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Family (Continued)
Class Discrimination in Education
· Personnel in education establishments are upper middle class( mirrored in “elitist” norms, procedures, culture. Lower-class ways of life may not be respected(children taught contempt for parents and self-contempt.* 
· *Do we agree with these fundamental assertions?

· A cultural monopoly on education is suggested, authors urge people to “shop elsewhere.”

· Social policy should seek ways to empower and enfranchise lower income populations- authors suggest that a “floor of decency” needs to be established to support mediating structures (e.g. poor families) to “break out of patterns of dependency upon a confused and confusing welfare system.” (p. 161) Can they do this without education?
Three Current Issues for the Establishment of Social Equity and Support of Mediating Structures

· Education vouchers

· Day care

· Care of the handicapped

Education Vouchers

· “Public funding of education shifts from disbursement to schools to disbursement to individuals. Parents (or, at a certain age, their children) choose the schools where they will cash in their vouchers, the schools then being reimbursed by the state.” (pp. 161-162)

· The idea here is to decentralize and empower. Power of choice would be given to parents. Authors assert that this redistribution of power would break “coercive monopoly of the present education system and empower individuals in relating to the megastructures of bureaucracy and professionalism with special benefits going to lower-income people.” (p. 162)
· Redistributing power of choice through vouchers would foster diversity. “It would enhance the diversity of American life by fostering particularist communities of value-whether life style, ideology, religion, or ethnicity. And all this without increasing, and maybe decreasing costs to the taxpayer since, at least at the primary levels of education, the evidence suggests that economies of scale do not operate.” (p. 162)
· Basic v. total vouchers( should upper-income families be able to supplement vouchers with their own income?

· Questions I raised: Would this type of educational reform be feasible in practice? What would happen to “unpopular” schools? Would the infrastructure of more popular schools withstand high influx of students? Are school systems strong enough to weather fluctuations in consumer choice? Would a voucher system encourage different types of discrimination, exclusion and inequity? If the educational system is split into particularist communities, how will education be standardized? How will quality assurance and performance be measured? Even if racism were formally prohibited, families would be left to naturally form cliques. Could diversity be truly assured?
· Questions authors raised: Should vouchers be uniform or graded by income? Should the state insist on a core curriculum? Should compliancy be ensured by inspection or by examination? Should present methods of teacher certification be extended to schools now considered private? What are the other implications of making all schools public schools? What would be the effect of a voucher system on the teachers unions? 

Day-care

· Authors: “more and more mothers of small children have entered the labor force and as many people, spurred by the feminist movement, have begun to claim that working mothers have a right to public services designed to meet their special needs. Both factors are likely to continue, making day care a public issue for the foreseeable future.” (p. 163) 

· Is this an example of “blame the victim” tactic of policy problem definition? Discrimination? 

· Is this a gender issue or a family issue?

Three Positions Given on National Day-care Policy:

· Government should avoid this potential policy and financial headache and butt-out.
· Create a federally funded childcare system attached to public schools. AFT proponents.

· Create a federally funded childcare system not linked to public schools but to other sponsors such as private or public nonprofit voluntary associations, neighborhood groups, parental groups, surrogate grandparents or other mediating structures.

· Authors suggest a voucher system where State would regulate financial and health/safety accountability only.

· Pros: possible diversity, jobs – possible source of employment for elderly population.
· Cons: Accountability? Safety measures? Segregation or discrimination in care? Quality of care provided? Qualifications of caregivers? Is professionalization being discouraged by the authors here? Complexity in federal system providing reimbursement to so many fractionalized day-cares( possible weak spot for abuse of the system?
Care of the Handicapped
· Institutionalization of severely handicapped individuals v. care in the family setting.

· Trend towards institutionalization due to professionalization, among other reasons. Authors state that “therapeutic claims of these institutions have been shown to be highly doubtful*, and because institutional care is immensely expensive, innovative thinking today moves toward using the family as a therapeutic context as much as possible.” (p. 164) 
· Authors suggest reimbursing families for caring for handicapped.
· *Where are their references? Without knowing much about this topic, I would ask if the authors arguing for increasingly specific criteria for those who would be institutionalized? How would state regulate care given by families? As this would seem to be a similar solution, has foster care been shown to overwhelmingly benefit children? Would family caregivers need to be trained? Is this truly giving the freedom of lifestyle choice and responsibility to the care-giving families or mediating structures?
Church (or Other Religious Institution)
· Largest network of voluntary association in U.S. “Within the family, and between the family and the larger society, the church is a primary agent for bearing and transmitting the operative values of our society.” (p. 168)
· The idea that the public sphere=formal government(exclusion of religion from public policy.
Enlightenment assumptions, challenged by authors:
· Education and “modernization” are inversely related to allegiance of institutional religion (Modernization(Incr. Secularization( Decr. Religion) 

· Religion is relegated to private sphere of life and is irrelevant to public policy

· Authors suggest U.S. has not seen decline in religion.
· Church attendance incr., however population has grown. Has there been a growth in the percentage of the population religiously affiliated? Is this real data? Regardless, authors state “there are close to 500.000 local churches and synagogues voluntarily supported by the American people.” (p. 165)

· Authors’ point: “That structures such as family, church, and neighborhood are public institutions in the sense that they must be taken seriously in the ordering of the polity…we are convinced that there is a profoundly antidemocratic prejudice in public policy discourse that ignores the role of religious institutions in the lives of most Americans.” (p. 165)

· Erosion of religious affiliation in once religious institutions, now quasi-governmental agencies through funding, certification, licensing, etc. Example: Salvation Army( authors assert this results in homogenization.
Separation of Church and State, First Amendment Rights

· Authors suggest that “’no establishment of religion’ should mean that no religious institution is favored by the state over other religious institutions.” (p. 167)

· Authors suggest that “’free exercise of religion’ should mean that no one is forced to practice or profess any religion against his will.” (p. 167)

· (They mean that if there are no favorites and no one is forced to do anything against their will, there will be no violation of church and state. The authors do not recognize church as a threat to state, but state is a threat to church. 

· Do you agree? How would these assertions work out in practice? This notion of religious equity would be subject to influence by population and popularity- how would the state control equity and potential for abuses of power? How would smaller religions be supported? How would exclusion and segregation be prevented? What are the dangers of intermingling religious and state affairs in public policy? Should religiously affiliated institutions be able to receive state funding, even if equal access could be assured? The state would have to deal with conflicting issues that arise from these types of policies- would they be prepared? Would these issues be consistent with the purpose of state government?
· Authors argue that “As long as public space is open to the full range of symbols cherished that community, there is no question of one religion being ‘established’ over another…on the maximalist side of our proposition (public policy should utilize mediating structures as much as feasible) the implications spelled out throughout this essay apply also to churches. Our proposal is that the institutions of religion should be unfettered to maker their maximum contribution to the public interest” (pp. 170-171) 

Voluntary Association
· Free organization of the public to pursue specific goals.
· Social services, religious institutions. “1,900 private colleges and universities, 4,600 private secondary schools, 3,600 voluntary hospitals, 6,000 museums, 1,100 orchestras, 5,500 libraries, and no less than 29,000 nongovernmental welfare agencies.” (p. 172)

· Are colleges, universities and other schools examples of voluntary associations? How do the authors define a welfare agency? There are examples missing? 

· Suggest a trend where state monopolizes public activities.

· Pork barrel politics and modern welfare state.
· “The problem confronting us arises when the vested interests in question use coercive state power to repress individual freedom, initiative, and social diversity. We are not impressed by the argument that this is necessary because voluntary associations often overlap with the functions of government agencies. (pp. 172-173)  Do we agree with their logic?
· Professionalization/unions v. volunteerism. Suggested professional monopoly over social services. Authors question whether professionalization increases quality of services provided. They say, “professionalization is now being exacerbated by unionization of professionals.” (p. 173)
·  Professional public servants should serve society. (p. 174) 

Foundations

· Nonprofit, private, publicly supported, operating, etc. mediating structures for (e.g.) health and education. 
· “’The tax-exempt status of the so-called privately controlled charitable foundations, and their propensity for domination of business and accumulation of wealth…put most bluntly, philanthropy- one of mankind’s more noble instincts- has been perverted into a vehicle for institutionalized deliberate evasion of fiscal and moral responsibility to the nation.’” (p. 175)

· Tax exemption as an incentive and mechanism for control(Tax expenditures as lost revenue from tax-exempt institutions.

· Minimalist: It should be a public policy goal to promote voluntarism. (p. 176) 
· Maximalist: Voluntarism and voluntary associations should be used as agents of public policy as much as possible. (p. 176)
Proposals to Increase Community Participation

· Community Action Program (CAP), 1960’s War Against Poverty

· The failure of CAP may indicate a failure to refer to or use mediating structures and a need for authentic institutions of the community, not departmental constructs, assisting community participation.

Co-optation of Mediating Structures

· Government can join forces with mediating structures and influence American society negatively.

Empowerment through Pluralism

· Tension in differences should not be eliminated, but accepted as assets for creative alternatives (p. 178)

· “The reasons for present pluralism-eroding policies are to be discovered in part in the very process implicit in the metaphors of modernization, rationalization, and bureaucratization.” (p. 178)
· “The result of political manipulation, media distortion, and the sheer weight of indifference is that the great majority of Americans have little or no political will, in the sense that term is used in democratic theory, on the great questions of domestic and international policy. Within the formal framework of democratic polity, these questions will perforce be answered by a more politicized elite. But it is precisely with respect to mediating structures that most people do have, in the most exact sense, a political will.” (p. 179)

Extrapolating Authors’ Agenda 
· Small government. Anti-mass bureaucratization and government megastructures. 
· Anti-monopoly. Decentralized power to polis.
· Profess to be pro-diversity, pro-pluralism.

· Anti-feminist?

· Anti-union?

· Anti-professional (paid labor)? Pro-volunteer, pro-family (unpaid labor)?

· Pro-church

· Profess to be non-classist, however there is innequity suggested via policy choices. Would displacing state work to families truly increase their freedom of lifestyle, choice, etc.?
· Government: Pro-Democracy, Anti-Totalitarianism, Anti-Authoritarian.
· Culture: Pro-“Tribalism” or particularism. Anti-Homogenization, “Massification” (p.180).
· Homophobic? “Promotion of diverse sexual and life-style liberations seems to be doing little empirically verifiable damage to devotion to the family ideal.” (p. 180)
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