
did George Gilder, the economist.
(Gilder is convinced that men are
naturally unreliable sexual exploiters
until they are “tamed” by women, .
much as you train a pet by granting or
withholding food.) ,

But Blankenhorn’s emphasis: is'on .
the importance of men in their special ;-
. role as fathers—a role he believes is
_ being diminished in Amenca, to the
" perilofusall.

“Now, I don’t think any- one smgle
thing explains @/l our social prob--
" lems,” he said in a speech to the:

sense that there is a declining sense
of civic obllgatxon. a lowering of trust
in social institutions, a diminution of
caring for one another in society,
along with the increase of a range of
. personal” pathologles, emblemized
most vividly by an increase in violent
crime, but also including a range of
_personal. problems, including eatmg
disorders, unipolar depression, teen-

age suxctde. declining mental health
. andsoon.” -

I-do not doubt that. these are the"
issues—far more than the economy,
about: which we constantly com-!
plain—that "~ trouble  and frighten-
Americans. We are afraid that Ameri--

. .ca is losing something far more vital.

.. than, the. economic leadership of the:
.world.. But. does . Blankenhorn .over-:
.. state the case-when he links it all to,
. father-absence? (It was his colleague’

,‘ at the Institute for American Values,’
P &;bara Dafoe Whitehead, who wrote,

that “blockbuster ; cover story “Dan:

.Quayle Was nght” in the - Atlanttc

aneapohs-based "Center . of ', the iy ‘Monthly) Is the mstntute somg over-

. American Experiment back in- Janu-'*}

ary. “But, having said. that,: let m
suggest that one single thmg explal ns
all our social problems.” - . .

He then proceeded to list the pto_
fems: poverty, incivility, domesttc Vi
lence against women, child abuse and; ,'
of course, cnme—pnmanly’ a“prob-"?

lem of young. males. "All”of: these’i!)

problems, he, contends, are made‘fa
worse by father absence...: - /vt

“The most important, predlcto ol
criminal - behavnor, he. said,"“is" no|
- race, not income, not reltglous ‘affilia-. ':
tion. It's father absence. It's boys’ who Pg
don’t grow up with their ‘fathers.”"
That’s not a fngment of the fevered *

‘,board?r Sl
+J- don’t think so. The two-parent'

Men have been lmked through mar-
 riage, to their chlldren and the moth-
rs'of their children,”” ~” B
‘Theré have always been smgle par-
‘ents,’ of ‘course. Some never married.”

‘};”f"Others have- divorced. Still others:
;

-have been separated by death, wheth-:
er. resultmg from * illness, cmdent

folly .or heroism..But the model has
been ‘universal. Not only has the pri-
"' macy of ‘motherhood never been ques-

. tioned; we also have never doubted

tﬁnﬁ“fwtlgih Blank :nhég; OA&emal: " f that chlldren need fathers

New York a ozen years ago.” '
Other researchers looking at the lon-
gitudinal evidence have reached'a’
similar conclusion. The Progressive -
Policy Institute says that “controlling '.
for family configuration erases.the’,
relationship between race and cnme
and between low income and crime,”

The social ills ' we worry about, says
Blankenhorn, are not separate issues. *

ey are linked—by the erosion of+
mother-father households as the-
child-rearing unit. Nor, he says, is this
.only a problem for specific children of
particular familics.

““Apart ‘from this dtscrete list of

h -social problems, the trend ‘of father-".

lessness contributes to’and is an im*'
. portant driving 'force ‘behind what"
mtght be called a ‘social recession.’ It '

is the widely shared- sense among: -
“vince -ourselves of what used to be
,.common sense:- Children need thelr

“many Amerxcans that we are in not an
economnc recession but a social reces-
sion, or a cultural regression. It's a

Until now. -

Oh, *we still’ get indignant about
“dead-beat dads,” but only as a matter
of money. We pay little attention to
fathers as fathers, even less to the
* fact that many of the men absent from
*‘their ” children’s - lives have been

- shoved aside, not just by the mothers

of . those children but by the courts
- and the social agencies, buttressed by.
the growing cultural notion of the
superfluous father. . -

Is it possible to reconnect fathers
to their children? To reverse the soci:
etal trends that produced the separa:
tion in the first place? To. fashxon
government ' policies and reshape so«

-cial attitudes regarding fathers? To

change the attltudes of fathers them-

‘selves?

Probably. But not untll we: recon*

fathers.
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Bringing
back the
family

Concern for kids
drives reformers

By DEBORAH KOVACH
Staff Writer

PRINCETON BOROUGH —
David Popenoe fell in love with
Sweden while doing research
there in the 1970s. Yet the more
time he spent in Sweden, the
more Popenoe sensed gloom in
the eyes of all those blue-eyed
towheads. Their parents were ei-
ther divorcing or never marrying.

“The traditional structures that
hold people together were rapidly
coming apart, notably the family,”
said Popenoe, a Princeton Bor-
ough resident who is an associate
dean of social and behavioral sci-
ences at Rutgers University.

Popenoe believes Americans are
following Swedes — who have the
highest divorce rate in Europe —
down a path toward ambivalence
about marriage andhfamily. A_%rear
ago he founded the Council on
Families in America with 16 other
academics and family experts to
figure out how to stop the trend.

" These experts, part of a move-
ment called the “New Familism,”

Staff photo by Bradley Grois

David Popenoe, an associate dean of social and behavioral sciences at Rutgers University and a
proponent of the *“New Familism,”” holds a copy of his book in the library of his Princeton Borough home.

say society should find ways to en-
courage parents to stay married
and women to stay home with
small children. The council sup-
ports welfare reform, family
leave, tax breaks for families,
making divorce less automatic
and chasing deadbeat dads. Last
month group members put togeth-
er a “Parental Bill of Rights" they
intend to circulate this fall that
would give government-sponsored
education to parents who take

time off to raise children and then
re-enter the workforce.

These views are gaining atten-
tion. The April Atlantic Monthly
cover story, entitled “Dan Quaylé
Was Right,” featured New Fami-
lism theory. A member of the
Council on Families in America,
Bill Galston, was named to the
White House Domestic Policy
Council. Other members include

W\E}%ﬁt, author of
“When the Bough Breaks: The So-

cial Costs of Neglecting Our Chil-
dren”; Judith Martin, author of
the “Miss Manners” syndicated
column; religion historian Martin
Marty; and Washington Post col-
umnist William Raspberry.

The Council on Igarmiles is not
the first pro-family group. But it is
the first to bill itself as politically
moderate in a constellation of

e see FAMILIES, A17




- higheprofile, conservative pro-family
groups that approach the topic from
. aypeligious standpoint. They include
James Dobson’s Focus on the Family
ipc€olorado Springs, Gary Bauer's
Eamily Research Council in Wash-
ipgtan and the Rev. Donald Wild-
‘mon’s American Family Association
i Fupelo, Miss.
.jJWhat all these groups share is
. alatm at the plight of children, par-
ticularly those who live with one
parent. According to a 1988 survey
by:she National Center for Health
Statistics, children in single-parent
families are more likely to drop out
" of high school, get pregnant as teen-
agers and abuse drugs. A 1991 study
found that after divorce, the per-
centage of children in poverty dou-
bles from 19 percent to 38 percent.
_Half of all single mothers live below

: the poverty line. Two weeks ago, the

; census bureau reported that nearly

- a quarter of the nation’s never-mar-

* ried women became mothers, an in-

. crease of almost 60 percent in the

last decade.

' “So many modern trends have un-
dermined family and kinship, yet
that is the primordial basis of hu-

. man and moral social life,” Popenoe

i said in an interview in his book-line:
living room. “The question is how
far can you go. There are those who
feel that children can just as well be
,;aised by strangers as parents, that
marriage break-up isn't a big thing.

fBut in the last 30 years, things really
'have gotten worse for children.”

£ AMONG the factors behind fam-
‘ily breakdown are television, vio-
'lence, the sexual revolution, the de-
cline of religion, materialism,
iindividualism, urban life, anti-family
business policies and feminism, ac-
cording to Popence.

He acknowledged that blaming
feminism is not easy for members of

* the Council on Families in America,
. most of whom strongly favor wom-
" en’s rights. But Popenoe and others
. say women must acknowledge that
" their liberation has not always been
" good for children.

i “Feminism in its modern form has
; focused on breaking down the tradi-
i tional nuclear family — getting

women out of the role of full-time
' housewife and into the labor force,”
| he said. “On the other hand, none of

us is interested in going back to the

;. cense to beat their wives and women

W j€re restricted to the home.”

i"ﬁ &) P
[ This issue brings the group criti-

SKI

/%*“Women are so guilt-tripped by

Ethis ideology,” said Judith Stacey,

. | 3k "Non-famiy " -- household

' earlier era when husbands had li-

THE CHANGING

AMERICAN FAMILY

Percentage ot children
living with single parent:

9% _/ 24%
1960 1990

" Percentage of divorced
persons among married
persons:

:3j;g:j§l4¢297

1960 1990

Percentage of children
born to unmarried
persons:

5%/ 24%
1960 1990

Percentage of households
termed “nonfamily"k

15%
1960

309
1990

maintained by a person living
alone or with one or more
persons to whom he or she is
not related.

Source: Council on Families in America
Times graphic by Tom Sommenville

professor of sociology and women's
studies at the University of Califor-
nia at Davis. “The conditions under
which women are trying to do ev-
erythnpg have become unbearable,
80 I think a Iot of people are open to
simple ideas about what’s wrong.”

STACEY contends the Council of
es in ica distorts socio-
l(_)gical evidence to reach its conclu-
sions. For instance, if you compare
children whose parents are divorced
with children of intact families, on

+ average the children of two-parent

families are better off.

But Stacey said the fact that the
parents are married isn’t necessarily
the reason. It could be because two-
parent families have more money.

She said she is annoyed by what

she calls the “fetishism” about moth-

. erhood embedded in the pro-family
. movement, whose proponents don’t
; acknowledge that in the past, work-
! ing-class women worked and upper-
* class women had nannies. It was

only with the rise of the middle class
that motherhood and home became
women'’s domain. :

- Stacey said people who care about
children should deal with the real
problem: rising poverty.

~ “They make family structure the
problem, and I say it's family and

' social and economic relationships
- and resources that are the problem,”

she said. “You need quality rela-
tions, access to decent jobs, a decent
place to live and decent schools to
bring up that kid safely.

“The family structure from my
point of view is occasionally a factor,
but far from the most significant
factor.”

Stacey advocates reforming di-
vorce laws so that children’s inter-
ests are given prime consideration;
paying parents a government subsi-
dy for having children; and paying a
supplement to single-parent fam-
ilies.

But conservatives say the issue is

" morals, not money.

“There is a cultural struggle going
on in society,” said Paul Hetrick,
vice president of Focus on the Fam-
ily, one of the conservative pro-fam-
ily groups. “The children are the
price for that struggle.

“There are those who aggressively
reject any hint of tradition or reli-
gion and who want a society that is
based on secular values, and they
are increasingly overt in their at-
tempt to try to achieve that society.
The other side, which we include
ourselves in, would be inclined to
defend the family without trying to
redefine what a family is.”

(cm‘“m«D
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*‘So many modem trends have undermined family and
kinship, yet that is the primordial basis of human and
 moral social life. The question is how far can you go. -
. There are those who feel that children can just as well
be raised by strangers as parents, that marriage break-

- upisn’t a big thing. But in the last 30 years, things really

have gotten worse for children.’:

EN

— David Popenoe

i Hetrick said he believes the Coun-
v%ll on Families in America has good
2 ideas about taking more responsibil-
"« ity for children and trying to pre-
2;vent divorce. But his group does not
= believe in more government pro-
 grams to help families. Hetrick said
©-more taxes have hurt families be-
- cause women are forced to work.

", DURING THE 1970s, when wom-
- en entered the workforce in great
- numbers and the divorce rate
climbed, Princeton University soci-
ologist Sara McLanahan was in grad-
*uate school. It was a time when
‘“scholars said single-parent families
P were merely another family form.
.. “That was the lore. It was very
» self-serving,” she said. “People were
getting divorced all over the place.
It was a way of legitimating what
- was happening.”
#: Then, in the mid-1880s, McLana:
# han did her own research on the
" effects of divorce on children.

“] went into it thinking I would be
- able to show there wasn't an effect,”
' she said. “But it's very clear there
I"*are negative costs. So to people who
; are going around saying there are

no problems and all families are

« equally viable — I say that’s just ba-
+ loney.”

The single most important prob-
+ lem for children of divorce is low
. income, McLanahan said.
‘" “When divorce occurs, women
[ * keep the children and men abandon
Fy

I

them,” she said. “I think we have to
have laws that parents support their

* children. If you have a child, you

lllgze to support the child until age

.McLanahan favors withholding
money from a parent’s paycheck if
the parent doesn’t voluntarily sup-

‘port the child; government-spon-

sored health care and child care for
children whose parents can’t afford
it; and earned income tax breaks for
poor children. Mostly, she favors en-
couraging people to stay married
and to pay attention to their chil-
dren’s needs. :

. Author Sylvia Ann Hewlett be-
* lieves people are beg| g 10 agree.

During a recent lecture tour on her
pro-family views, she said she got
standing ovations in two cities — for
thsI first time,

see a triangular partnership,”
she said. “We have to have govern-
ment go along with workplace poli-
cies, which goes along with better
decision-making by individuals. I do

. feel that for couples with children,

we have to create a system that
slows divorce down.
“But if that becomes inevitable,

‘we should make the child’s rights
- centerstage. What we have right
now is a disaster for children.”

Institute For American Values
1841 Broadway Suite 211
New York, N. Y. 10023




Washington’s new consensus.

AMILY.MONGERS

By Ruth Shalit

f you thought “family values” had been buried by
George Bush’s disastrous campaign, you’re not a
- Washington policy wonk. George Washington Uni-
versity professor Amitai Etzioni and seven other
“communitarian” leaders recently issued a twenty-six-
page rhetorical call to President Clinton, urging him to
“reclaim family values” as a theme for his administration.
On July 30, Vice President Al Gore, tasked with leading
the president’s National Performance Review, will hosta
conference on “Reinventing Family Policy.” Yuppie neo-
cons William Kristol and Jay Lefkowitz, charged with
rethinking conservatism for the “Bradley Project on the
’90s,” believe the “family” holds the key to GOP success.
But the Aspen Institute may offer the strongest proof of
- where Washington’s new center lies. The topic of their
recent Domestic Strategy Group? “Children and Fami-
lies.” The moderator? David Gergen.

The bipartisan convergence on the family will likely
result in more spin than substance. New Democrats
hope to weave family issues into a seamless web of
social reform that includes the intractable—and politi-
cally divisive—issue of the urban underclass. So far,
though, they have seemed more interested in middle-

class anxiety than underclass collapse. And conserva-

tives, desperate to win back the yuppie wanderers who
abandoned them last November, appear eager merely
to pander to suburban angst.

linton’s family make-over began last year at the

Democratic convention, where he and Gore

accepted the nomination surrounded by their

adoring children. “Government doesn’t raise
children,” Clinton said in his acceptance speech. “Peo-
ple do.” Clinton’s campaign tract, Putting People First,
cribbed a line (and a title) from the 1990 monograph
“Putting Children First: A Progressive Family Policy for
the ‘90s,” published by the centrist Progressive Policy
Institute: “The best anti-poverty policy ... is a stable,
intact family.”

A year later the authors of the PPI monograph,
William Galston and Elaine Kamarck, are in second-tier
White House jobs (Galston is assistant to the president
for domestic policy; Kamarck is an aide to Gore).
“There’s now a vital and energized center on issues of
family policy,” says Galston. “We have the makings of a
broad consensus.”

Bolstered by research into the harmful social and
cultural effects of family disintegration, they argue that
government policy and social mores ought to reflect
the view that children are best off in two-parent fami-
lies. Demographic changes give political salience to a
theme once thought too politically risky for Democrats
to broach. A majority of baby boomers—roughly
45 million—are now parents themselves. According to
a poll conducted last year by Daniel Yankelovich, most
of this generation sees the breakdown of the family at
the heart of our social problems. “The baby boomers’
quest for self-expression and personal liberation is
yielding to values of family,” says Will Marshall, presi-
dent of the pr1. “This is having a major impact on our
politics.”

Even some liberal Democrats are joining the cru-
sade. “This problem of family disruption in our society
is a real thing,” says David Blankenhorn of the Institute
for American_Values in New York. To combat these
problems, Blankenhorn and his colleague Barbara
Whitehead have joined Galston, Kamarck and commu-
nitarians such as Etzioni in calling for federal day care
and family-leave policies, an increase in the standard
income-tax deduction for families with children and
“braking” mechanisms that require parents contem-
plating divorce to think again.

Yet divorce rates, which peaked in the ’70s and '80s,
have actually slowed over the past few years. Today the
most obvious instances of family instability and break-
down are in the (mainly black) urban underclass,
where the problem is not divorce, but the failure of
families to form or remain intact. Two out of three
black children and one out of five white children are
currently born out of wedlock. Appeals to family-
friendly workplaces and quality time can’t mitigate the
consequences of this kind of social chasm.

But the neo-familists seem unwilling to acknowledge
the crucial distinction between the middle class and
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the underclass. “I've resisted the idea that this is really
about them,” says Blankenhorn. “These are things that
are happening to all of us.” Etzioni says he’s worried
about the problem of family dissolution, as if all fami-
lies dissolve in the same way. “We have an interesting
new device for that,” he says. “Supervows. People will
voluntarily make a premarriage contract to indicate
that they take their marriage more seriously than the
law requires. If one wants counseling, the other agrees.
If one partner yells, ‘Divorce,’ the other says, ‘Wait six
months.” I hope there comes a day when people go up
to each other at cocktail parties and say, ‘I have a super-
vow. Do you have one?’”

Galston and Kamarck also seem unduly focused on
bourgeois failure. “While the scarcity of intact families
in the ghetto is well known,” they write in “Putting Chil-
dren First,” “these problems are not the primary focus
of this paper.” In fact, they’re not the focus of any Gal-
ston/Kamarck paper.
After detailing a host
of specific policy mea-
sures in Mandate for
Change to help meet
the needs of middle-
class families, the two
offer the poorest of
the poor only “early
family  preservation
strategies” and the
comfort of “scores of
state and local pro-
grams already in exis-
tence.”

Indeed, it’s not at
all clear that the new
tide of pro-family sen-

because in the end it points to a real fault line in the
Democratic coalition. And his wife is on the other side
of the debate.”

Among the Republicans, the new consensus masks
equally troubling rifts. Bleeding-heart conservatives
such as Jack Kemp and Bill Bennett want to appeal to
yuppies’ concern over social breakdown without alien-
ating moderate suburban supporters or hectoring sin-
gle mothers, a la Dan Quayle. Right-wing theocrats
such as Pat Buchanan and the Family Research Coun-
cil’s Gary Bauer want to co-opt the same angst for an
onslaught against liberal “lifestyles.” Meanwhile, neo-
con intellectuals such as Kristol and Lefkowitz are try-
ing to elide the conflict completely.

Bauer and Buchanan view “family values” in the
Reaganite way: as a chance to assert themselves as the
moral guardians of the past, a world of two-parent
families and heterosexuality. Not so Kemp and Ben-
nett. They soft-pedal
the ideological na-
ture of family values,
celebrating “parents
rights” issues such as
school choice. Once
seen as a flaky liber-
tarian crusade, school
choice is rising to the
top of the family val-
ues litany for conser-
vatives who lack the
stomach for the cul-
ture war. The two are
fighting for a Califor-
nia school-choice bal-
lot initiative. Last
week Kemp raised

timent will deliver
even the modest policy changes Galston and his New
Democrat colleagues envision. Although they success-
fully fought for expanding the earned income tax
credit, aimed specifically at providing relief for the
working poor, increasing the standard income tax
deduction for all families with children has always been
at the top of their agenda. “Our cry was picked up by
Bill Clinton, who promised tax relief for working fami-
lies,” says Marshall. “That’s one promise we hope he’ll
keep.”

He might not. “Am I still for this? Yes,” says a top
Clinton domestic policy aide. “Will the macroeco-
nomics of the situation permit it? Probably not. The
president did speak about it as a promise delayed
rather than denied. That turned out not to be the
case.”

These divisions within the administration make it dif-
ficult for Clinton to present a coherent policy. “How
much better would the Joycelyn Elders nomination go
down with the electorate if it were coupled with a real
crusade to resurrect social sanctions against out-of-
wedlock births?” laments a Clinton adviser. “It’s not an
issue he’s made a centerpiece in the White House,

$600,000 for the mea-
sure. Bennett's already been to California twice.
“Kemp and Bennett are trying to help connect the
issue of family values with specific, concrete, tangible
policy proposals, so that it doesn’t look like it’s just
Republicans forcing morality on people,” argues Joel
Rosenberg of Empower America, the GoP holding tank
from which both Kemp and Bennett are plotting their
'06 presidential bids. The group is holding another
conference on “School Choice and Families” in Los
Angeles on September 24. “Thatll be another big
media hit,” predicts Rosenberg. In case it's not, Ben-
nett stands ready with his “Index of Leading Cultural
Indicators,” a Perotstyle fever chart of declining val-
ues.

Meanwhile, Republicans of all spots are mesmerized
by the recent New York school board elections, which
centered around a controversial multicultural curricu-
Jum that included material on homosexuality. “The lib-
eral establishment, corrupting and polluting innocent
consciousnesses,” moans Terry Jeffries, executive direc-
tor of Buchanan's American Cause. Conservative orga-
nizations swarmed District 24 in Queens, blanketing
the houses of 500,000 residents with pamphlets and
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“voters’ guides.” In the end, more than half of the 130
candidates who identified themselves as “pro-family”
won. Conservatives were elated. “There seems to be an
emerging consensus on the very basic issue that fami-
lies matter,” says Bauer. “What this shows is that black
and Hispanic parents no more want their kids being

taught that homosexuality is 0.K. than anyone else -

wants these things being done to them.” Bauer is work-
ing with others to replicate the Queens victories in
other states.

Like the frustrated Democratic activists, Repub-
lican family-values aficionados complain of their party
leadership’s skittishness on the issue. Among official
Washington “there’s fear and trembling in the presence
of family values,” says Kristol—a curious statement,
given the frenetic activity on both sides of the political
divide. But Bauer insists he’s had no help from the Gop.
“In one of my first meetings with [Republican National
Committee Chair] Haley Barbour,” he recalls, ‘I
brought up this issue in Queens. And he had no idea
what I was talking about. He gave me a quizzical look
and said, ‘What controversy in Queens?’” (In his
defense, Barbour says: “When I was elected chairman, I
promised to focus on the issues that would unite all of
us. Taxes. The economy.”) '

Even worse than being cut adrift by the party leader-
ship, Bauer might now be in danger of losing the sup-
port of some of his strongest allies. In the August issue
of the Heritage Foundation’s Policy Review, Ralph Reed,
the Christian Coalition’s executive du‘ector, shelved
demands for a Buchananite culture war in favor of a
more Kemp-like agenda: school choice, welfare
reform, an increase in the standard tax deduction for
families with children. Abortion and gay rights “are
not enough,” he writes. “The cluster of pro-family
issues must now be expanded to include a majority of
voters.” Bauer is indignant. “Ralph’s trying to be more

mainstream,” he sighs. “Ralph’s got his own demons to

wrestle with.” He's not the only one. ¢
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The Trouble With Fatherless Households

A friend of mine got married the
-other day, and as an integral part of the
wedding ceremony, her new husband
embraced—and specifically vowed to
love and care for—her two young sons.

If it was, for me, one of the most
moving parts of the ritual, perhaps it’s
because circumstances had conspired to
put the centrality of children (and the
importance of two-parent families) on
my mind.

A chance mention during a Congres-
sional Black Caucus breakfast had our
table talking. about the need for hus-

.bands and- wives to find ways to put
children first—ahead even of maximiz-
ing income and individual careers.

A day later, I was in a discussion (not
initiated by me) on the deadly effects of
father-absence on everything from
school failure to crime.

And on Sunday, Sen. Pat Moynihan
(we were both guests on NBC-TV’s
“Meet the Press”) was touting. the im-

. portance lo civilization of two-parent
families and trying to figure out how we

can reverse. the trend away from that
tradition.

So when my friend’s new hushand
publicly committed himself to her sons, |
wanted to jump up and shout Yes! 1
knew semething truly important was
taking place. I still know it. What brings
me back to earth is something else |
know: that the likelihood of such a scene
being repeated—the likelihood that any
given youngster will grow up with two
parents—grows less every day.

There are two overlapping sets of
reasons for this projection. The first is
the one we talk about: the fact that
two-thirds of the black babies born in
America are born out of wedlock—a
still higher proportion of those born to
mothers who are yourig, poor and black.
These are the young mothers we think
of when we discuss the “welfare prob-
lem” and the problem of haphazardly
raised children. These are the babies we
mean when we speak of “at-risk” chil-

dren. These are the families most hkely

ofall Amermns to be poor... . ...

We talk about them as single-parent
households, though my preference is to
call them what they most significantly
are: fatherless households. It is not the
presence of the single mothers but the
absence of fathers that makes the chil-
dren of these homes supremely vulner-
able to that range of pathologies we
have in mind when we say “underclass.”

But the young women in this group
are not the only ones who have come to
reject the importance of fathers in the
child-rearing enterprise. The phenome-
non now embraces the “Murphy
Browns"—unmarried middle-class wom-
en, more or less accidentally pregnant,
who decide to raise their children alone;
women who would prefer marriage but
who won't let the absence of a marriage
partner stand between them and moth-
erhood; women who, apparently giving
little thought to marriage, “use” men—
lovers, friends, even near-strangers—
for their sperm a.nd then have done wnh

‘them. © o

|

What has caused this ‘era of what
David Blankenhom has called the “su-

periluous father? For poor women, par-

ticularly teenagers, the cause may be
the inner-city joblessness that makes
young men poor marriage prospects.
The young women they impregnate pre-
fer to “marry” a more reliable provider:
the welfare system.

For middle-class women, I hazard two
guesses. The first is a matter of limited
options: a dearth of professionally, eco-
nomically and chronologically eligible
men and the inexorable ticking of the
biological clock. The second is a growing
unhappiness with what they see as the
unfairness of marriage—that its advan-
tages seem to flow only to men and

subservient wives, not to strong, career-.

oriented professional women.

All these things make sense. But so
does the primacy of children. Children
need both parents—not just two bread-

winners but two parental roles. Two-par- .

ent hom are a protectwon not merely

Institute For American Values
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against poverty but also against a variety
of emotional insecurities.

This is not to suggest that the children
of any particular one-parent family are
doomed. There have always been wid-
owed .and divorced and never-married
parents who managed to raise wonderful
children. What concerns me more is the
growing existence of entire neighbor-
hoods where a fully functioning two-par-
ent household is the exception, together
with a trend that says fathers don’t count

-formuch. -

They do. We do. Restoring fatherhood
might do more than the 20.next-best
things we could think of to give our
children the chance they deserve—the
chance they must have if we are to arrest
the disastrous slide of recent years.

How do we start? By doing what my
friends did last Sunday: putting our chil-
dren at the center of things. There may
be a better device than fami-
h&formmgdﬁldrmbutlwouldn’thet
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Liberals Take Up
Family Values .

Washington — Yes, Dan Quayle was
right. American children are better off when
they grow up in two-parent families. They
are happier, healthier, wealthier and less
likely to shoot each other down in the
streets.

The statistics are undeniable: A child
whose parents are married and have high
school educations has only an 8 percent
chance of living in poverty. For a child of a
single, high school dropout the likelihood of
poverty is 80 percent.

But, oh, was Dan Quayle unforgivably
wrong for trying to make family values a
partisan political issue last year, as though
only conservative Republicans understand
morality. At the 1992 Republican conven-
tion, Pdt Buchanan was even
worse. He made family values

ing remorse, we must re-examine our ex-
periments and go back to parenting.”

And here was Assistant Secretary of
Health and Human Services David Ellwood,
a Harvard professor on leave, warning that
the current welfare system is a failure be-
cause it contradicts basic American values.
It discourages work, discourages responsi-
bility and offers no opportunity and no dig-
nity. i

“Qur first step should be to empower both
parents to provide a home for their chil-
dren,” Ellwood said. “We've got to change
the signals so that we do not say to people,
‘The way you get support from government
is R)Irlgeﬁoming a single parent.’ ”

ere was Prof. Galston, Clinton’s
deputy domesTic policy adviser,
warning that the combination of

sound like a chapter out of “Mein
Kampf.”

Inevitably, knee-jerk liberals
— yes, me too — produced our
jerky response. Because Quayle
was such a dweeb and Buchanan
such a storm-trooper, whatever
they said about morality had to
be hooted down with scorn.

single-parent families and a 50
percent divorce rate mean that
the average American child will
grow up, at least part of the time,
in a single-parent family.

far: The passage of the Family

Then. out from President Bill
Clinton’s White House yesterday

Lars-Erik
Nelson

Earned Income Tax Credits to lift
working families above the pov-
erty line; Clinton’s community

popped WilliaLGa_l_it_o%,um-
fessor on leave from the Universi- )
ty of Maryland, to report that the Clinton
administration isin fact hard at work on the
moral agenda that Quayle and Buchanan
butchered: Encouraging two-parent fam-
ilies; trying to discourage teenage pregnan-
cy; even pressuring Hollywood and the me-
dia to reconsider the impact of glorified sex

and violence. :
You might expect liberals to feel a little

defensive about discussing issues like values
and morality. The cultural history of this
century — dating back to Sigmund Freud’s
initial surge of popularity — has pitted ur-
ban liberals, intellectuals, the cultural elite
against the restraints of “bourgeois moral-
ity.”
yYet; here, at a U.S. Capitol gathering spon-
sored by the Communitarian Network, was
Prof. Amitai Etzioni of George Washington
University bluntly telling psychiatrists to
clean up their act: Stop. telling American
wives they need to seek fylfillment as indi-
viduals rather than as marriage partners.
“Let’s look at [TV’s married] Huxtables
as a model, not Murphy Brown,” Etzioni
said. “We have always had nuclear families
[fa:ther, mother, children]. When we have
children killing children and not even show-

service programs.
But Clinton is planning a moral crusade
as well. “Teen pregnancy is the gateway to

%ston outlined Clinton’s do- |
mestic accomplishments thus

Leave Act; enactment of the |

long-term welfare dependency,” he said. *

“That means you have to talk much more
aggressively about preventing teen preg-
nancy. . .if wecan’tsolvethat problem, we
can’t reform welfare or solve the other prob-
lems.”

Government alone will not achieve much,
Galston admitted. “We don’t have enough
carrots and sticks as incentives. If people
don’t do right because they believe that it’s
right, we cannot solve any of our problems.
Our most important line of defense is the
family.” 1

In all this morning of liberal talk about
the need to rebuild America’s moral values,
I am happy to report there was not a single
word blaming Ronald Reagan, Dan Quayle,
George Bush or even Pat Buchanan. This
was nonpartisan, business-like moral fervor
with no villains. Etzioni, founder of the
Communitarian Network, explained why:

“People have heen too afraid to talk about
values. Some of these ideas come from t}le
conservative column and some from the lib-
eral. Let’s not let those kind of distinctions
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