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The family is fashionable again. After 
more than a decade of vigorous attacks, 
after abortive searches for mostly drab 
alternatives, and after combines of ex- 
perts and opinion makers agreed that 
the present crisis of this most funda- 
mental institution would lead to its 
demise, the tide has turned. 

This comes as a surprise to many. For 
some time now aggressive antifamily 
sentiments have permeated the media 
and intellectual discourse. The popular 
press and television, laboring under the 
dictates of the sensational and newswor- 
thy, early latched onto the budding feel- 
ings of discontent with the family. 
Headlines such as “Is This the Last 
Marrying Generation?” “Are Hus- 
bands Superfluous?” and “Why We 
Don’t Want to Have Children” filled 
the newsstands. Finally there was the 
apocalyptic finding that the family is 
dead (D.G. Cooper, The Death of the 
Family. 197 1 ). 

In many ways the alleged death of the 
family was closely connected to the 
women’s liberation movement. The con- 
necting themes appeared on the shelves 
of every corner drug store since Betty 
Friedan’s immensely successful The 
Feminine Mystique was published in 
1963. The core point at issue is that the 
family sentiments, once thought to be 
the glue of society. are an illusion 
(Kathrin Perutz, Marriage Is .Hel l ,  
1972) and a trap (Ellen Peck, The Baby 
Trap, 1971). Instead, i t  is proposed, 
these traditional sentiments will have to 
be replaced by sisterhood (Robin Mor- 
gan, ed., Sisterhood is Powerful, 1970; 
Kate Millet, Sexual Politics, 1970) and 
some vague form of communal con- 
sciousness. In recent years this assault 
on the family has become ever more 
‘shrill as yet another aspect of the family 

life complex is “unmasked” and set up 
for destruction, a process that in some 
circles has become a challenge and cele- 
bration at the same time. 

The attack on the family received 
credence from academically respectable 
sources as well. So, for instance, the 
celebrated anthropologist Margaret 
Mead announced only a few years ago 
that “the nuclear family is a nuclear 
bomb, and it is about to explode,” and 
Princeton sociologist Suzanne Keller 
declared motherhood a cop-out and 
claimed that the family has no future, 
because the biological revolution will 
soon liberate the female from her fe- 
male body. Through this profoundest of 
all revolutions, the mother will be liber- 
ated from the child, the woman from 
the man, the man from the woman, the 
ch‘ld from both. 

hatever one’s view of these and 

tested to a growing consensus among 
intellectuals and academicians that the 
once taken-for-granted norms and val- 
ues surrounding the family are not only 
suspect but are ever more to be denied. 
Not only was the family diagnosed to be 
in disarray, but, what is more. it was 
found that the family does not deserve 
to be strengthened. Consequently, alter- 
natives had to be sought that could take 
over the traditional functions of the 
family, in particular those pertaining to 
the raising of children. Combines of 
psychologists, educationists, sociolo- 
gists, social welfare workers, social 
planners, and government bureaucrats 
set out to develop such alternatives and, 
incidentally, to develop jobs for them- 
selves. Supportive, supplementary, and 
alternative programs were designed, 
and some even became a reality. The 
present government-sponsored day-care 

si P ilar analyses, they nonetheless at- 

program is such an alternative pro- 
gram. 

In order to find responsible alterna- 
tives and to design effective programs, 
vast research enterprises around the 
country were organized. Data were col- 
lected, collated, computed, and sifted 
with regression analysis and other re- 
finements of modern statistics. But, 
contrary to their own expectations and 
their own initial inclinations. it soon 
became evident to these researchers 
that they grossly underestimated the 
staying power of the American family. 
So, for instance, Mary Jo Bane, an asso- 
ciate director of the Center for Re- 
search on Women at Wellesley (who 
had been a co-authcjr with Christopher 
Jencks of the significant Inequality), 
stunned the academic public a year ago 
with the’very imporiant findings on the 
American family published in her Here 
to Stay: American Families in the 
Twentieth Century. The unquestionable 
demographic and statistical data made it 
abundantly clear that the overwhelming 
majority of Americans continue to have 
families, continue to live in families, and 
continue.to look upon that fact as the 
major organizing principle of their exis- 
tence. 

This unexpected news came as a 
shock to those intellectuals and cultural 
pundits who regard themselves as the 
vanguard of society. Since then we have 
witnessed and will continue to witness a 
major shift of gears. Since the family is 
obviously here to stay, the task now is 
identified as that of determining the 
needs and problems of the family. The 
goal is to aid it and to remove those 
obstacles that are perceived to be inter- 
fering with the family’s most newly 
rediscovered function, the care of our 
children, all our children. Above all, we 
are presently witnessing the most vigor- 
ous agitation toward a new national 
family policy. The screws are being put 
on the politicians, who, as is the way 
with politicians. are likely to respond by 
compromise and accommodation to the 
most vocal groups. For those of us who 
have never swayed in asserting the im- 
portance of the family for the individual 
and for society. this is all good news. 

The problem of the American family 
today “is not so much to reeducate 
parents but to make available the help 
they need and to give them enough 
power so that they can be effective 
advocates with and coordinators of the 
other forces that are bringing up their 
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children.” This sentence at the end of 
the first chapter is supposed to sum up 
the position underlying the recommen- 
dations for a national family policy just 
published by Kenneth Keniston and the 
prestigious members of the Carnegie 
Council on Children. I agree; the major 
problem facing the American family 
today is the increasing loss by parents of 
power of the affairs of the family. I 
further agree with some of the report’s 
findings about the major sources of the 
family’s problems. But since I sharply 
disagree with most of the sweeping poli- 
cy propositions of this book, it may be 
advisable to report first and without 
comment on the central themes of a 
study that has already been heralded by 
the media as a major event and that will 
likely remain in  the forefront of the 
national discussion for some time. 

Keniston and his co-authors begin by 
outlining why the contemporary family 
is so extraordinarily dependent upon 
and influenced by broad social and eco- 
nomic forces. In a rapidly changing 
world, families have been shorn of many 
traditional functions with respect to 
their children. Such functions include 
economic production, schooling, and 
health care. At the same time, parents 
have acquired new roles, the most sig- 
nificant being the role of coordinator or 
executive, albeit with very little authori- 
ty ,  in dealing with the all-powerful out- 
side forces encroaching upon the life of 
their children. The authors further as- 
sert that the  deck has been stacked 
against the large minority, to wit, the 
poor, the nonwhite. and the  parents of 
handicapped children. The odds for a 
decent life are overwhelmingly against 
them, because their rcality is deter- 
mined by an unfair distribution of eco- 
nomic goods and resources. 

Equal educational opportunity-the 
old liberal dream for achieving greater 
economic equality-is not able to reme- 
dy the problem. Instead the authors 
propose that the goal of economic op- 
portunity should be brought about by 
providing jobs, income, and services to 
parents. There is yet another set of 
problems ensnaring the contemporary 
American family. These are identified 
in the chapter “The Technological Cra- 
dle.” Here the dangers for the family 
are perceived to stem from television, 
which essentially promotes consumer- 
ism, aggression, and nonrealism in chil- 
dren. Generally unsafe and unhealthy 
nutritional habits are also peddled to 

children by the pressures of the media 
in a consumer society in a free market 
situation. The chief villains are technol- 
ogy and a generally laissez-faire econo- 
my. 

The second-and by far the larger 
part of the book-concentrates on 
“What Is to Be Done?” Here the 
authors present detailed proposals on 
how the major long-term goals they see 
as imperative for America can be 
achieved. The remedies prescribed em- 
phasize: (a) a full-employment program 
guaranteed and delivered by the federal 
government; (b) guaranteed income for 
all families in the amount of at least 
one-half of the nation’s median family 
income, which would be about $8,000; 
(c) in addition to the first and possibly, 
if necessary, in lieu of a direct guaran- 
teed-income policy, the present tax 
structure is to be fundamentally over- 
hauled in order to “encourage parents 
who can work to do so.” 

There are other recommendations as 
well, but the three above are most 
sharply accented and seem to be the 
core of the book. Needless to say, these 
central measures emphasized by the au- 
thors would not only imply a total 
revamping, if not replacement, of the 
present welfare system (an enterprise 
that might be interesting to watch after 
the last abortive attempt to do so), but 
would also amount to a profound trans- 
formation of the American family and 
American society as we know it. In  
practice, it would constitute a massive 
interference by the state in the alTairs of 
the family in order to make the latter 
into an instrument for income redistri- 
bution. 

Keniston and his colleagues expect 
their controversial proposal to receive a 
mixed reception. They should not be 
disappointed. One is more than pleased 
to have the family-and that means the 
old bourgeois type of family, even 
though the authors don’t spell this 
out-defended and accepted in circles 
that usually have only contempt for it. 
In this connection one remembers that 
the first writings of Kenneth Keniston 
to attract widespread attention were in 
defense of the alleged revolutionary 
youth of the 1960’s.* The latter-day 
conversion to the importance of the 
family, welcome though it is, does not 
mean that a large sector of the intelli- 
gentsia has now transformed its agenda. 

Reading All Our Children soon makes 
it clear that this is not so. 

Old utopianisms do not die easily. 
Thus, while it is no longer said that 
paradise would be gained by replacing 
the family, it is now suggested that the 
family is to become the fool for chang- 
ing society. It is difficult to say which 
proposal is worse. What we are faced 
with now is the beginning of what the 
European Left so aptly has called “the 
long march through the institutions.” 
Those who once thought too little of the 
family, even to the point of wanting to 
destroy it, now think too much of it. 
Now the family is to become the vehicle 
for the redistribution of income, for tax 
reform, for a full employment policy. 
At the same time, it is to be enlisted into 
the battlefront against such fashionable 
evils as consumerism (Nader is the 
hero), the laissez-faire economy, and 
modern technology. For one hysterical 
moment I tried to imagine how those 
inner-city families I know would re- 
spond if urged to join the Clamshell 
Alliance and other worthy antinuclear 
groups in order to aid their families. 
The families I know have problems and 
needs of an altogether different order. 

Keniston and his co-authors obvious- 
ly have persuaded themselves that the 
causes they espouse and the measures 
they propose are on behalf of the weak 
against the strong, the poor against the 
rich. But have not the events of the past 
decade shown that the trouble with so 
many of the interventions sponsored by 
liberalism, however admirable in intent, 
however earnestly promoted, have a 
rather dismal record. Busing and affir- 
mative action programs come readily to 
mind. At best, they brought about little 
or no improvement for those on whose 
behalf the machinery was put into mo- 
tion. At worst, they had tragic conse- 
quences. When middle-class intellectu- 
als invite government action to improve 
the quality of life of poor families, the 
result too often is that the state is given 
new means for coercing and manipulat- 
ing the poor. It is curious to reflect that 
most claims to equality-social. eco- 
nomic, racial, sexual, intellectual-only 
serve, in practice, to intensify inequali- 
ties. Now the family is to be enlisted in 
the vanguard to agitate for a more just, 

*That is, much of his work was of a part 
with movements for sexual and personal 
liberation that were profoundly antago- 
nistic to the family. 



more equitable. more brotherly society 
that will redress a jumble of wicked 
things such as economic exploitation, 
the nuclear threat, unemployment, and 
bad nutritional habits. All this wicked- 
ness, presumably, is the result of the 
free market and capitalism. 

I t  should be emphasized that we do 
need a national family policy. Families 
in gcneral do need legislation that works 
in their support instead of against them. 
Poor families and the families of handi- 
capped children are in a particularly 
distressful situation; almost all their 
actions on behalf of their children are 
severely curtailed and stifled by alleged- 
ly benign government policies and pro- 
grams. Above all, they are helpless 
against the supposedly "higher con- 
sciousness" of intellectuals, experts, and 
bureaucrats, who claim to know better 
than the poor what is good for them and 
thcir children. These families are partic- 

Americans Remember 
An Oral Narrative 
by Roy Hoopes 
(Hawthorn Books: 393 pp.; $12.95) 

ularly vulnerable and powerless. I em- 
phatically agree that they need to be 
empowered to have greater choices and 
independence. But toward that end one 
fails to see how most of these ideologi- 
cally motivated policy proposals by 
Keniston and the Carnegie Council for 
Children will be of much help. 

One agrees wholeheartedly with the 
beautiful statement of Albert Camus 
invoked by the authors of AI1 Our Chil- 
dren: "The aim of a life can only be to 
increase the sum of freedom and re- 
sponsibility to be found in every [per- 
son] and in  the world." It is by no 
means clear, however, that this book 
and its proposals have much claim to the 
sentiment invoked. The antifamily bias 
of the past decade will really have come 
to an end when the family is appreci- 
ated, not as an instrument of social 
change, but as a primary institution of 
freedom, meaning, and other essentials 
of a truly human life. 

the Homefront: 

The Politics of Propaganda: 
The Office of War Information; 1942- 1945 
by Allan M. Winkler 
(Yale; 230 pp.; $I 1.95) 

Leo P. Ribuffo 

In Days of Sadtress. Years of Triunrph 
Geoffrey Perrett wrotc that World War 
I I was the " 'perfect' war.'' Most sub- 
jccts interviewed by Roy Hoopes would 
apply the phrase without Perrett's 
ironic quotation marks. Throughout 
this "oral narrativc" famous and ob- 
scurc persons stress a pervasive wartimc 
mood of "exhilaration," "mission," and 
"cooperation." 

To be sure, Aniericans Remeniber 
rhe Honrefronr contains some contrary 
recollections. Representative Norman 
Mineta recalls that he and 112.000 
other Japanese-Americans were forced 
from thcir homcs and relocated i n  bar- 
racks. An opponent of the war remem- 

bers comparably grim camps for consci- 
entious objectors. Blacks recall discrim- 
inatory hiring, and several lower-mid- 
dle-class whites t h i n k  back on drabness, 
mental breakdowns, and broken mar- 
riages. A single chapter on the "ulti- 
mate cost of victory" records the feel- 
i n g s  of those who lost relatives or 
friends in  combat. Yet these dissents 
only highlight a dominant tone of retro- 
spective enthusiasm. Even Carey 
McWilliams of The Narion gets carried 
away, thanking Japan for the attack that 
ended the "god damn domestic bicker- 
ing." 

How do we explain nostalgia for a 
conflict that cost 400.000 American 

lives, that directly produced a cold war, 
and indirectly spawned two hot wars i n  
Korea and Indochina? William James 
long ago observed that war's horror 
created a "thrill." During 1941-45. our 
civilian population could experience the 
thrill by proxy while living in security 
and prosperity. Battles were fought on 
foreign soil. casualties were light com- 
pared to those of other belligerents, and 
the domestic economy boomed. More- 
over, this war seemed unusually just. 
Only forty thousand men refused to 
fight on grounds of conscience, and 
more than half of them served as non- 
com batants. 

Since 1945 a handful of writers have 
argued unconvincingly that entry into 
the war against Nazi Germany was 
neither strategically nor morally neces- 
sary. Especially during the Vietnam - 
war, more astute revisionists questioned 
President Roosevelt's tactics during the 
controversy over intervention in 1940- 
4 1. His repeated deception, harassment 
of critics, and expansion of presidential 
authority in foreign affairs set danger- 
ous precedents. Furthermore, at least a 
minority of historians believes that 
wiser diplomacy could-and should- 
have avoided the confrontation with 
Japan. I f  Hoopes's informal sample is at 
all reliable, these reservations have 
hardly affected the population at large. 
Several men and women regret their 
initial approval of the nuclear bombing 
of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Yet almost 
all assume the righteousness of a two- 
front war against both Germans and 
''Japs" (a term still favored in several 
cases). 

Although he professes to admire 
Studs Terkel's oral history technique, 
Hoopes lacks Terkel's understanding 
that recollections are problematical evi- 
dence. Overly impressed by memories 
of national unity, he misconstrues the 
nature of the wartime consensus. 
Agreement on winning the war did not 
necessarily mean agreement on any- 
thing else, even on such related matters 
as strategy. diplomacy, and postwar re- 
construction. Consequently Hoopes 
makes too little of the grumbling and 
greed that his subjects reveal. Further- 
more, he failed to seek--or to include- 
memoirs of the bitter strikes, racial 
conflicts. and acrimonious elcctions that 
left important legacies for thc 1950's 
and 1960's. 

AS with most "oral narratives," 
Americans Remeniber the Hotirefront 


