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ABSTRACT

The traditional family is the cormergtone upon which Western civil-

ization has been built, but changes in demographies, ideclogy, and
political philosophy during this cenbury have resulted in the decline in
the strength of the family institution. The model relationship among
church, state, and family, based on history, law, and scripture, is
presented as a framework in whiech legitimate public policy decisions
mist be made to facilitate family restoration.

* Fundamental Republican Party principles concerming the family and
the role of government are articulated, and recent federal legislative
initiatives are analyzed for consistency. DPolitical factors affecting
family policy development are examined to determine why Republicans are
not more suceessful. The paper concludes that Republicans must stay
consistently committed to their prineiples, communicate more effectively
with the American public, and take bold action %o restore the fam:.ly to
a position of gtrength in modern society.




"Strong families are the foundation of soclety. Through them we
pass on our traditions, éituals, and values. From them we recelve the
lbve, enéouragement, and education needed to meet human challenges.
Family 1ife provides 0pportun;ties and time for the spiritual growth
that fosters generosity of spirit and responsible citizenship.

Family experiences shape our response to the 1argér commmity in
which we live. The best American traditions echo family values that
call on us ‘o nurbturs and guide the young, to help enrich the lives of
the handicapped, to assist less fortunate neighbors, and to cherish the
elderly. Let us swmon our individual and commumnity resources to
proﬁote heelthy families capable of carryipg on thesge traditions and

providing strength to our society."

Ronald Reagan
Proclamation of National Family Week
November 15, 1984
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I
INTRODUCTION

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

One need not be a family research professional, nor an ideologue of
any particular political philosophy, to acknowledge that profound
changes have occurred in the fabric of American society in recent
decades. While economic prosperity has been generally consistent since
the end of World War II, the attendant consequences of that suceess have
included a significant shift in American demographic patterns, a redefi-
nition of socletal norms, a decline in respect for authority and the
importance of values, and an assault on the traditional family,
Professor Peter Uhlenberg, Uﬁiversity of North Carolina sociologlst, has

distilled the root cause of the problem, asserting thab "increasingly,

Americans are pursuing a selfish individualism which is inconsistent

with strong families and strong communities."1

Scholars disagree in their attempt to pinpoint the time and origin
of the changes in traditional values and the role of the family in
society. While cause and effect are often difficult to distinguish,
many point to the events of the 1970's with tax reform, the "legali-
zation" of abortion, the no-fault divorce revolubtion, and a lefbtward
shift in majority party politics at the federal iével;2 Others assert
that it was the 1960's, which brought the sexﬁal revolution, the Vietném

War, and the Great Society vision of the Johnson administration.3' Stiil
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others trace the ideological groundwork for gocial change to the new age

of liberalism ushered in by John Dewey's 1935 work, Liberalism and

Social Action, and the New Deal of the Roosevelt ad;mini‘stration.4

Regardless of the genesis for the change, the current debate in
America over which values and programs are béét for the family and
publig policy in general, goes beyond the basic arguments of éonsegva—
tism versus progressivism, Accofding to Dr. Os Guinness of the
Brookings Instifution, the conflict centers on the c¢lash of traditional
morality and absolutism with the modern pervasive relativism of truth,
ethies and justice.5 Whereas féith and famlly had provided the roots of
culture in the past, the rise of modernity and liberalism have given
Amerlica a legacy of relativistic.hollowness, homelesgness, selfish
heartlessness, and the death of God and heroes.6 While changes in the
family may be superficially atiributed to technological advances,
growing intermational influences, financial circumstances, or svolu-
tionary progress, it is of profound importance to be cognizant thaﬁ
changes in ideology and religlous beliefs preceded the contemporary
. breakdown of the American fami}y.

Perhaps the most diséerniﬁie empirical evidence of a changed view
of family is the:

Massive shift of nurbturing and cere-giving +tasks awaﬁ from

the family and into the hands of institutions. America is

changing from a scciety in vwhich the family was the basic
provider of care and nurture, _to a s?ciet¥ in which institu-
tions are basic and the family is marginal.
Degpite an estimated 20 agencies administering 260 federal programs
aimed at helping children and families in 1981, and a five-fold inecrease

in per capita social welfare expenditures from 1960 to 1980 (in cbnstant

dollars), many of the economic and behavioral indicators of family

- 3 =
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stability had only Worsened.8 As the 1986 White House Working Group on
the Family observed, more than two decades of substantial federal inter-
vention had fostered welfare dependency and undermined the authority and
. liberty of the family:

Everywhere the equation holds true: Where there are strong

families, the freedom of the individunal expands and the reach:

of the state contracts. VWhere family life weakens and fails,

government advances, intrudes, and ultimately compels.

The White House Group also noted the ominous historical reality that
every totalitarian movement of the twentieth century has tried to
. destroy the family. The_modem American_experlence can be seen as -an>
ideologica;i battle between the forces of democratic capitalism and
socialism, with the latter's attempt to "substitute the power of the
state for the righté, responsibilitles, and authority of the family." 10
The contemp§rary conflict between the presuppositions and programs of
the Great Society and those of the Reagan Revolution show clearly the
tensions expressed previcusly by Guinness.

Many would not be concerned about this shift in institutional power
and a replacement of the Judeo-Christian ethic with the relativistic
values of the "me generation"‘ of the 1980's, were they not presented
with quantifiable evidence of a breakdown in the family and societj at
large. A cursory survey of contempérary demographics and étatisti‘cal
behaw.rior patterns provides the necessary proof.

There is nothing so devastating to the American family as divorce.
Currently, half of first time marrisges end in divorce, while in 1960
the divorce rate was only 25%.1‘I The consequénces of the proliferation

of marital dissolution provide a litany of woes for a once stable

SOOiety, and probably repregent the most profound soeial phenomenon of
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' this century. Children are involved in 60% of divorceé , and 23% of
children currently live in a single~parent family.12 Single~parent
families are growing at 20 times the rate of two-parent families.13

A. closely related symptom of familial breakdown is the tremendous .
rise in'.teen-age pregnancy and illegitimacy. From 1970 to 1985, there
was an increase of nearly 400% to 2.8 million in the number of children
being reared by a mother who had never been married.M Many attribute
this tfagedy in part to antl-family incentiveé in the federal Aid to
Pamilies with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, which in most states
disqualifies a woman with a male financial provider living in the house. |
Tn fact, of the mothers receiving AFDC benefits in 1986, 46% had never
15

been married, and 36% were separated or divorced. The rise in teen
pregnancy and illegitimate births is even more shocking when understooci
that approﬁmately 40% of these pregnancies have ended in azbortion since
“1973. Ironically, it appears that the recently-created school-based
hea;th c¢linics which dispense birth control information and products
withoﬁt parental consent, and the new values-neutral sex education
prograns in publice schools ,'l}ave contributed to increased promiscuity,
rather then reduced illegitimacy. ©

Recent decades have witnessed a tremendous increase in the partici-
pation of women in the labor force. While less ‘than one-quarter of
17

families had two-earnmer incomes in 1960, ' by 1982, almost two-thirds of

all married women with children ages 6 to 17, and almost half of women
with children under age 6, worked outside the home at least part 1::';.me.“3
While families were arguably in a better economic position with two wage

earners in the home, the derivative problems of "latchkey children" and

the "child-care crigis" have become among the most widely discussed



policy i;ssues of the 1980's.

There is a continuing trend of young adults either postponing
marriage or opting to femain single. This unique American demographic
shift is evidenced by the doubling of never married adults age 25 to 29

from 1970 to 1984, 12

Those who do marry are having fewer or no
children. The changing views §f the utility of children, the economic
burden of raising them, the self-centeredness of modern individualism,
and the wide acceptance and convenience of birth control and abortion,
have reduced birthrates beléw that which 1s required to replenish the
current popula‘bion.zo Inpreasingly, children gpend leas time with their
parents and more time under institutional supervision, in front -of a
television, or on the streets with peers.

‘The wmmistakable signs of social dysfunction linked to traditional
famlily breakdown took on a fz-esﬁ awareness in the 1980f's. The scourge
of rampant drug abuée 53' the nation's youth, and the widespread eiposure
of children as customers and victims of pornography were new indieia of
trouble. . Studies showed the great negative impact that toys, musie,
television and other media were having on children, as violence, sex and
the c;ccult were common thel'nes‘. in these vehicles of play and entertain-
ment.21 Children have been further affected by reductions in child
support and spousal maintenance awards in no-fault divorce decrees, and
a national erisis in support en:f'or::ement.z2 Thege represent yet further
manifestations of a spirit of militant individualism and perversity |
which is gripping the culture.

The vast mejority of American children have been educated in the
publie school system, in Which'textbooks and courges of instruction are

increasingly oriented to humanist values and a secular philosophy.%
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The undermining of respect for parental authority in favor of state
direction or individual autonomy, and the contemporanesous purging of
religiouslinfluence in the public schools has impaired the dgvelopment
of healthy family members;24 Values that had historically provided
stpength to the famlly, such as firm discipline and corporal punighment,
patriotism, and academic achievement, were either attacked, or given
token attention. Despite an increase in govermment spending on educa~
tion from $5.2 billion to $25.3 billion from 1966 to 1981, scores on the
benchmark Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) dropped aboubt 6% in math and
10% in verbal during the period.zs

The Intermal Revenue Code also wreaked havoe upon the traditional
family. Dr. Allan Carison, president of the Rockford Institute, blames
heavy tax growth for giving the financial impetus for pressuring mothers
into the work force. He reporis that between 1960 and 1984, a two-
parent family with four children saw its federal income tax liability
increase 224%, while the social security tax increased 600%, to 7.15% of
gross incoﬁe.

The Tnited States Supreqe Court dealt among the harshest blows to
the American family and tradi;sional morality. A century ago, the Court
demonstrated profound respect for the traditional views of marriage and

family, stating in Maynard v. Hill that "marriage is the foundation of

the family and of socieby, without which there would be neither civili-

27 28

zation nor progress.! However in 1965 with Griswold v. Connecticut,

the Court embarked on dualistic path by attempting to create a view of
liberty based on radical individualism, while facilitating sbtatist
control of select family issues. The Court postulated a new view of

marriage by asserting that the "preservation of marital privacy"
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precludes state interference with the right to use contraceptives,

even though the state had long been empowered to regulate the legdl and

50 the activist

sexual relationships of marriage. In BEigenstadt v. Baird

Court illogically extended the Griswold notion of M"marital privacy" to
unmarried persons, at a time when every state in the union made sexual
intercourse between vmmarried persons a cri.me.31

In 1973, the Court in the Roe v, Wade decision gave the individual
the right to deatroy the unborn through aborftion,32 and three years

later in Planned Pavrenthood v. Denforth it extended the supremacy of

individual privacy over parental authority in the child's abortion
decision._33 In his seminal article on the Court's role in ghaping a
national family policy, .scholar Peter J. Riga suggests that in Danforth,
"marriage is seen as a tenuous unlon formed by the consensual agreement
of the two individuals who remain aubonomous and independent throughout

the relationship." 34

He further asserts that by the end of the 1970's,
the Court had, for all praeticé.‘l. purposes, obliterated the difference
betwéén ma.friage and non-marriage, by replacing the sacred covenantal
view of marriage with the "po_sitivistie view that a marriage is but an
act of the state, which power; the sfate may delegate in appropriate
35

circumstances,” In other cases, the abuses of the judicial doctrines
of "in loco parentish and "parens paf.riae »" particularly in such areas
as education,’ diacipline of children, and child custody, have fostered
subverslion of the _role of the parent in favor of ultimate decisions on
family and children matters by the state and federal governments.
Professor Henry Holzer of the Brooklyn Law‘ School believes that
together the Belle Terre(1974)36 and Mq_( 1971)3'7 decigions stand for

the proposition that it‘ is & collectivist-gtatist ideology, not a
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concept of individual rights, that lies at the base of official govern=-
ment thinkiﬁg about the family. Further, when the 6ourt reviews sbtate
definitions of, or intrusions into, the faﬁily, "the determinative
ceriterion will be the importance of the gtate interest involved."38
Riga concludes that in 15 years of Supreme Court cases ending in 1979,
the view of marriage as an indissqluble lifelong commitment had been

abandoned.39

In its wake is the peryertea notion of liberty that each
individual should be able to live out.his Sexual life in any way he
‘chooses without interference from the state.40 The consequences of such
judicial thinking have been previously discussed, and ironieally create
the vefy problems that society now calls on the federal government to
resolve.

-The foregoing discussion should lead one to reasonably conclude
that the American landscape of the traditiormal family and its mofal code
is being marred by social permissiveness and government programs. In
the 1950's, 70% of the typical American family consisted of a working
father, a homemaking mother, and one or two children. In the changed
demographics of 1980, this family pattern was representative of only 15%

of households.41

Historically, the intact two-~parent family has been
the foundation of a healthy society, the best hedge against poverty _
among children, and the time-tested institution for the transmission of
culture and values,*2 |
While additional statistics are available to document the impact of
the decline of the family on society at large, the more constructive
inquiry is into the role of other institutions in sociebty to help arrest
the underlying causes of family breakdown. A central premise of this

thesis is that the preservation and strengthening of the traditional
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family unit by government will, in the long mm, substantially eliminate
the need for a comprehensive and expensive federal bureaucracy to
resolve domestic social problems.
Recognizing the problems and the need for the restoration'of values
and family etability, a model view of family in society will be proposed
and a presentation and analysis of the commitment of the Republican
Party to effectuate the model will be given. Unlike many other
countries, the United States has no official national family policy, yet
the c¢lear ercgion of family gbrength has been a cabalyst for dialogue
4between liberals and conservatives concerming the need for one. After
decades of a plecemeal policy approach at both the state and federal
levels, and heightened awareness of the importance of the family during
the "Reagan Revolubion," the voters have looked back to politicians in
Washington for solutions. Michael Novak prophetically framed the
current political debate over family policy a decade ago:

There will, I assure you, be more and more careful
attention paid to the family in public policy debates over the
next decade or so. Much of it will be dangerous attention
vwhich will ecall on us o think rather creatively about how to
enhance rather than to-damage the family in a free society...”

We have all counted upon the family for 1,000 years,
during many eras when no other institution worked, not the
state, not the church, 'not the educational ingtitutions, no-
thing, The only thing that worked and made survival possible
wag the family. Now it seems, the family is at a critical
point. We must find ways by which to make its path easier in
the fubure than it has recently been. For often today those
who cherish family life feel, even in their own homes, wunder

constant assault, embattled, and at war with a culture unne-
cegsarily adversary to much that they hold dear.t
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IT

THE NATURE AND AUTHORITY OF THE FAMILY

Eef‘ore one can evaluate existing govermment policies with regpect
to the family, a2 clear understanding of the nabure, definition,
authority, and jurisdiction of the family institution is required.

Respect for the rule of law over private morality and custom has
been central in the history of wesberm eivilization. Deriving its roots
from canon law and subsequently the common law of England, the law of
marriage and fémily were formulated in the Christian context of
covenaht » not purely contract.44

in American jurisprudence, the model of the traditional family was
drawn from the dominant Protestant ideclogy, American populai- thought,

45

and leading legal writers such as Blackstone and Kent. In the nine-

teenth century, the Supreme Court recognized the "ideal Vietorian

family" as a small government in its own right in the few family cages

that came before it., In Reynolds v. United States in 1878, Court upheld

a bigamy conviction of Mormons despite a c¢laim of religious freedom,
stating that the family in American law is the Western European mono-
gamous famlly in which sexusl activity and child-bearing take place, not
the tribal fémily of Afriea or Asia.46 In 1923 Justice McReynolds

acknowledged in Meyer v, Nebraska that there are limits to what the

state can do %o improve citizenship, saying that the statist notion that

government should supersede parental authority because some parents act

-1 -




47 It is from this

wrongly is repugnantlto the American tradition.
hisborical western model that American family law and policy has grown,
and against which contemporary thinklng must be compared.

Today, the U.S. Census Bureau defines family as "two or more people
related by blood, marriage, or adoption, and residing under the same
roo’f."48 Such a definition, while mécurate in its sterile terms of
defining logistlics and membersghip, fails to include the covenéntal bond
of commitment at the core of family life. The "blood" relationship,
without further qualification, would allow for incestuous and illegiti-
mate relé‘cionships outside of marriage to fit the definition. ZEven so,
gome argue that such a definition is archaic, in that the idea of the
Pamlily of colonial America as a foundé.tion of economics, education,
religion, or politics is part of the irretrievable nostalgia of the

nation's heritage .49

Radical contemporary attempts at redefinition of
family eliminate the requirement for legal relationships, as observed in
the National Organization for Women's (NOW) concept of family as "people
whe are living together with deep commitment and with mubtual needs and
sharing."50 _'

The Declaration of Independence, the charter of American liverty,
and foundation for the U. 8. Constitubion, declares that our concepts of
rights, duties, and authority are derived from the Law of Nature and
Nature's God. From this Judeo~-Christian heritage of the founding
fathers, it is eclear that the Creator is a God of order and authority,
not chaos and autonomy. Each institution in society has been instituted
by God for specific, limited purposes, Therefore, a good idea does not
necessarily translate_ into good public policy, unless it is promulgated
in a proper means by an institu‘tion with jurisdictior.l..

- 12 -
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The family as an institution existed antecedent to civil govern-
ment, and hence is not subjeét to being defined by it. It is in the Law
of Nature of the created order that the Creator instituted marriage and
family in Eden, where He ordained that "For this reason a man will leave
hig father and mother and be united to his wife, and they will become

one flesh. no1

Family arises out of this divinely-created covenant of
marriage bétween a man and woman, the terms of which can neither be
originally set nor subseguently altered by the partieé or the state.
Single life and other households of relatives or friends living together
mus‘j: be ,fegarded as a proper exercise of liberty, but there is no
requirement that government promuilgate policies which treat alternative
lifestyle 1living arrangements equally with the preferred traditional
family. The family as a God-ordained govermment has' an area of
sovereignty within which it is free to carry out the duties it owes to

God, soclety, and other family members, under the covenant.

In addition to the family and the individuals who comprise then,

52 53

God has ordained the institutions of eivil government”™ and the church
é.s the foundation of order 1n society. While there similtanecously exist .
man-made voluntary associatic;ns of business organizations, commmity
gervice groups and the like, it is these three which have sovereign
spheres of jurisdiction in which to exercise authority delegated by God.
Al though there is some overlap and partnership in pursuing the ends of a
just end moral sociebty, each institubtion has certain responsibilities
given exclusively to it.

The church has a monopoly over the administration of the sacraments
and 1t alone possesses the "keys of the kingdom" to preach the gospel

and determine church membership.54 As the mouthplece of the Creator to
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-be' salt and light to individual souls and other social institutions, the
church has the teaching authority to expound upon the Beripture, and,
along with the family, to .care for widows, orphans, and the poor and
disadvantaged, It should be the primary source of support, counsel, and
restoration in the event of family dysfunction.

The civil govermment was ordained to securé fhe inalienable rights
of individuals created in the image and likeness of God, and to facili-
tate a society in which other institutions are free to perform their
covenantal duties to God and others. The state alone, with the
exception of parental discipline of children, bears the authority to
punish wrongdoers, for the civil ruler is a minister of God to execute

judgment and encourage gcod.55

Government auwthority is constrained by
both this limited delegation of power from God, and by the covenant
_ which the people have established with thelr leaders, embodied in the
Declaration of Independence, the constitutions of the United States and
the several states, and statutes pass_xed pursuant thereto. The Congress
can legislate in those broad Constitutional areas according to the
_purposes for which those powers were enmumerabted, which may indirectly
impact the family. The state\, more directly, may intervene to protect
individual members of families, and, within its police powers, may do
what is necessary to advance their health, safebty, and morals. 'ﬁowever,
government at all levels mush "suppoft family parenting as the first
premise of its social, edonomic, and fisecal policy."56

The family is a self-governing institubtion upon which the natural
law confers the duties of proecreation, nurture, and socialization of

children through marriage. It should operate as a haven of peace and

support for the primary transmission of love, values, education, and
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religion to all family members. Families are to be the primary care-

takers of and providers for each of its members, and extended families
must become self-reliant economic units, although they are to seek help
from relatives as a first recourge in times of need, with the church as

a secondary source. 51

As a repository of inalienable rights and
intrinsic responsibilities, _the family is a stronghold for the
possession and channeling of private property between members and
generations, a right 'bi:at is severely infringed upon by burdensome
estate and inheritance taxes.

The normative view of institutional interaction in society ism seen
as a symbiotic relationship of unique entities with the compatible goal
of serving other human beings and glorifying God. Both church, in its
provision of financlial and spiritual support, and the state, in ité
protection of life, liberty, and marriage, have a role to strengthen and
promote hea_lthy family life. The family, in turn, must inculecate
religious values, tithe, and give time for ministry in order to support
the church, while exercising the diseiplines of self-govermment and
stewardship necessary to produce good citizens for the body politic.'

While family authority is plenary with respect to its sovereign
objects, the state government has a legitimate role to ensure that
family members are educated and socialized in order to operate at a
minimum level of self-sufficiency. It must be made clear that the
government has no independent euthority %o preseribe conduct for the
famil-y, rather tfle aubthority arises out of the state's .dutj to protect
the marital covenant and individual family members., Parents do not have
the liberty to construetively abuse the child by neglect of their funda-

mental duties to educate and nurture, any more than they can withhold
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food and shelter, However, under the umbrella of parental authority is
the choice of means to accomplish their duties, through home schools,
church sbhools-', or other alternatives. It is in these areas of concur-
rent Jurisdiction of family.and state, in which the state acts in its
limited bubt legitimate role of parens patriae, that the difficult policy
decisions are made. In all cases, parents must be =zccorded the maximum
opportunity to discharge their responsibilities independent of state |
oversight or compulsion.

Government » by definition, is to provide leadership to encourage
rightecusness and justice among and discourage wrongdoing smong the
governed. To that end, however, govermment is enjoined from replacing
family funtions with agencies of the welfare state, such thaf dependency
and apathy are generated. While families may f£ail in providing a highv
gtandard of care, unless there is abuse, the permissive intrusion of the
government 1is mearran'be.d.. Nobel Prize winner Friedrich A. Hayek states
that the view that unfettered diseretion in the use of government power
as a force Ifor the soclial good and as an instantaneous problem solver
when private sector solutions are slow in coming, is a delugion and an
impediment to true progress.lj\8 This eritical assertion underscores the
importance of jurisdiction and authority over results and power, and is
foundational for the construction of public policy for the family.

Having evaluated the current condition of the family in post-
modern, post-Christian American society, followed by an articulation of
the model duties and interrelationships of the basic seocietal institu~
tions, the question implicitly suggested is how to attain'the ideal. 4

detailed analysis of the classic "is-ought dichotomy" is beyond the

scope of this paper, yet the question can be addressed in terms of
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whether an official family policy should be promulgated by the federal
government, and if so what the substance of such a policy should be.
Family policy may be generally defined as the sum of all those public
éolicies designed to facilitate the best enviromment for parents to
nurture and support their children and each other. Where there is no
vision the people perish,59 and Republicans of the 1980's have recently
given a share of their vision for the American family through proposed

legislation, proclamations, party platforms, and public debate.
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THE REPUBLICAN VISION FOR FAMILY POLICY

George Bush entered the 1988 presidential race inheriting the
strong pro-family legacy of the Reagan administration. An increase in
Congressional debates and media attention on the symptoms and conse-
quences of family breakdown, coupled with Democratiec activism in
injecting a "Kids as Politics" theme into the campaign, compelled
Republicans to articulate a vigion for the American family. Not
éurprisingly, _ Reagan's popularity helped conbinue conservative social
positions in the 1988 platform entitled "An American Vision: For Our
Children And Our Future." In it, the pavty proclaimed: |

Strong families build strong commmities, They make us
a confident, ecaring society by fostering the values and char-
acter - integrity, responsibility, sharing and siiruism -
eggsential for survival of democracy. America's place in the
218t cenbtury will be determined by the family's place in
public policey today.... = *

Republicans believe, as did the framers of the Constitu-
tion, that +the God-given rights of the family come before
those of government., That separates ug from liberal Demo-
crats. We seek to strengthen the family. 0
Looking back to 1980, Reagan's electoral mandate brought a prompt

and sustained conservative shift to key Republican executive positions.
Using a pro-family theme in response to the assault on itraditional
values and inereasing statism, Reagan used his office as a "bully

pulplit" to continue his message Qf‘ hope, family, economic prosperity,

and individual and commmity empowerment, The 1986 White House Working
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Group on the Family claimed that Reagan's defense of the family along
with his personality made it:

fashionable to recognize that the restoration of family 1life

is wvital to our soclety's future.... That we need such a

[pro~family] poliey is clear. The statistics on the pathology

affecting American families are overwhelming.... The family

needs help!e.1

The Republican Platform of 1980 which swept Reagan into office was
"one of the most Conservative ever endorsed by a major political
pa:c"b:,r."62 The platform embraced such concepts as support for a human
life amendment, voluntary school prayer, and an end to forced school
buging and the Department of Education, all measures applauded by
Conservatives as advancing traditional family values and limited
government,

Four years laber, Republicans were more specific about their

concern for family echo:'_ﬁg the words of Maynard v. Hill:

Republicang affirm the family as the natural and indis-
pensgble institution for human development. A society is only
as strong as its femilies, for they nurture those qualities
necessary to maintain and advance eivilization.

Healthy families inculeabte values - integrity, responsi-
bility, concern for others -~ in ocur youth and build soeial
cohesion. We give high priority to their well be:‘.ng.s3

The platform specifically targeted marriage dissolution, pornography,
child care, child abuge, a.nd the tax code as major areas in need of

federal policy changes.

Republicans pride themselves in being the party of Lincoln,

reflecting a commitment to individual liberty, equal rights for all, and

traditional moral values., Party Leader, Bob Michel, frequently acknow-
ledges a respect for American pluralism and describes the Republican

vision of soclety as a "nation of communities," wherein the role of
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government is to empower individuals, not bureaucracies.64 In contrast,
Democratic leaders, like New York Governor Mario Cuomo, see America as a

homogeneous "mnationsal comml;nity,"65

wherein the national government is
fit to rule at the expense of local government and private community
actibn. Republicans see the family as the basic unit of the commmity,
the bedrock of scciety. Therefore, policy makers must "support and
reaffirm the declsions families make out of love and commitment, not
undermine them or send a message that Republicans are neutral."66
Republicans seem to understand the value of the family's role in
society as the greatest influence on individual character development
and the educator in principles of self government:
Private choices have public effects. The way our fellow
citizens choose to live affects many other lives.... For in
the final analysis, the kind of people we are - the kind of
nation we will be for generations hence - is the sum of what
‘millions of Americans do in their otherwise private 1ives.67
Implicit in the foregoing assertion is a presupposition that policy
decisions must be made with cognizance of the nature of man. TFor at
least 8 years, Republican domestic policies have demonstrated that man
is capable of doing good only in an atmosphere'of liberty and faith, not
compulsion and atheism. However, man's basic nature is inclined towards
evil, and when the exercise of -liberty takes the shape of pornography,
drug abuse, or homosexuality, the government must restrain, punish, and
deter. The preamble to the 1988 Republican Platform summarizes these
foundational bellefs:

In 1988 we reaffirm [thel truth, Freedom works.... Our
platform reflects on every page our continuing faith in the
creative power of human freedom.... It is from these innumer-
able American commmnities, made up of people with good hearts,

that innovation, creatlivity and the works of soclal justice
and mercy naturally flow and flourish....
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At the very heart of this platform 1is our belief that
the strength of America is its people: free men and women,
with faith in God, working for themselves and their families,
believing 1in the inestimable value of every human being from
the very young to the very old, building and sustaining commu-
nities, quietly performing those little, neameless, unremem-
bered acts of kindness and love that make up the best portion
of our lives, defending freedom, proud of their diverse heri-
tages. They are still eager to grasp the future, to seize
life's challenges and, through faith and love and wor%é to
transform them into the valuable, useful, and beautiful.

In Republican rhetoric and policies on crime and welfare reform,
one discerns a view of man as an accountable and responsible moral
agent. In their positions on -economiec growth, Republicans endorse the
provision of opportunity, not guarantees, by getting “government out of
the way, off the backs of households and entreprencurs, so the people

could take'eharge."sg

In prineciple the party has supported a pro-family
agenda: religious freedom to include voluntary prayer in public
schoolg; a humaﬁ life amendment; the appointment of judges at all levels
who respect the sanctity of life and traditional family values; and the
right of private property as the cornerstone of liberty.7o

Repubiican family policy must advocate local analysis and solutions
in lieun 6f federal interventian, a focus on emotional and spiritual
aspects of a problem in addif&on to the physical, and support for insti-~
tutions and individuals promoting a philosophy of responsible charity.71
The "Committee on the First 100 Days" of the House Republican Research
Committee sought %o spell out the phllosophy for social policy and
government intervention for the second Reagan term:

Our premise is simple: America's real energy comes not
from government, but from millions of good hearts and creabtive
minds. Our country is embarking on a massive peaceful revolu-
tion... Government's role 1s to encourage this revolution and
help bring ibts benefits to all Americans.... Even as America

masters the chenges in the material world, it must stay
anchored to the traditional values of family and fairness. We
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think government can play a positive role in helping families

find _opportunities for adoption, day care, and good educa-

tion. ' :

Rather than employing an empiriecist epistemology in formulating
programs that treat only the symptoms of family breakdown, Republlcans
appear earnest in their preseription that the strong family is the
preemineht hedge against social disorder. Hence, those things which can
be shown to cause or create the conditions for femily collapse must be
opposed, and where authorized, prohibited by legislation. Republican
policy analysts assert a key truth that "marrisge is the single best
guard against destitubion,” pointing to the fact while only 7% of intact
married-couple families are poor, 82% of those mothers on welfare are
either separated, divorced or never-married.73 However, when families
brealk or members reject the value of family, government may well he
unable to rescue individuals from their choices. Republican Poliecy
Committee staffer Frank Gregorsky reflects that:

Some individuals are lost to civilization. If not violent or

psychotie, they may sbill be shiftless scoundrels., No miz of

carrot and stick cari make such people into upstanding eitizens

or reliable breadwinners.... Evangelicals can occasionally

bring one of these people to God, and a much healthier 1life.

Government can give them a subsistence income or put them into

labor camps,. - No one recommende the latter, and government

can't subsidize migsionary work. 4 :

Undergirding the Republican policy formulations is the belief thatb

government reinforcement of family rights and responsibilitigs must be

an esseﬁtialﬁéomponent of public policy. Documented studies and
testimonies before the House Select Committee on Children, Youth, and
Families, linking family breakdown to a myriad of social ﬁoes, prompted
ranking minority member Dan Goats (R-IN) to conclude:

The impact of the brealkup of the American family is so devas-
tating and the need for restoration so great that all segments
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of ouf gociety must address t%%s issue of how we can best
strengthen the American family.

In advocating the reauthorization of the Select Committee on Children,
Youth and Families in 1985, Coats suggested that a deep understanding of
the importance of the traditional family is required by Congress before
it can contribute to contemporary solutions:
If we treat children =as if they have no parents, parents

as if they don't have primary responsibility for their chil-

dren, and husbands and wives as 1f they were just two people

living together, will we really treat the problems families

experience, or just treat the symptoms of them? ....We don't

want to keep treating the symptoms, we wanteto do something

about the basic cause of the problem itselr.l

Republican principles of limited federal government, individusl
accountability and state sovereignty are challenged by popular demands
thét something be done in Washington about the many problems related to
the family. Being pressured to take action, simply because the need
exists, or in reaction to calls for the uniformity of policy, Republi-
cans have been forced to define their concept of federalism and sphere=-
sovereignty:

We do not believe the éolutiqns are ultimately federal.

But that does not mean. that the federal govermment cannot

provide assistance to good programs, give incentives, and

generally help state and local governments, private sector

groups, éand individuals and families in their efforts to

agssist children and families with the massive problems they

face. Tl

While such language is broead enough to allow for political
expediency, it does accurately portray the Republican preference for
local government action, However, Republicans are quite willing bo use
block grants, demonstration projects, and cost-gharing programs with the

states in order to accomplish national policy objectives. What appears

to be a looser reading of the Constitutional powers given to the
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Congress, and a different view of the federal structure than the one
articulated by Madison in the Federalist Papers,78 provides the
ideological cornerstone for Republican family policy. Republicans also
do not appear reticent to use an expanded power base provided by
decades of judicial legislating by activist Supreme Courts. While not
conclusive, one discerns vestlges of an evolutionary or positive view of
law in some elements of the party, in the focus on social change as the
primary stimilus for chenge in the law. Quite naturally, too, it is
easier to affirm and act upon the special needs of voting constituents,
than to explain a more traditional view of federalism as a basis for
federal inaction.

While Republican rationales for béing committed to the traditionsal
family are sound gnd convineing, the need and authoribty for, and extent
of federal involvement is less than clear. There is an understanding
that the basic undermining of the American family comes from personal
choices beyond the reach of government. They agree with Michael Novak
-that:

Nobody <forces people to abandon spouses, %o separate, to

-divorce, or to have children outside of wedlock. UWobody. If

you make these choices, there are going to be consequences

throughout the social systenm.
Congressman Frank Wolf (R-VA) admonished his colleagues for failing to
understand how families work:

We shouldn't kid ourselves. It is families who do the work

of raising our youth who will someday run this country. We can

help or hinder them; we can't replace them. No federal pro-

gram is going to make it up to a ¢hild when he loses his
father through divorce... No federal program is going to

teach a c¢hild how to love, +to sacrifice for othersé or to
participate in society. Parents teach those lessons.
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Most Republicans understand that there are certain things whichl
government cannot command, partially because of a lack of jurisdiction,
but primarily because compelling what should be vdluntary doean't work.
Simzitar_leously, ﬁhere is tension created by a desire‘ to bridge the
Ygompassion gap," and articulate a federal concern and policy for wbmen
and families. While Republicaﬁs have thus far shunned a call for an
official national family policy, the issue-—driven} debates ofl an election
year, and the failure of the family, church and state govermments to
resolve pressing problems, have offered a profound challenge to Republi-
canism. It is this dilemma of a poliey approach bifurcated between
need-based pragmabism and adherence to classic Republican principles
that colors the internal party debate and many of the legislative
initiatives in the Coﬁgresa.

‘Turning to the criteria by which govermment policies are to be
judgeﬁ, Republican poliey formulators offer several suggestioﬁs.
Researchers for the Children and Family Project '88, a Republican
initiative, concluded that three questions must be consistently asked in
developing sound policy: Is-it strengthening the family? Is it build-
ing character? 1Is it developiﬁg responsibility?81 In the Execubive
Department, a Republican Whité-House Working Group On The Family, headed
by then Undersecretary of Education, Gary Bauer, proposed guidelines to
President Reagan by which to evaluate the effects of legislation and
administrative policies on the family.82 The central theme of thesge
model guidelines is that a pro-family policy must recognize that
parental and familial rights and responsibilities are fimdamental and
are superior to those o: the state. When intervention is necessary, it

should be accomplished by local institutions in the private sector, and
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when government involvement is required, it should be undertaken by the
appropriate level closest to the people.83

The Republican party, while able to arrive at a consensus in plat-
Porms and policy statements, is a composite of different and changing
factions dominated by different primary interesta. At the federal level
alone, there are 173 House Republicans and 46 Senabtors, supported
respectively by the National Republican Congressional Commitbee (NRCC)
and the National Republican Senatorial Committee (NRSC). Each House has
its own party leadership, Bob Michel (R-IL) in the House and Bob Dole
(R-XS) in the Senate, supported by a number of policy, researéh, and
steering committees designed to evaluate issues and offer policy
guidancé. While most state publicly that unity exists in domestiec
policy, a necessafy proclamation for the minority party whose n{1th
Commandment" is to speak no evil of a fellow Republican, there are in
fact differing views on the shape and content of family policy.

In the December 1988 elections for Republican leadership in the
101st Coﬁgréss, pro-life conservative Jerry Lewis (R-CA) edged pro-
choice moderate Lynn Martin (B-IL) by a few votes for the chairmanship
of the House Republican Gonfefénce, the»third—ranking party position in
the House. At the height of the 1988 debate over a national child care
policy, Marge Rbukema (R-NJ) published an editoriai entitled "The GOP's
myopic vision of the family", deriding her colleagues for not facing the

facts of Pamily life as they are.84

She claimed that the primary family
igsue for Republicans was not child care, but a family-and-medical leave
policy which provides federally mandated job security for employees
leaving work due to illpess or to care for a child. That Republicans

disagree on.speéific Pamily policies was especislly evident in their
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response to the Democrats Act For Better Child Care (ABGC) bill of 1987.
No less than four alternative Républican bills emerged in the 100th
Congress, with a £ifth option suggested by then-candidate Bush.

In a nation with a strong two party system, one can expect a party
$0 embrace people with a wide variety of perspectives, who support only
part of the total official party agenda. An understanding.of contem-
porary Republican thinking sbout family reqﬁires a brief review of the
ma jor ideolbgical subgroups within the party. From World War II until
Reagan, the party was dominated by three factions: the party of Wall
Street, Main Street, and Easy Street.85 Wall Street Republicans of the
Bast were big businessmen who accommodated the big-government policies
of the New Deal, and were generally considered the liberal wing of the
party. Main Street was the geographic and ideological center of the
party, reflecting small town values of decency, honesty, and fiscal
conservatlism. Easy Sfreet Republicans are a somewhat newer phenomenon,

espousing a populist, anti-establishment conservatism appealing to both

the nouveaﬁ riche and the working middle class.as. Republican leaders in
the post-Reagan era have been characterized as Reaganite congervatives,
either orthodox, gnardians oé the revolution, revisionists who seek to
correct the mistakes, or radical ideologues who want to aggressively
extend and export the conservabive revolution.s7 |

In the past decade the impact of two new and growing groups have
had an inereasing influence on Republican social policy. The "yuppie
Republican® is a younger traditional conservative on economic and
foreign policy issues. As a product of the volatlle sixties and

seventies, he is more moderate and permissive in social and domestic

policies. Perhaps the most significant contribution to the pro-family
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cause has been given by; the.NeW Right, particularly evangelical Chris-
tians, who left ﬁhe Democratic party en masse after gevere disappoint-
ment with the Carter administrabion, and the message of hope offered by
Ronald Reagan. As Kathryn Murray, director of communications for the
Republican National Committee observed:

I think that the Democratic Party -haé largely alienated the

evangelicals. We consider traditional values to be the bed-

rock to build strong families and a strong country., And I

think evangelicals see that as a very attractive phi.loscyph;r.88

Congressman Dan Coats (R-IN), Ranking Minority Member of the House
Select Committee on Children, ¥Youth, and Famllies, believes that because
of the entry of active evangelicals into the Republican Party, "There's
been a proliferation of discussions to elevate family issues to a very
high level of debate, where before the interest was not there."89
Acknowledging the inecreased conservatism and family focug of 'many
Repﬁ‘bla’.can proposals during the Reagan years, B. Robert Okun, Executive
Director of the House Republican Policj.Cozmnittee says of evangelicals
that "I think they've been a very good barometer upon which we judge
what we come oub with."gO

Assessing policy trend;s ‘into the short—term future, Republicans
generally agree that it makes sense either politically, mora_lly, or
constitutionally to have the federal government active in issues that
affect the American family. Yet, having an impact in an increasingly
divided Congress takes vobes. In analyzing the anemic performance of
the Rept;blican Party in controlling the House of Representatives for
Vonly 4 years out of the past 58, staunch conservative Vin Weber (R-MN)
claims: '

IP wla are to achieve control of the House, we will need

to push family issues... There is much room in the Republican
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Party for disagreement on all issues, but as a party, we must
take a stand on the controversial issues of the day... [The
voters] are frustrated by a timid and hollow isolationist’
foreign policy and the erosion of America's traditional strong
family values. '

_ The decade of the eighties is the decade of the degline

of the 1liberal Welfare State. If we are to see its final

demise, Republicans must provide an alternative that is genu-

inely insightful, innovative, and geared toward the ~Ffuture.

In short 3 we must replace it with a Conservative Opportunity

Society.

In March 1989, Representative Newt Gingrich (R-GA), an architect of
the 1981 Conservative Opportunity Society (COS) vision, catapulted from
the status of oubspoken maverick to the House Republican Whip, the
second-ranking elected party position in the House. Vhile winning by
only a narrow margin, his election to the Republican leadership refiects
the desire of the Parbty to have a bold, conservative spokesman, and to
work %o shed the perennial minority status,

Republican rhetoric and documenbted prineiples during the Reagan
years have grown increasingly corservative as they relate to family
policy. Yet, there are indications, both in theory and in practice,
that flexible notions of federalism and a good measure of political
realism provide a license for Republican entry into areas of family life
previously considered outside the scope of federal involvement, The

next chapter will analyze tangible policy proposals in light of these

foregoing pfinciples and agsumptions about the family,
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THE CONSISTENCY OF REPUBLICAN IDEOLOGY AND POLICY PROPOSALS

Having examined the problem, the model, and the Republiecan
pbli’cical principles, the inquiry will now focus on the arbticulation of
~ specific legislative proposals of the Republican members of Congress. A
fundamental quesfion to be asked is whether the recommended programs and
statubes are consistent with the publicly espoused principles of
Republicanism. The starting point for Republicans is the recognition
that solutions to family problems enacted in the past have not worked as
intended. Congressman Joats reflects that:

It astounds me that the reaction of some recognized
national leaders is to deny that the problem is anything less

than simply an unlimited Government checkbook,...we cannot

continue to ignore the message. The erosion of values and the

breakup of the family is having a tragic impact on our socie-

ty, =and_strong families are essential to the fubure of this

country. .

Until recently, neither 4politica1 party focused much attention on
the decline of the traditional famlly, the role the federal government
was playing to cause it, and what they could do to prevent it. Legis~
lators on both sides of the aisle generslly associated a national family
policy with socialist countries, and recognized that femily law juris-
diction had resided within the states and the family itself. Even more
importantly, perhaps, was the patent failure of most legislators to
assimilate the family demographic data and the declining moral

standards, and conclude that family breakups were at the root of other

= 30 -




gocial and criminal problems.

Percelving a need for fedéral action, the Senate of the 97th
Congress created the Subcommittee for Famlly and Human Services in 1981,
a joint effort by Républican Senators Orrin Hateh (R-UT) and Jeremish
Denton (R-AL), at a rare time when Républicans had a majority in the

93 Two years later, the House authorized the Select Committee on

Senate.
Children, Youth and Families, a special commititee without legislative
authority which is reauthorized every two years if its mission is still
viable, Ranking minority member, Dan-Coats, admits the lack of
Republican vision at the outset saying "I think we've gone from a ques-
tion of wondering what the problem is, to [proposing]l... pro-active,
Viable; conservative albternatives to deal with these prpblems."94

The first fruit of the Senate committee brought forth by Senators
Hatch and Denton was the introductiﬁn and passage of the Adolescent
Family Life Demonétration Projects Act of 1981. Aimed at a national
epidemic of unmarried pregnant teenagers, Republicans saw the act as a
vehicle for adolescent edugation and pregnancy prevention., The pr°o~
gram's purpose was to influence the behavior of adolescents by promoting
sexual abstinence prior to m;rriage, and stressing the crucial role of

B e

the family in forming healthy attitudes about sexual relations.
legislation further provided research and demonstration grants to states
and instifutions, on a declining federal cost-sharing basis. Punds were
also used to provide maternal training and adoption counseling services
as an alternative to abortion for unwed teen mothers, while sbortion
counseling and funding were explicitly forbidden. Drafters prided them-

selves in the legislation's reach to address the underlying causes and

unfortunate resulbs of premarital iteenage sexual relations, while
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liﬁiting the role of the federal government to the provision of guidance
and funding.96 The act specifically permitted religious groups and
churches to qualify for funds to conduct a demonstration program, so
long as the Court-defined standards of the First Amendment's establish-
ment of religion clause were not violated by the advancement of a parti-
cular religious position.

The'purposes, construction, and administration of the Act were to
sef a pattern for Fhe Republican.Reagan-era Congress. The policy
embodied in the legislation was a clear comnitment to traditional moral
values, a respect for human life, and an understanding of the importance
of parental support and instruction of children. In contrast to direct
federal intervention and entitlement creation, the Republican metho-
dology has been to preserve volunbtary state participation and regulatory
control, while finding it an appropriate exercise of the federal |
spending authority and the affirmative duty of govermment to promote
such a program. The Act demonstrates fidelity to prineciples ocutlined in
the 1980 platform and elucidated by Ronald Reagan on the campaign trail.
It is a good éxample of the-government understanding a problem,
tailoring a.policy to effect é pfincipled resolution, and then encour-
aging the citizenry to do what is right without coercion.

While only $30 million has been appropriated annually for the
Adolescent Family Life Act, Republican commitment to the program has
withstood several years of reauthorization debates in which the Demo-
cratic opposition has attempted to -eliminate the participation of
religious institutions, and allow counseling for abortion.97 Republican

proponents won a major victory before & Supreme Court largely influenced

by Reagan's counservative pro-family justices, when the Court upheld the
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congtitutionality of the Act in Bowen v. Kendrick, after a 5-year court

ba‘btle.98 The Court held that govermment promotion of sexual self-

disecipline, abstinence, ahd adoption was not inherently religious,
Malthough it may coineide with the approach taken by certain
religions."99 Recognition by the Court that Congress can legitimately
support religious organizations in influencing values and family 1life,
provides significant impetus for conservative Republicans in developing
a strategy for the restoration of the nation's moral base.

Another legislative initiative at the onset of the Reagan
Revolution was the Family Protection Act of 1981, the first sweeping
policy aimed at limiting government. intervention in many areag of family
lifeAand bolstering the conjugal, two-parent family as normative.1oo
The Act provided for a variety of traditional family support measures
such as a restriction of federal funds for abortion, a restraint of
federal interference with state statutes pertaining to child abuse, a
redefinition_of abuse to exclﬁde parental spanking, and a prohibition of
funds for homosexual legal services and other anti-family aQtivities.101
The asct incorporates sound pginciples of federalism and self-govermment,
while refusing to acknowledgeghomoséxuality and abortion as acceptable
behaviors and actions. It is noteworthy that these latter two issues
are even framed in the context of family policy, a noticeable omission
of Democratic policy makers, who discuss these as issues of personal
liberty distinet from the family. The Republican vision is cognizant of
immorality and the attack on family values as the root of otherwise
secular social problems, and the legislative response demonstrates an
unwillingness to legitimate those actions which are both cause and

effect of family breakdown.
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The critical question to be posed against these and other
Republican policies is whether an admittedly good idea or prograum is
approprietely within the province of the federal govermment. Clearly,
the withholding of federal funds from-programs. which are likely to
undernmine femily authority or facilitate the decay of family values, is
legitimate. Less clear is the authority for the affirmative use of
federal funds to encourage and support programs which are reasonably
calculated to build strong traditional families and reinforce the bed-
rock values. The major controversy surrounds legislation intended as =a
symptom-treating federal safety net to catch those victims of family
breglkkdown. One might argue that the pragmabtic response to the real
problems occasioned by man'’s s8in and irresponsibility reflects a false
compassion and a paternalistic govermmental view of the family. _ Perhaps
_the proper, bubt more difficult, response tb some Ygood ideas" 1s to
reflect restraint in legislative language, commitment to sphere-
sovereignty, and adherence to firgt principles » even when action or
inaction may cause political and practical hurt with the media and
voters. If the govermment at all levels has a duty to uphold the
family, then it follows that 11: has the authority to legitimately
discrimiﬁate in support of.this. goal.wz

Several recent Republican inifiatives support the contentlion that
many Congressmen do adhere to soclal conservatism and espouse a
consistent approach to those issues and problems that rightly come under
the ill-defined umbrells of family} policy. In the face of liberal
rhetoric about encroachments upon hallowed First Amendment freedoms,
Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC)} and Represenbative Thomas Bliley (R-VA) were

able to push the Telephone Decency Act of 1988 through Congress into law
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