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anouissement des enfants. Le défi est ailleurs.
Saurons-nous réaffirmer les valeurs de Desprit et du coeur, pour el
faire Vétoffe véritable de notre societé? Alors, et alors seulement,
respectucux des attentes de nos enfants et conformément ala
Déclaration des Nations Unies, nous les épaulerons sur la voie dela
conguéte de la liberté et de la créativité.
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The\ %urrent focu.s on the family is the subject of this paper. My
specific concern is to examine what feminism can contribute to its
educational and religious life. i
Signii’élfagtaiag hai'two under‘lqying premises: (1) The family is a
ucative setting,? and any change in i

; : . ge In its structure,

%ahttern of life and relationship to the public world has enormous
; : ue?(;}(;e on hurpan development. {2) The feminist movement is
= et:hc; twe ntloith important religious® movements in the latter part

entieth century and its i icati ily livi

e v its implications for family living are
StruTh}g familcyl,r, like many of our contemporary institutions, is
g fgg 1;1g}ufn er thf: welght of a legitimation crisis. A redeﬁm’tl?on
; T‘mf/ ife aI'ld its social relations is needed today to respond
frea.lwe }}17 to th1s‘ current cultural problem. Feminism offers the
iz}r;uy t'e possibility of the restoration of legitimacy and an
ginative reconstruction. This essay seeks to substantiate that

claim.
Public/ Private Split

gltx;tce i}:ile turn of the 'n_ineteenth century, society in the United
es has tended to split and divide between a private and public

1 The Fa' Tk . .
F emfﬂis”ri:‘fgfhzhtzrtg oL f§$ﬁlcted here to the bond between parents and children
e [ e 15, ?m iguous _due to a number of referents for it. In this work it
=ik aliidy Educatq;esiﬁ. (:1‘ fnll social, sexual, political and religious equality '
Tog fucation: A term co. i e ;
L ¢ st L nnoting the encounter of education and religion in
2 Education i i i
I wiiﬁt;gg :1?[1 ?(?ldlﬁ:tgr;]t;:tr;al prfocess tha; links the unfolding biography of an indi-
i ! ¢ ry of society. It is concern f
tion of the person in relation to the p\lb]i()) world e L
3 Religious refers t i .
o a set of attitudes, actions and mental
he t . constructs that push
the ]1m1ts of the everyday given and established. It is manifested in the £ ooF bf:_yond
questions, cornmunal symbols and in acts of protest against th et Of A
b 25t apgainst the negations of life.
Yol 75 Nod May-June 1980
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world. What is unique today 1s the polarization of these worlds
and the expansion of the private sphere. With therise of corporate
capitalism, the private space widened and it became the location
where personal meaning and identity was acquired. The public
became a distant arena, cut off from personal relevance, with its
own roles, rules, and version of reality. Atone pole, the individual
is central and a desperate search for warmth, intimacy and mutual
support prevails. At the other pole, social relations are mmore
anonymous, abstract and utilitarian. The family is the major
institution in our society today firmly lodged in the private sphere
and restricted to the personal needs and care of its members.*
‘e are experiencing a cleavage between our private beliefs/
meanings/interests and our public roles/ values/perceptions.
In brief, we are experiencing a dual reality whose spheres
are at variance with each other. This cultural contradiction lies at
the root of our contemporary Crisis. Only a dialectical integration
between our private lives and the public world will enable us to
transcend this dichotomy and restore a semblance of harmony
and balance to our lives. The family can make a valuable
contribution to this private-public reintegration when it takesona

religiously educative style.

Two Poles: Right and Left Wing

There is a decisive sense of uneasiness, disenchantment and
recurrent crisis in our contemporary situation. In such cir-
cumstances, the family hasbecome a focal point of concern. It has
moved to the center of muchrecent scholarship and debate.® This
interest has arisen both out of a fear for its future and a concern
that it have an alternative future. Right and left wing forces
approach it as a testing ground for their respective orthodoxies.
The right wing defends the traditional family, tends to praise it
exorbitantly and romanticizes it. Their language is preachy,
moralistic and sentimental. With patriotic zeal and fundamen-

4 Eli Zaretsky, Capitelism, The Family and Personal Life (New York: Harper and

Row, 1976).

5 Agrepresentative cxamples see: Mary Jo Bane, Here to Stay: American Familiesinthe
Twentieth Century (New York: Basic Books, 1977); Jane Howard, Families (New York:
Simon and Schaster, 1978); Christopher Lasch, Haven in a Heartless Warld: The Family
Besieged (New York; Basic Books, 1977); Kenneth Keniston and the Carnegie Council on
Children, All Qur Children: The American Family Under Pressure {New York: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, 1977); Mark Poster, Gritical Theory of the Family (New York: Seahury
Press, 1978). Popular fiction and noufiction is now focused on the topic. Current maovies
and TV programs have also begun to closely examine the subject. 1 note especially an

NRC.TV three-hour production, “The American Family an Endangered Species?”
Jarmary 2, 1979,
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talistic spir.it, they present the family as the nursery of all virtu

an our shleld against a vice-laden world. Phyllis Schlafly’s ants
ﬁIRA campaign, Al_n'ta Bryant’s attack on Homosexuality as a
Mreat to the farmly and Marabel Morgan’s Total Woman
Movement (which purports to teach women to hold on to their
hqsbands through seduction)? are prominent demonstrations of
this conservative ideclogy.

”[.he left wing reaction sometimes comes in the form of
outrlght.attack. The family is degraded as a bourgeois invention
des.tr'uctwe of human liberty and a locus of social, sexual an(i
pohtlcgl control.” They advocate its dismantling. Tile language
alnd att1tude§’ here are often elitist, mindless and self—destructiv%a
Some utopian experiments, radical therapists and certai ;
segments of feminism betray an unrealistic and ruthless a roa: 11£
mn theIr opposition to family life and its relationship t thpp i
e p to the rest of

Both positions, I believe, are extreme and reactionar
;[ruggle between the two, t.he traditional family is sure toy\;inE zr?g

ecome even more solidified and privatized. To elevate th

family into an abstract ideal is to render it powerless wherea‘s the
attempt to elir}n'nate the family canonly be judged a (,:ruel illusi(me
Seducmg one’s husband will not alleviate the growing pressureé
f[Jrl m}z:rrllage; suppressi.ng homosexuality will not hold families
ogether; and preaching on the virtues of the home onl
perpetuates the current mystification surrounding it. Th .
movements point to no viable solution. However, they c'lo brfr?e
into t'he open problems associated with the i)reakd gf
traditional family structure and roles. e
5 (;\f[ty efforts }Ilere are not a (':onservative justification for the

adi 10'n'al tamily and its {raditional roles. Rather, the concern is
to envision the family as a religiously educati\)ze unit and t
articulate its re_ligiously educative task in terms of reconstrucﬁn;
?}l_g fpaexfi(la;eg ultw(fiafs) and $u31ickW*orld. This perspective critiques

es not attack it, calls in ion i

pattern but aflirms its basic value, negatetso i(tlsustsltrlg;‘ztgogfssgnt
suggestsP an alternative way for it to be together in the bl"lt
world. The conviction is that when the family embogliias lz

Mo o e et Lilscation of the Totdk et SRR
o S5 Daid Conpee The st he Py [Now Yok Vi 171 St
o L S o e e e e
“Family Structure e Commll;‘;sngff%eﬁ)g-7323128535?:: 9\5;[1?1[11‘ Vajda and Agnes Heller,
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renewed educational and religious life, this process empowers it
with new possibilities in its (inter) personal life and public role.

The work of this paper examines (1) the retreat of the family
from the public world; (2) the educative structures of the family
(its language, roles and power relations, etc.) from a feminist
perspective. This analysis reveals the limits of the current family
form and points the family beyond its given mode of social
relations to new religiously educative possibilities; (3) closely
related to this analysis is an examination of the social context in
which the family is set. An investigation is made of the “external
forces” — econornic, social, political —— which shape family
relationships and influence its educative pattern and power; and,
finally, (4) a reintegration of the family in the public sphere is
advocated through the creation and linking of various family

networks.

Two Errors

The exposing of two major errors, commonly believed, may help
to prepare the ground for this discussion. First, a torrent of recent
publicity has suggested that the family today is weak, inert,
incapable of defending itself and at the point of disintegration.?
The sounding of this alarm is nothing new in our history.® In fact,
from the time of the early settlers in Plymouth to some modern
cultural critiques, the fear of the breakdown of the family has
haunted our society. Every generation seems to predict its
collapse. But this rhetoric hides the fact that the contemporary
family was never stronger.'® It has a stability, conformity and
continuity about it unrivaled in past time. The forces of
urbanization and industrialization that initially weakened the
family have produced the conditions that now support, sustain
and strengthen it — but in its traditional form. It is not a question
of the family’s survival; rather, it is more a problem of its isolation,
mtroversion and individualism. It has become a prisoner of its

* See forexample Urie Bronfenbrenner, “Nobody Home: The Ercsion of the American
Family,” Psychology Today, 10 May 1977, pp. 41-47.

 The historiography of the family has emerged as an arvea of lively scholarship and
interest. See Philippe Aries, Centuries of Childhood (New York: Vintage, 1962}; John
Demos, A Litile Commonwealth (New York: Oxford Un. Press, 1973) and “The American
Family in Past Time,” The American Scholar 43 (Summer 1974): 422-446; Christopher
Lasch, Haven ina Hegrtless World: The Family Besicged (New York: Basic Books, 1977);
Edmund Morgan, The Puritan Family (New York: Harper and Row, 1966); Edward
Shorter, The Making of the Modern Farmily (New York: Basic Books, 1975).

" See Mary Jo Bane, Here to Stay: The American Famnily in the Twentieth Century
{New York: Basic Books, 1977).
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own lovell'— too stro Inti
ng, too intimate, too int It i
. . en

bur’dfened with attempting to do too much S

7 I'be second misconception :
toward the family in relation to i

pervasive social purpose, which is dj &
. ! ich is dir
educational and religious lives. b e v

Retreat from Public World

Many

famnji I;)f' theb values and expectations of the contemporary

retrea}; \ can pe traced directly to the nineteenth century Thé
0 privacy, the loss of public power, the emergencé of a

the ' inti
S Sy e o intimacy Vof the nincteanth ra 00k
. 1zation ot the nineteenth century 13
brogg}i 1;313 P(Zif rtnonopoly capltalism, in the twentieth centu};y
e Soljdjﬁéd s r((aiss apd strain on the family unijt but, at the samé
o érew-ous a? reinforced many of the familial attitudes of
gt th(éefn urif The retrea.t to ‘the private sphere and the
e i amily from public affairs continues. Home is the
i - In out of the storm and find repose and renewal 14
oversion and cult of privacy has been accelerated by tfle

"' Philippe Aries, “T i j
A ies, “The Family, Prison of Love,” Psychology Today, August 1975 PD

2 1t may be more ac
e accurate to restrict th 1 |
th oiGcs _ ese remarks to the white middle. i
o S]m(;e: ick f[allpll) and its unique experience see Herbert G G\Tlt;ne ml’.lc"li?le e famll_Y-
wery and Freedom (New Yok Pantheon Books 1976.) e e

s SE‘-(‘ NEHCY C()tt ]h( Bo 1 W W ere in New Ena’da d
: el 2 258 nels ) omanh b 4 !
188”- 193; Ne Taven: n(. . anhood. "oman & Sg)h 2re’” % 5
i (C‘\'IW.I)LU'QH. Ya]e UHIVeISl[y’ } ress, lg} t), Ann Douglas( 1 )II(’[F NH’H'J],)'L atior ’(J?f.
AIH( T nCulltre (J\P.W' Y()l'l(: AH]Bd A Krmpf 19( E) Rosemary H;dfo d; I i e
] B OY L

Cult of T'rue Woman d and Society,” in From hism : AR
ult of True Womanhood an Industrial Soci tv,” in From Machismo to Mut d}}trs(Nj 7
) i { tuality (New

1(}1']'(. 1 aulist 1 ress 1916) P 9"5 b F (=) It 5 3
2 o) g 3 ! ) u

) P > DY Eugene (G B an )hl and R semary R. T wether;
Bar bald Weh—el: T‘hE (.ALlh of ']rue ‘v’VOl’l’laHhOOdi 1820‘1880: ATT(:(Z?;Z(TR}< );.G".'{I;'i lU 38

{(Summer 1966): 151-174- R; f
Knont iy ; Richard Sennett, The Falf of Public Man (New York: Alfred A.

1t Pl o w e
hilppe Aries, “The Family and the City,” Daedalus 106 (Spring 1977); 2927.235
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introduction of the automobile and television. Introspection
mtensifies. Families are thrown back on their own emotional
resources in an effort to counteract the depersonalization of the
marketplace. The search for personal meaning and identity is
restricted to the private family arena — divorced from social
meaning, Work is not expected to have socially redeeming
qualities. In one sense, the family has acquired a new importance
as a key target and market for industrial commodities. Stereotype
sexual roles are reinforced in the popular imagination and
practice. Women are identified with the emotional life, men with
the struggle for existence. The “freedom”™ of men in the public
sphere takes its meaning fromn the restriction of women in the
private. And children suffer from excessive sentimentalization
and lack of rights.

The contemporary family has been increasingly set off from
public life and invested with a sort of moral halo. One of its major
problems is the excessive demands now being placed upon it. We
are witnessing its inability to fulfill many of these functions. Its
isolation from social, economic and public power has rendered it
severely mcapacitated.

These remarks are not meant in any way to disparage the
family. In spite of its contradictions, I accept it as an institution
that is fundamentally necessary, nurturing and inevitable.!®
However, it is only when its enrrent form and arrangements are
uncovered that its problems and possibilities come into sharper
focus. The thesis suggested here is that an adequate response to
these problems and possibilities requires the introduction of a
vibrant educational and religious process. What that would look
like is the concern of the rest of this essay.

Crucial to our task is the need to see the family both in terms of
its own social relationships and in the context of the wider social
environment. An understanding of the dialectical relationship
between personal family life and public world is vital here. There

ia a need to demonstrate the inextricable link between the forms
and arrangements within the family and the forms and patternsin
our public world. An explicit recognition of the systematic
relations between both is one key to unlocking the dilemma we
are caught in. That awareness opens the door to the possibility of
adjusting and reconstructing both sides of the equation.

5 Vivian M. Rakofl, “The Family: An Ethological Imperative,” Social Research 44
{(Snmner 1977} 216-234.
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The Family as Educator

E lon is / i i
5 Zl;)lcatlon fl‘b away of being with other people over time in which
ncem for the future predominates. In this sense, the family

; h T [Cl (8]

(and unconsciously) struc

In the famjl : .
Y setting, new realities are bu; i
; ; uilt, kept
repair and repeatedly refurnished. !? Commonp o 3 state of

. memori
preserved and future horizons shared. It is the cu which

géljgagznj*l}i stru'ctlure and interpersonal dynamics can be mjs.
L O.H fu;lc;ma arr_ar?g‘e‘ments can hinder an intelligent life
ery . e p(c)iss%blhtu'es. In other words, its educative
e o : tan is being blocked. The contemporary
T unvn ‘Iexposes marny of these restrictions in family
i 1 ells and calls into question taken-for-granted

» Power relations and language patterns, When this feminist

1% Mo i 7
Baidsnt lé)%j[en;fsg Lﬂfi;chtg]r_, ed.. The Family as Educator {New York: Teachers Call
Relationsh . Tﬁache'améles and Communities ag Educators: Sc.)me‘ Co é‘ e
Sl by “Pa’renl‘s i Tr:adil]l_f%eﬂﬂﬁcord ? no. 4 (1975), 567-658 Also seen%?\ifs gf
ward, : s,” Religious Education 66, no. 8 (1971}, 449.. -
Peter Berger and Hansfried Kellner, "Marriage and the C ( b

Recent Sociology, no. 2, ed. Hang Peter Dreitzel (New York: M il o el

acmillan, 1970), pp. 50-72.



334 FAMILY, FEMINISM AND RELICIOUS EDUCATION
Feminism and Family Limits

Feminism is a vision of a transformed social order. It seeks to
release new possibilities for communal as well as personal
regeneration. It has a strong utopian element, which comes back
as personal and soctal critique. “What contemporary feminist
criticism signals,” writes Beverly W. Harrison, “is the beginning of
a broadbased cultural demystification.”® It exposes the symbolic
and mythic structures which operate in our interpersonal lives
and, thereby, creates the possibility of loosening the chains of
oppressive thought patterns and practices. By pointing to the
potentiality in human relationships, it intends to lay bare the
oppressive forces at work in our personal lives and the destructive
arrangements of the market-place which impinge upon them.
This new feminine consciousness can open up a vision in the
educative setting of the family and pomt toward new directions.
The imagination is freed to image anew how to be human and to
envision new possibilities for human community.

Feminism, then, mitiates us into a new narrative of human
experience. The story it tells is of the transformation of
consciousness and a basic change in the human and cosmic story.
The story, according to Dominic Crossan’s categorization, is
parabolic!? It subverts the accepted, conventional way of
viewing reality, “the way things are,” and acts as a counterforce to
the prevailing values and modes of functioning. Our ordinary
world of the regular, routine and given is broken. And the
established social, political, economic, mythic structures are
called into question. Life is redescribed and redefined. We are
asked to “convert” to that redescription and redefinition — not
just mentally but in our total way of being in the world.?® A new
style of actionis forged out. New songs are sung and new journeys
undertaken. In a word, the old story is undermined and a new
story told. This is not to romanticize the feminist movement. It is
merely to point to the scope and depth of its implications for our
personal and social lives. Its piercing perspective suggests a
reconstruction of familial relations and calls the family beyond
itself to contribute to the rebuilding of our public world. When

# Beverly W. Harrison, “The New Conscionsness of Women: A Socio-Politieal
Resource,” Cross Currents 24 (Winter 1975): 451. Italics in text.

!9 John Dominic Crossan, The Dark Interval: Towards e Theology of Story (Niles, I11.:
Argus, 1975). On feminism as a profoundly new way of interpreting human experience see
Vivian Gornlek, Essays in Feminism (New York: Harper & Row, 1978}, pp. 32-46.

“ Om conversion see: Sallie MeFague, “Conversion: Life on the Edge of the Raft,”
Interprefation 32, no. 3 (1978): 225-268,
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embodied in familial relationships, this vision allows the family to
be a vital educational and religious body. Its praxis is religiously
educative.

Language and Social Relations

A sensitivity to language use is an appropriate point of concern
here. Language is an extension of the body. It is our “house of
being” and it opens the door to how we dwell with others.
Huebner” demonstrates how language is grounded in the
interpersonal, how it arises out of our social relations and is a
manifestation of them. Merleau-Ponty reminds us of the crucial
role it plays in our perception of other people.? The state of a
language, then, reflects the condition of our personal/social lives
and relationships, and to some extent shapes them. Feminists
point out how our dominant language form has been used as an
instrument of manipulation, mystification and domination. 2

Women find themselves today outside the existing language
structures because their own experiences are not expressed in
them. This restricts and clouds their perspectives and robs them
of a language to articulate their own situation. A subtle (and,
sometimes, not so subtle) repression prevails which is expressed
in the tendency to idealize and pedestalize women in their
working/living activities. They are socialized into a male
semantic structure and limited in their capacity to name their
world and verbalize their own bodily experiences. The result is a
state of “social amnesia.”** Not only are they devoid of a vision of
the future but also they are without a memory of any alternative.

At its deepest level, feminism seeks the demystification and
the elimination of sexist language that binds women (and men) to
their current exploitation. Its commitment is to wide-awakeness
and to allow people to be present to themselves and regain touch
with their lived world. Linguistically, it attempts to both unmask
the established familial relationships and indicate new educative
directions for the family’s social form.

To unmask the present family pattem is to recognize that the
language assigned presumes and reinforces a particular place for

4, D\\-’et)-'n(% IIut—‘._bner, “An Edueator’s Perspective on Language about God,” a paper
r‘cad_ at Consultation on Language about God, Louisville Presbyterian Theclogical
Seminary, Louisville, Ky, October 3-4, 1977,

# Maurice Merleau-Ponty, The Phenomenology of Perception, trans. Colin Smith
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1962),

# Robin Lakoff, Larguage and Woman’s Place (New York: Ilarper and Row, 1975).

# Russell Jacoby, Social Amnesia (Boston: Beacon Press, 1975).
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women and a predetermined relationship to society. The
assumption is that it’s a man’s world and woman has her place.?
This sets up a system of classification, sex role differentiation, and
functional segregation. The home is expected to be a “havenina
heartless world.” Domestic tasks are assigned to the mother,
while the father is expected to “go out to work.” Roles are defined
in mutually exclusive terms. Work and home do not touch.
Women are segregated into childraising, consumer management
and nurturants of the emotional life, while the man’s workday is
organized on the presupposition that he has a wife who performs
all auxiliary functions for him thereby freeing him for exclusive
attention to the “job.” Women are asked to bring off something of
an “emotional tour de force™® in the privacy of the home {without
much outside assistance). And male “success” is measured by
income in the “public” marketplace. Male and female functions
are defined as opposite halves of a complementary system that
allows neither sex to participate very much in the sphere of the
other. Identity for both is acquired in different places. Access to
the public domain is severely restricted to the woman, while the
man returns home from the {“real”) job expecting respite from
the pressures of work in the form of warmth, affection, good
meals and quiet kids.?” The imposition of these fixed rolesinduces
women {(and men) to falsify their sense of themselves and curtails

their identity.

Feminism and Religious Education

These cultural stereotypes are deeply embedded in our language
patterns and practice. They condition and mystify the family’s
interpersonal relationships and they are reinforced by the
ideology and patterns of the surrounding public institutions. To
allow the family to break through those stereotypes and to
embody In practice an alternative social form of relationship
would empower it with a renewed educative style. With this in
mind, feminism calls upon family members to critically reflect on
their lives, roles, and ways of being together. This re-examination
cuts to the core of what it means to be human. It is not simply a
matter of negating patriarchal patterns but of positively
proposing a new way of life. The call is to radically reshape our

% Klivabeth Janeway, Man’s World, Woman's Place (New York; Dell Publishing Co.,
1971.

¥ Jhid., p. 162.

1 Joseph I1. Pleck and Jack Sawyer, eds., Men and Masculinity {(Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1974).
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identities as men and women and to bring into existence a new
style of human interaction which is particularly human, Inherent
in this feminist perspective is a religious drive that pushes back
against our established cultural boundaries and pushes beyond
towards new emancipatory limits, This movement points the way
to a reconstruction of the family’s pattern and re-envisioning of its
educative task.

If the family is to be a vibrant educational unit today, a
transformation in these personal relations is called for. Ti’n’s
reconstruction would be educational in practice. It would rebuild
a new structure of care, meaning and significance in the home
and, thereby, enlarge its educative possibilities. In effect, a more

wholesome environment is constructed that allows growth

towellrd psychological, social and religious maturity. Women
receive back the power to say their own word, construct their
own reality and interpret their own situation, Children are
nurtured in a milieu where they are not as inhibited to freely
express their experiences or question their validity. And new
opportunities open up for men enabling them to acquire new
perspectives and a new sense of freedom from their renewed
sense of identity. In a word, the educative context lends itself to
emancipatory discourse and practice in the living-out of the
rebuilt familial social relations. The tamily now lives beyond its
current established form and opens up toward new possibilities.
This way of life can appropriately be named religiously
educative.

' In‘ such a context, all the family educates all the family to Live
intelligently and religiously 28 By the way they live together, act
out their roles and channel their power, they demonstrat,e in
practive an educational and religious life. And it all does nothave
to look terribly dramatic. In their ordinary everyday lives, the
family as religious educator can be recognized. Parents edu)cate
usually not by teaching but by parenting. Their role as parents is
coextensive with their role as religious educators. Their everyday
nurturing, discourse, and caring activities are religiously
educative. A new and profound mode of care Is set in motion that
breaks through standard patterns/staid stereotypes and enriches
the‘ human family at its deepest level. Children receive their first
religious education by simply growing up in such an enviror;-

- \Sc‘e,PC.Sa.l?ncgl?M(nan, ch’l;’g\‘lO'!f.ﬁ: Body: Design for a New Reformation (New York:
;)f‘ g-)]'llll”l.i“;Liqlr]ee.;]Lli'tl :2 pp. lé:éjﬂl_fsﬁ. lh;; same principle underlies Horace Bushnell's theory

4 ey see Christian Nurture (N en: Y s, 1967; frs
ST A § trture (New IMaven: Yale Un. Press, 1967; first
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ment. The curriculum is the ecology of the household, i.e., things
said, deeds performed, roles lived out, etc. A key testis the natural
mtegration of occasions of birth and death imto the life of all its
members. In particular, the death of old standpoints, presup-
positions and assumptions, followed by the birth of new dreams,
images and patterns of life can be educative moments with a
religious character in any home. In sum, parents and children are
together educationally and religiously when their social relations
open up to a renewed and deep sense of humanness — offering
freedom to go beyond the established roles and room to create
new familial patterns/practices.

The Family and Its Social Context

The family plays a part but a crucial part in religious education.
However, it needs all the help it can get from schools, television

stations, churches, political and economic institutions and other

civic organizations. The extraordinary, heavy burden (social and
psychological) now being placed upon it is sapping its energy.
But those institutions that should be part of the solution instead
remain a major part of its problem. Its educative life is acutely
affected by the wide range of social relations around it. This has
been vividly pointed out by the Carnegie Council on Children:
Families are not now, nor were they ever, the self-sufficient building
blocks of society, exclusively responsible, praiseworthy, and blamable

for their own destiny. They are deeply influenced by broad social and
economic forces over which they have little control.2®

Therefore, it is difficult to imagine a broadbased social re-
construction of the family without a corresponding transforma-
tion of our social/economic/political and other cultural forms.*

The form of the family is bound up with what Marx calls class
struggle, i.e., it is linked to the shape of the public world and the
relation of the public to the reproduction of society.?! Sheila
Rowbotham claims that this situation produces not only a
distorted reality in the family but it allows the values of
commodity production to mold and determine aspects of human

“# Kenneth Keniston and the Camegie Council on Children, All Cur Children: The
American Femily Under Pressure (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1977), p. 12.

¥ Franklurt Institute for Social Research, “The Family,” in Aspects of Sociology
{Boston: Beacon Press, 1973), pp. 129-147, with a preface by Max Honkheimer and
Theodore W. Adorno; Ann Foreman, Femininity as Alienation: Woman and the Fomily in
Marxismm and Psychoanalysis {London: Plato Press, 1977), pp. 150-158,

# Richard Sennett and Jonathan Cohb, The Hidden Injuries of Class (New York:
Vintage, 1973).
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experience.”” Max Horkheimer™ has shown how the hierarchy of
authority in the work-place carries over to the authority structures
in the family. Hence children acquire attitudes and behavior
required for the workforce, and the mother becomes an in-
struinent for maintaining this hierarchical pattern of authority.
Jerome Kagan® points out how a family’s socioeconomic position
exerts a profound influence on many aspects of the child’s
development. Dorothy Dinnerstein® demonstrates how sexual
divisions within the home (modeled after the divisions in the
marketplace) leave child care almost exclusively to women with
effects on the later emotional predilections of the child. Michael
Schneider®® argues that the contemporary work ethic of
compulsion, competition and achievement puts its stamp on the
social structure of instincts in general and on sexuality in
particular. Consequently, the family gets caught in a situation of
producing aspects of the human personality that correspond to
the rigid structures of contemporary society.

The family, then, is inextricably woven into the social process
and its fate is linked with it. It is socially mediated down to its
innermost structure. The ideology of consumerism surrounding it
impinges on and penetrates the fabric of its life. The effects on the
family’s educative life are crippling. There is a retreat to privacy
and the loss of a sense of public responsibility. This excessive
focus on the intimate and interior denies us a larger part of our
humanity and the enrichment of a public life.” The biggest loss,
however, may be the loss of critical consciousness — in other
words, an acceptance of the given and established familial social
relations. For, fundamentally, what lies behind the glittering
consumerist ideology is a rigid conservatism, namely, the desire
to retain the present social/sexual, personal/political, economic/
ecological arrangements precisely as they are. Nothing could

o S_heila Rowbotham, Woman's Consciousness, Maw's World (Baltimore, Md.:
ljepgum Books, 1973), p. 53; also see Joan B. Landes, “Women, Labor and Family Life,”
S‘c-ren(;c and Soviety 81 no. 4 (1977-78): 386-409; Joel Kovel, “Rationalization and the
Family,” Telos 37 (Fall 1978): 5-21.

' # Max Horkheimer, “Authority and the Family,” in Gritical Theory (New York:
Seabury Press, 1972), pp. 47-128.
¥ Jerome Kagan, “The Child i the Family,” Daedalus 106 (Spring 1977): 33-36.
- 3‘3 Dorothy Dinnerstein, The Mermaid and the Minotaur (New York: Harperand Row,
7).
. 2 ,\-’Iicha(}!‘.‘iclmeidcr, “Neurosis and Class Struggle: Toward a Pathology of Capitalist
Commodity Society,” New Gernan Critique 1 (Fall 1974): 109-126.

i }’clbr Mm'in,’""l'hc New Narcissist,” Harper's, October 1975, pp. 45-56; Christopher
Lasch, “The Narcissistic Personality of Our Times,” Partisan Review 64 (1977): 9-15, and
The Culture of Nareissism (New York: W, W. Norton & Co., 1978)
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be more detrimental to our educational and religious lives.
That is why the religious education of the family is inherently tied
up with the quality of life on the work site, on our TV screens,
in our schools, churches, neighborhoods, towns and cities. One
cannot be reconstructed without the other. And any change in
one will tend to result in a qualitative change in the other.
Feminism, then, is a form of protestagainst the reification and
alienation in our personal lives and in the order of our public
world. It is an indictment of our current social conditions and
confronts us with the social costs of our unwillingness to remedy
the situation. It is a struggle to overcome privatism, to heal the
public/private split and to restore the interpersonal to the public
sector, It is the reminder that changes in character structure and
personality development are tied to changes in our social,
economic and political institutions. Atits deepestlevel, the story it
tells is that there can be no emancipation of the family without the
emancipation and transformation of our public world.

The Family and Public Reintegration

This task, however, may seem overwhelming and the vision could
be paralyzing. Strategically and educationally, what is critically
needed is the surrounding supportive environment of a communi-
ty that would give context and strength to the family’s life. Wife,
child and hushand need space and the context of other people to
explore these issues that affect their lives and their deaths. They
need to feel and be part of a communion that has unity, tolerance
and mutuality. Rosemary Ruether writes that

an urgent task for those concerned about the society of the future is the

development of viable forms of local communalization on the level of

residential groups, work places, and the townships that can increase
our control over the guality of our own lives.®

These communal forms require “a new architecture” that
balances the private and public dimensions of life. The
development of diverse communities that cut across the isolation
of families and individuals is the great educational need in our
society today. The family is not devalued in such a context.
Rather, it finds new bonds of intimate association and mutual
exchange with other families and groupings.® The future
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educational and religious development of the family is tied to the
construction of such conimunal arrangements.

The need for close cooperation among small collectivities of
faniilies is now gaining public recognition.*® This holds the
possibility of breaking down the social, economic and political
isolation pervading our cities and suburbs. Families need support
groups in the face of hostile, social and economic circumstances.
These family networks could function as centers of resistance to
our larger bureaucratic institutions. They could demonstrate
through their many-sided relationships, their cooperative efforts
and the rearrangement of stereotyped patterns and roles, etc., the
possibility of something more human. “Not only would such
family bonding be enormously helpful support for parents,”
notes Rosemary Ruether, “but it would be a much niore satisfying
community for children that would diffuse much of the sibling
rivalry and child-parent antagonism of the isolated family.”!
Some basic shifts in personal/interpersonal/ interfamily
relationships are involved here. But the shift would imbed the
family in a large supportive network which it so desperately
needs.

This essay was begun (and concludes) with the conviction that
the fanily is a persistent manifestation of the human need for
intimacy, stability, and nurture. The analysis emnployed here
reveals, however, that a major part of the contemporary family’s
problem is a structural one. Feminism uncovers many of the
elements that are blocking its educational life and Proposes a new
pattern for its social relations. When this is embodied in the praxis
of family living, its educative life can be enriched, deepened and
imbued with a religious character.

lDr. Scott is a professor in the Department of Theology at St. Bonaventure
University.

* Rosemary Radford Ruether, New Woman/New Earth (New York: Seabury Press,
1975), p. 207,

¥ For interaction of fainily with familial and non-familial forms see: Gabriel Moran,
“The Way We Are: Communal Farms and Church Response,” in Parish Religious
Education, ed. Maria Harris (New York: Paulist Press, 1978}, pp. 25-40.

_ "f’ See Margaret M. Sawin, “Nurturing Families: A Task of Religious Education,”
Living L-iighz 13, no. 1 (1976): 77-82; “Family Cluster Education,” Religious Education 68
no. 2 ({9!3): 275-278; “Growing in Faith through Family Clusters,” in Parish Heligious’
E{llfcﬂ'ﬂ{i’ﬂj pp. 41-55; Joseph and Mercedes Iannone, “Parish Education in Stewardship,”
I:wi.n.g Licht 13, no. 1 (1976): 83-91. Nate: While I affirm the Family Cluster (Sawin’s) and
E annly.Leammg Team (lannone’s) approaches both, 1 believe, fail to attend adequately to
the social, economic, and political context of the family.
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