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R _Do Aiericans Really Like Children?

‘Kenneth Keniston

.

-

Two and a half &eaxsfego,‘the Carnegie Council on Children was es-
-;taBTished by the New Yorkvfggndetion’of thetsame name. We ore a simall
private ‘commission, a group of 12 women and men chesen not to represent .
porticu1ar constituehcies, professions, or‘groups, but because we share a
Tommon concern with the needs of American children and their families. We
are not a b]ue ribbon group, but simply a dozen ihdividua]s from diverse
. . backgrounds, fields, and perspectives, most of usvin our thirties and forties,
} %ost of us parents Essisted by an able young staff, we hdve not been doing
.original scientific research "but rather attempting to learn from the ex- ‘
* perience, action, and studies of otherS\where chikdren fit today in America,

what are the unmet needs and problems of Americ&n children and families, and

' which of these problems most urgently deserve our’ response. Our work 15 not
}et complete, sg that what 1 say here, a]though d kiné)of introduction to

- some of the perspectives of the Council must be understood as my own view,
often sto]en from other Council and staff members but not .necessarily re-

. fTecting.their opinions. In the course of the next year and a half, we will ]
~ be 1ssuing a series of_reportsiand;other communications, ondhthese will pre- s

i © sent the conclusions of the Counci 1 more adequately. - )Y =
| Let me start from the’questions with which we, began our'work: | ¢

Americans real]y 11ke ch}]dren? Are we the ch1]d—centered child-loving

peop]e we c]a1m to be? Ne began wi th_ these quest1ons because of facts with

which all,of you-are so familiarthat I need not rec1te them in detail.

5
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/ aReca}l that yhj]e we promise'hea]th and physical Vita]ity to all our.

. chilidren, our 1nfant mortality rates place 0§ fifteenth amon§~the forty-
tng}nations ranked by the United Natioms, Just below East Germany and jJust
above Hong Kong Infant mortality rates for American non-whites are much

| 1gher &nd among groups like American Indians they approagh the rates in
‘the most undErdeveloped countr1es And we are among the very few modern :

//nat1ons that do not guarantee adequate health care to mothers and children.

Or consider -the nutrition of American children. A United States
Department of Agriculture survey showed that between 1955 and 1965, a decade.
of rising affluence and agricultural productivity, the percentage of‘diets
deficient in one or more essential nutrients actua]]y 1ncreased And today,
for all of the programs that try to provide adequate nutr1t10n to American
children, mi1lions rematn.hungry and majnourished:

. . We say that children have 2 right’to the(basic material necessities «
of life. Yet of all age groups in'America, children are the no§t likely to
Tive in abject poverty. One-sixth of all American children ]1Ve beTow the
officially defined poverty line, while one-third 1ive below that level de-
fined by the government as "minimum but ‘adequate". And'We.are the Bnly in-
dustrial democracy that does not have a system’of income supports for families
with children. ,

, We say that we are a nat1on that be11eves fervent]y in families as the .
best way of raising chj]dren. Yet, our families are becoming increasingly
depopulated. Divorce rates have rfsenrmore than 700% in the last half
.century, and today at 1east a m1111on ch11dren are affected by divorce each

year. The proport1on of our ch1]dren ra1sed in s1ng]e~parent fam111es has

increased astronomica11y in the last two decades. And we are v1rtua11y

v r

4




KK: 3

r »

alone among 1ndust€1alized nations in that we have no national child or
family policy, no comprehensive system of family services and supports, no
way of helping childrengand fami]ies navigate the crises of fami]y 1ife,
We say we believe all chi]dren are entitled to 1ov1ng,responsive
care. But  a third of mothers of pre-schodl children are in the Tabor /;///////
force, and a half of mothers of school age children work outside the hiTsyx' '

And we have yet to provide’ any system to assure that these children yeceive

adequate care when their parents are wérking. Here, againf—we backward
by the standards of other nations of the world. P
We say that we value children and acknowledge that va]ue'tangib1y >

‘through the children's deduction in our tax system. Yet that deduction gives

the greatest tax credit to families that need financial help the least. To
a,veny rich family, two children are worth the equivalent of $750 or more
‘16 a direct grant from the gbvernment; t;,a middle income family, two children
are worth only $300; a'fam11y too'poor to pay any taxes receives nothing at
all. |

We say we have created'a school system that equalizes opportunity and
the chance to succeed for a]] children Yet 12 years of pub11c a{oo]1ng
actually increases the gap between rich and poor students. Far from equal-
izing opportunity, our school system exaggerates the inequa]ities with which

}

children enter the schools. We have yet to devise ways. to fu]f111 the pro-

s ~

mise that schooling would provide all children with equal opportunity
A11 of you could cite other stati§t1cs that make the same poynt. The
conclusiaon is simple: we are a rich prospe us _nation, endowed not on]y with.,
b4

material goods but with’ know]edge and with humgn talent. We pride ourselves

on our devotion to children. Yet if we search for programé that support the

-

)
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devf]opment of/ghi]dren and help meet the needs of their families, we are
a backward society, an underdeveloped nation. Other countries of the world s
may look to us for‘technologicaI advances and material achievements, but

we must look to every other industrial nation in the world for more advanced

and adequate supports for children and families. ‘ . ce
Why is this? Why are we an underdeveloped nation in our policies

toward children and familifes? Is it be'cause at some level, we secretly hatg
~ ;

4 . » s
and despise our children, because our lip-service to the next generation is
insincere? Or are there other reasons;) |

To answer these questions requires us to look at some of -the mest .

pressing problems that face American children and their parents. Here I

will discuss three of the problems that deserve attention, so as to indicate
the general nature of our answer. These problems are what<I will call the

depopulation of the family, the intellectualization of the child, and the

-

perpetuatioﬁ of exclusion.

The Depopulation of the Family

. In 1974, a crucial watershed was crossed in the history of the Amerikan\
, family. For the first time, more'than one-half of all school-aged chjldren-
in two-parent families had mothers who woéked outside the home, mostly fu]lr
timé. For children under six in two-parent families the proportion of
‘horting mothers has reached one-third, and continues to grow rapidly; In
single-parent families, mothers are even more likely to work for wages. For

the first time in our national history, most children now have mothers who

work outside the home, #nd most of these mothers work full-time. The speed

' with which womén have entered the labor force is staggering; in -every cate- -

“gory, thére has been a doubling or trebling of Tabor force pafticipation by

. women with youﬁg children since the end of the second World War. The modal




American fami]y today is a two~parent family where the mother works outs1de
the home ) o ‘

A particu]aﬁ]y depopufated’set of families are thosepw{th ore parent.
In 1948, only one ‘out of 14 children under six were brought up in a single-
parent family. In 1973, that proportion had doupled to one'dut’of seven
children. Behind this increase is the extraordinary rise in thp nurber of
divorced, separated, or unwed pafents,'a]mostlallimothers. Between‘]QGO
and 1972, the proportion of children 1iving in-such families increased from
one in 20 to one 1in e1ght

Another related trend is the disappearance of non- parental relatives
from families, and espec1a]1y from single- parent families. In 1949, about
half of children under six in single-parent famflies 1ived with another
relat{ve whp was the head of the family. By 1973, this proportion had.

dropped to one in five. In less than a quarter of a century, the presence
4

of other relatives, usua]]y grandparents, aunts and uncles, in the sing]e-

parent family has dropped from 50% to 20%. '?

Other children are also 1ncreasing]y scarce in our families. At the
peak of the post-war baby boom, the median completed family size Qas ‘\N
Today, completed family size is below the zero population g;owth rate, about
1.9 ' years ago, the avbrage child had two or more’ sib]1ngs, today,h’
the average child has one or less. o

Let me cite one final statistic, the increasing pioportion‘bf'b{rths
that are illegitimate. In 1960, aBout,ong out of every 20 live births was
1llegitimate; by 1972, this figure had jnpreased to ong out of every eight
Tive births.

’ Taken together, these statistics--most]y.cq]]ed from Urie.Brpnfenbrenner's
work, which he will present at this meefing--nean that thp family is increas-
ingly emptied of people of all kinds, and in partipu]ar of kiq. More mothers
A >

— " .
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“in th labor force, astronoﬁica] increases in the' portion of single-
p;rent families, trv1e disappearance of other re]at‘ from‘th'e family, the
‘sharp decline in the number of siblings, rapid rises in rates of divorce,
separatfon, and i]]egitimaéy-—a]] these factors interact gb mean that more
and more chf]dren's’fives are spent in hénes empty of people for longer
and Tonger stretches of time. With a speed that has few precedents in our
history, the'nature of family Tife in this céunfry has changéd, and in ways
- that we have yet to appreciate, much less respond to.

‘%4 What has reb]aced the people in the family? For one, television has

become a peculiar kind of flickering blue parent for many chi]dSEn, a techno-

logical bdbyéitter, an electronic wonder that occupies more of the waking
hours of Ame;ican children than any other single force, inc]yding both parents
) andnschooHs.

A second replacement is, af course, the peer group. With parents,
older relatives, and siblings increasingly absent from éhe family, other un-
" related children play a larger and larger role in socializing the young.

The third institution that has replaced the ch1]d's fami]y menbers
are schools, pre-schdols, and the various child care arrangements that must
be made by working parents. The average age of entry into some form of //
}f schoo]ing’oy pre-schooling has decreased rapidly during the last .decades,

" while more and ﬁqﬁe children are involved in some form of out-of-family

qﬁ}ld care, be 1£ a neighbor 1ady,’a Ticensed or un]icens;d family day care
centef, a ?abysitter, a play group, or far more rarely a day care senter.
whether we like it or not, milions of’Américan children are today being raised
for larger and ]arger portions of time by nog-re]atives, often completely

outside of their family,
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F{nally, there are gro&%ﬁg numbers of children wﬁo are simply not
cared for at all for 1ﬁcreasing periods of time--]atch~kéy'ch11dren who stay [;
alone in empty QOuseé; children locked at home while their parents work;.
chi]dren,&ho play unattended/iﬁ the ;treets. For tﬁem, there is simply no ‘
replacement at all fbr the family members who are not thgre. > '

The depopulation of the fami]y and the rep]acément of f;mi]ylmenbers \ .
by television, peer groups, non-familial caretakers~--or no one-~contradicts
a central American value to which we all pay lip-service, and wﬁich mog; of
us sincerely believe. This is the conviction that, other things equal, families
provide the hest possible environment fqr rearing the young. Since the first
European setZ]emenps on these shores, the importance and sanctity of the
family has begn constantly reasserted. Even tgday, that’majority df American
mothers who work outside the home ténd tg feel guilty, inadequate, and remiss
for fear they are neglecting their children. We persist in considering our-
;elves a family-centered, family-oriented natién. Perhaps as a result, we
are so blind to the staggering changes that are‘overfaking'our fémi]ies.

But why have these Ehénges occurred? Are they the result o% the .
ne@]igence 6r'the hosti]jty of individual parents? Do they reflect the gro&-

}ng indifference of American mothers and fathers to the fate of their children?

Or are they the result of other forces in our society? Are we witnessing a

"flight from the family" thqt springs'primarily from the’ individual psychology

of American parents? Or aré parents themselves pushed out of the family by

) social and economic forces over which they Have 1ittle control?

My answer is that the explanation does not lie with the individual .
motivatjons of Ame(jcan parents, but rather with the social and economic

pressures of our larger society. Part of the Council's work has consisted

/
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in an effort to trace the changes in the experience of parents and chi]d;;>
throughout our history. Many factors have helped transform American families

from largely self-sufficient farm families of colonial days to the rapidly

'gmptying dormitories that they are becomind today. But of all the ,forces - '

that have changEd family 1ife, changes 1q,our economic system are most funda-
mental. To summarize a long story in a few words, the disappearance of thé
agricultural fami]y;where'mofhér, father, and children
warked together at the tasks o# ?aﬁming was st{mulated above all by the
development of national agricultural markets by the specialization of farm
production, and by the growth of industry and commerce "'the 19th century.
The family yas gradually redefined not as a productive unit, but as a retreat
fnom.the harsh work-a-day world; womaﬁ's role was transformed froqL;hat of
co-worker in the family economy to :Z?e guardian of the he;rth and aethereal

socializer of the young; children were redefined not as dconomic assets to

the family, but as future producers'@ho, as adults, should aspire to rise
above their parents tﬁrougﬁ hard work to economic success. . el

In the 19th century, we developed the first universal public school
system in history, thus replacing many of the family's fraditiona] functions.
But from the start, that public school system was explicitly Justified b} its
ear]fsadvocates like Horace Mann in economic terms--as a means of providing
trained manpower for the economy, while socializing all ch11dren into American
values so that social discontent wou]d be reduced. .

If today we ask what single faetor contributes most to the entry of
women with small children into the labor force, the answer is .cTear: econom%c
pressures. The highgst rates of female labor force participation, for ex-

ample, occur in families of averdge and below average income. In these

v
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families, women work;hot primarily or only for purposes of fulfillment and

dignity, much less in' pursuit of excitiQ? and challenging professional’

b

careers., fhe& work because their incame is needed to provide their families .
with a decent stéﬁdard of Tiving. And most mothers without husbands work

because their income is the only source of sustenagpce to th;mse]ves and
gﬁeir‘children. woéeh's wérk is concentrated in the most unqgrpaid, boring, o
. aﬁd menial occupations. Even when'womén do’the ;ame Jobs as men, they were

traditionally, and sti11 are, paid less.

.

\ Today, as before, the needs of our economy play a central role in
transforming the families of ‘American children. For it is useful to our
economy to have avai]ab]e a large reservéir of emp]éyab]e females who are ' ;

willing to accept dead-end Jjobs, to do without fringe benefitsl/to perform

boring, menia], and even degrading work--all at ]ow wages. The availab

of‘such workers keeps profits up, keeps prices down, permits services to be

performed for low rates, and provides, as we are witnessing today, a pool
. of workers without job guarantees who are among the first to be laid off

in times of economic recession. ~ . N
) The entry of women, iﬂc]uding mothers, 1nto the occupat1ona1 system

) “;;ems to me 1rreversib]e and in many cases desirable. Women are s1mp1y gain—
1ng a right that men have a]ways hadL-the right to seek productive, reward-
ing, and remunerat1ve employment, ' And there is no evidence that maternal
employment harms chi]dren, un]e;s'women feel pressured or coerced to work.
But approxim;te]y Sg% of- all women who work say,that theylwou]d not.dé )

1f they did not need the money. To my knowledge, no one on our Council-
believes gﬁat women should not have the same opportunities for productive
work that mep have. Nor do we believe that we should pressure women to o

stay at home. OQur effort is not to condemn but to try to underétand.

o1 \
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o In seeking this understanding, we have been led again and again to
“the natuée and values of our economic system. It is an ecdhomic system
£hat défines "work" only as paid participation in the ]abpr force, but does
‘not consider what women and men do at home, in particu]aé @he rearing of
éhjldren. as an economically productive or rewardable activity. \The grow- )
1ngldepopu1at10n of our families is 1§rge]y attributable to the changes,
assumptions, and needs of our ec;homy. It is not the "fault" of individugl -
) parenté,‘nor does'it reflect any sudden decliqe in thg‘devofion of‘Americans '
as ﬁnpividuals to their own children. , Rather the draining of the family

cod ’
reflects the fact that we are all pressured by néﬁiy generated demands for

consumption, and‘assumptioﬁs about what does and does not constitute valuable

“work, If families in_America become little more than dorm1toni%§, quick .

"

. . . ’ “
service restaurants, recreation centers and consumption units, we must look

-

not to the vices of American parents but to the pressures of the economy for .

. the main explaration. 3- )
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The Inte]lectua]ization of the Ch11d

I noted that one major subst1tute for fami]y members is ... out-
+ of-family child care, pre-schqp11ng, and formal schooling. As the. im-
' ﬁE?taeée bf fémqu members in the rearing of children has declined,
ever since the mid-19th century the role of non-family members and formal
1nstitut10ns has increased. The average age of entry into §ome.form of"
non-familial care and/or pre-schooling is -teday drepping rapidly, while
at t?e otper epd of the educational scale, the average age ¢f school leav-
ing has 1ecfeased by one year a decade throughout this century./

‘ Schools or prescﬁoo]g,ang the values which they covertly or overtly
transmit.\gpe thus becoming increasingly importgnt in the child's 1ife.
“ They &fe, next to families and possibly television, the madoftsoc1a11zing
influence on q&r Eh11dren. It thereéore behooves/us to examine carefully -
what va%ué% and human qualities are stres;ed in child éar:‘brograhs, pre-
schools, and schoo!s, and toqesk whether these.vaIues accord with our own
aspirations for %he next generation.- ‘

To state the conclusion in a few wofds. I believe that we are wit-

nessing a growing emphasis upon the child as a brain, upon the cultiva-
© tion of narrowly defined cognitive skills and ab111t1e;, and above all”
upon the creat1on, through our pre-schools and .échsgls, of a race of chil- -
dren whose va]ue and progress is judged primarily by their capacity to
’ do we]] on tests of 1Q, reading readiness, or school ach1e::ment Although

chi]ﬁren are, like adults, who]e people, full.of fantasies, imagination,

artist}c capacities, phys{cal grace, social re]ationships, cooperation,

v,
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initiative, industry, love, and joy, the overt and above all the covert

structure of our system_of pre-schooling and schooling largely ignores

these other human petentials to concentrate upon the cultivation of a
narrow form of 1nté]]ect.

Recall the educationai response to the launching of Sputnik. It
was to attempt to create, through schoo]iﬁg, a generation of Americans
who would be capable of beating the Russians fn the race to thp moon, .
the planets, and the stars. Thig pbjective was trans]ated into a heavy

-~
emphasis on mathematics, basic science, and those other technical skills

thought to be 1hportant in this peculiar quest for internatio;al'prestige.
Studies 6f cognitive development burgeoned throughout this period, and
school after school adopted a no-nonsense, test-perfQrmance and IQ-score
based systeqtpf promotions and rewards, all sanctioned by the fear that

we were falling behind the Russians. In this gpsh for measurabie cognitive

achievement, other qualities were quietly discarded: the valuable ideas

- of progressive education were forgotten in a one-sided critique of its

grcesses; the notion of children as whole people, wh1]e often mentioned
and occasionally implemented, was largely éubordinated to the rush for
cognitive deyg1opment.‘ -

With the coming of the 1960's, and with the sudden rediscovery of
poverty and racism in America, new initiatives were made to improve the
quality of schooling.and pre-schooling, especially for poor and non-white
children. The original arEhitects of” the War on Poverty had in mind a

mény-]eve]ed battle, including the creation of.jobs, income supplementation,

“and the provision of services to all families and children who needed them.

|

14
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But characteristically in our national experience, the jobs and income -
components of this war were e1the; forgotten or implemented at best in |
a half-hearted way. One of the human service programs that was 1m$1emented
was the Head Start program. Its architect, Dr. Julius Richmond, w%]]
testify that this program as originally conceived had many objectives,
among which the raising of IQ scores and the development of reading read-

iness wa$ secondary. These other objectives included the empowerment of

parents, the provision of services 1ike health and dental care to childreq,
> X,

and so on.

But when the. time came to eva]uaté\ﬂ\§d Start programs, evaluation
consisted almost ent1re1y in assessing whethér they succeeded in 1rrever-
sibly increasing the IQ scores of the ch11dren involved. The notion of
most evaluators ha; been that "success" for ﬂead Start meant a program that,
in a few hours each day for a few months or a year, could overcome the
overwhelming disadvantages of 1ife for chj]dren born into poverty, into the
segregation of a race-divided society, or into the SQualo} that character-
1ze§T€bmmun1t1gs of millions of American children. It is a tribute to
our optimism, if to nothfng else, that we even_thought we could do

s0 much for so-many for so little. ’ L

Underlying much Head S;aft work was a theory of cultural deprivation.
i ' N

Essentially, this theory said.that.cértain children--largely non-white
and poor--were deprived of the cu]tdraT stimulation which middle class
white children rece{;e. Allegedly, théir homes were without books, their
parents did not interact with them verbally, and so on. To overcome these
"deficits", it was érgued, programs of cultural enrichment and intellectual

stimulation were required. Thus, Head Start programs in general attempted

'

15
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;o eompensate fOPfthe alleged deficiencies of the chi]dis family.

What is potgaokthy is that so few asked at the time what was causing
"cultural deprivation", who or what was ggiﬁg the dépriving,‘hnd_whetﬁer
the basic deprivation was rgglll.cultural at all. The term "culturally
deprived" became, in short ordér; a euphemism for poor and black. For

‘many Americans; it was another sfigmatizing label, a polite way of pointing
to the alleged "inadequacies" of families condemmned to the cellar of our
economy. There are, of course two sides to deprivation: the deprived and
the depriving.” But fittle gttgntién qu‘paid to fhe factors in our society
that might pre@ent some fami]ies’?rom providing their chi]dren with o .

cu]tural riches, 1nte11ectua1 stimulation, and rich verbal interaction.

Most, 1mportant the concept of cultural deprivation, though benign in -
origin, neglected the basic question as to whether the deprivations of
most families and ch11Qren were primarily cultural ‘at all. It seems an
. . odd way of defining the problems of economically déstitute families in
inner-city ﬁhéttos,_migéant camps, impover;shed Apaléchiah villages or
. tenant farmer shackslfbicall their primary deprivation "cultural". On
the face of 1t,qft would make_mdrg sense to describe these "deprivations"
as econom;c and politicai.« And there were a few voices that noted these
problems. But by and large, they went unheard. ' » N
\As a résu]t, few Aﬁericans ever.asked whether a program aimed at
attacking a symptom could possibly hope to succeed in its extraordinarily
ambitious.goa}s wi?hout a1;o attacking the causes of that symptom. As
has generally happened in our history, this reform program gften ended By

stigmatizing those whom it was intended to benefit, while it drew atten-

tion away from-the root causes of the problem shat it tried to solve.
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Io my own view, Head Start programs have been extraordinarily success-

ful, even given the Tnadequacy of the theory on which they were evaluated. -

They showed that it ﬁas indeed possible to increase the ability of children
in the bottom of our society to do well on tests. As lohg as children

lJ . -

remain in most Head Start programs their gains, even'measured in the narrow
terms of test performance, are sign1f1cant and marked Head Start programs
did succeed in empowering parents, and they have provided desperate]y |
needed health, dental and other services to a féw children: But, a few
hours a day in a cu]tura] enrichment program for a few months or a year
cannot hope forever to reverse the toll upon fami]ies and children of the
economic and racial structure of our- saciety.

Thus; Head Start, originally def%med as on]y one component of a
broader attack on poverty, an; not conceiVegiprimarily cognitive in its
objectives, was quickly redefined as a program whose outcome and success
B wes measured in terms of gains in the ability to do well on standardized
tests. Head‘Start illustrates a broader tendemoy in our society, the’
tendency to rankran& rate children, to reward and stigmatize them, aocord-
ing to their ability to do well in the narrow tasks that schools (or we ‘
psycho]ogisté believe we can measure quantitatively. At every level of
our pre-school and school syetem, this same ability to do well on tests
is a primary determinant of the child's progress and position in the world
of echool and, to a large degree, in the later world of adults. Access
to the “h%gh" tracks, "superior" ability groupinéé, and even ta. good
somools themselves is primarily determined by ability to do well on tests.

" We- talk a great dea] about the bther human qualities of children, but

when the push comes to shove --when it is a matter of promotion, receiving

credentials, being praised or punished--it is the child who has learned
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to master test-taking who get; the goodies.
Ihis'ong-sided emphasis on test-taking abﬁ]ity extends thrqﬁghout

oyr entire edhcatiqna]_system, It persidts despiféaige lack of evidﬁnce

that the ability tg do well off tests predicts much of anything about the
_abj]iiy to do well in T1ife. But try getting 1nto'th§~co11ege or prebara-

tory track {h ﬁogt American high schools without the abiiity to do well on

Ifoonh§, achievemén; méasgres. ang classroom tests. And try getting 1n§o .
,éy a collgée whosg B«A. provides a'passpbrt to a rewarding, prestigious, and ’ ‘:
Jemunerative job without demonstrating the same ability at thg end of high

school. Or try getting‘into a law school or mgdicaf school without

+ first getting high scores on their testé. Our schools are so structured

tq?t_without the ability to get good "objectjve test scords" or hjgh "grade
pﬁint avérages", a child is Fondémned to almost certain failure. ‘ F
We‘could 11ve‘more easily witﬁ this fact were it not for our'pro-
fesseﬁ devotion to a large number of Human qua]it{es that we say we value
above the ability to.do well on tests., We say that we want our children 7 \
to be physically vital, caring, imaginative, resourceful, cooperative
and morally committed. Qe.talk a great &ea] about all of the qualities
that we value in children, all of the virtues that we wish our schools
to instill into them, all of the kinds of human‘merit that we'value.
I; fact, on our 1ists of our hopes fof the next generation, the ability .
to do well on test3 does not appear at ali. Buthin our educational system,
whose power over the Tives of our children 1ncreases annually, it is test-

taking ability, and the narrow, and 1earned form of inte]]1gence that

‘test scores reflect, that calls the shots.

-
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Why is this? Is it because American parents and teachers are hypo-
critical in the 1ip-service they pay to human values other than narrowly-
.defined cognitive ability? Oé is 1;, perhaps.’because we aré all respond-
ing to similar pressures in our society, pressures over which we ;ave little

control?. _ . ' ' .
Once ggain, our an$wer is not to b]ame’%eachers or parents, but rather

to point to the pressures ofva modern technological society, and u]t1mate1y’

\;o‘the forces of our economy as embodied in the tracking and selection

ocedures for our occupational system.

~_ Ours is a highly developed technological economy. Our society

has also adopted, usua]]y without knowing it, the 1mp11c1t ideology of - -
technism, an ideology ;Lat among other things places central value on what
can be measured with numbers, assigns numbers to what cannot be measured,
and redefines everything else as a recreation, se]f—expression ¢r enter-
tainment The development of so-called objective measure;--in fact not

at 311 objective--of IQ and perfo?manc? is another expression of our pro-
pensity to label, grade, and rank individuals by numerical standards.

We speak of ; ;Eﬁ:boo a year man, of a $100,QOO house, anhd of a child of
an IQ'of 95. We measure the éffectiveness of educ;tion by whether or not
it produces measurable income increments, not Ey whether igtlmprpves the
quality of 1ife of those who are educated. ,And we measure the success

of inaividual schools not in terms of the kinds of human beings that, they
’ﬁfomo;e, but in terms of the ihéreases in reading scores which they pro-
duce.  Asked to enaorse phis narrow standard bf measurement, most of us

L)

would rebel, asserting other values as more important. But in practice,

Ay

we have allowed this standard, so central to our economic system and our

+
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way of thinking about jt, to become the central yardstick for our defini-
t?on of children's worth. <

A related characteristic of our highly deVe1dped'té£hﬁoldgica1
_ econony 1s‘1ts need.for some mechanism to sort 1nd1v1dua]§ into various
occupational slots. Ig‘principlé; there might be a variety of ways of
dping this. But we ﬁse our school system as a tracking and channeling
mechanism for tﬁe work\force. The tracking that usué11y begfns~4n first
gradé feeds ultimately into the many tracks of our adult occupational

system. And we all know that by the time a poor, b]ack,handicapped or

uncareg-for child reaches third or fourtp or fifth grade,.a consistent

position in the bottom grack of the grade has become an ajmost inescapable

Q('

adult destiny. Thus, the ﬁntellectualization . . :, . of the

child reflects ‘the schools' role€, in c]assifyiﬁg and sortﬁng the labor force.
. Were there time; it would be important to dis;uss the origins of

the testing movement. Given what we today know -about the racial, economic,

and cultural biases inherent in so-called objective tgng, it is not

. surprising to learn thaé many”of'the early advoéates of intglllgsncé test-

-

ing were explicit ragists; who believed that their results showed the'
constitutional degeneracy of Blacks, Mediterraneangf;g > Jews. By way
of summary, it seems fair to say that intelligencetesting has overall
’§érved to perb;tuate the status quo, assuring that most of the children
who begin at thg bottom will end at the bottom, while most of those who
start with what we call "advantages" will end up retaining them.

' In.tracing the origins and causes of the intellectualization of the

1 \ .
child, we are led step by step back to the nature of our economic system, _

to the reflection in our schools of our economically-derived Tust to
he ' \

- <0
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quantify and measure, to tge utilization of schooling as a means df
. providing a suitably tracked and,channeied 1abo; force, to the use of schools
and tests as a means of perpetuating the ﬁglatiQe social pos{tibns of
existing érouﬁs in American sgéiety. It is not that teaéhers or parents
are to b]ame,lor that the values that we proclaim for our schools and for
our children are hypocritical. It is, rather, that e are the unwitting y

. " . .
actomplices and victff& of structures in our society related to the

-

_ ideology.and workings of our eeconomic system.
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The Perpetuation -of Exclusion

The two ptoblems I have so far mentioned affegt.glJ'American children,
rich and poor, black and white, male and female. The problem to which I
now turn is the problem of the excluded quarter, of children born in the
cellar of our society and systematically brought up to remain there. This
is a problem that also effects and involves us all, although some of us are

_ unwittingly thé short-term beneficiaries of this exclusion, while others are

its undeniable victims.

-

We estimate that one-quarter of all American children today are being

W,

brought up to fail. This figuré is an estimate, but we bélieve it to be

on the conservative side. The children ‘about whom I am talking are children

who are being actively harmed today, deprived of the opportunity to realize

a significant portion of the%r human potenfia], 1ﬁjured,.hurt, deﬁ?1Ved at
times even of the right to live. Four factors cooperate‘in this process$ of

. their exclusion. The first is race; the second is poverty; the third is handi-
cap; and the foyrth is being born of parents too ov;rwhelmed by 1ife to e
able to care responsively and lovingly for the éhilq. ' .

Let me onge.aga%n regale you with statjsticsf One out of every five

children in America is non-white,‘and these children must somehow cope with
the persistent institutional and psychological racism of our society. One
out of every three chi]dfen ]fves below the minimum adequate budget establish-
ed by the Department of Labor, and each of these children must face the multiple
scars of poverty.. One out of every 12 children is born with a major or minor
handicap, and all of these children face the possible sfigmas and social dis-

‘ abilities that accompany any handicap. One out of every 10 children has a

<2




1

KK3 21

learning disability, and given our school system this disability will normally

1

undermine that child's sense of herself or himself as a compgtent human beiny.
Approximately one-quarter of all American children do not ﬁgf;ive anything
approaching adeqdate health care, nor did‘their mothers before they were born.
It is these children whose unmecessary deaths at birth or in early childhood
make our national infant mortality rates an 1nternafibna1 dis;raqe. Million
' upon millions of children Tive in sqb-standard hou%ing. Millions of children
attend schools that are i11-equipped, run-down, inadequately financed, poorly
staffed and chaotiéf;schools where teachefs are overwhelmed by their power- '
]essqess, re]egated against their wishes to the role of keepers of order and
babysitters. One out of every eight children born today is born illegitimate. -
We have no estimates of the-number of p;rents who are themselves so overwhelmed
bj their pasts or, more important, by the pressures of their present lives that
they are unable to pravide responsive care for their children. But clearly
there are millions of such parents, rich and'poor. ‘
A11 of these facts are well-known to any one concerned with the state
of children in America. ﬁ%at makes their impact upon children so devastating
is the frequency with which they occur together. For both white and non-white
children, extreme poverty and growing up in a single-parent family go together;
Poverty is irrevocably linked to inadequate medical care and inadequate pre:
natal care. Bad schools are most common for those children who most desperate-
1y need good schog]s, withefacilities to deal with the fears and disabilities
with which many children enter them. Hunger among children is especially con-
centrated among the poor, and a hungry child can rarely do as well in school
as a child who is we]]-fed. The 1ist could go on and on.

The process by which children are disalfled in our society is no mystery

to its victims. It is a daily process whereby physical vitality, emotional
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caring, resourcefulness, and moral commitment in the child are undercut. It

. 1s also a cumulative process, 1n which 1nadequate prenata] care of mothers

" increases the chances that children wi]] be born dead, defective or sickly, ;

in wh1ch'ear1y ma1nutr1t15n decreases the hope for robust physical vigor.
in which 1nadequate health care increases the chances of illness or makes
minor 111ness escalate into permanent handicaps. If a child. 1€ born poor,
or non- wh1te, or handicapped, or of emotionally drained parents, even the
chances of physical survival to adulthood are 1ncreased.'

But the most powerful forms of exclusion are not physical but social

and psychological. In a land of plenty, a child of poverty grows up in

want and hardship, denied those needs that most Americans consider fundamental.

One reason children who are poor are greatly less likely to survive into o
. H .

.

. adulthood is because they 1ive in a world that is more dangerous than that

of the prosperous--an urban world of broken stair-railings, of busy streets

as playgrounds, of lead paint, rats and rat poisons--or a rural wor]d,hiddeﬁ
from the view of most of us, where families cannot maintain the minimal levels
of eublic health considered necessary a century ago. %his is a world of

aching teeth without dentists to fi1l them, of untreeted colds that result-

in permanent deafness, a world where even a small child learns to be ashamed |,

of the waw he or she 1ives. And it is often a world of intense social danger,

a world where adults, driven by poverty and deéperation, are untrustworthy
and unpredictable. Thus it can be a world where a child learns early td

suppress any natural impulse to explore the world, substituting for curiosity

" a defensive guardedness toward novelty, a refusal to reach out for fear of

being hurt. Living in a world that 1s indifferent or systematically hostile,

4 .
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the ch11d turns off 1n1t1at1ve and the eagerness that gther chi]dren bring
‘to learning the basic ski]]s of our cyjture. . { q ’7/,
Such'children are systematically traiped for faif%fe. The covert
lessons thejr environment teaches. them about theﬁselveskand about the world
are astonishingly consiﬁaent. As people they are defiaed ’as no good, in-
adequate, dirty, 1ncompetent, ugly, dumb, and c]umsy The”wor]d in which
they grow up is a dangerous, hostile place, where the best strategy for
£oping is never to venture out) ‘totake no risks, an to stay on guard. It
is-this sense of se1f and this view of the world--constantly reenforced,
rarely mitigated, in fact an accuraf® perception of the messages our society
gives these childrén--that condemns them to iivestot failure tp social if
.not in humaa‘terms. ’ ‘ .
By the time a child of desperately poor parents tn Appatachia reaches"’
school age, ‘that child is often so turned off by the'worlé and its dangers .
that even the most benign forms of help and sympathy'avail but tittle. To
" the. inner-city black ethd, brought up in'a.dangerous, chaotic and unpredict-
able environment, fro@ which the post loving parents canrot project a child,
the lesson that the world is a hostile eHace has been learned by the age of
,three. A child whose parents are so drained'by tardships that they cannot
respond to him or her in terms-of: hgsqgag'needs Tearns in" the first four
years a virtually 1nde11b]e(]e$san aboutfthe untrustworthiness and unresponsiye-
" ness of. human relationships. The messages a child recdeives about se]f and
world tend to be consistent and mu 1y reenforcing. They invoke in the
child a kind of withdrawal or aggr::;?oh that elicits still further messages

as to the child's inadequacy and the hostility of the mainstream world.
&S o ’
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Confronted with such facts, we commonly reassuréﬂourﬁe}ve§'by re-
counting success stories: the.ﬁoor~boys who made it, ﬁhe biacks JQS bgcame
a tribute tq their ;ace, thé handicapped who made contr1ﬁut10ns to od; society, ;. —
and the neg]ected chi]dren who grew up 1nto strong, resourcefu] adu]ts. But ‘

these success stories are the except1ons; they are systematically misieading.

A quarter of our children are being actively harmed today, many of them‘in

L4

v ¥ x, )
ways that no later good fortune or heTpgcan'sgre]y repai
It takes an extraordinary parent or parents to raise an open, lively, resili-

ent, and caring child 1n the slums of Har]em, in the backwaters of Appa]achia, o,

or in the migrant camps of Colorado. That as many par ts succeed as do is ..

a tribute to their miraculous tenacity, love and inspiration.. But m1nac]es’

‘oecur rarely. ) ' . S

Were we a society politically committed to the perpetuation'of a

S

caste system, dedicated to the continuaiion of gross 1nequa11ty, eager to0
- waste human potential, or happy with'the exclusion of a large minority of the
“next generation, these facts would cause us no concern. But in fact, they
"violate our most centra] values as Americans. 3 ': »
If any single theme dominates the soc1a1 ;;d political h1story of our o

nation, it 1s the continuing (though never fully successfu]) effort to in-

clude all those who Tive in this Jand as full citiZens. Each generafion,
_ and each individual in.each generq;ion:'we'havg'p(pmised, would have §; ’

equal “Chance .in life. Our society, we havevbelieved, should impose upon the

child no speéia] burdens that will 1imit him or her in the exercise of freedom,

“
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in the pursuit of fulfiliment. The pnomise we made to the 35 n11110n 1nm1- P
‘grants who came to- this land, 1iké the promise we made to the native Amehi-
cans who inhabited our continent 1ong before white settlers arrived, was
that they, too, would be included as “full members of our society
Even the most superficia] reading of our history will show how far
we have departed from this high ideal ip the past. Exclusion is in no .
sense new. Slaves ena their descendants, native Aﬁertcans, other non-whites,
immigrants, homen, and a host of others‘have been effectively disenfranchised.
But to each generatien we have repeated, and we centinue to repeat, the same
promise; your-children will betinEIuded; all of you Who Tive here will become
full members of the cemmunity of Americans .And much of our histery hge been
an effort to confirm that-promise, although in a painfully slow, erratic and.

1ncomp1ete way. » o ) >

[ .

How, then, can we undérstand the perpetuation of exc]usion? One answeq
for almost two centuries in America, is that those who 11ve in the cellars
of-our sobiety are there because they belong there, because they lack human
v1rtue, merit, 1ndustr10usness, or taJent They‘are mora]]y cu%pab]e, idle,
dependent, we]fare chis]ers, prof]igate, 1ntemperate, licentious, and danger—'
_ous "to the social order. They are to blame\fer and they deserve their own
exclusion. - Q; ‘ . . u ) . .

Byt there is another possibility as we]] It 1s. that the exclusion :
Jfrom the mainstreams of our sbciety of a large minority of each generation 1s
a product not of the 1nd1v1dua} viciousness, 1nadequacy, or 1mmora11ty of

A
those who are exc]uded. nor is 1t a result of the conscious and de]iberate

explaitation qf the majority, but “rather that it 1s a product of the way our

o




society works and has worked for more than a century.

Again it is necessary to sumﬁari(s\: Tong arguﬁéntlinto a few sentences.

“-The proﬁise_that we have made to each successive generation that all would be
.'included in the mainstreams has remainéd persistently unfulfiiled for over '
a century and a half. The distribution o% wealth and 1ncoﬁe in this nation
has not changed materially in 150 years. Al11 of our pfomiées.of equal oppor-
tunity, all of our efforts at schooling, a1176f the general increases 1n'our‘
national prosperiéy, a]T'of our efforts to reform and change and uplift thosé
.»+ at ‘the bottom of our society--néne of these/has sqpceeded in 1n£1ud1pg'
| those who are kept out. The core social prob]em‘beh;ﬁd exclusion is thé‘p?ob;
"lem of a society that permits and perpetuates gross economic and racial 1n-;

equality. .

. The key explanation of exc]usi&n 11es,: % pelieve, in the nature‘of ouf-:

v

economi 'system{ and in our passive acceptance of hoy ?hat gysteq works_and ’
of the fideology that ﬁuttresses it. It has proved'econamicaily useful (and '

“ perhaps even necessary) to our society as it industrialized to have ;bai1able
a re]ﬁtively large minority of individuals and families driven By ecoﬁomié
need to accept menia]z dead-end, Tow-paying, insecure, hazardous,.and boring
work; In every society theré are meniai and boring Jégs’to be done. fﬁere are
bed pans to be emptied in hosﬁitals, there are grapes to be picked in Cali-

. .fornia and thé;; is cotton éo be picked in Mississippi, there are shirts fo
be ironed, garbagg:to be collected, sui%éases to be carried, furnituré to be

moved, and dishes to be washed. There are even assembly-1ine jobs so boring

and stultifying that many workers refuse to accept them. Today, most of these

'jobs could be mechanized. But mechanizatfon requires money. And when there

<8
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are workers Who will accept Tow wages, 110 Jab guarantees or fringe benefits,
1n seasonal, repetitive, boring work--all because they are dr1ven by the
ecénomic urgencies of the need to subsist--then 1t costs most of us less to
buy the goods and services they produce4 It has been this way. for a long
time in America and in other western 1ndustr1alized nations It is stil]

that way. .
‘ Exclusion persists. of course, not because of the p]nts or evil motives
'of individual’ entrepreneurs or aver ge citizehs We-all Tive in an economic
'system which decrees that profit, rowth,. and 1nnovation are the criteria for
economic survival. We did not make that systém, and we must 11ve within it
until we.decide to change it. Nor do those of us whq benefit tzrg:ggpter
:ervices and lower prices from the existence'gffa'large minority of econom-
1caf7y and racially excluded Americans and their'éhildren consciously or
deliberately approve that exclusion. . On the contrary, most’of us deplore it,
| and a great many of us contribute generqus]y to the United Fund to help its
: victims. But 1n the short run we benefit——unintentiona]1y, unknowingly--
but nonetheless we benef1t .
In the long run, it is another matter. In the Iongqrun we all lose.
The prob]em of exc]usion 1s not merely a problem for those who are excluded,
but for all of the rest of us. _In the long run, we lose 3 significant portion
of the potentials for good. for contribution to our society, which excluded
. children could offer. In the long run, we and our children wﬁ]l pay a tangi—
ble price in remedial services. in social unrest and discontent, in prisons

and mental hospita]s. In the 1onq run, we, and the‘ch11dren of the modestly




‘,

" well-off and the prosperous in America, will also pay a humén and moral price

because we have tolerated a system in which our advantage and privilege

depends, unnecessarily, upon their heing people who are clearly beneath us

and who do our dirty work. The short term benefits we derive from gxc]usion

will be more than outweighed, even in nérrow'economic terms, by the price we ‘

“who are within the mainstreams, and our ch11dren; wil] pay for the perpetua-

tion of this exclusion.
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Individual Uplift and Social Change

I have outlined three:problems-affeéting children and'zheir
families in contemporary Amerfcal the depopulation of the famfly, the
1ﬁte11egtualiza£10n of the child, and the perpetuation of exclusion. In
each case,lI haQe suggested that an understanding of the causes of these
problems leads us not to b]amé tﬁe moral turpitude and failings of individuals,
but to gxam1ne our entire society, and‘in particular the assumptions and -

workings of our economic system. I will conclude by underlining this contrast

““between the theme of 1hd1vfd&él‘b1amgaggg/ uplift on the one hand, and the need

for social and econom1C’change on the other.

He Amerfcans have always priééd ourse?ves upon our 1ndiv1dualism."
There is much to be proud of "in our emphasis upon individual responsib111ty,
upon the cu1t1vat10n of 1ndjv1dua11ty,.and upon our hope that we could, in
this nation, create a communify out of variediipdividﬁals, each of whom
pos;essed edua].f}eedom to Tive out her or'his tife. That same individualism
has,howeyer, systematically blinded us to the power o% so§1a1, political and

above all economic forces in our lives. ,

In the age of Jacksoq3 between 1820 and 1840, with the break up of the
old 6510n1a1 soc1a1 order, we devisea a way of viewing olir society and of
K
trying to change 1% that embodies that individualism and, dominated our tradition

as a nation ever since In brief, we adopted the two related doctrines of equal

" opportunity and schooling’ for mobility. Our natfonal creed came to rest upon

& .

the initial conviction that every American child has an equal.chance to make
his or her way to the top, and on the second assumption that the development

-
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fgl ‘of a universal system of schooiing'would provide all chi]dren, no matter
qa/_ylhai'. their origins, with equal access to the skills, tools, and disciplines
necessary for success.

As 1t happens, we know fodayifhat opportunity is not equal in America,
nor has it ever been; we know that the initial inequality of condition of
children igrgeiy determinesthe opportunities that will be open to them. We
al1so know today that schooling, despite our success stories to the contrary,
has not provided a _significant avenue for upward mobility for young Americans:
as I noted ear]ier, schooling actually tends to increase the gap between poor
and rich Nor do we have any solid evidence that success in school has much

L
T

< to do with success in the wider world, however we measure it. Nonetheless,.

these_twn artic]es of faith, the doctrines o% equal opportunity and schooling
for snecéss. continue to‘dominate our national consciousness.

A corollary of these beliefs is our persistent American i1lusion thg&
each individua]'s nlace in society is the exclusive result of his or her own
efforts.‘iThose #who ended un‘at the bottom have thus been deemed inferior to .
those at the top--inferior in industriousness, in hard work, in diligence and,
today, it is also assumed, inferior in 1Q, inte]]igence, ta]ent, or what have you.
In the end, we have assumed that those who end in the basement of our society
are inferior mo ra]]z, that they suffer from that grand American trio of wvices, .
namely, first, idleness, laziness, lack of enterprise, etc.; second, dependency,
pauperism, wi]]ingness to 1ive off of the hard work of others; and thirdly, a
cluster of vices that have to do with sensuality and 1icentiousness--intemperance,

promiscuity, degeneracy, and various other forms of sensual immorality. Though

Vd
4

32

]




KK: 31

few of us would publicly voice these sentiments in precisely tﬁese terms today,
thay -perist as deep assumptions about those who are condemned to’fa11urb in
our soclety. Conversely, we continue to assume that most of those who succeed
are especially virtuous, that they possess the qualities of hard work,'self-
suf?icienéy, apd an absence of sensual indulgence. :

A further consequence of this ideology is that if individuals alone e
are responsible for their position in society, and thus the sum of individual
éfforts explains the organization of our society, reform must be directed
primarily at reforming and uplifting individuals. We have traditionally paid

much 11p service to what we call the "environment". But that environment has.

been defined in an extraordinarily narrow and circumscribed way. When, todaj,
wé“speak of a child coming from a "good environment”, we are almost always
talking about his or her parents. And when we attémpt to deal with the problems
confronting children or parents, we habitually fall back upon the reflex
’ response of reforming jndividua]§ one by one. Today, the moralism in these
v efforts at reform is disguised behind scientific 1aqguage, and most of those
involved 16 efforts at reform honestly feel 1ittle ;ense of.ag;al superiority
over those whom they attempt to help. Yet the moralistic é;d individualistic
context rémains. Thus our social policies, insofar as we have haé any 1ntended'
~ to improve the lot of parents'and children, have been directed not at changing
the é&éia] and economic conditions that create their problems, but at uplifting
. the vjctinsiiij.have here pointed again and again to tﬁé nature and ideology of
' odr economic systém'becausg,of all the forces the one might ingle out, this one
‘ appears fo be the most powerful in defining the kinds of ]{}es we lead as
. parents, the kinds of fufures we can offer our children, the kinds of forces

¥
that are brought to bear upon us as parents and them as the next generation.
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But we have been and remain largely blind to the pervasive powe\r nf that
system. Head Start is a case in point; faced with a problem that 1s essentially
‘an economic and racial problem -- the problem of poverty and caste lines --

we redefined it as a problem of cultural deprivation, rarely asked even who

was doing the depriving, and targeted our efforts at providing "cultural
enrichment" to the victims of the process of exclusion. The rest of the
abortive War on Poverty was largely forgotten--thé Jobs, the income supports,
thetother services needed by all American families. We ended up by attempting
to reform the victims. _

You may ask what are the implications for policy of thisygind of
analysis. Does 1t mean that our efforts to help individuals are misguided
and must be abandoned? And does 1t mean that there is no way of 1mproving
the condition of American children and families short of a total revo]ution?

I believe it means neither of these things. Our individualism and our
focusoceforming up’ the victims of our society has led us to an understanding
unmatched in any other—nation of the world of individual psychodynamics, of
the complexities of individual development, and of the intricacies of parent-
child relationships. We should not throw this out. Nor should we abandon, for
one minute, those programs that attempt to undo the harms that are done to
families and children. We need more, not less, Head Start, more and much better
education, more not less services to cnmmunities and individua]s. And even'
if the basic'stﬁuetures'of our society were radically trahsformed, we would still
But we also need to understand that we are appiying‘much-needed bandaids,

attempting to salvage. the victims, not dealing with basic causes,” And we need to
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move bayond&understand toward changing.the undesirable features of our
economic structure, even while we challenge some of the ideological assumptions

R

by which 1t justifies itself. It will get us nowhere to blame evi] chp1ta11éts,
or exploftative employers; thereAare evil and exp]oitati?e pgog]éujn_every :
stratum of sotietya The challenge is to stop b]wwhﬁiaslfbeg1n g;mottngé the‘
causes of the problems facing families and children. Along with compensatory ‘
programs, we need the e]imination of the entrenched barriers, the job ce111ngs,

and the caste 11nes that prevent m1nor1ty group members from full citizenship

in our society. A]ong with programs to educate the poor, we_need active
programs of incope supplementation, so that no child or family in-America is
depriued of the basic physica],necessities of 11fe. "Along with job training

programs (not so far notably successful) we need'job creation programs, all

in the context of a Tong-term effort to Iearn how to e]iminate that secondary
labor market whose contipuation condemns so many of our parents and children
to exclusion. And, we need to begin now fo develop comprehensive and
untversa]]y accessible services to suppdrt, not to replace, families in the
rearing of their children. These services must be av&iiat]e to all families
as a matter of right, and not because they demonstrate some particular inadequacy
or some special need

Some of what we need to do, like income support, could be easily done,

had we the national commitment and will to do it. Other things, like job

creation, will be more difficult; they will take decades; they will require

constant experimentation and a persistent determination to accomplish our

objectives. But the point is that we can and must begin, and we must begjn not

-mgre]y by helping the victims, but by identifying and thén changing the forces
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and structures of our society that undermine the vitality, the passionate
care, the resourcefuiness, and the moral commitment of the next generation.

In umgparded moments; we Americans are fond of confessing to our

‘children,ghat we have made a mess of the world or a mess of oﬁf 11Ves, and

encouraging them to do better. This is a cop out. It is almost impossible
foreehildren to create a society that is much better than the one they grow
up in. Instead of expecting our children to undo our individual failures and
correct our social injustices, we the parental generation must do that now
for their sake. We must not only try tg»create through our individual

efforts as parents and carers for children a better generation of children,

to create a better society for them to grow up in,




