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Meryl Frank is an expert on child care. For five years she ran a Yale University program

that studied parental leave.... Frank went back to work part time when her son, Isaac,
was 5 months old, and in the two years since then she has changed childcare arrange-
ments nine times.

Her travails began with a well-regarded day care center near her suburban New
Jersey home. On the surface, it was great. One staff member for every three babies, a
sensitive administrator, clean facilities. “But when I went in,” Frank recalls, “1 saw this
line of cribs and all these babies with their arms out crying, wanting to be picked up. I
felt like crying myself.” She walked out without signing Isaac up and went through a
succession of other unsatisfactory situations—a babysitter who couldn’t speak English,
a woman who cared for 10 children in her home at once—before settling on a neigh-
borhood woman who took Isaac into her home. “She was fabulous,” Frank recalls wist-
fully. Three wecks after that babysitter started, she got sick and had to quit. Frank adver-
tised for help in the newspaper and got 30 inquiries but no qualified babysitter. (When
Frank asked one prospective nanny about her philosophy of discipline, the woman
replied: “If he touched the stove, I'd punch him.”) A few weeks later she finally hired her
tenth babysitter. “She’s a very nice young woman,” Frank says. “Unfortunately, she has to
leave in May. And I just found out I'm pregnant again and due in June.”

That’s what happens when a pro tries to get help.

o begins a story in a special issue of Newsweek on family trends. While this

many day care problems in two years is probably not average, it is by no means

unusual. Mismatches, repeated disappointments, and occasional horror sto-

ries are the rule, not the exception, when it comes to hiring parental substitutes

today—as you'll quickly discover once you start interviewing a cross-section
of day care users about their actual experiences.

In a perfect world, there would be an abundance of intelligent, well-balanced, de-
voted individuals willing to attend lavishly and patiently to the demands of strangers’ chil-
dren—enough so that every family who wanted could have their own full-time loving sur-
rogate. These dream workers would all be willing to provide their services so cheaply that
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there would be little or no strain on
family finances. And they would remain
with the same family year after year,
meshing perfectly with child, parents,
and surroundings.

But there are no dream caretakers.
There is very little that even comes
close. In real life, purchased care is
rarely more than a stopgap. That’s not
my verdict. It’s the verdict of parents
themselves. Take Joanie Colquitt,
mother and holder of a master’s degree
in social psychology. In a long letter she
wrote me a few years ago, Ms. Colquitt
details a quite typical set of experiences:

I can remember when I considered
sending my own first child to day
care. I had spent so long on my educa-
tion and we did truly need the money.
So I visited what was, at that time, the
number-one day care chain in the
country. What I saw there broke my
heart. Babies were lined up, six in a
row, crying, waiting for their meals.
Toddlers were still in their cribs, some
with tear-stained cheeks simply sitting
there with no toys, no companion-
ship, with looks of having given up
any hope for personal attention a long
time ago.... There was a bucket on the
the floor next to the high chairs where
several rags floated in dirty looking
water. The helper pulled one out to
wipe a baby’s face. There were 15-
month-old children who could not
even walk, [ believe because they had
not been allowed out of their cribs
enough to develop properly.

I have visited other day care cen-
ters that were cleaner, and had acade-
mic programs and activities galore.
However, the atmosphere, to me, was
still negative. The children were not
loved the way they needed to be and
you could tell. They looked tired and
kind of washed out.

Author Linda Burton is another
person who has described in detail
what she came across while scouring
her hometown (the Washington, D.C.
area) for day care:

In one instance, I found the “ab-
solutely marvelous” family day care

From a child’s
perspective,
the typical day care
arrangement is a
puzzling, often chilly,
slightly sad

arrangement.

provider, recommended by trusted
friends, sleeping on her sofa while 11
children (she had informed me that
she only cared for five) wandered
aimlessly around in front of the blar-
ing TV. Another time, on an unan-
nounced visit, I found that the “highly
recommended” licensed day care
provider confined seven preschoolers
to her tiny dining room. | found them
huddled together, leaning over a bar-
ricade to watch a TV program show-
ing in the adjacent room.

These are not isolated anecdotes.
Anyone investigating the world of full-
time day care quickly amasses files of
such testimony. A few years ago the
Metropolitan Toronto Social Planning
Council investigated a sample of 281
day care homes. They reported that a
small number were genuinely stimulat-
ing, and another small number were
out-and-out abusive. The large major-
ity, however, provided care that was
merely indifferent. Only a few of the
caregivers studied were able to make
themselves genuinely interested in each
of their individual enrollees. In a sig-
nificant minority of cases, youngsters
were simply ignored most of the time.

How do parents react to the disap-
pointing standards of most hired care?
Very often, by lowering their expecta-
tions. I was struck by a conversation
my wife and 1 once had with three of
our Washington, D.C. neighbors who
used significant amounts of substitute

care for their children. We asked them
how they liked their current sitters.
“This one’s good with children,”
replied the first. “She’s always prosely-
tizing for the Jehovah's Witnesses,
though, and sometimes that annoys
me.” Another volunteered about her
sitter: “She’s great. Except that she’s
really incredibly lazy.” “ is nice,
and we're happy with her,” answered
the third, “but she smokes all the time,
and never has the TV off”

Day care-using parents make minor
compromises like these by the millions.
And some end up facing much larger
worries. Like the dual-career Washing-
ton, D.C. couple (the mother actually
worked as a child care researcher at one
of the local universities) who discovered
that the Spanish-speaking woman they
were dropping their nine-month-old off
with was taking in several other babies
without their knowledge, and regularly
leaving them with her 12-year-old
daughter while she went out to clean
houses. { They discovered this only when
one of the infants swallowed 30 aspirin
tablets and ended up in a hospital.)

A telling example of how difficult it
can be to accurately judge a hired care-
giver involves professor Sandra Scarr,
Scarr is one of the most zealous acade-
mic defenders of day care in the coun-
try. She argues regularly and vocifer-
ously in her writing and in media inter-
views that “day care can actually be
good for children” Yet when Scarr em-
ployed babysitters for her own children,
her day care expertise and enthusiasm
were not enough to avoid problems.
One day she returned from work to
find her 18-month-old weeping. “Kathy
hit me! Kathy hit me!,” the toddler cried
simply. Scarr found large, red welts on
her daughter’s body—"“the sitter had
beaten her badly.” She expressed great
frustration when told by police that
there could be no prosecution without
witnesses. Apparently without any
sense of irony, Scarr complained bit-
terly that “no one was there to prevent
the abuse or to testify about it.”

American Enterprise and | B. Fuqua
Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute.
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But physical dangers and out-and-
out abuse are not the major problems
associated with substitute parenting.
Despite the screaming headlines, these
are fairly unusual occurrences, thank
goodness. The commoner, deeper
drawback is simply that it is an emo-
tionally unsatisfying substitute for the
natural attentions of mother and father.
From a youngster’s perspective, the typ-
ical day care arrangement is a puzzling,
often chilly, slightly sad arrangement.
Unfortunately, very few discussions of
day care look at things from that angle.
“We could do with another Charles
Dickens,” suggests family historian John
Sommerville, “to give us a child’s-eye
view” of the world of day care.

DAY CARE AS IT
REALLY IS

here’s no need for anyone to

write a book on what children

encounter in a typical day care

setting—because a writer

named Deborah Fallows has
already done that. Fallows (a Raddliffe
graduate, linguist, and former assistant
dean at Georgetown University who is
married to U.S. News editor James Fal-
lows) is not Charles Dickens. But in A
Mother’s Work she describes one-and-a-
half years’ worth of close observation in
dozens of diverse day care centers scat-
tered across Maryland, Washington,
D.C., Texas, and Massachusetts.

While Fallows discovered no abuse,
relatively little dirt, and adequate phys-
ical conditions in most centers, she
nonetheless found the average child’s
experience frighteningly empty. This
was a fairly typical visit:

I settled into an inconspicuous cor-
ner of the room and began to watch
the children.... Often, one child
would attach himself to me—maybe
going off for a few minutes but al-
ways coming back to say a few
words...point to a shoe that need ty-
ing...or show me his tummy.

The teacher watching the children
tried her hardest, ad-libbing her way
from one activity to the next. She put
on a record and started to dance. One
little blond boy started dancing along
with her. A few others joined the
group. Five or six gathered by some
swinging cabinet doors that formed
the partition between the play area
and the rest of the room. One little
girl sat by herself, crying softly in the
corner. The rest wandered around....

Then a fight erupted between two
little boys, and the teacher had to stop
dancing to break it up. Without her
cxample, the dancing died off. She
tried again a few minutes later but was
interrupted this time by a small cou-
ple who tripped over each other....

She gave up records then and tried
reading a story. The same few eager
dancers moved right in to listen, while
the rest kept on swinging on the cabi-
net doors or aimlessly wandering. The
little girl was still crying in her corner.
After a short story, the teacher opened
the large cabinet and pulled out some
puppets. This immediately attracted
the largest crowd of the morning. All
but a few rushed right over to watch
the show. But the brilliance of the idea
dimmed after several moments. As her
impromptu story line weakened, the
toddlers drifted back to their swinging
doors and wandering, shuffling their
feet, chasing back and forth....

Here as at other centers [ visited,
you could almost feel the morning

driving itself toward the grand
finale—lunch.

Fallows gives wrenching descriptions
of children referred to by their teachers
as “little boy” or “hey little girl,” of activ-
ities that cater to the group average but
leave quiet toddlers behind, of desperate
notes pinned to youngsters’ coats in
which parents plead for extra attention
or special comforts. She tells of caretak-
ers who can’t remember babies by name
and description just a few months after
they’ve graduated to an older group
(“I'm not sure which one it was. They all
do that after a while...”). There is much
tedium, much bewilderment, many un-
consoled tears. Children clamoring to
go “to mommy’s house,” are quieted
with small fibs (“yeah, mommy will be
here soon”). In a situation that human
biology guarantees no natural parent
would ever have to face (four to ten
same-aged youngsters per adult), tired
teachers do what they can to get by.

Fallows’ testimony is cool, relent-
lessly detailed, and very convincing.
For individuals who have never visited
average day care centers or thought
much about what group care of infants
and toddlers comprises—and how
many adults, even prospective parents,
have?—her observations will come as
an upsetting revelation.

Another disturbingly realistic por-
trait of full-day hired childcare is pro-
vided by William and Wendy Dreskin
in their book The Day Care Decision.
For five years, the Dreskins co-directed
their own non-profit nursery school
and then day care center in the San
Francisco area. Theirs was a very high
quality program: teachers had a B.A.
plus one year of graduate training,
child to adult ratios were low, there was
lots of educational equipment, and an
intelligent curriculum. I know the Dre-
skins myself and can testify that they
are extremely warm, wise, gentle indi-
viduals who have raised two great kids
of their own—the kind of people who
are naturals with children.

They started out with a half-day
preschool, which was very successful.
But with more and more dual-career
parents demanding day-long care they
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found that a facility in use only three
hours a day was becoming uneco-
nomic. So they decided to expand into
a full-day operation. “We were going to
offer a quality program. We did not
have the slightest suspicion that there
might be a serious problem with even
the best day care programs,” they write.

Then they began to notice changes in
their children. “Some of the same boys
and girls we had known as nursery
schoolers became different children
when they were subjected to the stress of
full-time day care.” The Dreskins cite
numerous specific cases to illustrate the
alterations in personality they observed.
Three year-olds who had been happy in
a morning program began to withdraw,
lash out, or cry for hours at a time. In
the individual journals that were a stan-
dard part of the Dreskin’s program, they
began to dictate poignant pleas for more
time with their parents. Some children

lost previously acquired skills. Others
began to refuse to take their toys home
at night. (“What’s the use? I'm here
more than at home.”)

The parents changed too. As they
subconsciously transferred more and
more of the responsibility for their
child to the center, they gradually
stopped coming to school meetings.
They didn’t check books out of the
lending library. They asked fewer ques-
tions and dropped in on classes less.
They showed up after work badly over-
stressed. “We typically saw scenes like
this,” the Dreskins write:

Carl’s mother arrives at 6:00 p.aL.,
tired and frazzled. Carl tries to show
her a picture he has painted. ‘Show me
later. Get your lunch box. Come on’

She is already halfway out the door.
Carl trails after her, crying at the re-
buff and at the effort of trying to bal-
ance his painting, his lunch box, his
fire engine, and the cup of fruit salad
he made in a cooking project that af-
ternoon. We can tell from his
mother’s mood what sort of evening
Carl will have. So much for the pre-
cious two hours he will get to spend
with his mother between leaving day
care and going to bed.

“For two years we watched day care
children respond to the stresses of eight

" to ten hours a day of separation from

their parents with tears, anger, with-
drawal, or profound sadness,” the Dre-
skins write, “and we found, to our dis-
may, that nothing in our own affection
and caring for these children would
erase this sense of loss and abandon-
ment.” They found themselves in a

Numerous studies conducted in
varied settings show clearly that
the only way to build strong indepen-
dence in children is to indulge their
strong needs for dependence when they
are very young. As Margaret Mead put
it, “we do not know—man has never
known—how else to give a human be-
ing a sense of selfthood and identity, a
sense of the worth of the world.” The
path to the sturdy self lies directly
across the lap of mother and father.
There is no other route.

Parents who push their children out
into the world before they are ready do
them no favors. In my years of working
in parent-cooperative play groups and
nursery schools I myself have seen a
number of strikingly disturbed and
protestful children in this situation, I re-
member one two-year-old in Washing-
ton, D.C., for instance, who would shake
and whimper, frantically clutch her
stuffed animal, and finally curl herself
on the floor in a tight crouch, refusing to
be comforted, on many mornings when
she was dropped off. Usually it was her
babysitter who delivered her, only occa-
sionally her mother, never her father.

“Human attachment” research has
demonstrated that the early relation-

ship between infants and preschoolers
and their parents is the “foundation
stone” of all subsequent personality
development. It has also shown that
even very marginal parental care is
better for a young child than institu-
tional care. As John Bowlby, the only
psychiatrist who has twice received the
American Psychiatric Association’s
highest award, warned, “a home must
be very bad before it is bettered by a
good institution.”

A classic investigation by psychia-
trist René Spitz, for instance, com-
pared the development of infants
raised by nurses in children’s homes
with infants raised by mothers con-
fined to prison. He found that the in-
fants in institutional child care exhib-
ited evidence of depression and were
stunted in their development, while
the mother-raised children developed
normally, despite the inhospitable set-
ting and the fact that every one of the
mothers was either mentally retarded
or emotionally disturbed.

In groundbreaking mid-1950s re-
search, Yale professors Sally Provence
and Rose Lipton examined infants who
spent a considerable part of their first
year in superior institutions. They

found that these youngsters suffered
incapacities in all areas of physical and
mental development compared to
home-reared children, and their
deficits did not disappear when they
were moved into home settings by age
one. Follow-up work showed that these
parent-deprived children never fully
overcame their physical, cognitive, and
emotional impairments. When it be-
came clear how much these youngsters
had withered, most of the group homes
were shut down.

Another telling result came from
the work of child analysts Anna Freud
and Dorothy Burlingham. After arriv-
ing in London with her father Sig-
mund in 1938, Anna Freud helped set
up the Hampstead Nurseries. During
the war, the Nurseries provided care
for infants and children who could not
be looked after at home because their
parents were working in the war effort,
or because a parent had been lost, or
because their homes were thought un-
safe due to the German bombing blitz.
Both Freud and Burlingham were al-
ready world-renowned child analysts
at the time, and strong believers in the
importance of good early relation-
ships. They chose their staff carefully




dilemma: “The problem was not with
our facility.... It was obvious that there
was a problem inherent in day care it-
self, a problem that hung like a dark
storm over ‘good’ and ‘bad’ day care
centers alike. The children were too
young to be spending so much time
away from their parents. They were like
young birds being forced out of the
nest and abandoned by their parents
before they could fly, their wings unde-
veloped, unready to carry them out
into the world.” “We were so distressed
by our observations,” the Dreskins con-
clude, “that we closed the center.”

The Dreskins may be more sensitive
and braver than most day care practi-
tioners, but their experiences are not
unusual. A vast body of skeptical testi-
mony on hired child care is available
from individuals right inside the pro-
fession. Several years ago, after I'd
written a number of scholarly articles

and set up child care practices based
on the very latest knowledge of child
psychology. Conditions, all in all, were
about as good as modern science and
social concern could create.

What, then, were the results for
their young charges? The truly crip-
pling effects produced by average insti-
tutions were mostly eliminated. But in
several vital areas children reared un-
der these prime group conditions
fared less well than children tended by
average families. In speech, for exam-
ple, the typical Hampstead two-year-
old was six-months retarded com-
pared with typical children looked af-
ter in their own homes. The
Hampstead children were more ag-
gressive and had less control of their
impulses. They were late in achieving
their toilet training. They were less co-
operative. Many became listless.

In an attempt to soften these effects
the nursery eventually grouped chil-
dren into artificial “families,” small
groups of infants and toddlers with
one or two adults serving as the exclu-
sive “parents.” “The result of this
arrangement was astonishing in its
force and immediacy. The need for in-
dividual attachment...which had been

about

day care, Reader’s Digest
reprinted a review of day care research
I'd put together. That brought me an
outpouring of more than 100 personal
letters. The thing that stunned me
most in this correspondence was the
number of responses critical of day
care that [ received from current or
former day care workers.

A single mother from Spokane,
Washington wrote: “1 know that the
abdication of parents’ responsibility to
raise their children begins at a very
young age in this country. I know that
parents abdicate this right even in the
first few weeks after birth, during the
critical bonding stage for infants. 1
know this because 1 am a nanny re-
cruiter. I send nannies to the East Coast
states and to Florida. I like my job,

lying dormant, came out of a rush,”
wrote Freud and Burlingham. “The vi-
olent attachment to the mother substi-
tutes...was anything but peaceful.”
Eventually, however, there was a posi-
tive effect on speech development and
on toilet training. Overall, results were
better but still far from optimal.

So here we had a model institution,
directed by two international experts
in child development as their contri-
bution to the nation in a time of
emergency. And the outcomes were
literally less successful than those pro-
duced by a statistically average family
with an average baby. This, inciden-
tally, did not come as a surprise to
Freud or Burlingham. They had long
recognized that professional wisdom,
for all its usefulness, could never sup-
plant intimate family ties as the spur
to human development. Results like
those from the Hampstead Nurseries
stand not as criticisms of the tech-
niques of the child development pro-
fession but rather as, in psychoanalyst
Selma Fraiberg’s words, “an apprecia-
tion of the family as the point of de-
parture for all sound psychological
thinking.”

—KZ

mostly because [ deal with the really
fine people we send, who are truly nur-
turing people, but I am alarmed by
what | see happening at the end of my
job placements, in the family itself. 1
am seriously thinking about altering
my profession.”

A woman named Cherie Johnson
sent a note saying, “1 am the Assistant
Director of Rainbow Corners Child
Care Center in Papillion, Nebraska.
This one job I would cheerfully give up
if all these kids could stay at home with
Mom or Dad. We really try to give them
warm personal care but with so many |
know most of our full-timers do not get
the attention they really need.”

Judy Hodges, a college-educated
mother of two from Columbus, Ohio,
wrote to report that after working in a
day care center and keeping children in
her home while her own daughters
were young, she felt very uncomfort-
able with the idea of extended separa-
tions of young children from their par-
ents. A woman who had worked at the
Siemens Corporation day care center
in Oslo wrote me from Norway to de-
scribe a “survival of the fittest environ-
ment” characterized by “fresh talk, ag-
gressive behavior, a feed "em and get
‘em out to play” attitude.

Along these same lines, a different ar-
ticle I wrote on day care for the Wash-
ington Post produced a response from
an intelligent 33-year-old mother of two
living in Falls Church, Virginia. “I am a
home day care provider,” she began.

I care for a 19-month-old girl, the
daughter of close friends of mine,
who I've cared for since she was four
months old. [ normally have her four
days a week, 8:30 A.M. to 4:30 P.M....
For many months this child cried and
held her arms out to me every time
her mother came to pick her up. I
know her parents very well and feel
certain that nothing resembling abuse
or neglect was going on. After ruling
that out it seemed that the child had
made a conscious choice and pre-
ferred me to her mother. This has
been difficult for both me and my
friend.... This baby, unlike a child at
home full time with his mother, was




May/)UNE 1998

given another option and chose not to
bond with her mother, to instead
bond with me. I think this is an awful
situation to put an infant in. To de-
prive a baby of the close, intense rela-
tionship with one caring, loving per-
son, which 1 believe is critical in
infancy, both for the child and the
adult, negates the very basis from
which emotional security derives.

One of the most compelling letters
I’ve received on this subject came from
a former day care worker from Wiscon-
sin named Donna Briesemeister. She
wrote as follows:

I am a public school music teacher,
and the mother of two nearly grown
sons.... In 1983, when I was between
teaching positions, 1 took a job as a
day care worker in Decrfield, Illinois.
Baxter Laboratories made us nation-
ally famous, and made history for
themselves, by becoming the first cor-
poration in the country to subsidize
their employees’s use of child care at
an approved facility. We were housed
in an unused public school building,
and had in our care approximately
280 children between the ages of 6
weeks and 6 years. [ was assigned to a
room for infants, and for ninc hours a
day I, and three wonderful young
women, tried to give “mother’s care”
to 12 precious souls.

This experience was one of the
most poignant of my life, because it
was impossible for us even to approach
the level of care we belicved a child
needed.... T watched children being
traumatized as workers came and
went. I observed the disenchantment
they suffered, and the hostility they de-
veloped. [Noted psychologist] Burton
White even came to visit us, and to
speak to us of his belief that children, if
they are to grow up healthy and happy,
need to be under the care of their own
mothers, at least until they are three
years of age. | couldn’t agree more....

I could go on and on, because 1
have been haunted these past several
years by the images I carry from this
“best of all possible” institutional day
care centers.... [ can tell you that be-

Fully half of
all day care
arrangements
turn over in the

course of a year.

fore my year in day care work was
over, my co-workers and | were able to
convince five of the 12 mothers whose
children we cared for that they would
be happier, and that their parent-child
relationships would be healthier, if
they would quit their jobs and would
stay at home with their children. Our
“babies™ are five years old now, and we
still stay in touch with their parents.
That carly bonding—unfortunately
between us and the babies, instead of
between the babies and their par-
ents—is such a powerful human emo-
tion that it never goes away, no matter
how many years pass or how circum-
stances change. No parent or child
should miss out on that experience.

Though it is obviously very difficult
for workers to speak frankly on this
charged subject, a great deal of uneasi-
ness of this sort exists on day care’s
front lines today. There is a strong ten-
dency in the popular press to censor
such testimony for fear of “offending”
some listeners. Nonetheless, warnings
have worked their way into some es-
tablished media outlets. In a feature
article in the politically left magazine
The Progressive, Dorothy Conniff, head
of city day care programs in Madison,
Wisconsin, describes day care as
“mostly crowd control,” and “a trou-
bling social experiment.” The Washing-
ton Post has quoted Jeree Pawl, director
of the infant-parent program at the
University of California-San Fran-
cisco, saying, “in most day cares, it's a
pecking order; it’s like a bunch of wild
chickens in a hen yard.” The loudest,
most obnoxious behavior is what gets

rewarded with attention from over-
loaded adult caretakers and intimi-
dated peers both, stated Pawl.

The Wall Street Journal ran an in-
terview in which the head of an Illi-
nois day care center serving 300 chil-
dren—250 from families where both
parents work, 50 from single-parent
families—worried aloud about her
mission. An excerpt:

Demand is so great that Elaine Lom-
bardo, the center’s founder and execu-
tive director, could sign up many
more parents for care ranging up to
$120 a week if she wanted to.

She doesn’t want to. Mrs. Lom-
bardo has ambivalent feelings about
her job. She knows she is providing a
valuable and necessary service, but
she worries about the family life and
future of her charges. Many children
are dropped off at 6:15 A.M. and don't
sce their parents again until 6 at
night—even later, sometimes. One
parent, a model, left her four-year-old
until 8 .M. It’s not unheard of, either,
for parents to drop off children who
are obviously ill.

Under the circumstances, it's not
surprising that the children come to
look upon their teachers and Mrs.
Lombardo as mother figures. “The
kids kiss me good night,” she says.
“I'm torn. I want them to feel safe and
secure, but this is not their home. Par-
ents think we can substitute for fam-
ily, but we can’t.”

In one of her books, bestselling child
care author Penelope Leach also reports
hearing such reservations among day
care workers.

At a recent talk I gave to a group of
nursery worker trainees, one girl re-
counted her worries about the lack of
individual attention received by chil-
dren in her unit. She finished with these
words: “I suppose it’s true that they are
better off with us. We are taught and we
do know what we are doing. But when 1
have children of my own I will use
everything I know to look after them
myself. I'd die rather than put a child of
mine in the place where I work,
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Coming as they do from talented
and well-intentioned individuals
right within the substitute-care in-
dustry itself, statements like these
reflect much more than occasional
dissatisfactions. They grow out of
fundamental problems that exist at
the very core of the childrearing-by-
proxy experiment. In the sections
that follow we’ll look at some of
those inherent problems.

IVIUSECAL
CAREGIVERS

emember Meryl Frank? She
of the ten babysitters in two
years, whose story started
this article? Well, Meryl
Frank has lots of company.

The Washington Post Magazine ran
an admiring profile of a fine day care
teacher working in a Maryland
Kinder-Care center. In the body of the
article, as part of a short description of
the teacher’s first weeks adjusting to
her job, the reporter described how
one mother angrily approached the
new teacher with the news that “she
was the ninth woman to work in her
son’s room in eight months.” The
mother demanded to know, “How
long are you gonna be here?”

An article from New York magazine
provides a snapshot of this same, central
problem hitting a different part of the
socio-economic spectrum. It chronicles
the experiences of a “mergers-and-

acquisitions specialist at Paine Webber”
who went through six nannies in the
first six months of her child’s life. Nanny
Number One was arrogant, while Num-
ber Two was overfanatic about house-
keeping, and Number Three didn’t
stimulate the child. Nanny Number
Four was great but left abruptly without
notice. Number Five was an au pair
whose inability to speak English led to
nutritional problems for the infant, and
nanny Number Six was a Haitian who
turned out to be paranoid and a baby
disliker. Number Seven was doing fine.
As of the story’s writing, anyway.

In the interview grapevine and the
statistical studies alike, caretaker turnover
turns out to be a very serious problem for
hired day care. A pair of investigations by
ucta psychologist Carollee Howes of 18-
to 24-month-olds in good quality home-
based day care found that most of the
children had already experienced two or
three changes in caregivers, and some
had had as many as six.

By its very nature, day care produces
instability and discontinuities in a
baby’s life. A child in purchased care,
Penelope Leach points out, must regu-
larly rely on “somebody who, even if she
was there yesterday because it wasn'’t her
day off, doesn’t know what happened to
that child in the 12 hours previous.”
This can have negative effects:

When a child is growing and changing
and developing and working very hard
at particular areas of his development,
even 12 hours can put you totally out
of step. Caring for a baby non-contin-
uously is a constant process of experi-
ment.... It may not hurt the baby for
one afternoon, but it’s awful bad for
babies if all of their infant lives they
are having to communicate with peo-
ple to whom their language is foreign.

Yet this is what day care children are
required to do all the time, as Leach
notes:

Split shifts to cover the long nursery
day double the number of people with

whom babies must interact. Lunch
breaks, sick leave, vacations and in-
service training courses produce such
constant staff movement that case
studies suggest an average of seven
different people a day and 15 a week
(some of them strangers “filling in”)
handle each child.

This is the built-in churning, Leach
notes. On top of that you must add all
the turnover that occurs whenever there
is a change of center or arrangements.

There is widespread agreement
among child development experts that
instability in caretaking can seriously in-
terfere with a young child’s develop-
ment. Howes’ studies showed that the
more changes a youngster had experi-
enced, the more trouble he had adjust-
ing to first grade. Other research shows
that caregiver departures can cause
breakdowns in toilet training and
speech skills. Repeated disappointments
will cause some youngsters to withdraw
from adult contact. Other children will
act out their resentment and disap-
pointment by disrupting the classroom.

“The child is thrust into the care of
some strange person, disrupting the
bonds established with the mother.
And just when he sends out some ten-
der, new shoots of affection, he gets a
new sitter,” explains child psychiatrist
Jack Raskin. “The child can’t shout, ‘My
heavens, every attempt I'm making to
get the closeness [ need is sabotaged.
What the hell is being done here?’ But
you'll see the results, perhaps five years
later when he’s disruptive in school, or
ten years later when he’s on drugs.”

A baby who “is cared for by many
well-meaning strangers in turn, or
one who is cared for sketchily and
without concentration, sharing his
caretaker with other needful small
people, is like an adult who moves
from country to country, knowing the
language of none,” writes psycholo-
gist Leach. Some youngsters learn not
to attach themselves to any caregiver.
They lose the ability to feel or express
warmth, and develop a shallow and
indiscriminate emotional life. Certain
such children end up without any
sense of personal connectedness, and
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thus lack concern for winning any
other person’s approval. This leaves
them unaccountable, and sometimes
socially dangerous.

To understand why shifting parent-
surrogates can be so disruptive to a
youngster, consider that a child’s feel-
ings “acquire the strength and variety
of adult love” by the age of two, ac-
cording to experts. Take this fully-de-
veloped capacity to feel the thrills and
pangs of love and then overlay it with
a child’s fundamental uncertainty

£c
E t's very hard to become a sensi-

tively responsive mother if
you're away from your child ten hours a
day,” says distinguished child develop-
mentalist Mary Ainsworth. “Tt really is.”
Margaret Mead, the scholar and cham-
pion of progressive causes, emphasized
the same point. “A little baby needs
continuity of care; all our studies sug-
gest that too frequent changes of the
mothering person are hard on chil-
dren. If a woman works full time, it is
very difficult for her to provide this
continuity” Toward the end of her life,
Mead argued explicitly that thoughtful
women shouldn’t be having children
with the idea of placing them in some-
one elsc’s care all day.

From her experience of recent years,
Princeton, N.J. child therapist Isabel
Paret concludes that “there’s no ques-
tion that infants don’t do well in day-
care, no matter how much modern
families would like to think they do.”
Eleanor Galenson, a prominent New
York child psychiatrist, states unequivo-
cally that “putting infants into full-time
daycare is a dangerous practice. Psychi-
atrists have been afraid to come out and
tell the public this, but many of us cer-
tainly believe it to be true.” Stanford
psychologist Bryna Siegel concurs, not-
ing that “clinician colleagues are report-
ing an increase in the number of chil-
dren with unstable, extensive daycare
histories in their practices.” An article in
the Journal of the American Psychoana-
Iytic Association reports that among
“patients with an early history of surro-
gate mothering,” “estrangement from

hinlaaical minthoere and intalaranca ~f
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about the larger world and you can see
where the potential for hurt and inse-
curity comes from. As one mother |
know asked when facing her own
daughter’s separation from her day
care provider:

How do I explain to Susannah that
very soon she will leave the woman she
has known and loved for three-fourths

intimate relationships” is a significant
problem. Many teachers, physicians,
and youth workers likewise report see-
ing more and more disturbance trace-
able to early non-parental care.

Lillian Katz, the 1994 president of
the National Association for the Educa-
tion of Young Children, describes this
decade’s findings on daycare effects as
“very frightening.” “Children under
three don’t belong in institutions,” she
states straightforwardly. Samuel Sava,
executive director of the National Asso-
ciation of Elementary School Princi-
pals, likewise urges that “each child de-
serves at least three good years at home
with a full-time parent.”

Penelope Leach, the British psychol-
ogist and author of today’s most influ-
ential childraising manuals, is an oppo-
nent of the trans-Atlantic trend toward
viewing childraising as a sideline prac-
ticed by parents busy at jobs. She insists
that newborns need the concentrated
attention of their parents for at least
their first couple years, and she speaks

“with passion against group care for
children under two. Someone caring
for a child out of love will do a far bet-
ter job than someone doing it for pay,
she argues, and it should be a major
aim of modern society to make full-
time parenting easier.

Another child advocate who refuses
to pull his punches on the daycare issue
is the prominent pediatrician William
Sears. He insists that “when mother
and baby are separated, both of them
miss out on the full benefits of a con-
tinuous mother-infant attachment.” A

Kol in cithetitintn mava ha cace 1e “an

of her life? That she will be taken away
from what has become her second
family? That the children who are
closer to her than her cousins, whose
names were among the first words she
learned, will be gone from her world?

Fear of abandonment is a primal
human worry. There are fairy tales
and ballads and novels aplenty to at-
test to that. The oldest theme in liter-
ature is that people can’t simply be in-
terchanged one for another in affairs

quired to bounce his cues and affec-
tions back and forth between various
caregivers. His needs may not be con-
sistently met, and his developing sense
of trust may be compromised.”

The granddaddy of parent coun-
selors, of course, is the recently de-
ceased Benjamin Spock. Dr. Spock had
for years opposed infant daycare, argu-
ing that “a day nursery...is no good for
an infant. There’s nowhere near
enough attention or affection to go
around.” Spock has argued that chil-
dren need responsive, full-time
parental love in their first years, and
that it makes no sense for parents to
“pay other people to do a poorer job of
bringing up their children.”

Despite a good deal of backtracking
in successive editions of his book to pla-
cate feminist criticisms, Spock still
pointed out in recent years that “even at
six months babies will become seriously
depressed, losing their smile, their ap-
petite, their interest in things and peo-
ple, if the parent who has cared for
them disappears.... Small children...may
lose some of their capacity to love or
trust deeply, as if it’s too painful to be
disappointed again and again.” He adds
that “it is stressful to children to have to
cope with groups, with strangers, with
people outside the family. That has
emotional effects, and, if the depriva-
tion of security is at all marked, it will
have intellectual effects, too.”

For the first three years of his life,
Spock argued, a child needs individu-
alized care from the same person.

Only in the small number of cases
chimen o Ahildearn arenacacean . fen
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of the heart. So is it really so hard to
understand why children might suffer
from being disconnected from the
people they love most? And as
wrenching as lost loyalty and love are
for grown-ups, they are even harder
for children—because children are
forming their very first attachments
and have no other bonds or sense of
worth to fall back on.

Though most parents are aware that
harm can come from day care instabil-
ity, it is not at all uncommon for chil-

dren to be regularly moved to new set-
tings. Census Bureau figures show that
about one child out of every five in day
care has changed programs within the
last four months. Other studies show
that fully half of all day care arrange-
ments change over the course of a year.
There are dozens of reasons for
rapid day care turnover. The child or
parent may have had a bad experience.

There may have been a sickness. The
child may have gotten too old for a
particular group. The location may
have turned out to be inconvenient.
The cost may have been too high.
Someone may have come to dislike
someone else. Perhaps the family
moved, or changed jobs.

And even when the parent and
child stay put, providers very often
move out from underneath them. The
National Child Care Staffing Study,
which examined a sample of 227
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that description can it substitute
“pretty well” for parental care. He reg-
istered his urgent hope that “there will
always be men and women who feel
that the care of children...is at least as
important and soul satisfying as any
other activity” And he insisted that no
parent should ever “feel the need to
apologize for deciding to make that
their main career.”

Burton White, former director of the
Harvard Preschool Project and one of
the world’s leading authorities on the
first three years of life, has also written
explicitly on the subject of nonparental
care. “After more than 30 years of re-
search on how children develop well, 1
would not think of putting an infant or
toddler of my own into any substitute
care program on a full-time basis,” he
reports, “especially a center-based pro-
gram.” White suggests that except for
occasional baby-sitting, parents ought
not use substitute care at all during the
first six months of a child’s life. A new-
born “has to be responded to intensely
in this period” From six months to
three years of age, he says, the parent
can use some part-time child-care, but
the youngster should spend most of his
waking time with a parent or grandpar-
ent. White concludes, “Unless you have
a very good reason, | urge you not to
delegate the primary child-rearing task
to anyone else during your child’s first
three years of life.... Babies form their
first human attachment only once. Ba-
bies begin to learn language only
once.... The outcomes of these
processes play a major role in shaping
the future of each new child.”

After studying hired child care in
depth, in both its non-profit and for-
profit forms, White pronounces it “a
total disaster area,” with “no feasible
way of turning it into a model indus-

-try.” Most families will find only “pretty

poor substitutes” for parental care
when they look outside the home, he
warns. Therefore, “government should
resist the cries for free full-time substi-
tute baby care for all who want it.”

If you are surprised to learn of this
consensus against early full-time day-
care, there is a good reason: Political
fashions have made criticisms of day-
care so off-limits that unfavorable ev-
idence has been muted, downplayed,
or ignored, in academic circles and
mass media both. Michael Meyerhoff,
director of the Center for Parent Edu-
cation, explains that “over 90 percent
of the professionals we deal with
would agree with our basic posi-
tion—that full-time substitute care
for children under age three is not or-
dinarily in the best interests of the
child. But many of these professionals
are involved in situations where it’s
economically or politically unrealistic
to maintain that position. Because of
the strong attacks they’d be likely to
get, many people are not saying any-
thing.”

Penelope Leach warns parents
“there is a cover-up going on.” The
deep need of young children for indi-
vidual care is seldom stated publicly
and unequivocally for “fear of upset-
ting the parents who don’t provide it.”
This, says Leach, is a serious error on
the part of responsible authorities.

I am sorry for mothers who cannot
look after their babies themselves, but
I do not believe that it is helpful to
conceal from them the fact that group
care is a bad alternative. They are enti-
tled to the facts as we understand
them.... I am sympathetic, too, with
mothers who could provide full-time
care themselves but do not wish to.
But they too are entitled to a true pic-
ture of the conflict between what they
want and what their children need.

Rather than dispense information
which could ruffle feathers, many pedi-
atricians, psychologists, and other pub-
lic advice-givers have fallen scan-
dalously silent on this touchy subject.
The result is that knowledgeable criti-
cism of daycare is fading from popular
view. And fewer and fewer parents are
even aware that there exists a large
body of research and clinical experi-
ence associating serious problems with
early daycare.

But if public warnings on this sub-
ject have been muffled, the reservations
of experts nonetheless remain strong. A
1990 poll of U.S. pediatricians con-
ducted by the Thomas Jefferson School
of Medicine in Philadelphia, for exam-
ple, showed that 77 percent believe in-
fants six months or younger ought to
be cared for only at home. A different
survey of 1,100 baby doctors carried
out that same year by the American
Academy of Pediatricians reported that
a substantial majority of physicians
consider full-time daycare harmful for
children under age 4.

—KZ
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childcare centers in five regions of the
country, reported that fully 41 percent
of all caregivers quit their position
each year. (Other studies show com-
parable results.) “To give you an idea
of how bad it is,” stated the director of
the project, “during our study, we had
tiny children coming up to our re-
searchers and asking them, ‘Are you
my teacher?”

And that’s just in centers. Among
home day care workers, the average
turnover is even higher. Nationwide,
62 percent of all in-home workers flip
over in the course of a year.

What's more, the situation is get-
ting worse. Surveys show that as the
demand for day care and the size
of the industry have risen, staff
turnover has accelerated sharply over
the last decade.

Anyone who does any rescarch on
day care today hears repcated stories of
nomadism. “While Mrs. Freebing says
she’s had good luck with the two nan-
nies she’s hired, one from Utah and
one from Montana, she’s in the process
of hiring her third nanny in 18
months. The first two are going back
to school,” reads a typical history. Par-
ents finally find an acceptable child-
care provider after a long ordeal, only
to lose her. Left for a better position.
Got married. Going to school to learn
computers. Deported by the immigra-
tion service. These are experiences I've
come across over and over.

Hardly any family relying on day
care is safe from this sudden turmoil,
not even those who pay for the costli-
est forms of care. An interview printed
by Fredelle Maynard in her book on
day care tells a representative story.
Maynard quotes a Canadian mother
describing an in-home day care
arrangement she is satisfied with:

They have a routine, the two of
them. Victoria comes in the morn-
ings and does toast and eggs for the
baby; we leave while she’s eating.
Then they both watch “Polka Dot
Door.” Peggy recognizes the music,
skips to the living room. After that
the baby plays in her room, with the
gate hooked, while Victoria cleans.

For children,
the daily
experience is
tlike enduring
a nine-hour

cocktail party.”

Nap is from 11 to 1, lunch at one. Af-
ternoons they go for a walk, shop,
visit friends, watch some more TV
(There’s probably too much TV, but
that’s something [ have to accept).

Sometimes Peggy has a second nap-

while Victoria makes supper; they
cat together, not with us (Victoria’s
choice). Peggy cries when she leaves.

Everything considered, it’s an
ideal arrangement. I'm free to con-
centrate on my job, my child has a
mother-substitute who's absolutely
conscientious and devoted. Let me
tell you I wake every morning and
pray she won't leave us. Not that I re-
ally worry. The young nannies from
Jamaica or the British Isles often
don’t take their jobs seriously; they
meet a man, or get a better job, often,
and they’re off. For Victoria, stability
is a central value. She regards this as
her home.

One week after this interview, Vic-
toria left without giving Riva, the
mother, any notice. Her immigrant
papers had come through. And “in the
three months since,” Maynard reveals,
“Riva (pregnant again) has had one
nanny who lasted two weeks and a se-
ries of makeshift arrangements. Now
she and her husband are sponsoring a
nanny from Hong Kong.”

LOST IN A
GROUP

or all of the problems associ-

ated with nannydom, it is still

probably the least harmful

form of hired caretaking in

most cases, because it at least
allows lots of one-on-one attention.
Relatively few children, however, have
their own nanny. And few ever will—
because the average parent with aver-
age earning potential simply can’t af-
ford to hire someone to stand in for
them full time.

Professionalized childcare, as Pene-
lope Leach points out, “depends for its
viability on economies of scale, because
if one professional cares for only one
baby then she is a direct swap for the
mother.” There is no great supply of
willing and qualified workers making
themselves available for such a swap,
and even if there were, this wouldn’t
“free up” any adults overall. Parents
would be released, as Leach puts it,
“only by leaving babies with less-skilled,
or at least less well paid, adults—an un-
comfortably colonialist thought.”

In order to be affordable, mainstream
day care will always require several chil-
dren to share a single caretaker. Which
brings us to the next inherent flaw that
plagues paid childrearing—the problem
of lack of individual attention. Fredelle
Maynard reminds us that “a mother of
twins is hard pressed to give two babies
all the cuddling they want. What can be
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expected of a caretaker who's in charge
of four infants—or six? With the best
will in the world, that caretaker will be
obliged to give some infants a propped-
up bottle, to let others cry while she per-
forms essential tasks.”

Consider that the birth of triplets is
literally considered an emergency situ-
ation which automatically qualifies two
parents for caretaking assistance and
special social aid. Yet in hired day care,
the very best institutional situations in-
volve three or four infants assigned to a
single caretaker. This is what gets called
“high quality care”

£c . o
y virtue of its privacy, the fam-

ily is the primary shelter of hu-
man variety. In the very process of
preparing its newborn for the world the
family can...see to it that the world’s stan-
dards do not impinge too closely upon
the defenseless young and so do not
mold them too precisely to the world’s
imperious demands.... In this lies the hu-
man potentiality for freedom.” So writes
author Walter Karp, one of many ob-
servers (from various parts of the politi-
cal spectrum) troubled by the standard-
izing effects of mass day care.

The contrast between a family up-
bringing and “collective professional-
ized care of the young” is stark, Karp
notes. “Instead of protecting the young
from the world, such administrative
child care would fasten the world’s ways
on the newborn with a strangler’s grip.”
And “in a society where cash is too often
the link between people,” daycare makes
“the child’s primary experience of life
the experience of being someone’s job.”

When the infant-mother-father rela-
tionship is changed, the very institution
that forms human personaliiy is altered.
Eventually, society itself may be reori-
ented. Some years ago, a Smithsonian
Institution project attempted to deter-
mine the early childhood sources of hu-
man creativity and leadership, and
eventually concluded that a consistently
close parental connection was the most
critical factor. Two other important in-
fluences were minimizing the time a

AL e N manre and mnraviding

In average cases, things are worse yet.
The government’s National Child Care
Survey showed that among centers car-
ing for one-year-olds, the average group
size is currently ten, and the child/staff
ratio is nearly 7:1. Even this is probably
an underestimate, since the survey was
based on voluntary responses from day
care centers and the worst institutions
usually don’t cooperate.

For many readers, those dry num-
bers may seem unexceptional. They give

opportunities for free exploration of the
world under parental encouragement.
None of these conditions, chief investi-
gator Harold McCurdy pointed out, are
advanced by group socialization.

Sociologist David Popenoe asserts
that “childrearing is one of those as-
pects of human society that is not sub-
ject to improvement through modern
techniques of efficiency and rational-
ization.” It is, he says, a “cottage indus-
try.” What is required—an abundance
of time, patience, and love on the part
of caring parents—“has no substitute
in the technological realm.”

Despite claiming to serve and speak
on behalf of the family, the hired child
care industry “actually weakens its au-
thority at every point,” suggests left-
wing critic Christopher Lasch. Author
George Gilder sees the professionaliza-
tion of childrearing as a tragic exten-
sion of earlier errors in American pub-
lic policy. “The same people who paved
the road to hell in America’s inner
cities,” he says, now “want to take care
of your small children”

New York State teacher of the year
John Taylor Gatto warns that any stan-
dardized process which has children as
its product will eventually yield bitter re-
sults. “Lives can be controlled by ma-
chine education, but they will always
fight back with weapons of social pathol-
ogy—drugs, violence, self-destruction,
indifference.” These, he says, are already
“symptoms | see in the children I teach.”

—KZ

no hint of what it’s really like to be re-
sponsible for several infants or toddlers
at once. ] suggest anyone who thinks 7:1,
or even 4:1, sounds like a reasonable
ratio ought to try it someday with real
babies. I can promise that you'll experi-
ence chaos and practice neglect. You will
be lucky just to keep up with diaper
changing. Very little real fostering will
take place under such conditions.

Dorothy Conniff, the Wisconsin day
care chief, did some calculations back
in 1988 of how much time it took to
provide an infant with just the barest
maintenance. She then translated that
into the very best day care settings:

Consider the amount of physical care
and attention a baby needs—20 min-
utes for feeding every three hours or
so, and ten minutes for diapering
every two hours or so, and time for
the caregiver to wash her hands thor-
oughly and sanitize the area after
changing each baby. In an 8'/: hour
day, then, a caregiver working under
the most stringent regulation—the
4:1 ratio—will have 16 diapers to
change and 12 feedings to give.

Four diaper-changes and three
feedings apiece is not an inordinate
amount of care over a long day from
the baby’s point of view.

But think about the caregiver’s day:
Four hours to feed the babies, two
hours and 40 minutes to change them.
If you allow an extra two-and-a-half
minutes at each changing to put them
down, clean up the area, and thor-
oughly wash your hands...that makes
seven hours and 20 minutes of the day
spent just on physical care—if you're
lucky and the infants stay conveniently
on schedule.

Since feeding and diaper-changing
are necessarily one-on-one activities,
each infant is bound to be largely unat-
tended during the five-plus hours that
the other three babies are being at-
tended to. So if there’s to be any stimu-
lation at all for the child, the caregiver
had better chat and play up a storm
while she’s feeding and changing.

While older preschoolers in day care
require somewhat less maintenance, they

Tore Avarnecan Enorenonir




MAY/JUNE 1998

also get crowded into larger groups—
typically from eight to 15 youngsters per
adult. This also results in inadequate care.
The average toddler makes 10 overtures
an hour to his primary caretaker, accord-
ing to studies. A day care worker respon-
sible for 10 toddlers would thus be faced
with an cverture every 35 seconds.
Obviousry most will be ignored or
bluntly cut off. The assistance, praise,
rule-teaching, discipline, and reinforce-
ment that one- to three-years-olds need
will often be unavailable.

The problem is not that day care
workers are thoughtless, but rather that
they work within a structure where fine-
tuning and sensitivity are simply not
possible. I have helped mind eight
preschoolers many times in morning
cooperative playschools, and I know
that all you can usually aim for is to keep
basic order, to avoid accidents, to sur-
vive. The life’s lessons come few and far
between in such settings. If children are
gathered in such groups a couple times a
week for two or three hours of play, this
is not a serious problem. But when such
a group becomes the child’s primary
residence all day long, not even the most
conscientious caretaker can rescue the
situation. The plain result is neglect.

Many observers say all that’s needed
i1s some new laws requiring higher
adult-to-child ratios. But they overlook
day care’s basic nature. Getting the ra-
tios up to a humane level would amount
to recreating families artificially, and the
reason day care exists to begin with is
because there aren’t enough adults cur-
rently willing to spend their days in
families. Even if you could provide
enough adult bodies in every day care
setting, you would, as Penelope Leach
points out, “have lost your economies of
scale.” Only a comparatively small num-
ber of rich families can afford to hire
one parent surrogate for every child or
two. In any mass form of day care, basic
financial considerations and the limited
number of substitute parents available
make the kind of personal attention
children crave impossible.

Childrearing of adequate quality is in-
herently resistant to streamlining, “Rais-
ing several children is a project that ex-
acts a constant alertness and attention,”

comments writer George Gilder, some-
thing social engineers “don’t remotely
understand when they urge that ‘society’
do it” Pediatrician Herbert Ratner wor-
ries that “nature goes out of its way to
give each baby a private tutor. We go out
of our way to develop a litter situation.”
Substitution of group care for parent care
is both unnatural and impractical, he ar-
gues, and it will eventually be regretted.

CHILDREN OF
INSTITUTIONS

n recent years there has been a big

shift toward institutional child

care. If the Clintons have their way,

even more of the future growth will

be at institutions. Making institu-
tionalization a common part of early
childhood will have effects on Ameri-
can personality. As Deborah Fallows
points out,

Life for a child in a day care center,
good or bad, is different in certain ways
from other kinds of life. There is more
rigidity to it. The sheer number of chil-
dren that day care centers handle nec-
essarily means organization, schedul-

ing, and rules.... Life in day care centers
is also more homogeneous than life
elsewhere. The day’s format is always
the same. Most of the time is spent in
the same building or room, on the
same playground....The need to man-
age large numbers of young chil-
dren...accounts for the centers’ empha-
sis on standardization and routine.

“Anyone who has spent time in a
day care center knows that it is not a
place where children can ‘do their own
thing,” add Bill and Wendy Dreskin.

Every aspect of the day is regulated.
They must lie on the mats, whether
tired of not, for the prescribed num-
ber of minutes. If they are tired, they
must still wake up at the end of rest
time.... They must eat by the clock,
even if they are hungry earlier, and
there is no allowance for individual
taste.... In some infant centers, babies
are “color coded.” The “green” baby
has the green pacifier, the green bot-
tle, the green crib, and so on. The
uniqueness of each little human per-
son is lost....

While “better” quality centers
avoid horrors like walking toddlers in
groups on leashes and putting infants
in stacking kennel-like cribs, day care
centers, like hospitals, asylums, and
the military, are...a total institution....
Children quickly get the message that
they must go along with the group
and not make waves.

The Dreskins evoke hospitals and
barracks. I suggest an even closer anal-
ogy for the typical day care atmos-
phere might be a nursing home. There
is often the same well-intended but ul-
timately depressing air. As one mother
described full-day centers, “you go in
there, and all these children are
clutching their little possessions, and
they’re looking around. They don’t
have any concept of time, so when a
door opens, they all look up, and
when they see you're not their mother,
they look back.”

Day care centers even tend to have a
uniform emotional environment. This
is Fallows’ characterization:
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The children live in an “on” atmos-
phere that differs from the tone of life
at home. Even when caregivers are
most gentle and children most mild-
mannered, the pressure of numbers
generates considerable noise, confu-
sion, interruptions. Children have to
respond, to react, to engage the social
side of their personalities almost all
day long. Time alone, to be quiet, to
muse, to just be there, is minimal.

Almost all day care observers even-
tually comment on the constant hub-
bub. “T couldn’t stand the noise. From
sun-up to sun-down, voices talking,

_talking,” writes Anne Husted Burleigh.

“People,” she argues, “were not made
for babble.” “For ten hours a day, these
kids have to interact with about 20 or
30 kids,” says day care worker Katie
Humes. “Imagine if we adults had to
constantly be trying to get along with
that many people.” For lots of children,
suggested author Vance Packard after
making a series of day care visits, the
daily experience “must be like enduring
a nine-hour cocktail party.”

Perhaps the most undesirable aspect
of the day care center is that, as child
psychologist Arnold Samuels puts it,
“the child must comply with the envi-
ronment; the program doesn’t always
respond to the child.” Dorothy Conniff
characterizes this as “the most consis-
tent drawback of day care centers.”

Staff resort to forcing children into
the same boring activity all at the
same time to maintain control. What-
ever children can learn from pasting a
picture of a pumpkin on a pumpkin
outline is not enhanced the next day
by pasting a paper feather on a
turkey. This kind of solution to the
problem of what to do with young
children is a terrible waste....[a] kind
of repressive control.

Given the impossibility of true per-
sonal attention, the need to mark
time, and the necessity of keeping
control, even the most mundane ac-
tivities on the day care schedule take
on large significance. Fallows de-
scribes the discomfort she observed
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Regimentation pops
up wherever custodial
care of children
is substituted for

family care.

during hand-washing periods as lines
of children had to wait for those in
front of them to one at a time walk to
the sink, wet their hands, grasp the
soap, wash, replace the soap, rinse,
pull out a towel, dry, throw the towel
away, and then return to their seat—
all with the deliberate, painful slow-
ness of a toddler. In the course of a
nine-hour day, mass coat-donning,
bathroom-using, grace-saying, line-
forming and so forth can become tri-
als in depersonalization for two-,
three- and four-year-old children.

For her book The Erosion of Child-
hood, Valerie Suransky observed several
widely different day care settings and
came away struck by the way each
stressed time scheduling and the rou-
tinization of tasks. Suransky also noted
the importance of containment in day
care, and the role of locked doors,
marching in line, and other measures
used toward this end.

Regimentation pops up wherever
custodial care of children is substi-
tuted for family care—even when the
children involved are much older and
more competent than infants and
toddlers. When Time profiled some
typical days of American children a
few years ago, a third grader named
Katie, the only child of a Seattle doc-
tor and nurse practitioner, was in-
cluded. “Katie is a day care child,” be-
gan the profile. “To her generation of
children, day care is as familiar a des-
tination as Disneyland, if not nearly
as magical.” Katie still goes to day care
before and after every school day. Un-
til her teenaged half-sister recently

moved into the house, Katie also
“used to go to day care all summer. [
didn't look forward to summer then.”

Behold a picture of upper-income
early childhood at the end of the
twentieth century:

Katie spends ten hours away from
home each day. After rising at 7 a.m.
and downing a breakfast of Lucky
Charms, she buckles herself into the
front seat of her mother’s Volkswagen
Jetta for the two-minute ride [to)
Montlake Elementary School. She
stays for an hour in a kindergarten
classroom where the Community Day
School sets up shop each day before
and after school. At 9 A.M. she joins
her third-grade classmates at Mont-
lake. When the school day finishes,
Katie circles back to day care, where
she stays until 6 p.M.

Katie clearly does not like day care.
“A lot of times it gets really boring just
going there,” she says. “It’s the same set-
ting and usually the same things to do”
...She cannot invite friends over to her
house, nor can she go to theirs. Worst
of all, she cannot disappear by herself
into her bedroom and play with her
toys or work on her next book. “1
would love if T could just stay in the at-
tic,” she says. “There’s a little room in
my mom and dad’s closet. There’s this
little door to get in. It is really fun in
there. They have all these old literature
books and poetry books and drawing
books. It is like a big library, and I
could just sit there and read all day.”

Sometimes when she’s feeling un-
happy at day care, Katie starts to imag-
ine that the other children do not like
her. She suffers from attacks of what
she calls “aloneness,” a feeling she
rarely has when she is at home alone....

No matter how creative the enter-
tainment, the children find it hard to
keep going, going, going as they head
into the final stretch late each after-
noon.... Toward the end of the day, the
slightest twist on the doorknob is
enough to get a sea of tired eyes to look
up. As parents arrive to pick up their
kids, Katie quickly looks up to see if it
is her mom or dad. Most kids have a
pretty good feeling for what time their
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parents normally appear, so when a
parent is late, a child becomes anxious.

Institutionalization of this sort
means several things for children, com-
ments family researcher David Cayley.
“It means separation from the day-to-
day world of home and neighborhood,
it means the loss of the opportunity to
do what you want when you want to do
it, including sometimes just doing
nothing at all. And it means the loss of
privacy and solitude.”

This is not an exclusively American
problem. All industrial societies are
pushing their children in the same di-
rection. The Christian Science Monitor
carried an interview with an educated
Parisian couple who discussed family
practices and childcare policies in
France (which Mrs. Clinton and other
liberals in the U.S. often laud). “I’ve
never wanted to put children into
these public systems,” confessed
Alexandra Doualle. “You can say what
you want, but day care centers are col-
lective institutions. The children are
raised as a collective entity. The child
will develop his collective self but will
not necessarily develop his individual
self” What happens, she asks, to a par-
ticularly sensitive child? To one who is
casily influenced? To one who can be
dominated? They suffer. “A little day
care, a few hours a day, that’s fine,” sug-
gests Mrs. Doualle. But spending more
time than that in a group can damage a
child’s personality.

One of the great cultural ironies of
our era, Bill and Wendy Dreskin have
argued, is that this trend toward insti-
tutionalization in childhood is being
driven primarily by social liberals—the

- great professed opponents of dehu-

manizing standardization.

Progressives are dedicated to increas-
ing the number of children who must
lead these regimented lives. They are
lobbying for the public schools to in-
clude day care programs for preschool
children or even infants and toddlers,
and in some states they are working
toward lowering the age for compul-
sory entrance into the school sys-
tem.... Progressives push for year-

Infants under one

in group care
have eight times as
many colds and

other infections.

round schools which would shift the
responsibility of summer care from
parents to the government.

The institutions produced by all
this social activism have been charac-
terized as “part-time orphanages” by
worried skeptics. And like the full-time
versions, they can wrench their charges
poignantly. Writer Harry Stein illus-
trates this through the experiences of a
friend. While wrestling with the deci-
sion of whether to have children, the
friend—a successful broadcasting ex-
ecutive—decided to visit the best day
care center in her neighborhood and
draw some conclusions for herself. She
came back with serious reservations. I
was quite taken aback when I saw them
consoling a six-month-old with a pho-
tograph of his parents,” the woman re-
ported. “I don’t know,” she observed
after a pause, “those people are betting
a helluva lot on this experiment pan-
ning out.”

This snippet from one of Deborah
Fallows’ center visits provides another
glimpse of the impersonality that pre-
vails in so much hired childcare.

The story line of the book was getting
more complicated when the phone
rang next door in the director’s office.
The tcacher got up to answer it be-
cause the director was out. When she
came back, Jason started complaining
that he didn’t feel well. She let the
comment pass and went back to read-
ing when the phone rang a sccond
time. She went again to answer it.
When she returned, [Jason| stumbled
out of his seat and toward the bath-

room, spitting up on me and a few
children as he passed.... The teacher
went off to clean up Jason, laid him
down in the director’s office, and
tried unsuccessfully to call his
mother. She pulled out coloring
books and crayons to keep the chil-
dren busy in her absence.... All but
two of the children located their col-
oring books by their names on the
covers. Andrew, the two-and-a-half-
year-old, and Michele, a recently ar-
rived five-year-old, didn’t have books.
They found some left over from chil-
dren who were no longer at the center
and started using them. Suddenly An-
drea discovered that she in fact had
the wrong book and little Andrew
was scribbling in hers. She attempted

a quick switch, which sct Andrew off :

howling. When the teacher returned,
Michele was pouting and complain-
ing about not having her own book.
The teacher, impatient by then,
picked up the book Michele was us-
ing, scratched out the name “Car-
olyn” and wrote “Michele” over it.
“Carolyn withdrew from school,” she
explained to me. But Michele did not
look convinced.

One leading edge in day care today
is special centers that only accept sick
children. All around the country, in-
stitutions with cutesy names like
Sneezles and Chicken Soup and Teddy
Bearacks have sprung up, solely as
places to park youngsters too ill to at-
tend their regular centers. But there is
nothing cute, or healthy, about this
practice. When a youngster who is al-
ready feeling bad goes to an ill child
center he is faced with a totally unfa-
miliar environment, where all the
adults and all the other children are
strangers. Instead of bringing extra se-
curity and comfort, his illness thus
brings him extra strangeness and un-
certainty. Penelope Leach puts it
bluntly: “To put a sick baby into a
stranger’s hands is cruelty.”

In many cases, it is employers who
set up these centers. They then parade
them as proof that the company is
“family friendly.” One cover story in
Fortune chortled that “for sheer cost-
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effectiveness, nothing
beats a facility for
children too sick to
go to school or day
care centers. About
80 employers, up 50
percent from a year
ago, have made some
provision so that the
mommies and dad-
dies of sufferers can
still report for work.”

Susan Wolfe, di-
rector of one Min-
neapolis ill-child cen-
ter, does the math for
Fortune. When a mid-
dle manager at First
Bank, one of her sup-
porting employers,
misses a day of work
to minister to a mis-
erable child, it costs
the company $154,
Wolfe reports. If, on the other hand,
the employee checks the child into her
center at company expense, it costs the
bank only about $20. Voila! An institu-
tion that “saves the company 87 per-
cent, or almost $135 a day.”

The growing regimentation of
childhood involves more than just day
care institutions. It includes things like
more and more young children having
to brave rush hour each day. I have be-
fore me an Associated Press piece enti-
tled “The Littlest Commuter” that is
typical of several I've seen. It profiles a
mother and toddler who spend four
hours a day traveling from suburban
New Jersey to work and day care, re-
spectively, in lower Manhattan.

This is Ashley’s day: She gets up
very early and is driven by her mother
from Oakland, N.J. to the train sta-
tion in Ramsey. They park. They
board the 6:22 a.M. local to Hoboken.
In Hoboken they jump a Trans-Hudson
subway. From the top of the subway
stairs they stroller several blocks to
Ashley’s day care center. She stays
there all day, then reverses her com-
mute. All told, Ashley’s “workday” is
12 hours long.

Welcome to the baby rat race, Ashley.

HEALTH RISKS

octors warn that day care cen-
ters have become troublesome
sources of health problems.
The Amierican Pediatric Asso-
ciation reckons that infants
under one in group care have eight times
as many colds and other infections as ba-
bies cared for by their families. A baby’s
immune system is not well developed un-
til about his third month of life, and it
does not reach adult-level disease-fight-
ing capability until around age two. Take
this fact, plus the research finding that an
average toddler puts a hand or object in
his mouth every three minutes, and you
can sce why concentrating together
groups of these drooling, toy-sucking,
low-immune children creates an ideal
environment for disease transmission.
Add to this the reality of diapers and
you have a recipe for recurring sick-
ness. The U.S. Centers for Disease Con-
trol warn that “diaper changing is the
highest risk procedure” associated with
day care. Even in the highest-quality
center with a 1:4 adult-to-child ratio, a
worker taking care of babies will have
to clean an average of 16 bottoms every
day, supposedly sanitizing the changing
area thoroughly each time. Dorothy

Conniff comments that if you “think
about thoroughly washing your hands
16 times a day, you may begin to un-
derstand why epidemics of diarrhea
and related diseases regularly sweep
through infant-care centers.”

A Memphis State University study of
800 children under age three found that
compared to youngsters at home, chil-
dren in day care centers suffered half-
again as many infections and four-and-a-
half-times as many hospitalizations. The
American Journal of Public Health has re-
ported that children in day care centers
incur overall medical expenses that are
two to three times as high as those of
children cared for at home. This research
showed them to be nearly three times as
likely to require hospitalization. A RAND
Corporation study which analyzed data
on 3,841 children age six months to five
years showed that attending a day care
center “increases bed days for young chil-
dren by 30 percent,” while youngsters at-
tending home-based day care have 19
percent more bed days (both compared
to parent-reared children).

In the Journal of the American Med-
ical Association, physician Stanley Schu-
man reports that day care transmission
is responsible for recent “outbreaks of
enteric illness—diarrhea, dysentery, gi-
ardiasis, and epidemic jaundice—remi-
niscent of the pre-sanitation days of the
seventeenth century.” Other serious day
care hazards include cytomegalovirus,
shigellosis, hepatitis, HiB, and ear infec-
tions. When we checked my son into
Children’s Hospital in Washington,
D.C,, to have a minor hernia repaired
when he was young, I was struck to note
that half of the children in the surgical
ward were in for inner ear surgery, most
to have mechanical drains installed to
try to prevent eardrum ruptures. In-
creased day care transmission of disease
is the major reason this has become a
big problem among children today.

Committees of the the American
Academy of Pediatrics recommended in
the 1980s that to avoid chronic infections
and childhood epidemics, children under
two should be cared for only in the com-
pany of their siblings if at all possible.
When that is impossible, the doctors urge
that a small group of no more than six
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children, from no more than three fami-
lies be used. Large groupings and groups
with turnover among the children ought
to be avoided when children are young,
they suggest. This, obviously, would ex-
clude most day care centers.

And there are public health issues
associated with day care beyond just
those of disease transmission. Phyllis
Weikart, a University of Michigan pro-
fessor of physical education, has impli-
cated increased day care use in the
sharp decline over the last generation in
the physical motor skills of children.
Today’s children have fewer opportuni-
ties for unrestricted outdoor movement
and play, she explained. And youngsters
are considerably less likely to learn
physical skills and games from older
siblings, playmates, and role models
than they once were. Day care creates
single-age ghettos where there is less
transmission of skills and information
of all sorts across age boundaries.

f you think the lucky few families

able to afford gold-standard day
care—a private nanny in one’s own
home—can thereby avoid day care’s
problems, think again.

From the later-1800s until the 1930s,
placing one’s children in the hands of a
hired nanny was one of the hallmarks
of upper-class existence in Britain and a
few other European countries. This was
gold-standard care if it ever existed. The
nannies were with their children nearly
round the clock, typically living right in
the children’s rooms, and giving their
whole life to their charges.

Nonetheless, these arrangements
caused much human unhappiness.
Among other problems, Jonathan
Gathorne-Hardy notes in his book The
Unnatural History of the Nanny, “the
annals of nanny literature are filled
with desperate descriptions of incom-
prehensible and brutal partings” when
caretakers left their host families. And
even where the connections between
nanny and child were never severed,
nanny life often brought suffering.
Many writers suggest this peculiar in-
stitution left deep, raw marks on the
entire British upper class.
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CAN
GOVERNNMENT
MAKE DAY
CARE GOOD?

ow a brief word about day-

care “quality” In the na-

tional research (including

the latest NICHD study that

activists misrepresent as
exonerating day care), two facts are
clear. The first is that when you get
right down to actual effects on individ-
ual children, the differcnces between
“good” programs and “poor” programs
are not large.

The second reality is that in even the
very best full-time day care situations,
large nurnbers of children (often a ma-
jority, depending on what is being
mcasured) end up showing some sign

upbringing was Winston Churchill. “If
it worked for Churchill, it can’t be so
bad for others,” intone defenders of
nannying. And in truth, Churchill’s
early rearing did have a lot to do with
making him the great public man he
was. But that rearing also left him pri-
vately tormented, and desperately un-
happy at the end of his life. Churchill’s
case is interesting because it illustrates
the remarkable closeness of the very
best nanny-child relationships while si-
multaneously demonstrating that, even
under optimal conditions, parental
surrogacy is ultimately inadequate.

Churchill’s father, Lord Randolph,
was an ambitious and preoccupied
politician, and his mother, Jennie
Jerome, was a beautiful young woman
caught up in the whirl of fashionable
society. Winston’s childhood letters
show him pleading with his parents
for attention.

Rescuing Churchill from this sore ne-
glect was his nanny Mrs. Everest. For the
first eight years of his life, Churchill was
virtually never separated from Nanny
Everest. He slept in her room, had every
need attended to by her, and soaked up
her calm, loving warmth. From birth un-

til hic twentieth vear when che died.

of maladjustment. Problems occur not
just where the care is of low quality but
also among children in the most care-
ful and expensive forms of hired care—
one-on-one nannies, and university lab
schools, for instance. This is quite clear
in the research, and the best way to
summarize it may be to say that excel-
lent day care gets less disappointing re-
sults than crummy daycare.

Certainly not all children who go
into day care will end up with weak
parental bonds, aggressive tendencies,
academic problems, personal insecuri-
ties, difficulties in peer relations, or
other evidence of emotional or cogni-
tive damage. Lots will bounce through
with few obvious effects. Individual
circumstances like a youngster’s tem-
perament, sex, and the status of his
home influence how he fares. Older
children are better equipped to adapt
than infants and toddlers. Part-time
care is much less risky than full-time.

Mrs. Everest was “the principal confi-
dante of his joys, his troubles, and his
hopes,” according to Churchill’s son.

She in turn adored Churchill. The
depth of their mutual love shines forth
in their correspondence. Some sam-
ples from her letters found among
Churchill’s papers when he died (hav-
ing then been saved by him for more
than 70 years):

Winny dear, do try to keep the new
suit expressly for visiting, the brown
one will do for everyday wear, please
do this to please me.

Thank you so much dearest for
getting me a present.... It is very kind
of you but you know my Lamb I
would rather you did not spend your
money on me.

My darling Precious Boy: | hope
you will take care of yourself, my dar-
ling. I hear of your exploits at steeple-
chasing. 1 do so dread to hear of it. Re-
member Count Kinsky broke his nose
once at that....

Churchill was at Everest’s deathbed
when she succumbed to peritonitis at
her sister’s house in North London. He
describes the dav in Mv Early Life.
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It’s a mistake, though, to assume that
a child with nice concerned parents and
a nice middle-class daycare arrangement
will be immune from harm. What we've
learned over the last decade or so is that
all youngsters are vulnerable. Lasting ef-
fects will show up among some consid-
erable portion of the youngsters who ex-
perience extensive out-of-home care in
their first three years. Exactly how large a
portion we can't say; long-term results
aren’t in, and in any case many of these
effects will never be fully measurable.

But the ominous findings that have
piled up so far give us clear reason to
hesitate in our headlong plunge toward
more and more childraising by hire.

Day care advocates often claim that
the kinds of problems ['ve been dis-
cussing in this chapter can be elimi-
nated via more licensing and regula-
tion. The trouble is, there are already
lots of fully regulated—and fully disap-
pointing—day care homes and centers

She knew she was in danger, but her
only anxiety was for me. There had
been a heavy shower of rain. My jacket
was wet. When she felt it with her
hands she was greatly alarmed for fear
I should catch cold. The jacket had to
be taken off and thoroughly dried be-
fore she was calm again. Her only de-
sire was to see my brother Jack, and
this unhappily could not be arranged.
I set out for London to get a good spe-
cialist.... I returned to her bedside. She
still knew me, but she gradually be-
came unconscious. Death came very
easily to her. She had lived such an in-
nocent and loving life...she had no
fears at all.... She had been my dearest
and most intimate friend during the
whole of the 20 years [ had lived.

Churchill enjoyed, as ¢ "1e writer put
it, “the total love and undiluted atten-
tion of this good woman concentrated
entirely on his well-being.” He was cared
for with intense devotion—far more
than most substitute-parented children
will ever know—and this gave him an
unshakeable basc of self-assurance.

Yet Churchill was haunted, in spite
of everything he got from Mrs. Everest,
by the absence of his mother and his fa-

out there. That’s because most of the
things that really matter to young chil-
dren, if we’re honest about it, simply
can’t be covered by regulations.

Linda Burton admits she “never
found an accurate way to evaluate the
merit of a day care situation. Despite my
most painstaking investigations, many
environments that appeared loving and
constructive on initial (and sometimes
repeated) examination, turned out later
to be something quite different.” Anyone
who would have the state “guarantee
good childcare” must explain how regu-
lators can make these judgments that
even cautious parents find so elusive.

Since the things that are really
wanted in a childcare provider are al-
most impossible to stipulate through
rules, state regulations generally dwell
usclessly, or obsessively on the material

ther. His parents were in no way hos-
tile—“My mother shone for me like the
Evening Star,” Winston wrote in later
life—his problem was simply that they
were not around much.

The anxiety this ingrained into
Churchill wasn’t always debilitating.
Indeed, Oxford University psychiatrist
Anthony Storr argues that the parental
indifference of his youth may actually
have helped prepare Churchill for his
inspired wartime leadership of Britain.
The boy’s early emotional pain crystal-
lized as an extraordinary pugnacity,
and in the midst of a national life-and -
death struggle, this rage found a com-
plete and legitimate outlet. The prime
minister’s famous cry that “We shall
fight in France, we shall fight on the
seas and oceans, we shall fight...in the
air, we shall...fight on the beaches” ex-
emplifies the survivor’s spirit that
stood him and his nation so well in the
heat of battle. The fact that Churchill
had been repeatedly forced to master
his own despair left him perfectly
suited to rouse the nation when all the
odds seemed against it, Storr suggests.

But the boy’s upbringing eventually
came back to bite him. A child who is re-
jected will lack “belief that the world is

inputs that are easiest to measure. What
good is the government regulation that
reads (literally): “Infants and toddlers
should be offered water at intervals™?
What about “Infants shall not remain in
cribs, baby beds or playpens all day™? It
may or may not be useful to insist that
every room in which day care is con-
ducted have an 8-foot ceiling, and that
there are covers on all the diaper pails.
But none of those things have much to
do with producing humane childhoods.

A 1991 RAND study of child care qual-
ity published in the Journal of Social Issues
concludes that “the structural elements
that are currently the focus of [child care]
licensing are, in fact, largely irrelevant in
terms of what parents demand.” The
same conclusion is spelled out in more
popular language in the 1990 report
Mothers Speak Out on Child Care.“Moth-
ers do not believe that loving care can be
created by legislative mandate, or bought
with generous salaries and top-of-the-line

predominantly a happy place, and that
he has a favored place in it,” says Storr.

Although such a child may experience
periods of both success and happi-
ness, these will neither convince him
that he is lovable, nor finally prove to
him that life is worthwhile.... No
amount of external success can ulti-
mately compensate him for this.

That, alas, is precisely the circum-
stance Winston Churchill found him-
self in. All through his life he was
plagued with moods of deep depres-
sion—he referred to them famously as
his “Black Dog.” These he combatted
with activity, and during the periods
he was holding political office he
mostly kept them in control. But in
the end, the “Black Dog” conquered
the great man. In his last years,
Churchill would sit glumly for days
and weeks, convinced of his failure
and the uselessness of his life. Despite
his magnificent achievements, he ulti-
mately died unhappy.

Separation from mother and fa-
ther was something not even the gen-
erous love of Nanny Everest could
save him from. —K2Z
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play equipment,”it reads. “When they de-
mand ‘quality care’ they are not referring
to adequate fire exits and teacher-to-
child ratio.”

And there is another problem with
proposed regulatory fixes for day care:
More rules lead to higher expenses and
fewer providers. William Gormley ob-
serves in a 1990 Brookings Institution
study that because regulation will “de-
crease the supply and raise the costs”
of care, it can “ironically, result in
fewer regulated facilities.” And what
good is “better” care if it’s unaffordable
or unavailable?

I've known several cases where warm-
hearted people stopped providing care
for neighbors because the paperwork be-
came such a burden, because the win-
dows in their playroom weren't as large
as the specifications dictated, or for simi-
lar reasons. In a strictly regulated envi-
ronment, the advantage goes to cookie-
cutter chains and other mass providers.

A few years ago, Maryland working
mother Judy Kaplan Warner wrote me
to describe how day care regulations
can have perverse effects in this way.
She included an article she had written
for the Washington Post after her
daughter’s “grandmotherly” home day
care provider was raided by a county
inspector because she wasn’t licensed.
In it, Warner complained that “in the
name of protecting children, the state
law has thrown me back into the pool
of anguished parents searching for
good day care, while a superbly compe-
tent day care provider is forbidden to
care for children.”

Warner argues that she and thou-
sands of other parents who freely
choose informal unlicensed care
arrangements “believe we know better
than anyone else—the state, the county,
the federal government-—what our
children need to thrive” And surely she
is right. Only parents can judge what
qualities are essential for their sons and
daughters. The effect of most govern-
ment norms dictated in the name of
“quality control” will simply be to drive
informal caregivers out of business.

Day care proponents have an almost
blind faith in the ability of government
to solve child care problems. One fa-

vorite tactic of American liberals is to
point to Europe—where they claim
that excellent day care systems flourish
because public will and public money
have been applied. The truth, however,
as [ discovered when I did research in
several European countries in the mid-
1980s, is rather different.

To begin, most of the European sys-
tems are not really day care structures
but rather parts of a much larger appa-
ratus of family allowances and tax
breaks set up to encourage births and
population growth in countries rapidly
growing gray. The United States doesn’t
have a problem with too few births,
and thus is not about to copy these
programs. Particularly since these Eu-
ropean “Family Policies” are incredibly
costly—setting up a U.S. equivalent to
the French system, for instance, would
cost around $300 billion.

More to the point, European child
care systems don’t do what American
promoters claim they do. In Europe,
most day care is not excellent, it is
mediocre—just as day care is every-
where when practiced on a mass scale.
More national effort and funding has
been expended in France than any-
where ¢lse, and the average center for
three-year-olds has one teacher and
one half-time aide for every 22 chil-
dren. Even if every teacher was unusu-
ally gifted, this would amount to mere
custodialism. Three-year-olds are sim-
ply not built for herding in flocks.

Belgium has a frce government-run
nursery school system for children aged
three and over that is very similar to
France’s. It also has a network, like other
European countries, for providing refer-
rals and public subsidies to day care cen-
ters that cater to younger children. A
typical Belgian center will be staffed by
aides with the equivalent of a vocational
high school diploma, and the average
worker earns about $900 a month. The
major source of day care workers is un-
employed persons on the government
dole, who are assigned to centers by
state welfare agencies. On a normal day,
a third of the teachers may be absent.
“You understand the difference between
theory and practice,” explains the direc-
tor of one Brussels child care center, ac-

knowledging that morale among the
country’s hired caretakers is low.

The really striking thing about Euro-
pean young-child care is not the quan-
tity or quality of publicly-funded cen-
ters, but rather the clear preference of par-
ents to take care of their own infants and
toddlers at home. In the European Union
as a whole, fewer than half of all mothers
with children under 10 are currently em-
ployed. In the United States, half-again
as many mothers of children in that age
range are absent from the home. Fully
seven out of ten infants and toddlers are
raised in their own home in France. Even
in Sweden, where tax rules and heavy so-
cial pressures make it extremely difficult
for families to survive without two in-
comes, four out of every ten children age
six or younger are cared for by a parent
at home, and another two out of ten are
looked after by a relative or neighbor.
And if the Swedish public had its
druthers there might be even less day
care. A 1988 poll showed that 83 percent
of all Swedes feel children should stay at
home until age three.

Even when European children do end
up in non-parental care, public institu-
tions are a distinct second choice. Of the
Swedish children in subsidized day care,
for instance, fully 40 percent are taken
care of in family homes rather than cen-
ters. Even more popular among Euro-
pean parents are related caretakers. Ac-
cording to European Union figures, Eu-
ropean children with employed mothers
are more than twice as likely to be looked
after by their grandmothers, for example,
than are American children.

The common claim that Europe is
carpeted with day care institutions that
are consistently wonderful and highly
popular is simply not true. Europeans
strongly prefer parental and family care
to the alternatives. Most still provide
such care to their own children. And
the institutional care funded by the Eu-
ropean governments tends to be
mediocre and impersonal just like in-
stitutional care everywhere else.

There is no easy way, public or pri-
vate, to buy for individual children the
kind of loving concern that has never
been for sale.
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represent the generation of women who came
of age ignited by Simone de Beauvoir and
Betty Fricdan. These angry and articulate ma-
triarchs taught us that our power and identity

f  should come from the world, and not solely
from our husbands or our children or our homes.
When | was a college student at Stanford in the
1970s, the sight of my own stay-at-home mother
wearing her red-checked dish towel slung over one
shoulder used to rile me as a symbol of the oppres-
sion of wives stuck in their kitchens.

Determined to create a life far beyond the
shackles of housewivery, I became a journalist who
interviewed celebrities for United Press Interna-
tional, people like Yoko Ono, Billy Graham, Sena-
tor Ted Kennedy, and Queen Noor of Jordan.

Then came marriage, the birth of four sons in
rapid succession, and a departure from daily jour-
nalism to raise children and become a free-lance
writer at home. Ironically, when [ now wear a red-
checked dish towel over my shoulder as my mother
did, I don’t feel oppressed; 1 feel happy and free. Af-
ter years of racewalking past the moment to reach
somewhere higher and better in my career, I am re-
lieved to have slowed down and be in a kitchen
with kids. This me called Mommy feels like who 1
was meant to be all along.

The author with one of her sons.

BY IRIS KRASNOW
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n November of 1993, [ gave birth to

twins and became the mother of

four sons under the age of three.
That cataclysmic event, which shook
up my career and my concept of self,
eventually led me to great clarity on
what really matters. It comes down to
this: family is, quite simply, everything.
And the building of a solid family takes
alot of time.

Being a good journalist requires in-
tense energy and devotion; being a
good mother takes at least the same
commitment, if not more. To succeed, |
knew that I would have to work harder
than I'd ever worked on anything in my
life. And that meant whittling down my
herculean To Do list—childrearing is
not something you can do in between
deadlines and meetings.

Ultimately, our greatest power as
human beings is how we spend our
time. And I know now that I never
again want to spend more time in an
office with strangers than I do in my
home with my family, the people I love
the most. I know that I never want to
turn into that friend of mine who
drove her 18-year-old off to college and
sobbed the whole way home because
she realized that during all those weeks
and months and years while she had
been tied up at the office, early in the
morning and late at night, her baby
had been turning into a young woman
who was now gone. “Where did all the
time go?” she lamented. “And now I
can’t get it back” No, we can’t get it
back. This day comes but once.

That’s why I savor moments like the
magical afternoon my toddler son Jack
found a Lillian Vernon catalogue and
began flipping excitedly through the
pages, pointing to item after item.
“What’s this, Mommy? What's this,
Mommy?” he asked over and over,
pointing to pottery, windsocks, candles,
building blocks. I thought about how
Jack will only be tiny enough to tuck
into his mother’s lap for a short spell
longer. | was reminded of his inno-
cence, and that soon, too soon, I would

Iris Krasnow’s book Surrendering To
Motherhood: Losing Your Mind, Finding
Your Soul is just out in paperback.

When I was a

college student, the
sight of my
stay-at-home mother
wearing her red-
checked dish towel
over one shoulder

used to rile me.

have to let this boy free into a world that
could harm him, make him cynical,
perhaps even make him bad. I let my
magazine drop to my feet and buried
my face in Jack’s hot, chubby neck.

I can’t stop little boys with silky
checks who cling to their mother like
monkeys from changing into reticent
adolescents with stubble and body
pierces. I can’t stop four brothers who
now loop limbs on the floor as if they
were one creature from venturing off
some day in four different directions.
Inan eye blink, our sons won'’t need me
to wrap them in their tattered yellow
blankets and sing them to sleep. So
right here and right now 1 thank God
for this moment of this day.

When [ became the mother of a
puppy pack of boys I discovered that all
those long debates among ambitious
women about ways to balance our lives
are fruitless. The task is insurmount-
able—with small children there can be
no balance; they get the most of you,
time and time again. When I surren-
dered to that fact, then real balance
came—having my soul and heart and
mind in sync.

This doesn’t mean I think mothers
should be home all the time. [ am not
home all the time. Our youngest chil-
dren are now in preschool; so with
more time on my hands, I teach a jour-
nalism seminar at American University.

[ love staying involved in the field I've
been in since graduating from college
two decades ago. But teaching journal-
ism rather than hacking out stories
every day means | have a career that re-
volves around my family, rather than a
family life slapped together around an
all-consuming job. When [ was the
woman trying to Have It All, Having It
All felt exactly like having nothing.

I was struck hard by an interview
that ran in Life with former Republican
National Committee chairman Lee At-
water. As he lay dying of brain cancer,
his body flooded with radiation, Atwa-
ter had this to say:

I acquired more wealth, power, and
prestige than most. But you can ac-
quire all you want and still feel
empty. What power wouldn’t I trade
for a little more time with my family?
What price wouldn’t 1 pay for an
evening with friends. It took a deadly
illness to put me eye to eye with that
truth, a truth that the country,
caught up in its ruthless ambitions,
can learn on my dime.

Choosing to be a mother who
spends most of her time with her sons
is actually a convergence of the feminist
ideals my era of women embraced—
power, freedom, self-expression, and
independence. Nothing ever felt so
powerful, so free, so spiritually right, as
becoming a militant mother who orga-
nizes a home and fights for her children
on every front.

I think of the blurred weeks and
years that whipped by when I was a su-
personic journalist, intoxicated by the
chase. The days often now break down
into subtleties-in-the-second that leave
me breathless from all there is to do
during one minute and one hour in the
Here and Now. Tangled in my children’s
wonder, | am constantly made aware of
the extraordinary in the ordinary.

This feeling of freedom and right-
ness shows up in all parts of my life.
Feminist pioneer Simone de Beauvoir
(who was herself childless) once wrote
that becoming a mother means the
decath of your erotic development. |
have found exactly the opposite to be
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true. A woman’s sexuality plays out to
its peak in a period of your life when
you are nursing and nuzzling and rock-
ing babies, and sleeping with the com-
mitted father of your children.

was a person who blossomed into

womanhood at Stanford University

in the middle 1970s. I drank deeply
from the movements emanating from
the Bay Area playground, looking for
spiritual fulfillment and the meaning
of life. My journey took me through
Buddhism, est, Transcendental Medita-
tion, macrobiotics, weightlifting, the
Grateful Dead.

Today, I am no longer desperate to
have a head-on with divine self-realiza-
tion; that ended when I had a head-on
with four sticky little boys. They have
filled my soul with the serene knowing
that God has come through for me.
Having young children is like the last
day of summer vacation, the sun on
your face, the sand at your fect.

I’'m aware that I am lucky to be a
writer, a vocation that easily transfers to
the home. But although I've had more
choices than many women, I believe
women in most fields have more
choices than they think they have. A
friend of mine in Annapolis, Maryland,
has switched her baking shift at a cater-
ing company to 4 A.M. through 11 a.M
so she can add to her husband’s middle-
class wages and still have days free for
her kids. Another friend left her post as
a buyer for a department store and now
runs a flourishing business selling chil-
dren’s clothing from her living room,
using her young daughters as models. 1
know lots of lawyers who have gone off
partner-track and cut work weeks in
half so they can be there to pick up their
children at 3:15 .M. If you want it badly
enough and push hard enough, it is
possible to forge work-family solutions
that favor your children.

Spending a quantity of quality time
with our children not only bolsters
them; kids keep us connected to our
finest selves. In our home in Mary-
land, I often sit in my kitchen and
watch the amber of sunset on the river
while my husband Chuck is upstairs
scrubbing four boys in one bathtub.

&

I know now that I
never again want to
spend more time in

an office with
strangers than I do in
my home with my
family, the people 1
love the most.
And 1 go over my day—wiping banana
off the TV screen, scraping mud off
sneakers with a Swiss army knife,
reading Pocahontas to four boys who
are looking at their mother with rever-
ence. And I am reminded that This Is
As Good As It Gets.

On those days when I yearn to be
dispatched on some exotic journalism

assignment, | think of my interview
some years ago with Zelda Fichandler,
the then-65-year-old founder of Wash-
ington, D.C's Arena Stage, one of the
finest regional theaters in the country.
As she spoke about her extremely suc-
cessful career, I asked if she had any re-
grets in a remarkable life. She stared at
me, her eyes black and piercing, then
answered: “If I had a perfect life to live
over again, [ would spend the first five
years of my children’s lives at home. At
the time, | never felt guilty about leav-
ing the kids. I kept feeling ‘this is worth
it” Now I give advice to young women
to be very careful whether it’s worth it.
I'm not absolutely positive now that it’s
been worth it. Because of life not lived,
books not read, art not seen, vacations
not taken, conversations not held,
flowers not smelled.” Fichandler
paused, then added: “I never had
enough of my kids. I do feel that 1 was
always there when they needed me. But
I don't think I was always there when |
needed them.”

Other powerful women have voiced
similar regrets about letting work
overshadow their family lives. In a
wonderful interview conducted by
Oriana Fallaci, former Israeli Prime
Minister Golda Meir reflected on try-
ing to run a country and run a family
at the same time:

Such a struggle breaks out in you.
Your heart goes to pieces. It’s all run-
ning around, trying to be in two
places at once, getting upset. All this
can’t help but be reflected in the struc-
ture of the family.

I know that my children, when
they were little, suffered a lot on my
account. I left them alone so often. I
was never with them when I should
have been and would have liked to be.

Oh, 1 remember how happy they
were, my children, every time I didn’t
go to work because of a headache.
They jumped and laughed and said,
“Mamma’s staying home! Mamma
has a headache!”

If you only knew how many times
I say to myself, “To hell with every-
thing, to hell with everybody, I've
done my share, now let the others do
theirs, enough, enough, enough.”

I like to be with nothing to do,
even just sitting in an armchair, or
wasting time with little things I enjoy.
I should be the master of the clock,
not the clock the master of me.

When we choose to become moth-
ers, we make the most elemental com-
mitment you can make as a human be-
ing, an irrevocable promise to take
care of our offspring. We are not
forced to reproduce. We become
mothers because we want to, often be-
cause it's what we want more than any-
thing else in the world. I respect my
friends who choose not to have chil-
dren because they admit to being too
selfish. But | am saddened when the
act of willing procreation doesn’t
cause selfishness to wane.

One Wednesday [ went to visit an
advertising executive who had given
birth the Sunday before. She was
propped up in bed talking on the tele-
phone. With one hand she was holding
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her child to her breast, in the other
hand she was clutching a newly arrived
fax. The phone call about a client dis-
pute was riling her, and she started
swatting the air with the hand that had
been securing her newborn. The baby
dropped into the sea of papers that
covered her bed. As my friend ranted
on, there her daughter lay, with black
ink smudged on her cheek. This
mother was planning to return to work
the following week.

I have heard other new mothers
one-up each other with stories of how
quickly they took their first business
trip, how quickly they lost the 40
pounds of pregnancy weight, how
quickly they were back chairing a com-
mittee, how quickly they returned to
the jogging track. As someone who has

By Charmaine Yoest

hen the President and First
Lady recently announced their
plan to increase federal spending for
day care by $22 billion over the next five
years, they said such action is necessary
to address a “silent child care crisis” that
is afflicting the nation. Is there a child
care crisis in America? What is it that
parents want that they are not getting?
To help answer these questions,
Wirthlin Worldwide recently conducted
a national poll for the Family Research
Council. A representative sample of par-
ents were asked which kinds of child
care they believed to be most desirable.
The overwhelming first choice in child
care: Care by a child’s own mother. The
next favorite choice was care by a child’s
own grandmother, aunt, or other family
member, followed by care from a child’s
own mother and father working in a tag
team. Then came care by a church-run
center, care by a trusted neighbor or
family friend, care by a home day care
provider, and care by a nanny or au pair.
Ranking eighth in popularity was care
by a commercial day care center, fol-
lowed by care in a government-run day
care center in last place.
This decided preference for mother
care showed up among all families, re-
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When I was the

woman trying to
Have It All, Having It
All felt exactly like
having nothing.
been out that door too fast before, |
now tell friends that their old bodies
and old jobs and old social selves can

wait. [ tell them that their babies will be
in first grade tomorrow, and that they

R a;Q D

arents Want?

m MW"‘* R o S DSt 33 o0 o (o

income. Trailing family care in popu-
larity were community arrangements
involving churches and neighbors.
Parents who must entrust their chil-
dren to others clearly prefer someone
with whom they have a relationship.
The least-preferred options were those
that extended outside the community,
involving nannies or au pairs, com-
mercial child care centers, or govern-
ment centers.

A growing body of other polling
data uncovers this same desire for
parental care of children. In May 1997,
the Pew Research Center found that 25
percent of women with children under
18 who were employed full time would
have preferred to be at home with their
children. Another 44 percent wished
they could work part time instead of
full time. Asked whether they thought
their work and child care arrangements
were good for their children, only 41
percent of working women said yes.

In 1996, the Independent Women’s
Forum commissioned a poll which in-
cluded the question: If you had enough
money to live as comfortably as you'd
like, would you prefer to work full time,
work part time, do volunteer work, or
work at home caring for your family?
Thirty-one percent of the women
replied that they would like to be at
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shouldn’t miss out on this glorious fin-
gersnap of time. And when I am ac-
cused of being a hardliner who has
abandoned her feminist ideals, I tell
them there is nothing we can do as
women that’s more powerful than re-
fusing to abandon motherhood.

I think of my artist friend who re-
cently had a request from the Maryland
governor’s office to be considered to
paint a portrait of the First Lady of the
state. My friend didn’t even pursue this
lead, nor does she follow up on the
stream of offers to show her work that
she receives from prestigious galleries.
She regularly turns down requests to
teach college courses. At this stage, she
doesn’t want a bigger career, she wants
to be with her children, ages seven and
five. Although more money would

percent replied that part-time work
would be ideal; 20 percent expressed a
preference for volunteer work; only 15
percent replied that they wanted to
work full time.

These same preferences for mother
care of children and flexibility in work
arrangements showed up in a very large
reader’s survey done by Parents maga-
zine in May 1996. Among 18,000
women who responded, only 4 percent
said they would choose full-time em-
ployment if they could do “whatever
they wished.” Similarly, a 1995 Harris
poll found that only 15 percent of a sci-
entific sample of women would work
full time if they “had enough money to
live as comfortably as they would like.”

This polling data about what parents
want is remarkably consistent with
what Census Bureau figures tell us
American parents actually choose.
Contrary to the media-driven percep-
tion that most children today are in day
care, the vast majority of American
children are actually cared for by their
own families. (See graph on page 47.)

Of the 20 million children under the
age of five in America today, nearly half
(48 percent) have mothers who are at
home full time. And of the remaining
children whose mothers work either

part time or full time, most are cared
far Advirinag thace hanre sither hy their
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make her life significantly easier—her
husband is a horticulturalist—she opts
to work only a dozen or so hours a
week in her studio doing portraits for
local clients while her kids are in
school. For this decision, her family is
“practically poor.” Yet she wouldn’t
trade her life for anybody’s.

“I never sit down and say, ‘Oh, we’ve
got to get out there and make more
money,” she says. “I feel rich. I'm here
all the time for these kids, and they are
turning out well. They are not plunked
in front of a TV by a baby sitter. They
are baking and they are taking hikes
and they are playing with me. You
know, there’s nothing wrong with the
way we were raised in the ’50s and '60s.”

Disillusioned by old heroes like Si-
none de Beauvoir who never married or

Care of children under five

Mother employed
full time :
34%

Mother
employed part time
18%

Source: Editor’s calculations from 1994 U.S Bureau of the Census data.

Mother not
employed

had children and instructed me to avoid
housewife duty, my primary inspiration
today comes from like-minded mothers
who are trying to be at home more than
at an office. Women like Charlene
Quinn, a former White House fellow
who is the mother of seven- and two-
year-old children. I spent a spring after-
noon on the Chesapeake Bay with her,
eating huge strawberries from her gar-
den, drinking orange Hi-C, and watch-
ing our children hurl driftwood.

With the sun beating down on us,
Charlene told me she had just turned
down an offer to become a free-lance
health advisor to Newt Gingrich. “I'm
too busy,” she explained, giggling over

Most Families Take Care of
Their Own Freschoolers

Mrs. Clinton has re-
ferred to a “silent child
care crisis.” But if there is
any element in today’s day
care debate that is silent it
is the silent majority of
parents who are making
themselves available to
their children without
much recognition or sup-
port from society. The
media repeat over and
over that the dual-career
family is today’s norm,
leaving child-raising par-
ents to feel they are alone.
They are not.

But what about cou-
ples who can’t afford to

48%
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father (an additional 10 percent of all
children), by a grandparent (another 9
percent), by another relative (5 per-
cent), or by their mother while she
works (3 percent).

In all, only 26 percent of all pre-
schoolers are in hired day care (a big
chunk of them in home day care).
Though you would never know it from
press reports, three-quarters of all very
young children in the U.S. are still
reared by their own family. For babies,
all of these numbers are even higher.

have one parent stay at
home? The common per-
ception is that the decision to have one
parent at home is a luxury practiced only
by the well-off. Actually, quite the oppo-
site is true: the median income of fami-
lies with at-home mothers is $38,835.
The median income of dual-earner fam-
ilies, on the other hand, is $57,637.

If helping poor families is the goal,
Clinton-style day care subsidies are a
very poor instrument. There are only
1.1 million preschoolers in this country
who are poor and have working moth-
ers, and most of these youngsters—>52

what she was so busy doing—sewing
costumes for her son’s first-grade play.
She said she loved to sew but hadn’t
done it for years because she had been
too engrossed in her job.

I thought about this word busy, de-
fined by the dictionary as “engaged in
action” or “occupied.” In my life as a
globe-trotting journalist perhaps I kept
busy because I was running away from
myself. Being busy with children
means something entirely different:
Engaged in their action, occupied by
their limbs and needs. I feel joyful to
de-accelerate and be where I am, and
who T am. These wriggly little boys
have me imprisoned in the fleeting
moment that is now.

0

percent—are being cared for by family
members. They aren’t in day care.

Since most low-income families
don’t purchase child care, the federal
subsidies in the Clinton plan offer them
nothing. Benefits targeted to day care as
the President has proposed (instead of
to mothers and fathers as others have
suggested) not only discriminate
against low- and middle-income Amer-
ican families who are struggling to keep
one parent at home, but also reach only
the tiniest fraction of families with chil-
dren in poverty.

Federal intervention in child care
should be guided by what parents want
and what children need. At the very
least, the government should be neutral
and avoid social engineering that skews
the child care market toward the com-
mercial, institutional, and bureaucra-
tized solutions that most parents avoid.

Mothers and fathers all across this
country have spoken through their
personal choices. If there are going to
be government efforts to aid families,
these should center on helping parents
care for their own children.

University of Virginia and a mother of
three children is the author of a larger paper
on this subject just released by the Family
Research Council.
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LOTS OF FAMILIES
SAY YES
BY EVAN GAHR

nne Haley Brown sounds like the

quintessential career woman. She

boasts an vy League education,
an elite law school degree, and a stint at
Los Angeles’ best known law firm.

But snagging a law firm partnership
is the least of Brown’s thoughts these
days. This mother of two young girls,
who hasn’t worked since her second
was born, has a more compelling task
than fighting for a corner office: “I've
got to get my daughters ready to stand
on their little feet.”

After that, Brown may return to
work. But at the moment she isn’t ex-
actly pounding the pavement. The Stan-
ford University law school grad may
have been trained to bring witnesses to
tears on cross-examination, but the only
crying Brown sees regularly now are the
misty eyes of her two youngsters. And
that suits her just fine: Ever since her
daughters were born “work just doesn’t
have the same importance to me.”

Amidst the nation’s ideologically
charged child care debate, home-by-

choice mothers like Brown barely register
on the radar screen. Although day care is
deemed a necessity to which the govern-
ment must devote huge sums, these
women—who run the gamut from sec-
retaries to physicians—have discovered
another option, a calling really.

It’s one which feminists scorn, the
mainstream media generally overlooks,
and the Clinton administration ig-
nores. Betty Friedan set the tone by de-
riding women who stay at home as in-
mates of comfortable concentration
camps. More recently, Hillary Clinton
let slip with the sneer that she wasn’t
the kind of mother to stay at home and
bake cookies.

But many women with credentials
to match Clinton’s do stay home. Last
year, Pepsi-Cola North America CEO
Brenda Barnes, one of the highest
ranking women in U.S. business, and
on a fast track to an even higher spot,
resigned to stay home with her kids.
Her decision sparked intense, albeit
fleeting media interest. But it was
hardly an isolated event.

A recent survey of 900 female gradu-
ates of Harvard’s medical, law, and busi-
ness schools found that 85 percent
thought decreasing their work hours af-

ter they became mothers might be detri-
mental to their careers—yet 70 percent
did it anyway. And 25 percent of MBA
graduates left the workforce entirely after
a birth. Among mothers generally, far
more concentrate on their children when
they are young,. (See the data on page 47.)
This in spite of many contemporary ex-
pectations that motherhood will be a
two-week detour—pop the kid, get back
to work, climb the corporate ladder.
But a funny thing happens on the
way to the office. Many women find
that work just doesn’t have the same
glimmer when there is something
warm and breathing to compare it to.
Who wants to exchange pleasantries at
the office water cooler when you can be
at home making goo-goo eyes at your
baby? Many women told they should
“have it all” seem to be coming to the
realization that all they really want is
right at home during those years.
Psychologist Brenda Hunter, author
of The Power of Mother Love, says that
“Women are unprepared for the trans-
forming event that motherhood is.
Many fall in love with their children
and do not return to the workplace.”
Laura Collins, who quit her job as an
art director for a Los Angles real estate
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firm, echoes those sentiments. “You have
this little baby. Suddenly all these feelings
come out that never happened before
that make you want to stare at the baby
for hours and nurture and hug her.”

Like many women, Collins drifted
into her role as an at-home mom. At
first, she continued to work after her
daughter Emma was born in 1994.
During her lunch hour, Collins would
drive home to play with her baby.
Along the way one day, she listened to
talk radio host Laura Schlessinger warn
against leaving a child’s upbringing to a
nanny. Do you think if kids could make
the choice they would really choose a
nanny? asked Schlessinger. The words
hit home with Collins, who thought of
herself as the quintessential carcer
woman. Eventually she told her hus-
band, “I can’t do it anymore.”

“I'haven't regretted it for a second. |
felt I was cheating my children” The
little secret here is that kids benefit
tremendously when their mothers stay
home. It’s a secret for a number of rea-
sons. For one thing, advertising that
fact forces mothers who leave their kids
with day care workers to face uncom-
fortable questions about their decision.
Plus, lots of interest groups attack all
arguments that might undercut the ra-
tionale for increased government in-
volvement in child care.

“No one wants to report the truth be-
cause we might make someone feel
guilty,” says Heidi Brennan, public policy
director for the support group Mothers-
at-Home. Many individual mothers,
however, find their own way to the con-
clusion that they are not replaceable.

Some try the caretaker route, only to
find it woefully inadequate. Cathy
Ross, for example, tried to balance her
kids’ needs with her job responsibilities
at a California advertising agency.
Eventually she quit. Referring to her
11-year-old son and her twin six-year-
old daughters, she says “thé mom they
get after school at three o’clock is a lot
more receptive than the one who bar-
reled through the door at six and had
to cram homewaork, baths, and dinner
into a two-hour time frame.”

Ross, who lives in San Clemente,
says that her kids seem more sccure
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now. And she has time to listen to their
concerns. That’s particularly important
because children tend to “store up”
things, and aren’t likely to vent in a neat
two hours.

Of course, what's best for kids often
takes a back seat to politics. In an era
when activists can’t invoke “our chil-
dren” often enough in their quests to
justify various government programs,
how do advocates treat women who ac-
tually bend their own lives for their
children? The Washington Post recently
editorialized that the “child care prob-
lem in this country isn't helping moms
stay home.” Brenda Hunter notes that
last year’s White House Child Care
Conference “made the professional
caregiver the national heroine,” while
at-home mothers were ignored.
“Women who make the decision that
their children are the most important
part of their life” command no respect
among liberal elites, she warns.

For many at-home mothers, the de-
cision to be there for their children car-
ries considerable financial and per-
sonal sacrifice. Heidi Brennan says it’s a
common misperception that staying
home with your kids is a luxury for the
rich. Actually, Census Bureau figures
show that couples with one parent at
home have much more modest in-
comes than others. Households where
both parents work make about 50 per-
cent more. (Sec the graph on page 54.)

Most families, however, contend that
that’s ultimately a small price to pay.
Leslie Spencer and her husband cut their
budget to the bone so that Mrs. Spencer
could stay home after her daughter was
born in 1995. The Spencers refinanced
their car loan, dispensed with cable TV,
stopped going out to eat, and even
ditched call waiting. Yet these measures
didn’t quite offset the lost income from
Mrs. Spencer’s public relations job. To
make up the difference, Spencer started a
small home-business. She even founded
a support group, Home-based Working
Moms, for women who do the same.

“The real liberation is to be free to
raise your children,” says Laura Collins.

“That’s more emancipating than being
a slave to your employer and missing
out on those great years of seeing your
kids grow up.”

Evan Gahr is a New Yorker who writes fre-
quently for TAE on education and culture.

ANMERICA’S
NEWEST
CORPORATE
ADDRESS IS
HOME SWEET
HOME

BY RICHARD MINITER

rent Winters runs Innovative So-

lutions & Technologies, an inter-

national software company, from
the upstairs bedroom of his Joplin, Mis-
souri home. His wife Robin fields his
calls as another employee, 2 hard-work-
ing salesman, toils away in the den.

Sales grew by 92 percent last year
and are expected to top $800,000 this
year. Brent knows he has to hire more
staff, but he refuses to move his boom-
ing business from his three-bedroom
house. Why would he? “I can take a
peek at my son and be back in my of-
fice in 30 seconds,” he says. Another
bonus: “I have lunch with my wife
every day”

Brent Winters is a lot more than a
quirky software company owner. He’s
one of more than 12 million Americans
who run a full-time business from their
home. The vast majority are keeping
their business based at home specifi-
cally so they can spend more time with
their family. Instead of returning from
a distant job filled with stress and fa-
tigue, home-based entrepreneurs can
greet their children as they file off the
school bus.

Working at home isn’t just good for
families, it is often good for checking
accounts. At-home entrepreneurs save
money by not commuting and not
paying office rent. And many earn
good incomes. Nearly 3 million home-
based entrepreneurs earned more than
$100,000 last year, according to a recent
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study by the University of Wisconsin at
Whitewater’s Home-based Business
Project. Professor David Buchen, who
conducted the research, expects the
number of high-earning home enter-
prises to grow .

There are more Americans working
at least part of the time from home
than most people realize. As many as 40
million Americans conduct some work
from home, says the National Associa-
tion of the Self-Employed. These are a
mixed bunch which include telecom-
muters, part-time business owners, and
independent contractors.

By any measure, the number of at-
home workers is rising. Certainly the
membership lists of the organizations
that have sprung up to serve at-home
businesspcople are surging. Just two
years after it was formed, the non-
profit Home Business Institute has
more than 50,000 members.

Other organizations like Small Of-
fice Home Office and the American As-
sociation of Home-based Businesses
are also helping make it more accept-
able to run a business from home. “I
used to buy those novelty tapes that
have office noises so that people would-
n't realize I was working at home,” says
Connie Colten, president of Colten
Creations, a Santee, California home
business. “Now it is hip to be home.”

Many famous entrepreneurial ven-
tures were incubated in domestic set-
tings—Apple Computer was born in
Steven Wozniak’s garage, Lillian Vernon
cooked up her famous catalogue com-
pany on the kitchen table of her New
York apartment, and Mo Siegel started
tea-maker Celestial Seasonings in his
rented A-frame outside of Boulder,
Colorado, using a screen door to dry
herbs. What sets many of today’s home-
based business owners apart is that they
don’t intend—ever—to leave home.
And the desire to spend more time with
their family is the number-one reason
for this, according to Link Resources, a
New York-based rescarch group.

Experts cite these factors for the ex-
plosion of home-based businesses:

Family Iife. Many college-educated
women start home businesses when
they become mothers. Catherine Kara-

betsos and Karin Hall formed Quality
Customer Service and Sales, a Wheel-
ing, lllinois-based cosmetics telemar-
keting firm, in Hall’s den in 1991. Kara-
betsos’s four children and Hall’s two

children play nearby as the business
partners send faxes and take calls. The
$230,000-per-year enterprise now has
five employees, all of whom are moth-
ers working at home. “We wanted to be
full-time moms and full-time mar-
keters,” says Karabetsos.

New Technology. Powerful new per-
sonal computers allow entrepreneurs to
run complex enterprises without mail
rooms, receptionists, or accountants. E-
mail automatially arrives in the right
place. Word processing and voice recog-
nition software make secretaries obso-
lete. Computers can send and receive
faxes, and even answer the phone. Tasks
which once kept bookkeepers em-
ployed—calculating payroll, processing
invoices, updating ledgers, paying taxes,
and cutting checks—can now be done
with the click of a mouse. Much of that
software, fittingly, was first designed by
Intuit founder Scott Cook in his Cali-
fornia home. While many of these tech-
nological tools have been available for
almost two decades, only in the past five
years have they become cheap, easy to
use, and widespread.

Changing capital flows. As competi-
tion from non-bank lenders increases,
traditional banks are having to work
harder to find new business customers.
As a result they are starting to take
home-based companies seriously. Ven-
ture capitalists, who saw a number of
successful software start-ups begin in
the founder’s living room, now see
starting a business at home as a plus—
it saves precious capital and boosts
productivity. GE Capital, an aggressive
non-bank lender, is also targeting
home-based entrepreneurs. As a result,
unprecedented amounts of capital are
pouring into home enterprises.

Easing government regulation. Many
local governments now realize that
small businesses create large numbers
of jobs. They are beginning to loosen

zoning and other restrictions that once
barred entrepreneurs from running
their business from home. Gaithers-
burg, Maryland, went from cracking
down on home businesses by counting
cars in residential driveways and issuing
tickets in 1987 to writing special ex-
emptions to allow firms to operate in
residential neighborhoods in 1994. As a
result, Gaithersburg is now one of the
fastest growing home business markets
in the country. Even big cities like San
Francisco are revising their zoning
rules. One beneficiary is Amy Holmen,
producer of a national daily radio series
with cBs’s Charles Osgood. She works
out of her greenhouse-like living room
from her Russian Hill neighborhood.

The benefits of downsizing. The For-
turze 500 have trimmed their payrolls by
more than 4 million since 1985. That
released an army of well-trained busi-
ness managers to their homes. Many
decided to stay there, creating their own
firms and bringing a new level of exper-
tise to home-based business.

Many home entrepreneurs fit the
Paul Sessel model. He runs Creative Dis-
plays, which decorates commercial
structures with lights, out of his four-
bedroom house in Overland Park,
Kansas. Sales have climbed more than
115 percent since he bought the firm
three years ago—to more than $584,000
in 1996. Though he hires as many as 30
part-time employees during the peak
winter months, Sessel has no plans to
move operations from his home. “The
best benefit to running my business at
home is that I can work at any hour day
or night,” says Sessel. He values the in-
creased time with his family. Sessel re-
cently hired a new employee who will
work from his own home.

There’s lots of lobbying going on in
Washington these days in the name of
improving the lives of children and fam-
ilies. Imagine the social benefits if social
conservatives did a little lobbying for
measures that removed regulatory road-
blocks and let parents work nearer to
their children—say in the next room?
Richard Miniter writes often for The
American Enterprise.
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THE YEAR OF THE HOMENMAKER
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1998 is shaping up to be the Year of the Homemaker and, boy, is it making a lot of people mad.

Activists can’t believe that mere amateurs are wrestling the debate over “child care” away from the
professionals. “We will not have a serious debate about how to allocate scarce resources,” Faith Wohl,
president of the Child Care Action Campaign, huffed to the Boston Globe, “as long as the issue is
parental equity rather than the child care infrastructure.”

President Clinton’s $22 billion plan includes an expanded
tax credit for parents who use commercial child care, as well as tax
breaks for corporations that set up day care centers, and money
for after-school care providers. But to the Democrats’ surprise,
Senate Republicans have coalesced around a proposal by Senators
Chafee and Hatch that would extend the child care tax credit for
the first time to stay-at-home moms (as well as to the large group
of working moms who do not use commercial child care). Less
commendably, the Chafee-Hatch proposal would, like the Presi-
dent’s, expand other direct subsidies for commercial child care,
such as new tax breaks for corporate day care, and an increase in
the Child Care Block Grant. These child care benefits exclude
homemakers and working moms whose kids are cared for with-
out pay by family members (including fathers).

Still, all signs point to the historic inclusion for the
first time of mothers-at-home in the government’s definition
of providers of safe, affordable, and high quality child care.
The House recently voted unanimously for a resolution that
“applauds” the efforts of at-home parents. At a recent hear-
ing on child care sponsored by Senator Dan Coats, even the
very liberal Democratic Senator Paul Wellstone agreed that helping hard-pressed homemaking
families was a good idea. Following the Gop’s lead, Senate Democrats have added to their child care
bill a (much smaller) child care tax credit for parents at home.
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It’s just not hip to be against home-
makers anymore in Washington.
Politicians have wised up to the fact
that traditional families are by no
means the extinct species that the
cooked statistics of advocates have
long suggested. Data show that three-
quarters of all children under the age
of five in this country are still cared for
primarily by family members—over-
whelmingly by parents themselves.

Child care advocates are in part the
victims of their own rhetorical clever-
ness: They redubbed day care “child
care” because the latter sounds so
much cozier. But if good child care is
your goal, why create a rigid benefit
structure that rewards only parents
who use paid services? Particularly
given that married families with one
income are much less affluent than
dual-earner couples who pay for sub-
stitute care? [See graph below. ]

Some critics take refuge in the idea
that so-called “incentives” for at-home
parenting are doomed to failure. Paul
Harrington of Northeastern University
argues that today’s woman is so com-
mitted to the labor force it would take
“a minor miracle” for the child care tax
credit to change behavior.

Even Charles Murray, one of the
most insightful social policy analysts in
America, argued recently that “subsi-
dizing” stay-at-home moms was futile.
Imagine, he says, a mother making
$20,000 who is offered a $2,000 child
care tax credit: “The mother who quits
her job to stay home with her child,
forgoing a $20,000 income, is out of

Which Childraisers

Need Tax Relief More?

$64,026

$41,883

Note: Median incomes of marned-couple lamilies where parents
work full ime

How can I put

together a package

of time and money
that will allow

mé and my family

to get by?

pocket $18,000—a 10 percent reduc-
tion in her sacrifice and a very weak fi-
nancial incentive to stay home.”

Such arguments miss the point: brib-
ing mothers to stay home is not the goal
of extending tax credits, giving families
choices is. Mothers are not primarily
wealth-maximizers, as Murray should
know from his own research on welfare.
It was Murray who pointed out that wel-
fare moms don’t do anything so crude as
have babies in order to get money. In-
stead welfare payments merely enable
these women to do what they already
want to do: have a baby without worry-
ing about who will pay the rent.

The truths Murray so articulately
defended on welfare point to larger
truths about how government affects
family life: Government policies, in-
cluding taxation patterns, affect not
only economic decision-making but
family behavior as well, and not always
in the ways planned.

Research suggests that government-
mandated parental leave, for example,
while it sounds family-friendly, actually
speeds up women’s return to the work
force. And the decision to have a child at
all, private and personal though it may
seem, turns out to be surprisingly sensi-
tive to the amount of ecarnings the tax
code allows families to protect. Historian
Allan Carlson notes that research sug-
gests a one percent increase in the value
of the child exemption boosts birth
probability by just about one percent.

From a strictly economic point of
view, families’ sensitivity to tax provi-

sions like these makes little sense. Tax
benefits never allow parents to recoup
more than a fraction of the $8,000 or so
in direct annual expenses that a child
costs an average middle class family.

But when married mothers think
about having another baby, or post-
poning the return to work, the ques-
tion they ask is not: What strategy will
increase my net worth the most? The
answer to that is obvious—work con-
tinuously and have no children at all.
Instead, what women with new babies
ask is: How can [ put together a pack-
age of time and money that will allow
me and my family to get by?

There isn’t a mom in America who
is going to stay at home with her chil-
dren in order to get extra money
through the tax code. But being al-
lowed to keep an extra hundred or two
a month of family income will help a
mother who already wants to to find
ways to spend more time caring for her
own kids. And it will ensure that moms
who pick Daddy care over day care for
their kids while they work aren’t pun-
ished for that choice, either.

Staying home with a child even for a
few years never makes any economic
sense. A woman who does so not only
loses her current wages, she almost cer-
tainly reduces her long-term earning
power. That so many women long to
put their first, best efforts into their
kids and let corporations make do with
what’s left over is a testament to some-
thing else. Economists take note: there
are forces at work in the universe even
more powerful than money.

the Institute for American Values and a
nationally syndicated columnist.

ENCOURAGE,
DON’T PENALIZE
PARENTING

BY SUZY RYAN

oday, my first grader, Keegan, had
a day off school, so he joined his
two younger siblings and me for
the weekly grocery shopping. After fin-
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ishing our errands, we ate a quick
peanut butter and jelly sandwich and
then donned our Rollerblades so we
could skate in the cul-de-sac before the
latest El Nifio deluge hit San Diego.

I smiled as we raced up and down the
street, thinking about the blessing of
staying at home with my children.
Seven years ago, after Keegan was born, 1
desperately wanted to quit work. Fi-
nances prohibited it, so my husband
and I developed a plan to achieve this
goal. We refinanced our home. We de-
cided to continue driving our 1984 Cel-
ica. And [ started taking care of other
children to make our budget work. Re-
linquishing my cNN habit to trim the ca-
ble bill, recycling our cans, and ironing
Ken’s work shirts scemed like small sac-
rifices in exchange for the possibility of
full-time parenting. 1 traded power
lunches for pu&), but in the process I got
abundant availability to my family.

This reminds me of the childhood of
another woman, who wrote, “When |
was a young child, I went everywhere
with my parents.” Who is this person?
Marian Wright Edelman, president of
the Children’s Defense Fund.

Strangely, she is now one of the ar-
chitects of President Clinton’s $22 bil-
lion dollar day care initiative. Her stated
regret that today we “do not have this
kind of support system” rings hollow,
because she refuses to offer families the
kinds of assistance that would make it
possible for more of them to be nurtur-
ers in their own homes. The parents of
our great country overwhelmingly favor
the kind of childhood care Ms. Edelman
got, not the kind she is pushing now in

Washington, which would provide

money for 50,000 new day
care workers.

For those families
who have only one
parent, or very low
earned income, [ am

happy tc¢ share my
husband’s salary for
tax-cuts to help with

child care. I know
money going
directly to
parents will
benefit the

family involved, and not go down the
black hole of some federal program.
Actually, the huge expansions of the
Earned Income Tax Credit in recent
years already offer some of this kind of
help to workers of modest incomes.

If more money is needed by fami-
lies, why not increase the child exemp-
tion back to where it was before infla-
tion set in? A $7,000 per child exemp-
tion would help parents a lot without
forcing them to drop their cherubs into
government orchestrated day care.

When my heart beckoned me to
leave my own job, [ wasn’t expecting
accolades from the government. But at
the very least I don’t want the govern-
ment to penalize me. The recent words
of Sen. Christopher Dodd, Connecti-
cut Democrat, contending that many
stay-at-home mothers have chosen the
“luxury” of motherhood over employ-
ment because they “want to play golf
or go to the club and play cards” struck
me as unbelievable!

Do Sen. Dodd’s words epitomize the
liberal mindset behind Clinton’s child
care initiative? I thought the women’s
movement promised females, even
mothers, the “choice” to pursue their
dreams. Well, I left behind top dollars
in the career arena to greet my children
after school and play ball in the park
with them. How dare Washingtonians
betray women like me by invalidating
our contribution to society!

After running inside, away from
the downpour, the kids and 1 built a
fire and played a game of Go Fish.
(Sen. Dodd, the club where 1 play
cards is my family room floor.) Excit-
ing? No. Satisfying? Absolutely. Ob-
serving my offspring flourish makes it
easy to accept the monetary reduc-
tions we’ve had to assume. What com-
munist was it who said, “Give me a
child for five years and he is mine for
life?” I think I'll go surf the net with
the kids and find out—right after I
finish another pa&j.

Suzy Ryan is a San Diego writer who last
wrotc for TAE in November/December 1997.

WHY THE
MARKET CAN’T
RAISE OUR
CHILDREN FOR US

BY JENNIFER ROBACK
MORSE

he typical free market argument

in the child care debate runs ap-

proximately as follows: Markets
give people what they want, at lower
cost and with greater sensitivity to true
needs than any governmental service
can. Therefore, the market should pro-
vide child care. Just keep the govern-
ment out of it. End of argument.

I believe it is a mistake for advocates
of the free market (of which I am one) to
build their case in this way. For while it’s
true that market-provided child care will
usually be far superior to governmental
versions, it’s not true that market-pro-
vided child care will necessarily be ade-
quate. Let me explain how [ arrived at
this seemingly paradoxical conclusion.

I am an economist by training, cur-
rently living in Silicon Valley. Before 1
became a mother, | was sympathetic
with the argument that the market
would provide good enough child care
to allow me to continue my career. |
was predisposed to become a stereo-
typical working mother. Put the kids in
day care. Hire a nanny. Don’t allow
children to deter you from pursuing
your career. In my case, it was not radi-
cal feminism that influenced my think-
ing. It was conservative economics,
with its emphasis on income-maximiz-
ing and career-building. I had no idea
how much my working would affect
my children, and no way of anticipat-
ing how much motherhood would al-
ter my own attitudes.

n a nutshell, the problem with the
“markets will provide” argument is
that it concedes too many dubious
premises to the feminist world view.
For example: “The work of parents,
and particularly mothers, is not espe-
cially challenging, difficult, or impor-
tant. Therefore, providing substitutes
for mothers’ care of children poses no
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problem.” In other words, any idiot
can provide perfectly adequate child
care. Or: “The work women do in the
market is more socially valuable than
the work they do in the home, at least
for highly educated, highly skilled
women. So a corporate lawyer is per-
fectly rational to hire an illegal alien to
care for her children while she goes off
each day to earn big bucks.” In other
words, some women are too important
to take care of their own children.

These are things I might have said in
the days before I became a mother,
when I could analyze child care as noth-
ing but an economic issue. But when I
consider my own particular children,
rather than hypothetical children, |
cannot be convinced for a minute of the
truth of these claims. There is no good
substitute for my care. I can hire help
once in a while, but hired help cannot
create a home or raise a child. I can no
longer accept the claim that the size of
my paycheck measures the value of my
contributions to society. My monetary
income has shrunk since I became a
mother, but my societal contributions
as a mother exceed the number of dol-
lars typed on my W-2 form at the end
of the year.

The most insidious hidden premise
behind the push for day care is that all
women want to work. My observation
is that most mothers of small children
do not want “high quality day care.”
Many prefer not to work at all, or to
have other family members care for
their children.

In no case should we assume that
women’s wants are completely given.
Many women, of various ideologies
and all income levels, have been se-
duced by the siren calls of feminist
theorizing. Some of us have come to
believe that our self-esteem depends
upon our jobs, or that we appear
weak if we admit that taking care of
children is enjoyable. Some women
assume that child care is mind-numb-
ing, spirit-killing drudgery, and that
only work outside the home is fulfill-
ing. These are not necessarily state-
ments that women would come up
with spontaneously, in the absence of
feminist tutoring.

My social

contributions as a
mother far exceed the
number of dollars
typed on my W-2 form

at the end of the year.

For many feminists, the overwhelm-
ing argument in favor of women work-
ing is that women with paychecks are
more powerful than women without
any income of their own. Those of us
who admire the free market agree that
dollar power is real power. But dollar
power is not the only kind of power.
Losing control over what happens to
one’s children is for many women a dev-
astating loss of power. Surrendering
day-to-day contact with one’s children,
giving up the ability to influence their
development, surely these count as
losses of power for any mother or father.

inally, we know that “the market

will provide” doesn’t mean every
family will find a perfect “Mary
Poppins” as a live-in nanny. The market
will provide much less costly care for the
vast majority of families. Paid child care
can only be an economical choice for
lower income women if the cost is lower
than their own wages. This lower cost
child care will in practice mean using
economies of scale by caring for chil-
dren in groups, either in someone’s
home or in day care centers. Group care
will necessarily be the market-provided
solution for the vast majority of women.
Unfortunately, research shows ex-
tensive group care isn't healthy for in-
fants. Brand-new babies don’t need to
interact with each other. Other infants
compete for adult attentiveness. If in-
fants need any contact with other chil-
dren at all, they need the doting atten-
tion of older siblings. Older brothers
and sisters provide role models for

talking, crawling up stairs, walking,
eating with a spoon, and lots of other
things. An infant in a day care center is
unlikely to receive the rich attentive-
ness that is possible inside a family.

Here is a modern irony: One of the
arguments against large families is that
children in small families receive more
attention from their parents. On the
other hand, modern families are willing
to leave their children in group care,
with child/adult ratios of four to one
considered “high-quality care” for chil-
dren from six weeks old up to age two.

I have many Catholic friends who
home school their children. Some of
these families have as many as ten chil-
dren. I cannot think of a single such
family with four children under the age
of two, or ten preschool children, or 20
second-graders. (As we say in Silicon
Valley, do the math.) Children of large
families at least have each other. Does
anybody really think that children are
better off with no siblings, and their
days spent in small herds with paid
caretakers?

Social science research suggests that
too much child care at too young an age
places a child at risk for being inse-
curely attached to his parents. Insecure
attachments, in turn, haye been corre-
lated with difficulties in later child-
hood, including low tolerance for frus-
tration, less willingness to take risks,
less ability to empathize with others,
and a greater tendency to have temper
tantrums. Secure attachments, on the
other hand, seem to be the foundation
for self-confidence and trust. Surely ad-
vocates of the free market can’t be indif-
ferent about which kinds of traits chil-
dren develop. A laissez faire world, after
all, requires adults who can restrain
themselves, who have regard for others,
and who can trust and be trustworthy.

ere are inherent limits to how
much responsibility parents can
delegate to people caring for their
children. To explain, let me summarize
my own actjvities as a stay-at-home-
mom on any given day.
One of my children has such a ten-
der conscience that she bursts into
tears at the realization of having done
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something wrong. The other requires a
small 2x4 to get that same message.
One child plays every injury for maxi-
mum drama, demanding a band-aid
for microscopic boo-boos. The other
child is so impervious to pain if you
hear a whimper out of him it’s best to
just dial 911.

Then there is the job of providing
encouragement—skating the fine line
between asking too much too soon and
making necessary demands for im-
provement. How much writing should
expect of the child for whom holding a
pencil is a major effort? (Meanwhile, the
younger child can write little stories
without breaking a sweat.) I know what
these children are capable of doing. One
thing they are fully capable of doing is
bamboozling a stranger into thinking
they can’t do much. On the other hand,
there is no point in asking them to do
something so far out of their capacity
that I might as well be asking them to
solve a differential equation.

In their social interactions with
each other and neighborhood chil-
dren, my son and daughter need more
than generalized instructions to share
and be nice. Sometimes they’d like to
persuade another child to play, but
have no idea what to offer. They might
be able to formulate the thought, “I
want that other kid’s toy. I know my
mom does not want me to punch him
to get it,” but then get stuck. They
need coaching, not only of their ac-
tions but also of their words and even
thoughts. Knowing when a particular
child is ready to go to a new level,
knowing what level of abstraction he
can grasp, knowing how much frus-
tration he can tolerate—this is the
daily work of motherhood.

Now [ ask you: who am I going to
pay to do all this? How am I going to
give instructions in sufficient detail to a
babysitter? There is of course nothing
wrong with hiring some help. But it is
not possible to delegate to cither the
government or the market the innu-
merable tasks that go into raising any
particular child.

Those of us who once accepted the
arguments in favor of paid child care
didn't realize how much individual at-

tention we actually received when we
were very young, and how difficult it
would be to pay someone else to give
our own kids what we took for granted.
Little did we know how much our
mother’s help with homework blunted
the impact of impersonal schools.
Those talks around the kitchen table
gave us more than we realized, guid-
ance that can’t easily be imparted by a
nanny or a day care worker. Nor did we
have any idea how much we benefited
from our relationships with our sib-
lings—connections impossible to
replicate in classrooms.

As for claims that freeing women
from the demands of child raising is a
kind of liberation—is most work in the
market really so glamorous and fulfill-
ing? Instead of finding intelligent
women molding members of America’s
next generation, we now often find
them stacked in law offices writing
wills and doing house closings. Instead
of introducing their own children to
great literature and world history,
bright women are sequestered in uni-
versity offices, grading piles of illegible
midterms written by other people’s
children. How did we forget that guid-
ing our offspring requires knowledge
far more subtle, and pays bounties far
richer, than most jobs?

Lots of women are now realizing
what many men have known all
along: Working is not always fun or
satisfying. Most of the tasks men do
in the labor force contain large
amounts of drudgery. The millions of
fathers who get up in the morning to
go to work, day after long day, don’t
usually do it because their jobs are in-
trinsically fulfilling. Most of them,
much of the time, work out of love of
their families.

It is attachment to their wives and
children that keeps men reporting as
truck mechanics and cab drivers. It is
a sense of loving duty that keeps men
standing on subway platforms that
lead to fluorescent-lit offices. The
drudgery of caring for small children
is nothing compared to the drudgery

of factory work or a data entry job.
For many workers, the tedium of a
humdrum job is relieved more than
anything else by coming home to a
noisy household.

ome Americans conceive of per-

sonal liberty as the right to do

anything they want, so long as it
is peaceful and non-coercive. In this
conception, individuals have a respon-
sibility only to refrain from using force,
and from defrauding others.

This is an insufficient vision of the
individual's responsibility within a self-
governing society. Delegating most of
the care of a child to hired help is not
force or fraud. It is, however, an ex-
tremely negligent act. A free society
cannot long survive if large numbers of
people choose to discharge their

-parental duties in this perfunctory way.

The basic problem with the mar-
ket as a child care provider is that we
end up relying on it too much—be-
cause it is so convenient. The market
is a wonderful institution because it
gives us what we want. When our
wants are skewed, the market satisfies
them just the same. In this way mar-
kets reveal parts of us that we might
prefer not to see.

But when we observe the truth
about ourselves, we can change. It took
me an embarrassingly long time to re-
alize that my two children needed me
at home more than they needed any-
thing my income would buy for them.
It took even longer for me to realize
that placing my intellect at the service
of my family was a greater challenge
than my ordinary life as a university
professor. I had accepted far more fem-
inist premises than I had realized. It is
my hope that these thoughts will help
other mothers who are wavering to
take the plunge and do what they really
want to do: stay home.

research fellow at the Hoover Institution at
Stanford University. Her forthcoming book
is entitled, Reinventing Libertarianism:
The Family in a Free Society.
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July 20, 1998

The Honorable William Jefterson Clinton
President of the United States

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Président Clinton:

The significant effort that was made to target funding for child care in the tobacco bill
demonstrated that child care is an issue that Congress cannot turn down. Two-thirds of the
Senate agreed that it was important to ensure that new funds were available this year for the
Child Care and Development Block Grant. The needs of the children and families that they
recognized in this landmark vote did not disappear when the Senate pulled the tobacco bill.

The White House Conference on Child Care and your January child care proposal
carefully laid out the various issues that must be addressed if the country is to move forward on
this issue. What we need from you now is a redoubling of your efforts to ensure that Congress
will not adjourn without significantly increasing the Child Care and Development Block Grant.

You were quick to recognize that without additional resources in child care, families
would not have the support that they need to work and ensure their children were safe and well
cared for. We urge you to move forward to ensure that all of the hard work done by the
Administration and countless advocates for children across the country results in tangible gains
for children and their families this year.

Since: cly,

ACORN

American Association for Marriage and Family Therapy
American Association of School Administrators
American Association of University Women

American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO
American Humane Association

American Psychiatric Association

Americans for Democratic Action

Apache Tribe of Oklahoma

Bazelon Center for Mental Health Law

Business and Professional Women/USA

Camp Fire Boys and Girls

25 E Street NW o Washingron DC 20001 « Telephone 202 662 3671 « Fax 202 662 5560




Catholic Charities USA

Center for Career Development in Early Care and Fducation
Center for the Child Care Workforce
Center for Women Policy Studies
Cherokee Center for Family Services
Child Care Action Campaign
Child Care Law Center

Child Welfare League of America
Children's Defense Fund
Children's Foundation

Church of the Brethren, Washington Office

Coalition of Black Trade Unionists

Coalition of Labor Union Women

Coalition on Human Needs

Committee for Children

Congress of National Black Churches

Council for Exceptional Children

Division for Early Childhood of the Council for Exceptional Children
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, Office for Governmental Affairs
Families Against Violence Advocacy Network

Family Resource Coalition of America

Family Service America

Family Voices

Federation of Families for Children's Mental Health

Fight Crime: Invest In Kids

Girl Scouts of the USA

Girls Incorporated

HADASSAH

Homeland Ministries, Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) in the U.S. and Canada
International Union, United Auto Workers, AFL-CIO

Jewish Council for Public Affairs

Jewish Labor Committee

Kids Project

National Association for Family Child Care

National Association for the Education of Young Children

National Association of Child Advocates

National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies

National Association of School Psychologists

National Association of Social Workers

National Child Care Association

National Coalition Against Domestic Violence

National Coalition for Campus Children's Centers

National Committee to Prevent Child Abuse

National Community Education Association

National Council of Churches, Ministries in Christian Education

National Council of Jewish Women

National Council of Senior Citizens



National Council of the Churches of Christ in the USA

National Council on Family Relations

National Easter Seal Society

National Family Preservation Network

National Head Start Association

National Institute on Out-of-School Time

National Ministries, American Baptist Churches USA

National Network for Youth

National Organization for Women

National Parent Network on Disabilities

National Partnership for Women and Families

National Respite Coalition

National Women's Law Center

Neighbor to Neighbor

NETWORK, A National Catholic Social Justice Lobby

NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund

Presbyterian Church USA

Save the Children U.S.

Starting Point

Stoney Associates

The Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) in the U.S. and Canada
The General Federation of Women's Clubs

The National Puerto Rican Coalition

Union of American Hebrew Congregations

Union of Needletrades, Industrial & Textile Employees, AFL-CIO
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations

Unitarian Universalist Service Committee

United Cerebral Palsy Association

United Church Board for Homeland Ministries

United Church of Christ, Office for Church in Society

United Food and Commercial Workers International Union, AFL-CIO
United Paperworkers International Union, AFL-CIO

USA Child Care

Volunteers of America

WestEd

Women of Reform Judaism, The Federation of Temple Sisterhoods
Working Assets

YMCA of the USA

YWCA of the USA

Zero to Three: National Center for Infants, Toddlers, and Families
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Lifetime

Jane Tollinger
Executive Vice President

January 16, 1998

First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mrs. Clinton:

On behalf of Lifetime Television, the only cable network dedicated to women and their issues, 1 want to applaud the
bold child care legislative package that you and President Clinton have worked so hard to craft. We at Lifetime want
to work with you to mobilize American women and families to make 1998 the year for action on child care.

We want to take full advantage of every opportunity to support child care, including the President’s State of the
Union We would love to feature you in an exclusive 45 second Public Service Announcement (PSA) that would air
on Lifetime beginning after the President’s State of the Union address and continuing often throughout the month of
February. The message of the PSA would simply be to speak out for action on child care. We would work
vigorously with non-profit organizations so that they could alert their constituencies to your appearance and use it to
mobilize their grassroots network. We would add a separate action tag to your PSA asking for signatures, photos
and notes -- on-line, via a 1-800 number, by fax and by mail -- 1o illustrate support of action on child care. Our goal
is to deliver 10,000 messages 1o Congress before they recess in February.

Lifetime will continue to strengthen this relationship with non-profit organizations, parents and experts throughout
1998 and embark upon a pubic awareness campaign, both on- and off-air, 10 keep child care legislation visible o
American women, as well as to their elected officials. Our goal is simply to be the medium through which women
can multiply and amplify their voices for action on child care in 1998.

We are uniquely situated to leverage our power on behalf of women.

e Lifetime’s primetime ratings currently rank 4th among all basic cable networks.

» According 1o A.C. Nielsen, Lifetime delivered almost twice as many households in 1997 than such a popularly
recognized network as CNN and almaost three times as many households in 1997 as MTV for Prime Time
(Mon: - Sun. 8§ p.m. - 11 p.m.)

e Lifetime is the prime conduit to reach women. In the 3rd quarter of 1997, Lifetime delivered three times as
many women ages 18-49 as CNN and more than twice as many as MTV. In addition, according to Media Mail
Research, women ages 18-49 who watch Lifetime during primetime are 88% more likely to vote than the
average woman,

We look forward to working with you to seize this historic moment. [t's an ambitious goal, but we believe we have
the resources and capacity to make it happen. Attached is an overview of our Child Care *98 action plan.

/L s. cerelym J["

i Jane Tollinger
Lifetime Television Worldwide Plaza 309 West 49th Street New York, N.Y, 10019 Tel: 212-424-7235 Fax 212-957-4443 Liferime Entertainment Services
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LIFETIME TELEVISION

CHILD CARE ‘98

In the past few weeks, President and Mrs. Clinton and Congressional leaders have made child care a
national priority. Lifetime Television will join with a broad coalition of parents, non-profit organizations
and child care experts to seize this historic opportunity and mobilize American women and families to
make 1998 the year for action on child care.

To do this, Lifetime will forge a partnership with leading non-profit organizations of parents, advocates
and experts and embark upon a public awareness campaign, both on- and off-air. We will position
Lifetime and its partners as the voice of our collective constituents so that we keep child care a visible,
priority issue and ensure Congressional action. Our goal is simply to be the medium through which
women can multiply and amplify their voices on behalf of child care.

By collecting signatures, messages and photographs, we will seek to put faces and voices to the families
who need access to better child care. Mothers who can’t go to work without affordable care for their
children and can’t support their children without their jobs. Children who arc cared for in unsafe
conditions. Two income families where both salaries are essential. Mothers who stay at home, but still
want access to quality, early childhood education. Below is a tentative plan of action 1o make these
voices heard.

January

» State of the Union Mobilization - Working with non-profit organizations to mobilize their
constituencies through Lifetime’s Web page, Child Care Aware 1-800 number, as well as other
outreach mechanisms to register 10,000 messages in support of passage of a child care legislative
package.
Identify anti-child care messages and Members of Congress
Identify and contact appropriate non-profit organizations, including parents, advocates, experts,
community leaders and business leaders.

February

* Organize a major media event in Washington D.C. to announce the year-long cffort and to present
the 10,000 messages
Solidify non-profit partners
Begin production of 5 Public Service Announcements (PSA) each highlighting a child care initiative
/ option and then soliciting on-line signatures, cards, letters and photos of children in support of it

* Begin identifying media market / communities for outreach campaigns

March - April

e PSAs air

» Non-profit partners solicit participation for community outreach events

» Status of petition, photos, etc., utilized on web and for publicity / promotion

¢ Summit retreat of top women leaders to assess the public campaign and to chart its legislative goal

May - August

e PSAsair

¢ Non-profit partners solicit participation for community outreach events

» Status of petitions, photos, etc., utilized on web and for publicity / promotion

September - December

= Capitol Hill Media Event - Select Members of Congress are challenged to accept petitions, look at
photos, read messages and meet the children who need care

¢ Community outreach events

TOTAL P.B4
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CHILD CARE NOW!
More Ways to Get Involved...

You can make a real difference and we’re here to belp.

Child Care Now! - Join the Campaign. In addition to. making your own calls to urge Congress
to help make quality child care affordable for America’s families, you can encourage others to get
involved as well. A Child Care Now! Organizer’s Kit is available to help you mobilize your
community and organize local action. Also, you can join our on-line child care advocacy
network. Subscribers receive information on federal and state developments, winning advocacy
strategies, and new research. To subscribe, e-mail to majordomo@automailer.com with the
message: subscribe cdfchildcare [your e-mail address]. For an Organizer’s Kit and more.
information, call the Child Care Now! Hotline at the Children’s Defense Fund at 202-662-3671.

Stand For Children Day ‘98: Stand for Quality Child Care - Each year on June 1, hundreds
of thousands of people join together in their communities to demonstrate their commitment to
children. Stand For Children Day ‘98 will highlight child care and after-school care issues.
Beyond June 1st, Stand for Children encourages individuals to improve the lives of children and
supports a network of Children’s Action Teams (CATs) across the country. For a Stand For
Children Day ‘98 Planning Guide, a CAT Handbook, or more 1nformat10n, call 202-234-0095.

Children’s Sabbaths ‘98 - Each Fall, religious congregatxons celebrate thé Chxldren s Sabbath
by holding special worship services and congregational activities to inspire people of faith to
respond to children's needs. Children’s Sabbiths ‘98, October 16-18th, will focus on the need for
quality child care and after-school activities. Come Winter, congregations build upon their
Children’s Sabbath commitments and plan long-term efforts to help children. In the Spring,
people of faith come together at CDF’s annual conference. Summer is time is for gathering, as
clergy, seminarians, and lay leaders retreat for renewal, continuing education, and networking at
Institute for Child Advocacy Ministry. For more information and a Children’s Sabbaths
Resource Booklet, call Pam Cary at 202-662-3589. :

The Child Watch Visitation Program - Knowing that seeing is believing, volunteers and
advocates in local coalitions across the country orgamze Child Watch Visits that move
executives, clergy, legislators, and other community leaders out of their offices into the real
world to.see first-hand what is happening to children and families in their communities.
Training and technical assistance (including a Child Watch manual and child care supplement)
are available. For more information, call Elizabeth Votruba Drazl at 202-662-3588.

Community Monitoring Project - As massive policy changes occur across the country, it is
important for local advocates to play a strong role in monitoring and publicizing what is
happemng to children and families. CDF’s Community Monitoring Project provides materials
and assistance to help local advocates:collect and use local information to make a difference. For
more information, call the Commumty Momtormg project at 202-662-3552.

Black Community Crusade for Chlldren (BCCC) - The BCCC seeks to galvanize Black
community support around specific goals for children. Through the Student Leadership
Network for Children (SLNC), the BCCC works to mobilize and train a new generation of
leaders. Through Freedom Schools, summer academic and cultural enrichment opportunities are
- provided to thousands of children. Materials are available to support local advocacy and service
efforts. For more information, call Carlene Hardie at 202-662-3511. -

" a—
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America's Families Need Quality,
Affordable CHILD CARE NOW!

HELP CONGRESS “GET THE PICTURE”...

Send your Members of Congress drawings of families who need child care.

1

Collect hand-drawn pictures of families who use or need child care. Very young
children may make handprint pictures instead.

Add the message, “America’s Families Need Quality, Affordable CHILD CARE NOW!” in
large letters across the bottom of each drawing. This message should appear on all
drawings. [Optional, families can include their names and addresses on the back of
the picture.] '

. Include a letter with your pictures that urges your Member of Congress to support

legislation that will guarantee funds for the Child Care and Development Block Grant
(CCDBG) to help states: |
Serve all low-income families who need child care help to work and support their
families;
Improve the quality of child care and after-school experiences for all children; and
Provide safe, constructive after-school activities for the nearly 5 million children

left home alone after school.

' . in Washington.
To identify your Members of Congress, call the U.S. Capitol switchboard at 202-224-
2131, or visit www.congress.org on the Web. Address your mailing to The
Honorable , U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC 20515, or to The
Honorable , U.S. Senate, Washington, DC 20510.

~ ltis very important that Members of Congress hear that CHILD CARE IS A #1 PRIORITY

for America’s working families. Urge Congress to pass comprehensive child care
legislation that will improve the quality and affordability of child care.

The “Get the Picture” Project is an important part of Child Care Now!, a national
campaign to improve the quality and affordability of child care and after-school activities
for America’s children and families. For more information, call 202-662-3671, fax 202-
662-3560, e-mail cdfchildcare@childrensdefense.org, or write to 25 E Street NW, '
Washington DC 20001.

PLEASE SHARE THI.S.FLYER WITH YOUR FRIENDS AND COLLEAGUES.




SAMPLE LETTER - To identify your Members of Congress, call
the U.S. Capitol switchboard at 202-224-3121 or visit www.congress.org,.

Yok

NOW!

[Date]

Dear Senator/Representative [fill in your Member’s name}:

I am writing to encourage your support of the Campaign for Child Care Now!
The need for quality child care and after-school activities is a daily concern for America’s parents
and clearly merits significant new investments.

[Optional - Insert a paragraph about your own child care needs or program.]

Moms and dads need reliable, affordable child care while they are working to support their
families. Yet, child care can easily cost as much as college tuition at a public university. Often
parents wish they could do better for their children, but can’t because the costs are too high or
the quality they’re looking for does not exist. Young children need good child care to go to
school ready to succeed. Older children need safe after-school activities to stay on track. -

I urge you to support child care legislation that will guarantee funds to the Child Care and
Development Block Grant (CCDBG) to help states:

1) Serve all low-income families who need child care help to work and support their
families;
2) Improve the quality of child care for all children; and
3) Provide safe, constructive after-school activities for the nearly 5 million children left
home alone after school.

Also, given the strong role that good child care and after-school programs can play in building
healthy foundations and reducing tobacco and drug use, any tobacco bill that is enacted should
include a solid investment in healthy child development.

Child care and after-school experiences shape the way our children think, learn, and behave for
the rest of their lives. I encourage your leadership on behalf of children and families, and urge
you to support comprehensive child care legislation to improve the quality and affordability of
child care.

Sincerely,
. [Your Name and Address]
Child Care Now! Supporter
Mail to: - Mail to:
The Honorable - The Honorable’
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Senate
'Washington, DC 20515 ' Washington, DC 20510




CHILD CARE NOW!

—

Join the Campaign for Child Care Now!

The need for quality child care and after-school activities is a daily concern for
millions of American parents. Every day, 13 million preschoolers -- including 6 million
infants and toddlers - are in child care. This is 3 out of 5 young children. Millions more
school-age children and youth are in after-school activities while their parents are at
work. Yet, nearly 5 million children are left hbome alone after school, during the afternoon
hours when juvenile crime peaks and children are vulnerable to risky behavior.

Moms and dads need reliable, affordable child care while they are working hard to
support their families. There is real cause for concern as parents face great difficulty
finding good-quality care they can afford. Child care easily costs as much as tuition at a
public university, yet half of America’s families with young children earn less than
$35,000 per year.

America needs a major investment in child care. Congress must pass

~ legislation that guarantees funds to the Child Care and Development Block Grant

(CCDBG) to help states:

1. Serve all low-income families who need child care help to work and support their
families;
2. Improve the quality of child care and after-school experiences for all children; and

Provide safe, constructive after-school activities for the nearly 5 million children
left home alone after school.

Action Needed -- Call and write your Members of Congress.

Urge your Representative and Senators to support the Campaign for Child Care
Now! and pass comprehensive child care legislation to improve the quality and
affordability of child care and after-school activities. (See message above.) To identify
and reach your Members of Congress, call the U.S. Capitol switchboard at 202-224-3121,
or visit www.congress.org on the web. See reverse for a sample letter.

Please share this flyer with your friends and colleagues!

Q Yes, [ would like to join the Campaign for Child Care Now! and I’ll call my Members of Congress.
Q I would like to help organize local action. Please send me a Child Care Now! Organizer’s Kit.
Q  Please send me a Stand For Children Day 98: Stand For Quality Child Care Planning Guide.

Name:

Organization:
Address:
City, State, Zip: | Phone:

Fax: 3 E-mail:

For more information about Child Care Nowl phone 202-662-3671, fax 202-662-3560,
e-mail cdfchildcare@childrensdefense.org, or write 25 E Street NW, Washington, DC 20001.
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FROM: John W, Bartlett
DATE: January 16, 1998
PAGES: 7

RE:

FIGHT CRIME’s support for Clinton child care plan

Ms. Greene,

Sandy is out of the office today, but asked me to fax you copies of

some of our materials.

As Sandy discussed with you, our first release was less
complimentary than it ought to have been. I am enclosing that

release, along with an editorial board memo we distributed late last
ress release (from Wednesday’s press

week, and a subs

briefing by the Chi d Care Action Campaign). These documents
reflect the development of our position of strong support for

President Clinton’s child care initiative.

Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Enclosures
Press Release 1/7/98

Editorial Board Memorandum 1/9/98

Press Release 1/14/98
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community groups. But there is no government responsibility more fundamental than protecting
public safety. The goverrunent can’t meet that obligation without going farbeyond this proposal’s
limited initiatives on infant and toddler care and after-school programs.”

— Elmhurst (IL) Police Chief John Millner
for FIGHT CRIME; INVEST IN KIDS

“Today, the deficit which most threatens America’s families is the crime prevention deficit — the
gaping shortfall in our investment in the programs proven to prevent crime by helping at-risk kids
get the right start.” — Sanford A. Newman, President, IGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS

“We guarantee criminals taxpayer-provided room and board in a jail cell. Shouldn’t we be just as
ready to prevent crime by guaranteeing good child care to toddlers and quality after-school

programs for older kids?” — Buffalo (NY) Police Commissioner Gil Kerlikowske, president,
Police Executive Research Forum, for FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS

Crime Fighters Say Congress should earmark permanent funding for every American

communily 1o ensure that:

* all low-income children have access to a Head Start program — and Early Head Start or
other quality programs for kids under three — with the resources to offer top quality,
full-day, year-round care.

* CCDBG commitments ensure that every working family has access to quality early
childhood education and care so their kids can start school ready to succeed.

e all school-age youth have access to quality after-school programs that protect them from
violence and help them build skills and values like honesty, responsibility and teamwork.

FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS leaders are avallable for comment by calling (202) 638-0690.

For more information on the anti-crime impact of Investments in kids, call FIGHT CRIME:
INVEST IN KIDS or visit http://www.fighterime.org/ on the Internet.

o™
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TO: Editorial Writers FROM: John W. Bartlett
DATE: January 9, 1998 PAGES: 5
RE: «A New Consensus on Child Care & After-School Programs”:
Key Facts and Background for your Editorials on
President Clinton’s Child Care Proposal

Police, Prosecutors, Crime Victims & Scholars Now Agree:
Child Care, After School Programs = Key Weapons Against Crime

When Government Fails to Assure Access 10 Quality Child Care, it Breaches
Its Most Fundamental Responsibility — Protecting Public Safety

One of the most striking new developments of the past year has been the virtual
unanimity among police, prosecutors, crime victims and criminologists — crossing all
ideological lines — that investments in quality early childhood development and after-
school programs are among our most powerful weapons against crime. For example:

¢ Nine out of ten police chiefs (92%) nation-wide, in a Northeastern University poll,
agreed “America could sharply reduce crime if government invested more in
programs to help children and youth get a good start” by “fully funding Head
Start for infants and toddlers... and providing after-school programs and
mentoring” for older kids.

e The police chiefs pick “increasing investment in programs that help all children and
youth get a good start” as the “most effective” anti-crime strategy nearly £-to-1 over
“trying more juveniles as adults” or even “hiring additional police officers.”

Studies show dramatic Impact of Early Childhood Care on Crime. For example,
two studies compared kids randomly assigned to receive quality early childhood
care or to do without it. Results: Denying these services multiplied by ten times the

risk of later delinquency and by five times the risk the kids would become chronic
lawbreakers as adults,

After-school hours are “prime time for juvenile crime.” FBI data show that violent
juvenile crime triples in the hour after school lets out; the peak hours are from 3:00 p.m.
- 6:00 p.m. These are also the peak hours for teen experimentation with sex and drugs.

What does this mean for Americans, and for President Clinton’s chlild care

Initiative? Police, prosecutors, and crime victims are a pretty conservative bunch.
Here's what they say:

“We guarantee criminals taxpayer-provided room and board in a jail cell. Shouldn’t
we be just as ready to prevent crime by guaranteeing good child care to toddlers and
quality after-school programs for older kids?”
— Buffalo (NY) Police Commissioner Gil Kerlikowske, president,
Police Executive Research Forum, for FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS

1334 G Street, NW + Suite 8 * Washington, DC 20005-3107 » (202) 638-0680 + Fax (202) 638-0873 * www.fightcrime.org

. A project of tne Action Ageinst Crime and Viclencs Edvaation Fund
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“We could be saving thousands of lives — and sparing thousands of families unimaginable
heartbreak — by investing up front in the proven early childhood care and youth development
programs that can turn kids away from crime by teaching them the values and skills to succeed.”
— Jean Lewis, president,
Nat’'| Organization of Parents of Murdered Children
for IGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS

“Everyone knows that the delivery of child care must take place not in our capitals but in our
communities, through partnerships of schools, parents, businesses and communitiy groups. But
there is no government responsibility more fundamental than protecting public safety. The
government can’t meet that obligation without committing to major new initiatives and investing
public funds in these programs for kids.”
~— Elmhurst (IL) Police Chief John Millner,
for FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS

“Today, the deficit which most threatens America’s families is the erime prevention deficit —
the gaping shortfall in our investment in the programs proven to prevent crime by helping at-
risk kids get the right start.”
— former U.S. Attorney General Elliot L. Richardson,
for FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS

The Bottom Line from a law entorcement perspective: Clinton's child care proposal is a
major step forward which would substantially reduce crime. All members of Congress,
regardless of party or ideology, should view his proposal as a minimum floor, and expand on it to
provide more funding for after-school programs, Head Start, and quality child care for those
children who are otherwise most at risk of getting into trouble.

For more information on the powerful crime-prevention impact of early
chlldhood care and after-school programs, refer to the enclosed 3-page
fact sheet. Additional information, and interviews, are available by calling

(202) 638-0690, or at http://www.fightcrime.org/.
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Police, Prosecutors, Crime Victims: Clinton Child Care
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Proposal Would Be Powerful Blow Against Crime
Congress Should ‘See and Raise’ Clinton’s Bid

“Passage of President Clinton’s proposal on early childhood care and after-school

rograms would be among the most important and powerful anti-crime steps ever taken
Ey Congress,” says Sanford A. Newman, President of IGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS
a bi-partisan, national anti-crime organization led by police chiefs, prosecutors and
crime survivors.

“If Congress wants to really unleash America’s most powerful anti~rime weapons, it
should ‘see and raise’ Clinton’s opening bid,” Newman said. “We urge Congress to view
the President’s proposal as a floor; proposals seeking a substantial reduction in crime
should certainly not drop below this floor.”

“We guarantee criminals taxpayer-provided room and board in a jail cell. Shouldn’t we
be just as ready to prevent crime by guaranteeing good child care to toddlers and
quality after-school programs for older kids?” remarked Buffalo (NY) Police
Commissioner Gil Kerlikowske, president of the Police Executive Research Forum.

“We could be saving thousands of lives — and sparing thousands of families
unimaginable heartbreak — by investing up front in the proven early childhood care and
youth development programs that can turn kids away from crime by teaching themn the
values and skills to succeed,” said Jean Lewis, president of the National Organization
of Parents of Murdered Children. Ms. Lewis’ son Scott was murdered in 1981.

After-school hours are “prime time for juvenlile crime.” FBI data show that violent
juvenile crime triples in the hour after school lets out; the peak hours are between 3:00 p.m.
and 6:00 p.m. These are also the peak hours for teen experimentation with sex and drugs.

“Investments in quality early childhood development and after-school programs for at-
risk kids are our most powerful weapons against crime. The first after-school program
we started cut neighborhood crime 42 percent the first year,” said Baltimore (MD)
Police Commissioner Thomas C. Frazier. “When the peak howrs of crime are from 2:00
p.m. to 8:00 p.m., and when studies show that shutting at-risk kids out of quality early
childhood care can multiply by up to ten times their risk of delinquency by their mid-
teens, it’s just common sense to fight crime by investing in early childhood care and
after-school programs.”

Studies show dramatic impact of early childhood care on crime. For example,
two studies compared kids randomly assigned to receive quality early childhood care
or to do without it. The results: Denying these services mlﬁtiplied by ten times the risk
of later delinquency and by five times the risk the kids would become chronic
lawbreakers as adults.

“Everyone knows that the delivery of child care must take place not in our capitals but in
our communities, through partnerships of schools, parents, businesses and community

-M -
1334 G Street, NW - Suite B - Washington, DC 20005-3107 - (202) G?&EGSO * Fax (202) 638-0673 - www.fightcrime.org
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‘Police, Prosecutors, Crime Victims: Clinton Child Care
Proposal Would Be Powerful Blow Against Crime’

groups,” said John Millner, Chief of Police in Elmhurst, Illinois. “But there is no government
responsibility more fundamental than protecting public safety. The government can’t meet that
obligation without committing the funds so every community can ensure that early childhood
care and after-school programs reach all the kids that need them.”

Emerging Unanimity Among Law Enforcement Leaders. One of the most striking
developments of the past year has been the emergence of virtual unanimity among police,
prosecutors, crime victims and criminologists — crossing all ideological lines — that investments
in quality early childhood development and after-school programs are among our most
powerful weapons against crime.

Frazier noted that in a Northeastern University poll of police chiefs nation-wide...

... More than nine out of ten police chiefs (92%) agreed “America could sharply
reduce crime if government invested more in programs to help children and youth
get a good start” by “fully funding Head Start for infants and toddlers... and
providing after-school programs and mentoring” for older kids.

. Police chiefs chose “increasing investment in programs that help all children and
youth get a good start” as the “most effective” anticrime strategy nearly 4-to-1
over “trying more juveniles as adults” or even “hiring additional police officers.”

Can we afford such investments? Early childhood care and after-school programs actually
save millions of taxpayer dollars. In one study, early childhood care prevented $150,000 per child
in later crime costs. And the human dividends — the lives saved, aml> the sense of safety we
could have again in our communities — are priceless.

“The President’s funding for child care is a major step forward, but still meets only a portion of
the need. When child care and after-school programs save dollars and cut crime, why shouldn'’t
Congress provide the funding that will enable communities to get the job done?” said former
U.S. Attorney General Elliot L. Richardson, one of FIGHT CRIME's founders.

The Bottom Line from a law enforcement perspective: Clinton's child care
proposal is a major step forward which would substantially reduce crime. All
members of Congress, regardless of party or ideology, should view his proposal as
a minimum floor, and expand on it to provide more funding for after-school
programs, Head Start, and quality child care for those children who are otherwise
most at risk of getting into trouble.

For more Information on the powerful crime-prevention impact of early
childhood care and after-school programs, call (202) 638-0890, or visit
http://www.tightcrime.org/ on the Internet.
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Meredith Wagner
Senior Vice President
Public Attairs

- January 21, 1998

Ms, Marsha Berry -
Director of Communications
- Office of the First Lady
Old Executive Office Building
Washington, DC

By FAX

Dear Ms. Berry,

Nicole Rabner suggested I send a sample script to you for Mrs. Clinton to record on Monday
morning. Thig 45-second public service announcement will air on Lifetime Television for several
weeks following the President’s State of the Union address. Please feel free to make changes to
the script.

As I discussed with Nicole, we would be greatly appreciative if Mrs. Clinton would record a
second child care PSA (30 seconds) on Monday. This would receive additional exposure on

Lifetime Television. We will have a sample script for your review tomorrow.

Nicole indicated that she has forwarded background material regarding Lifetime’s child care
campaign to you. If you have any questions, please call me at 212.424.7126.

I look forward to working with you on this project.
Sincerely,

Meredith Wagner
Sr. Vice President
Public Affairs

cc: Nicole Rabner

Lifetime Television Worldwide Plaza 309 West 49th Sueet New York, N.Y. 10019 Tel: 212-424-7196 Fax 219-957-4264 Lifetime Entertainment Services
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Hillary Rodham Clinton
:45 PSA
HRC
- 0C

For the first time in the history of this country,
child care has been highlighted 1n the
President’s State of the Union address.

Child care is an issuc of concem for all of us,
parents, families and friends. We need to take
action now. We can influcnce policy makers
across the country to develop legislation that
addresses the actual needs of real American
families.

Child care is more than just baby sitting, it 1s
providing a safe, nurturing environment where
children will flourish - emotionally,

intellectually and physically.
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HRC PSA/page 2
Every child should have access to
this kind of care but, right now many
American families cannot afford it. They must
settle for “just baby sitting” - or worse.
I urge you to get involved to help make high
quality, safe, affordable child care a reality for

all children in America.

Lifetime Television and a partnership of
leading non-profit organizations can help get
LIFETIME TELEVISION your voice heard.
VOICE OVER
15 If you want action on Child Care call 1-800-
XXX-xxxX or email us at www lifetimetv.com
and we'll take your voice to Washington,

Imagine the power of working logether.
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