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CARING FOR AMERICA'S CHILDRENA CON-
GRESSIONAL SYMPOSIUM ON CHILD CARE
AND PARENTING

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1998\U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN ANDILTLIES, OF THE

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND H RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:10 p.m., in Room
SDG-50, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Coats, chairman
of the subcommittee, presiding.

Present: Senators Jeffords, Coats, Gregg, and Wellstone.
Also Present: Senator Chafee and Representative Wolf.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COATS

Senator COATS. Good afternoon and welcome to today's Congres-
sional Symposium on Child Care and Parenting entitled "Caring
for America's Children." Of all the policy issues that policy makers
face, how we care for children has to be at the top of the list. Chil-
dren are our Nation's future and any policy that is crafted to have
an impact on their lives should be thoroughly and carefully and
thoughtfully considered.

The purpose of our symposium today is to enter into a discussion
of the critical issues impacting children's care, issues which I
strongly believe need to be addressed before Congress embarks on
what the President has termed the single "largest investment in
child care in our Nation's history."

Policy makers need to ask some fundamental and some very
basic questions before rushing to legislative solutions, but I think
in doing so they need answers to four key questions. The first ques-
tion: what is best for the children? It seems almost too simplistic
and elementary to even raise, yet too often we assume that we
know what is best for children without really developing that on
a sound basis. What those who have studied the needs of children
and worked in the area of children for much of their careers, have
had to say about that. So today we will hear from four child care
development experts bringing varied perspectives about what is
best for children in both the long-term and the short term.

The second question: what do families really want? This question
examines the current cultural and work patterns and public opin-
ion polls for insight into what is driving families to work longer
hours and spending less time at home and las the question is this
really what families are seeking? We will hear from a labor law ex-
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pert and a representative of a leading human resources firm con-
cerning family friendly options and how legal and legislative bar-
riers that prevent employers from offering real alternatives to their
employees can be addressed.

Finally, understanding that all families are different, we will ask
and explore the problems and solutions to difficulties that face chil-
dren who grow up without relationships due to family loss, poverty,
parental substance abuse, mental illness and family disorganiza-
tion.

Caring for children is a very complex and emotional issue be-
cause while it is true that one segment of our population needs
high quality day care in order to work, it is also true that there
exists another segment of our population, nearing 70 percent, a
majority segment, that do not have both parents engaged in full-
time work, and so the question is how do we effectively address the
needs of the first segment while ensuring that we are not discour-
aging or sending wrong signals to the second? How do we ensure
the long-term best interests of all children?

Working families struggle to care for their children and often
make significant sacrifices to provide for their needs. They should
not have to contend with government policies which discriminate
against them for choosing to have one parent stay at home or for
using informal child care arrangements.

Today's discussion is intended to be a very broad and thoughtful
discussion of these and other important issues. We will hear from
leading experts in the field, from parents, and other individuals
concerned about what is best for children. Families in America face
many challenges. They are struggling to do the right thing for their
children. Many, however, have received a message from govern-
ment and media that predefines their choices. Families in America
deserve more. They deserve more than political expediency. They
deserve to be heard by their policy makers before legislative solu-
tions are implemented.

We have today a distinguished panel of experts before us and I
am going to introduce them in .a moment. I am also going to an-
nounce that we will be visited throughout the day by members of
the Senate and members of Congress. This is a day of no votes in
the U.S. Senate and the House is not back in session yet, just fin-
ishing our President's Day recess, so their schedules have been
somewhat interrupted, but we expect some of them to attend and
participate in this discussion.

[The prepared statement of Senator Coats follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR COATS

Good afternoon, and welcome to today's Congressional Sympo-
sium on Child Care and ParentingCaring for America's Children.

Of all the issues that policy makers facehow we care for chil-
dren has to be at the top of the list. Children are our Nation's fu-
ture. And any policy crafted to have an impact on their lives must
be thoroughly, carefully, and very thoughtfully considered.

The purpose of today's symposium is to enter into a discussion
of the critical issues impacting children's careissues which must
be addressed before Congress embarks on what the President has
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termed "the single largest investment in child care in our Nation's
history".

Policy makers need to ask and have the answers to four key
questions. First, what is best for children? We will hear from four
child development experts from varied perspectives about what is
best for children in both the long and short term. Second, what do
families want? We will examine current cultural and work patterns
and public opinion polls for insight into what is driving families to
work longer hours and spending less time at home. Third, we will
ask what effective steps can be taken to help families to provide
the best care they can for their children? We will hear from a labor
law expert and representative of a leading human resources firm
concerning family friendly options and how legal and legislative
barriers prevent employers from offering real alternatives to their
employees. And finally, understanding that all families and chil-
dren are different, we will ask and explore the problems and solu-
tions to difficulties that face children who grow up without rela-
tionships due to family loss, poverty, parental substance abuse or
mental illness, and family disorganization.

Caring for children is a very complex and emotional issue be-
cause while it is true that one segment of our population needs
high-quality day care in order to work, it is also true that there ex-
ists another segment of the population, nearly 70 percent, that do
not have both parents engaged in full-time work. The question is,
how do we effectively address the needs of the first segment, while
ensuring that we are not discouraging or sending the wrong signals
to the second? How do we ensure the long-term 13est interests of all
children.

Working families struggle to care for their children and often
make significant sacrifices to provide for their needs. They should
not have to contend with government policies which discriminate
against them for choosing to have one parent stay home, or for
using informal child care arrangements.

Today's discussion is intended to be a very broad and thoughtful
discussion of these and other important issues. We will hear from
leading experts in the field, from parents, and other individuals
concerned about how we do what's best for kids.

Families in America face many challenges. They are struggling
to do the right thing for their children. Many however, have re-
ceived a message from government and media that defines their
choices. Families in America deserve more. They deserve more than
political expediency can providethey deserve to be heard by their
policy makers before legislative solutions are implemented.

Senator COATS. Our first panel of speakers include Diane Fisher,
a clinical psychologist, mother of three, and board member and
spokesperson for the Independent Women's Forum and Mothers at
Home. Dr. Fisher has worked intensely with children, families, and
adolescents in her private practice, and in the last few years has
devoted her time to advocating for the needs of children and fami-
lies. I might just State to our presenters and to the audience that
we have placed a time limit on our speakers because we want to
leave plenty of time for discussion. As you know, we have both pre-
senters aii4 group of experts who will then discuss, ask questions
and make points and examine this from a less than structured
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standpoint. And so with that in mind and with the idea that we
do not want to cut anybody off unnecessarily, there is a hook avail-
able here somewhere and all the speakers have been given a lim-
ited amount of time to summarize their presentations so that we
can have plenty of discussion time.

Dr. Fisher, I want to thank you for taking the time to begin our
discussion today, and then I will introduce each of the remaining
three presenters before we move to the discussion stage. You are
welcome to come to the podium here. I have had to jury-rig this
microphone, but I think I can leave some room for your notes so
that it will be easy for you to speak to us from this point. Thank
you.

STATEMENTS OF DIANE G. FISHER, PHD., PSYCHOLOGIST AND
POLICY CONSULTANT, INDEPENDENT WOMEN'S FORUM; DR.
STANLEY GREENSPAN, CHILD PSYCHOLOGIST; JAY BELSKY,
Ph.D., DISTINGUISHED PROFESSOR OF HUMAN DEVELOP-
MENT AND FAMILY STUDIES, PENN STATE UNIVERSITY; AND
DR. ARMAND NICHOLI, JR., HARVARD MEDICAL SCHOOL
MS. FISHER. Good afternoon. I am happy to be able to speak

about this issue, something I feel very passionately about. We as
women have had a kind of unspoken agreement over the last 15
or 20 years that we could not question day care because if we did
it would hurt women. I think this false choice has not brought hap-
piness to any of us and has not brought happiness to our children.
I think that women are starting to become willing to question this
and to try and think of creative solutions that do not automatically
lead to the conclusion that we will be hurting women's financial
choices or freedom of choice.

We have suffered from not questioning this day care situation,
how to balance work and family before, and our children have suf-
fered. We are all concerned about low-income parents. We are all
concerned about at-risk families, and I certainly agree with Senator
Coats that that needs to be a separate policy question from what
I am going to focus on today, which is healthy functioning families,
which are the majority, at least 80 percent of the parents in this
country today. We can then ask what is best for children in a
healthy functioning family since that is what I am going to focus
on.

What do we wish as a country at this juncture? To foster a policy
of encouraging parents to leave their babies in the earliest months
for full-time employment? Do we believe a system of substitute
care, 21st century schools, night care, sick-child care, summer care,
weekend -Care, whatever the workplace demands, is best or even
adequate for our children? And is it what the country wants? We
need a cohesive long-term national policy. And that is why this con-
versation is so important today. Most parents have decided that
two full-time working parents is not a good model for raising chil-
dren. Very few parents prefer it for themselves, only about one
third of the parents of young children, and very few think it best
for their chilcIren. An Independent Women's Forum poll suggested
15 percent thought the dual-career model was ideal.

Furthermore, polls show that parents do not believe they can do
the best job possible parenting their children when they are trying

8
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to hold down two careers. That should surprise no one in the room.
The actual choices being made, I believe, are informative. 66 per-
cent of all children below age 6 are cared for by a mother who
works part time or is unemployed. I do not think the 66 percent
represents mothers who are not able to find adequate full-time day
care. I think the 66 percent reflects a real choice and a real sac-
rifice and a real commitment that that family, husband and wife,
is willing to make.

The quality promise. We hear a lot about high quality and the
sort of endless sky-high potential of if we could just improve the
quality of day care. We would like to think that high quality is a
win-win situation. Recently in my neighborhood I saw a fully li-
censed accredited Kinder-care van driving through my neighbor-
hood. It was very early, still dark outside. My kids were not up for
school yet. They were picking up half-asleep preschoolers, strap-
ping them in car seats where they sat dazed and slumped, going
around to pick up everyone else in the preschool class. Why is this
acceptable? When will we set a limit and say this is not good for
young children?

The military day care system, of which I am a past consumer,
has been held up as a mod.el for high quality center-based care ev-
erywhere, and they are state-of-the-art physical facilities. There are
kind, benign, trained, accredited caregivers, but the children still
take their naps on little rows of mats on the floor, they still eat
at little formica tables, they still sit in the corner waiting for
mommy. There is nothing more closely watched at mid-afternoon
than the front-door of a clay care center, and anyone who doubts
that I would ask you to walk in sometime after 1:30 or two. The
children are waiting. There is an expression of longing on every
face. What are we saying to our children putting them in this posi-
tion?

Infants and children placed in day care are at a vulnerable, non-
verbal, needy stage of their lives, and we are trying to train
caregivers to rise to the occasion and manifest the kind of sensitive
love these children need over the course of a long eight or ten-hour
day. How successful are we? Consider. The military and Head Start
programs have learned through hard experience that the way to
maintain high quality in day care centers is through constant mon-
itoring and unannounced checks by inspectors. Mliy? Does a good
mother require unannounced checks by inspectors? Or can I trust
something that remains adequate only because I am monitoring it
or using a camera to monitor it?

On some level we have found that caregivers in day care centers
lack the intrinsic motivation to stay with the child and give them
the kind of sensitive care that is simply not trainable. Can this sit-
uation be optimal for children? Day care as a tool or back-up used
in limited amounts makes sense and this is the kind of choice that
parents are reflecting in their choices to work part-time, telecom-
mute, flex time, work at home. Limited amounts are one thing, but
they do not reinvent the parent high quality notwithstanding.

The public is confused and the polls reflect that. They are en-
couraged to believe the promises of higher quality and to believe
that all problems with day care are just because the center is not
funded well enough or a day care provider is not trained well

:9
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enough. And the polls reflect if their child had just the right care,
then they would be able to work full time. This is some parents.
In fact, poll after poll shows the high turnover, the fickle loyalties
to different day care centers, parents continually searching. They
keep looking for day care A and they keep ending up in day care
B. I think that day care A is an illusion. Day care A is the parent.
And I think that the confusion about that is what we have sold to
the public as sort of the endless possibility.

The emotional bind of mothers is the last thing I want to com-
ment on. Mothers are not supposed to have to choose between chil-
dren and work. It is a false choice. We are not supposed to feel
torn. We are supposed to be able to do it all. And I thought the
1980's got rid of this, but in this new debate I have seen that we
are holding on to this picture. Arlie Hochschild refers to this as the
new "emotional asceticism." We minimize our children's needs and
we minimize our own needs enough that we can imagine that ev-
eryone is doing fine. I read a recent letter to a women's magazine
where a woman talked about how she had had a wonderful nanny,
how her children missed out on nothing, and she felt absolutely no
guilt, and it all worked out just fine with one small problem. Years
later when her grown daughter was living in Australia and called
her on the phone, she said that after her mother left for work, she
used to hide in the closet and smell her mother's clothes. The
mother was unaware of this deep emotional hunger. She had de-
nied that the child was suffering in this way.

Our culture has misled parents and is continuing to do it without
awareness of the damaging consequences. New parents are receiv-
ing the message that baby will be better off in day care or at least
equal in day care. It has glamorized day care and the potential for
that. We must correct the cultural message and support parents
turning back to their children and new parents understanding how
central they are. Few child advocates here today believe a young
child is better off in full-time substitute care. Even fewer advocates
here today believe infants are better in substitute full-time care. If
we believe that at-home parenting is best for young Children, we
must not be afraid to say it or to help new parents become com-
petent and skilled. If we are more concerned about sexual equality
or reconstructing the American family, then let us not call our-
selves child advocates.

Everyone in this room has an opportunity for leadership on this
issue. Our imaginations have been constricted by a constant bar-
rage of images of working women and preschools full of babies.
Many parents no longer even dare hope that staying home is pos-
sible. I hear this all the time. They do not even think their daugh-
ters will have the option of staying home and raising their chil-
dren. We need awarenesses of our own biases and fears, self-aware-
ness of the broader consequences of our statements regarding day
care, and finally we must not destroy hope by one-sided references
to economic reality or progress. Our predictions have great power.
Thank you.

Senator COATS. Dr. Fisher, thank you very much for a thoughtful
presentation.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Fisher follows:]

1 0
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need enemas of out own biases. and self-awareness tithe broader consequences of our statements

. regarding darare. Finely, we must not destroy bac by one-sided references to "economic reality' or
"progress". Our credictions have power.
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Senator COATS. Our second speaker is Dr. Stanley Greenspan. I
am pleased to welcome him here. I am sure many are familiar with
his work in the area of child psychiatry. Dr. Greenspan is currently
Clinical Professor of Psychiatry, Behavioral Sciences and Pediatrics
at the George Washington University Medical School, and also a
practicing child psychiatrist. He has received numerous awards for
his work and is the author of many scholarly and popular books.
Dr. Greenspan, we appreciate your being with us and look forward
to your presentation.

Dr. GREENSPAN. Thank you very much, and it is a real pleasure
and honor to be here with you today. My part of the agenda will
be to try to create a framework for the discussion that we are hav-
ing about child care by looking at what infants and young children
need to grow healthy brains and healthy minds. And we have
called these the irreducible needs of infants and young children.
We have all been, I think, pleased to see over these last few years
that neuroscience research had documented what many of us have
known clinically and what many child care observers have been
witnessing over many years: that early experiences are critical ex-
periences, are critical for the growth of not only a healthy mind but
also a healthy brain. So now we have documented that the right
kind of sounds or the right kinds of sights actually change the wir-
ing of the brain, and we come into the world with a genetic blue-
print, but the actual way that blueprint becomes adapted, the way
the wiring of the brain occurs, and the way it grows is through ex-
periences, through interactive experiences.

We know that positive experiences lead to more neuronal connec-
tions, richer brain growth, richer cognitive growth, richer growth of
emotional and social skills, and we know that the wrong kind of
stimulation or lack of stimulation can provide negative con-
sequences in terms of both brain growth and the growth of the
mind. In recent years we have been able to identify critical types
of experiences that are necessary for building healthy minds and
healthy brains, and we call these, again, the irreducible needs.

First and foremost is providing safety, security and protection.
Every infant and child requires an environment that provides these
ingredients, yet many babies even before they are born are exposed
to intrautenne experiences that endanger the growth of their
brains: smoking, alcohol, other toxic substances. These are all well
known. Also well known are the fact that chaotic or depriving envi-
ronments seriously compromise a baby's ability to take in sights
and sounds. But also less well known is the fact that overly imper-
sonal or insensitive care by caregivers who are inexperienced or in
settings where they must care for too many babies at once can com-
promise these basic abilities as well. In contrast, loving caregivers
who patiently learn how their baby's nervous system works and
find optimal patterns of touch, sound, sight and, rhythmic move-
ment and optimal emotional cuing establish the foundations for
learning and security.

Now, our second Irreducible need has to do with ongoing, and I
underline the word "ongoing," intimate relationships. We now know
that the human relationship between a baby and a caregiver is
probably the single most important element in learning in terms of
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intellectual development but also social and emotional develop-
ment. Warm relationships lasting years, not weeks or months, are
essential for our capacities to love, form relationships, participate
in groups and communities, and eventually to have the self-reflec-
tive abilities needed to govern ourselves. We have recently discov-
ered that ongoing intimate relationships are also vital for our ca-
pacity to reason and solve problems and be reflective. So our
progress in school and academically also results from the back and
forth of these early relationships.

Some infants grow up without relationships due to wars, poverty,
parental substance abuse or mental illness or family disorganiza-
tion. Even children who are fortunate enough to escape these dire
consequences, however, are at risk. Many of our children now are
growing up during the infancy and early childhood years in some
form of large group setting, often center-based day care. Yet accord-
ing to a large multisite study coordinated by the University of Colo-
rado, over 80 percent of center-based day care is not viewed of high
quality, not viewed as providing these essential experiences for
healthy growth of healthy brains and healthy minds. The Families
and Work Institute, and we will be hearing from Ellen Galinsky
shortly, found that in family day care and other more informal ar-
rangements, we have some of these same challenges that we saw
in center-based day care. The Commonwealth Fund recently re-
ported that the majority of States have inadequate child care regu-
lations. Furthermore, even in high quality, the small number that
are viewed as high quality day care, and well regulated day care,
also small numbers, even in those centers when you observe care-
fully, you see that caregivers are changing yearly because kids go
from the infant room to the toddler room to the pre-school room
and so forth. No one would advocate changing mothers or fathers
yearly, and many of the children are in day care for 30 plus hours
a week so these are surrogate parents to the babies.

Also, because of low wages, often poor incentives, poor training,
there is a lot of staff turnover in many centers. So it is not only
yearly changeovers, but sometimes two or three times a year babies
are having to experience an unnecessary separation and a readjust-
ment to another adult. Again, these are not just a pre-school teach-
er two or three hours a day, this is another mommy or another
daddy in the baby's life. So here we have a system that we have
not looked at very closely. There are some places doing innovative
things where they have the same caregiver staying with the same
babies for a period of many years.

People talk about the Israeli kibbutz as a model. There they had
the same person often staying with the babies for many years.

The recent findings from the National Institute of Child Health
and Development Study emphasizes that quality counts wherever
you find it, but when this study is coupled with the fact that most
day care at present does not seem to be of high quality, we have
cause for concern. What will be the implications for future genera-
tions if we begin having a system of care for babies and toddlers,
not older children, babies and toddlers, that does not optimize the
growth of healthy minds and healthy brains? We can expect future
generations of adults to be more impulsive, more concrete in their
thinking, more passive and helpless, and less reflective, and less

15
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reflective means less able to participate in a democratic society be-
cause you will not have the judgment necessary. And that, to me,
is very, very worrisome as we begin to advocate out-of-home care
as the desired option rather than as, I will come to later, a back-
up system for those who need it. And it should be a good back-up
system for those who need it but not the desired first choice, not
for the kids in their first 3 years of life.

A third irreducible need: emotional interactions geared to the
child's developmental needs and level. We have discovered that cog-
nitive stimulation as such, flash cards, puzzles, many types of edu-
cational toys, is not what helps children learn to reason, think and
problem solve. Rather subtle, everyday emotional interactions are
the foundations for both emotional and intellectual health. For ex-
ample, a baby learns about causality not by pulling a string to ring
a bell, but by pulling on mommy's heartstrings with a smile and
getting a smile back, or pulling on daddy's heartstrings with a
frown and getting a frown back or another caregiver, a grand-
mother, an aunt or even a day care provider, but it is the back and
forth interaction that count.

Similarly, a 16-month old toddler taking someone's hand, walk-
ing to the toy area and pointing to the toy they want, is their first
experience, in problem solving. Later on pretend play on the floor
with the animals hugging or going to the doctor or even having a
fight is the basis for creative thinking and eventually for logic as
the kids cannot go out because it is raining and they learn to think
logically through the pretend play and through lots of debates and
lots of dialogues. But to have these experiences requires a loving,
sensitive caregiver involved for long interactive sequences, first
pre-verbally and then verbally, with your growing toddler and pre-
schooler. And that is hard to find when you have children in set-
tings with initially four children in the baby years to one adult in
the most optimal day care settings and later on where you have six
or more children per adult for toddlers and pre-schoolers because
kids have a hard time learning from each other until they are
about three. You get a lot of nice parallel play, but more often
when it is interactive it is short, and you are dependent on children
being very precocious to get a lot of their social needs met in a
large group. Most kids cannot handle ten or 15 kids. They can han-
dle one or two kids and learn from other children. So we need bet-
ter adult to child interactions to promote these interactive learning
experiences that are the foundation for our intellect.

Now, we also have other irreducible needs, and I do not have the
time to go into each of them. I will just mention them in highlight.
Gearing experiences to each child's nervous system. Again, that is
best done with caregivers who are with children for many years,
who know the children well, and where the numbers are not too
large. Also, children need limits and expectations, which is self-evi-
dent to most of you, I think. And they need family, neighborhood
and cultural continuity, and these are the irreducible needs.

Now, if we stop providing these irreducible needs as a matter of
preference, if more and more of our children are in settings where
they cannot be met, our society in the future will have again chil-
dren growing into adults who are unable to think, unable to be re-
flective and unable to parent themselves and unable to lead fami-
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lies. When we look at studies of outcomes, we have to look at not
just cognitive growth in a test driven assessment of cognition or
language development and the test driven assessment of language,
we have to look at the abilities that will lead our children to even-
tually be able to be healthy parents, to empathize, to nurture, to
love others and to he reflective citizens, to make complex gray area
judgments, and that is hard to measure in early childhood. We
need longitudinal studies watching people into adulthood before we
can make assessments of that. But that is what is at risk here if
we do not do it right.

I recommend three things that we consider based on what we
now know about what children need. One, that we need to create
incentives and educational tools to help parents who are able to,
who are emotionally secure, have healthy family lives, and who
want to care for their kids, we need to give them incentives to have
them care for their infants and toddlers because right now new
parents coming into parenthood are being given a mixed message.

Two, we need to improve care in all settings, at home through
education starting in high school and college, and also we need to
strengthen day care as a back-up system for those who need it.
There are clearly single parents who must work, two parents who
have to work, and they need good day care as a back-up. We have
to improve day care.

And three, and I will end with this before I get the hook, is that
we need to improve our programs for at-risk children. There are
children at risk due to environmental circumstances and children
at risk due to biological risk factors such as being born too early
or because of various kinds of physical or mental illnesses, and we
need to have better programs for at risk. Thank you very much.

Senator COATS. Doctor, thank you.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Greenspan follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. STANLEY GREENSPAN

Age-old observations, a well a the latest neuroscience research, reveal that experi-
ences early in life are critical for a healthy mind ad brain. We now know that the
human brain is only partially formed at birth and that early experiences can change
the actual physical structure and wiring of the brain. For example, extra interactive
experiences with looking or listening increase the neuronal connections in the parts
of the brain responsible for comprehending sights or sounds. Not all experiences or
stimulation is the same, however. Excessive stimulation, fearful experiences, stress
or deprivation can interfere with neuronal connections, alter brain chemistry, and
undermine healthy development.

In recent years, we have been able to identify the critical types of experiences that
are necessary for building healthy brains and minds. These critical experiences can
be thought of as the irreducible needs of infants and children. Below we will review
these critical requirements for a healthy mind and look at how well we are meeting
them.

1. Safety, Security, and Protection. Every infant and child requires an envi-
ronment that provides these ingredients, yet many babies, even before they are
born, are exposed to intrauterine experiences that endanger the growth of their
brains. Smoking, alcohol, and other toxic substances undermine the growth of a
healthy nervous system that is able optimally to process sensations (sights and
sounds), as well as organize thoughts and plan and implement appropriate actions.
Chaotic or depriving environments can also seriously compromise the baby's ability

1See Greenspan, Si. (1997). The Growth of the Mind and the Endangered Origins of Intel-
ligence. Reading, MA: Addison Wesley Longman. for a more detailed discussion of the children's
irreducible neWs and the experiences critical for healthy brains and minds, a well a the chal-
lenges we face in the future.
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to take in sights and sounds and make sense of his or her world. Overly impersonal
or insensitive care by caregivers who are inexperienced or in setting where they
must care for a number of babies at once can also compromise these basic abilities.
In contrast, loving caregivers who patiently learn how their baby's nervous system
works and find the opttmal patterns of touch, sounds, sights, and rhythmic move-
ment establish the foundations for learning and security.

2. Ongoing, Intimate Relationships. Warm relationships lasting years, not
weeks or months, are essential for our capacities to love, form friendships, partici-
pate in groups and communities, and eventually govern ourselves. We have recently
discovered that ongoing, intimate relationships are also vital for our capacity to rea-
son, solve problems, and be reflective. Ongoing intimate, loving relationships, how-
ever, can no longer be taken for granted for the majority of our babies.

Some infants grow up without relationships, due to wars, poverty, parental sub-
stance abuse or mental illness, and family disorganization. Even children who are
fortunate enough to escape these dire circumstances are at risk, however. Over half
of parents with infants under age one are working and most of their infants or
young children grow up in some form of non-parental care (e.g., day care). Yet, ac-
cording to a large multi-site study coordinated by the University of Colorado at Den-
ver, over 80 percent of center-based care is inadequate.2 The Families and Work
Institutes found similar trends for family day care 3 and the Commonwealth Fund
reported that the majority of states have inadequate child care regulations.* Fur-
thermore, in the majority of day care centers caregivers change each year as the
infant goes from the baby room to the toddler room to the preschool room and so
forth. In addition, due to minimum wages and poor training, there is a great deal
of staff turnover, leading many babies to experience three or four caregivers in a
given year. No one would advocate deliberately changing parents each year or many
times a year.

Many of our nation's babies are in day care most or all of each day with inad-
equate care and changing caregivers. A major study from the National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development finds that it is the quality of care in the
home or day care setting that influences early development. NoThen this study is cou-
pled with the studies that are finding that most care is not of high quality and that
it is difficult for day care to provide stable, loving, caregivers over a number of
years, there is cause for enormous concern. What are the implications for future
generations?

3. Emotional Interactions Geared to the Child's Developmental Needs and
Level. We have discovered that cognitive stimulation as such (e.g., flash cards, puz-
zles, or many types of educational toys) is not what enable children to learn to rea-
son, think, and problem-solve. Rather, subtle, everyday emotional interactions are
the foundation of both emotional and intellectual health. For example, way before
an infant pulls on a string to ring a bell (which Piaget described as the first sign
of causal thinking), a baby pulls on his mother's heart strings with his smiles and
when he gets a smile back he is receiving his very first lesson in causality. Simi-
larly, a sixteen-month-old toddler taking his Dad's hand and pointing to the toy
chest and motioning "open," is learning his first lessons in complex communication,
problem-solving, and scientific reasoning. A two and-a-half-year-old creating a
drama where her dolls are feeding the baby dolls held by Mommy is learning about
creativity and language, and a three-and-a-half-year-obd arguing the merits of a
later bedtime is learning to be an abstract, logical thinker. Even math concepts of
quantity are learned from emotional expectations; a lot is more than the child ex-
pects and a little is less than he wants. Numbers eventually systematize these sub-
jective impressions. In one study we found that children with healthy family support
and these kinds of emotional interactions were twenty times more likely than those
without them to have normal to superior intelligence.

We have identified six types of these formative interactions that build healthy
minds.3 Each of these requires a dedicated, sensitive caregiver to serve as an inter-
active partner in to master the new types of learning, be they preverbal problem-
solving in the second year of life (a critical foundation for all later social skills and

2Helburn, S. et al. (1995). Cost, Quality, and Child Outcomes in Child Care Centers. Public
Report. Denver. Department of Economics, Center for Research in Economic and Social Policy.
University of Colorado-Denver.

3 Galinsky, E., Howes, C., Kontos, S., Shinn, M. (1994). The Study of Children in Family Child
Care and Relative Care: Highlights of Findings. Boston, MA: Families and Work Institute.

4Commonwealth Fund in collaboration with Yale University researchers study on state day
care regulations. Published in American Journal of Orthopsychiatry. Exact reference to follow.

5See Greenspan, SI (1997). The Growth of the Mind and the Endangered Origins of Intel-
ligence. Reading, M.A: Addison Wesley Longman.
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scientific thought) or creative and abstract thinking in the third and fourth year oflife.
The long interactive, preverbal and verbal dialogues that help children master

these important human capacities also cannot be taken for granted as routine.
Stressful, chaotic or traumatic environments clearly rob children of these needed
interactions. These types of interactions are also less likely in the typical day care
setting which cares for over half our nation's children. Consider that even in thebest centers, during the first year of life, day care staff often care for four babies
each and in the toddler and preschool years, often six or more. We frequently have
observed many an eager, expectant eight-month-old baby give up and stare at the
wall as his caregiver stops by his crib briefly but then hurries away to attend to
a crying rival. In the toddler years, more of the interactions are between peers,
which makes it difficult for the less social children to obtain the interactions theyrequire.

4. Gearing Experiences to Each Child's Nervous System. We've discovered
differences in children's nervous systems that lead them to differ in the way they
take in sights and sounds and plan and execute their actions. These differences in
their nervous systems include sensitivity to sights, sounds, and touch, under reactiv-
ity to these sensations, difficulty in planning and sequencing responses, craving lots
of sensory input and activity, and difficulty with comprehending sounds, words, or
complex sights. Yet, we have also found out how to create learning experiences foreach type of nervous system.

Such experiences can help an active, sensory-craving child become a bold, con-
fident, explorative leader, capable of compassion and empathy rather than a young-
ster prone to violence and anti-social patterns. Our current child-rearing patterns,
educational approaches, and social service, health and mental health systems only
rarely recognize or deal with these individual differences. In large settings with
many children, it is often more difficult to create individualized learning experi-
ences. In addition, for a variety of reasons not yet entirely clear, perhaps due to cha-
otic early environments and/or exposure to substances that damage thenervous sys-
tem, more and more children appear to evidence the extremes of these individual
differences for which it is harder to formulate successful remedies.

6. Limits and Expectations. Children also require firm, but gentle limits. Fur-
thermore, they need expectations that are within their grasp while extending their
reach. It's becoming more and more difficult for families to balance the need for em-
pathy and support with limits and guidance. Children from chaotic or disorganized
families rarely have either, experiencing instead vacillations between over-permis-
siveness, over punitiveness. Even more organized and seemingly secure families,
however, are often so overextended that they, too, vacillate rather than balance.
Children in full-time day care as well as after-school day care programs must rely
on the guidance and limits from a large children's group as well as a. changing staff.

6. Neighborhood and Cultural Continuity. To form a healthy sense of self,
children require cultural continuity and a stable community. In addition to their
families, from about age seven on, children's identities are gradually more and more
formed from their participation in groups. Through the grade-school years and into
the adolescent years, values, goals, and aspirations are the product of children's ex-
periences in the family, peer group, school, and larger cultural and community set-
tings. When, due to overly busy or stressed families, dangerous schools and neigh-
borhoods, or cultural dissolution these social settings become unpredictable, frag-
mented, frightening, or overly polarized into (extreme viewpoints), the opportunities
for children to form balanced expectations and integrated identities are often com-promised.

As we can see, meeting the "irreducible needs' and preparing children for theirfutures is not an easy task. Furthermore, changing social patterns may be taking
us farther away from mastering this task.

We may in fact be at an evolutionary crossroads. In addition to the challenge of
stressed communities, poverty, and disorganized families, for the first time in his-
tory, there is a growing trend for more and more middle and upper-middle class par-
ents to farm out the care of their babies to others, often in settings not conducive
to meeting children's irreducible needs. Impersonal child care may be only the most
obvious symptom of a society that is moving toward impersonal modes of commu-
nication, education, and health and mental health care. Major societal changes are
clearly necessary. Unfortunately, the consequences of not making changes may not
be immediately obvious. The impact will likely be slow and insidious. 13eople may
gradually become more self-centered and less concerned with others. Thinking may
become more polarized, all or nothing, rather than subtle and reflective. Impulsive
behavior, helplessness, and depression may increase. The ability for self-awareness
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and problem-solving may decrease, as will our capacity to live together and govern
ourselves in cohesive communities. Consider some trends already in evidence.

As indicated, over 50 percent of children are growing up in types of non-paren-
tal care, yet studies suggest that over 80 percent of day care centers are not of high
quality and most are not appropriately regulated.

The Center for Disease Control in Atlanta recently reported that the United
States has the highest rate of adolescent homicide and suicide (both impulsive ac-
tions) among all the industrialized nations. There is also growing drug use among
children.

At the same time, studies reveal that adolescent risk-taking (including violence,
drugs, and sexual promiscuity) is significantly reduced when there are strong and
empathetic relationships with family, teachers, or mentors. Yet, these most critical
relationships are what we appear to be reducing.

In adclition, increasingly we are unable to care for others. Rates of child abuse
and neglect by parents are going up, and in some communities, over 50 percent of
fetuses are damaged by maternal alcohol and drug abuse and poor prenatal care.

We are still in a position to actively choose which direction to go intoward re-
specting the importance of critical types of human interaction for healthy brains and
minds or toward greater self-absorption, impulsivity, polarized thinking, helpless-
ness, an-or violence. If we wait too long to choose our direction, future generations
may well lack the self-reflectiveness necessary to be aware of what is missing and
to determine what collective actions are necessary.

Therefore, a major national and international effort is necessary to put our under-
standing of the irreducible needs of children into practice, involving:

Educating our children about human development during their formative school
years and in college so that they're prepared for their most critical role as a parent
and a family member.

Incentives for business and parents to enable parents to reclaim rearing their
children, especially in the early years, and still have the opportunity for successful
careers. For example, the 4/3 solution would enable each parent to work 2/3 of the
time, providing 2/3 direct care for their child. Obviously such a solution and an
array of improvements in parental leave, flex time, job sharing, and part-time work
options would require cooperation by industry, aided by tax and other incentives.

Revitalizing our commitment to our most vulnerable children and families (i.e.,
those with social, emotional, and/or physical disabilities) so that new generations of
children from all walks of life truly have equal access to opportunity.

A re-examination and re-formulation of the assumptions and values underlying
our education, social service, health and mental health systems, and our justice sys-
tem, coupled with new regulations and practices.

For example, at present
Infants and children with developmental disabilities are discriminated against

as speech therapy or occupational therapy is often not allowed under many managed
care, HMO, and/or health insurance plans, while more expensive surgical proce-
dures are covered.

Difficult children go from one foster home to another because of too little train-
ing and/or financial incentives.

As part of divorce proceedings, the justice system often unknowingly separates
infants from their primary caregivers for days or weeks on end during escially
sensitive early periods of development, thereby disrupting early mental develop-
ment.

Many orphanages and other settings for children without parents, or removed
from parents, fail to create experiences which meet the most minimal of the irre-
ducible needs described earlier. For example, in many settings for infants, there is
no ongoing intimate relationship with a caregiver.

Current priorities and practices unfortunately fail to reflect the importance of our
children to the world's future. Therefore, to underline and improve our ability to
meet the irreducible needs of children, we should initiate a periodic national and
international report card (including a region-by-region or nation-by-nation analysis)
on institutions and practices in light of the irreducible needs of each of our children.

Senator COATS. It is truly presumptuous for a senator who is
given unlimited time to speak on the Senate floor to limit people
with such great expertise to such a short amount of time to share
a lifetime of experiences in research and study with us. And I
apologize for that. The purpose, however, is to allow us the oppor-
tunity to get into a good back-and-forth discussion in which every-
body will lpe involved, and I appreciate your indulgence with that.
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I want to acknowledge the fact that we have been joined by two
of my colleagues, first the chairman of the Health and Human
Services Committee in the U.S. Senate, my chairman, Jim Jeffords,
from Vermont; and Frank Wolf, who has spent a lifetime, particu-
larly his time in Congress, focusing on issues of family and chil-
dren, and one of the leading sponsors of a number of initiatives in
this regard. Both have indicated to me they are here to listen and
learn, as I am. We certainly want their participation in the discus-
sion and if either wants to make comments, I am certainly willing
to offer them that opportunity.

Our next speaker, Professor Jay Belsky, Distingruished Professor,
comes to us from Penn State University where he teaches human
development. Professor Belsky has received several awards for his
work and has done extensive scholarly writing on the subject of
child development and human development with particular atten-
tion to families. And so we welcome and thank Professor Belsky for
being with us today.

Mr. BELSKY. Thank you very much. It is a pleasure to be here.
This afternoon I would like to address the effects of early child care
on parenting and the parent-child relationship by summarizing re-
sults from two recent investigations. The first is a ten-site, feder-
ally funded NICHD Study of Early Child Care which involves more
than 1,300 children and families. The perspective I bring to bear
on the findings of this study should be regarded as exclusively my
own and may not be shared by many of my collaborators. The sec-
ond study I will make reference to is a much smaller one, involving
some 130 working and middle class families raising firstborn sonsin central Pennsylvania.

Before summarizing findings regarding parenting and the par-
ent-child relationship, I want to highlight the most consistent re-
sults to emerge from the NICHD study. Namely, those concerning
the effects of child care quality. Virtually, wherever we have
looked, we have found that the higher the quality of child care that
children experience, the better their psychological and behavioral
functioning. Thus, we find that children who experience more sen-
sitive, responsive, and stimulating child care across the first years
of life are cognitively and linguistically better off and are more so-
cially cooperative with age mates and adults. Important to note,
though, is that the very findings that underscore such positive ef-
fects of child care quality simultaneously show that the lower the
quality of child care that children experience, the poorer their func-
tioning. This latter way of framing the findings seems important to
me in light of evidence that the average quality of care in the Unit-
ed States is only mediocre if not poor.

However, the findings regarding quality are framed, it is impor-
tant to emphasize that the magnitude of effects we are discerning
are by no means large. In some respects, then, questions can and
perhaps should be raised about the impact that modest improve-
ments in child care quality would have on child development. Put
more simply, how much bang can we expect from the buck invested
in improving child care quality?

Having drawn attention to this critical issue, one that I for one
will not try to resolve today, I want to turn attention to the effect
of early child care on parenting and the parent-child relationship.
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This is an important topic because as my mentor, Urie
Bronfenbrenner of Cornell University, compellingly argued almost
25 years ago, early experiences that affect the parent-child rela-
tionship may be especially influential in shaping child development
over the long-term because this relationship represents an endur-
ing feature of the child's life.

In light of such theory regarding the importance of the parent-
child relationship, one major goal of the NICHD study of early
child care was to illuminate the conditions under which routine
child care enhanced or undermined children's relationships with
their mothers. Two years ago, our group reported the first formal
results of the NICHD study. Although some media reports indi-
cated that no effects of early child care on infant-mother attach-
ment security were discerned, this was not the case. Even though
no feature of child care by itself, be it quality or quantity, stability
or type of care, predicted whether a child would be classified as se-
cure or insecure, there were a number of interesting findings that
all pointed in a singular direction which we described as the condi-
tion of dual risk.

More specifically, when the quality of a mother's own care was
rated as low in sensitivity, children were more likely to be insecure
when any one of the following three independent conditions ob-
tained. First, the child was in care for more than ten hours a week;
second, the child was in low quality care; or third, the child experi-
enced more than one care arrangement.

Before saying anything more about these just described effects of
child care on infant-mother attachment security, let me make it
clear that the effects I am talking about were by no means over-
whelming. In fact, just like the effects of quality of child care on
cognitive and social development, they were clearly modest in mag-
nitude. As a result, some are inclined to dismiss the effects. I can
understand that inclination but raise the following counter consid-
erations. First, measuring parent-child relationships early in life is
a tricky business. Second, even if we accept that the effect is small
at the individual level, when summarized across tens of thousands
of children in this country experiencing early care, we might be
talking about something of major magnitude. Also, worth consider-
ing are the limits of the NICHD study. We know that all the people
we recruited into the study did not join. We also know that those
who dropped out were more psychologically and economically at
risk. This raises in my mind that we may have under-sampled the
very kids who we found care affecting the most: those growing up
with mothers who were providing low sensitive care. If that was
the caseI do not know if it wasbut if that was the case, that
means we may have found that care was adversely affecting more
mother-child relationships than the results currently imply.

Even though we cannot resolve this issue, other results from the
NICHD study provide further insight. Here I am referring to our
results coming from direct observations of mother-child interaction.
Not only did we find that the effects of quality of care affected
mother-child interaction, but we observed that quantity of care had
more pervasive effects. Specifically, the more time kids are in care,
the less sensitive mothers were when kids were 6 months of age,
the more negative they were when kids were 15 months of age, the
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less positively oriented children were to their mothers at 24 and 36
months of age. I must point out again these were not large effects.
In fact, they were indisputably small. But I do not think that nec-
essarily means that they are meaningless. First, they were rather
consistent with the attachment findings I summarized earlier. Sec-
ond, they are consistent with results from a study I carried out on
my own in State College, Pennsylvania, the home of Penn State
University. There I looked not only at mothering but at fathering
as well. I did not only observe families when parents and children
had nothing else to do but rather in the late afternoon/early
evening when parents and children had to go about their everyday
household routine. Here I observed, consistent with the NICHD re-
sults, that more time in care was related to more negative mother-
ing and less positive fathering.

at are we then to make of these rather similar findings from
two different studies? On the one hand, we could dismiss them.
First, the effects are not very large. Second, we have already found
that when care is of better quality, kids do better. Personally, I find
it too easy to minimize these adverse findings for several reasons.
One is we know from other data that at older ages kids in early
and extensive care of the kind we have look more troubled in cer-
tain respects. This raises the possibility, by no means definitively
answers the question, that these small effects we are picking up
early on in the parent-child relationship may translate to bigger ef-
fects in children's functioning later on. We just do not know at this
time, and for that reason we are following up these children.

Let me conclude by pointing out the following. I believe it makes
sense to be cautious with respect to the adoption of policies that
could encourage more and more families to rely upon more and
more child care, much of it of questionable quality, at younger and
younger ages. In point of fact, I find it especially troubling that
some families that choose to rely upon traditional maternal care
and thereby forgo the additional income that a second wage earner
might provide could find themselves paying taxes to subsidize the
nonmaternal care secured by two-wage earner families that make
different choices regarding the allocation of a second parent's time
and enemy.

Although I am certainly in favor of any policy that would sub-
stantially increase the quality of care available to the Nation's
most needy families, I think it would be a mistake to make mini-
mum improvements in quality while expecting substantial return
from investment. If we are going to have to choose between provid-
ing substantially better quality of child care for fewer children or
only a little bit better quality of care for many, then I think the
former strategy makes far more sense, at least if we are increasing
quality of care in hopes of enhancing children's development. Ulti-
mately, I would be in favor of a policy in which poor working and
even middle class families that have young children get additional
tax benefits which could then be used to supplement family income
in single wage earner families or to pay for better quality of care
in dual wage earner families. Why not consider then substantially
increasing during the child's first 2 years of life the $500 per child
allowance now available to all families with children under 18,
then reduce it somewhat when children are over 2 and under 5,
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and then bring it down to the current $500 per child level until the
child is 18 years of age? Thank you.

Senator COATS. Thank you, Professor Belsky. We appreciate that
very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Belsky follows:]
PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. JAY BELSKY

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Senate Subcommittee on Children and Fami-
lies, it is indeed an honor and a privilege to be invited here today to testify on the
subject of child care. I am Dr. Jay Belsky, Distinguished Professor of Human Devel-
opment and Family Studies at the Pennsylvania State University. I have conducted
research and published numerous articles on child social and emotional development
and parent-child relations. I am a recognized scholar of the child-care literature who
has read and digested numerous studies conducted by my colleagues around the na-
tion. I am also a child-care researcher myself.

This afternoon I would like to address the effects of early child care on parenting
and the parent-child relationship. Toward that end, I plan to share results from two
recent investigations, one rather large and the other much more modest in scope.
The former is the 10-site, federally funded, NICHD Study of Early Child Care which
involves more than 1,300 children and their families who have loeen followed from
birth through age 7. Only results pertaining to the first three years of life will be
discussed today, because we have not yet analyzed the data collected beyond this
developmental time point. It should be noted that even though all the results of this
investigation that I will make reference to have been pubhcally disseminated, the
perspective I advance with regard to the findings I will describe may not necessarily
represent the views of all collaborating investigators. Thus, this testimony reflects
the perspective of only one of the Principal Investigators of this multi-investigator
research project. The second study I will make reference to is a much smaller one.
It involves some 130 working- and middle-class families raising firstbom sons in
central Pennsylvania that I have followed from the time children were 1 year of age
to the time they were 6 years of age. Given the primary focus of my remarks today
on the topic of parenting, I will restrict my discussion of this investigation to data
collected during the child's second and third year of life, a period when extensive
home observations of family interaction were conducted.

Before proceeding to summarize findings from these two inquiries regarding
parenting and the parent-child relationship, I want to draw attention to the most
consistent finding that has emerged from the MCHD Study. Here I am referring to
the effect of child care quality. Virtually wherever we have looked, we have found
rather consistent, even if modest, effects of quality of care on children's develop-
ment. Please note that when I speak about quality of care, I am referring to how
sensitive, responsive, positively affectionate, and cognitively stimulating the care is
that is provided by the child's nonmaternal caiegiver. In some cases in our study
these caregivers work in child-care centers, whereas in other cases the caregivers
are family day-care providers, relatives, or even fathers. This is because in our work
we have defmed child care as any routine care provided for a minimum of 10 hours
per week on a regular basis by someone other than the child's mother.

Results of the MCHD Study disseminated to date consistently indicate that the
higher the quality of care that children experience, the- better their psychological
and behavioral functioning. Thus, we find that children who experience more sen-
sitive, responsive, and stimulating care across their first years of life are cognitively
and linguistically better off and are more socially cooperative with adults and age
mates. To be noted, though, is that the very findings that highlight such positive
effects of child-care quality, simultaneously point to the fact that the lower the 'qual-
ity of care children experience, the poorer their functioning. This latter way of fram-
ing the findings seems important to me in light of evidence that the average quality
of care in the U.S. is only mediocre in quality. Having drawn attention to this link-
age between our results and what should be regarded as the sad state of care in
the U.S. it is important to reiterate that the magnitude of the effects we are discern-
ing are by no means large. In some respects, then, questions canand perhaps
shouldbe raised about the impact that modest improvements in care quality would
have on child development. Put more simply, how much bang can we expect from
the buck invested in improving child care quality?

Having drawn attention to this critical issue, one that I, for one, will not try to
resolve today, I want to turn attention to the topic I was invited to discuss, the ef-
fect of early child care on parenting and the parent-child relationship. This is a topic
that is near and dear to me because a little more than a decade ago I found myself
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in what I came to regard as the "day-care wars", after drawing attention to dis-
concerting evidence linking early and extensive nonmaternal careof the kind typi-
cally available in the U.S.to elevated rates of insecure infant-mother attachment
relationships. I regarded these findings as important, in part, because of the central-
ity of the parent-child relationship to children's development. As my mentor, Urie
Bronfenbrenner from Cornell University, compellingly argued almost 25 years ago,
interventions aimed at affecting the parent-child relationship might be the most im-
portant to undertake because this relationship represents an enduring feature of the
child's world. Thus. we might expect that planned interventionsor routine experi-
ences like child carethat influence parenting and the parent-child relationship
might have enduring effects in ways that other interventions and experiences that
did not affect enduring features of the child life would not.

In light of such theory regarding the importance of the parent-child relationship
and controversy regarding the effects of early child care on infant-mother attach-
ment security, one major goal of the MCI-ID Study of Early Child Care was to illu-
minate the conditions under which routine child care enhanced or undermined chil-
dren's relationships with their mothers. Thus, not only did we measure the quality
of children's nonmaternal care, but we also assessed the amount or quantity of care
they experienced, the number of different child-care arrangements they had, and the
type of care to which they were exposed. Furthermore, because many of my collabo-
rators had understandable questions about, and even objections to, using the pre-
vailing scientific strategy for assessing one central feature of the mother-child rela-
tionship, infant-mother attachment security, we adopted multiple approaches when
evaluating the mother-child relationship. Thus, in addition to implementing a lab-
oratory-based separation procedure known as the Strange Situation when thildren
were 15 months of age, we also observed, either in the home or the university lab-
oratory, mother-child interaction when children were 6, 15, 24 and 36 months of
age. I think it is important to note in view of some remarks to come, that fee adopt-
ed these latter approaches at the insistence of some collaborating investigators who
argued that if we wanted to know about the mother-child relationship, we should
simply observe how mothers and their young children interacted with one another.
This would be more revealing, and certainly more ecologically valid, they contended,
than trying to interpret emotional and behavioral responses to being separated from
mother for a short period of time in the artificial setting of the laboratory.

Two years ago our group reported the first formal results of the MCHD Study,
and late last year they were published in the prestigious journal Child Development.
Although some media reports indicated that no effects of early child care on infant-
mother attachment security, as measured in the Strange Situation, were discerned,
this was not the case. Even though no feature of child care by itselfbe it quantity,
quality, stability or typepredicted whether a child would 13e classified as secure
or insecure, there were a number of interesting findings that all pointed in a sin-
gular direction which we described as the condition of "dual risk." More specifically,
when the quality of mothers' own care was rated as low in sensitivity, children were
more likely to be insecure when any one of the following three independent child-
care conditions obtained: the child was in care for more than 10 hours 13er week;
the child was in low quality child care; or the child experienced more than I care
arrangement across the first 15 months of life. There was also some evidence that
the risk of insecurity was heightened in the case of boys who experienced more than
30 hours per week of care yet, surprisingly, more risk of insecurity when girls expe-
rienced less than 10 hours per week of care (including no care at all).

Before saying anything more about these just-described effects of child care on in-
fant-mother attachment security, let me make it clear that the effects I am talking
about were by no means overwhelming. In fact, just like the effects of quality of care
on cognitive and social development, they were clearly modest in magnitude. The
best way I know of putting this is to say that were any one of us to observe a par-
ticular mother-child pair, we could not tell by the naked eye which child had or had
not been in care for more than 10 hours per week, or had received poor quality care,
or had experienced multiple care arrangements. As a result, some are inclined to
dismiss findings of the magnitude we detected. I can understand that inclination,
but raise the following counter considerations. First, measuring parent-child rela-
tionships, especially in the opening years of life, is a very tricky lousiness and the
possibility remains that our ability to detect effects of child care are seriously ham-
pered by limitations of measurement. Second, even if we accept that at the individ-
ual level effects of child carebe they positive, negative, or neutral-are small, such
effects, when aggregated across tens of thousands of children throughout the United
States, may take on special meaning. This would seem especially the case when we
recognize that virtually one of every two children under one year of age is cared
for by someone other than their mother in America today, a situation dramatically
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different from anything we have heretofore experienced. Thus, what may be a small
effect at the level of any individual child, may be something quite different from the
perspective of our nation. Even though I do not know for sure that this is the case,
it is an issue that I believe deserves serious consideration.

Also worth considering in this regard are the limits of NICHD Study, particulary
in light of the fmdings that emerged with regard to attachment security. In design-
ing the study, we purposefully chose to restrict our sampling so as not to include
mothers under 18 years of age and non-English speakers. Rirther, we know that
among those families we tried to recruit to participate in our extensive and time-
consuming research, a sizeable percentage of families turned us down. Finally, we
know that those families that enrolled and then dropped out were more at risk eco-
nomically and psychologically than those who remained. In sum, I think there are
reasonablebut by no means definitivegrounds for wondering whether we may
have undersamplesi the very group of families for whom- we discerned child-care ef-
fects, namely, those in which mothers provided care that was rated low in sensitiv-
ity relative to the rest of the sample. If this were the caseand remember that this
is only a suppositionit raises the possibility that the "dual-risk" pattern of results
mentioned above might apply to more children than our results currently imply, and
thus that more mother-child relationships might be adversely affected by early child
care, at least with regard to infant-mother attachment security as measured in the
Strange Situation at 15 months, than some of us have assumed. Alter all, it was
the coupling of more than 10 hours per week of care (on average), low quality of
care, or more than one care arrangement with low sensitive mothering that in-
creased the rate of insecure attachment.

Needless to say, this remains an issue that I do not think we can resolve. But
it is for this very reason that I think it is particularly significant that our group
designed into our study other ways of looking at the parent-child relationship. Re-
call that I noted earlier that because there was disagreement as to the merits of
the separation-based, Strange-Situation procedure, we also included in our study de-
sign basic observations of mother-child interaction. More specifically, we arranged
to observe mothers and their }roung children repeatedly from age 6-36 months,
sometimes videotaping them while they played with a set of toys just as they might
do at home on their own, and sometimes observing them while mother responded
to questions posed by an interviewer about her child rearing practices. This latter
approach captures what I regard as the natural condition of motherhoodhaving
to do more than one thing at a time, in this case, talking with someone while mon-
itoring the child.

I regard it as rather important that we found both positive and negative effects
of child care on mother-child interaction. Consistent with the first set of results I
quickly summarized, we observed that under conditions of high quality of care,
mother-child interaction was more positive. These effects, however, were not as per-
vasive as those involving amount of care. More specifically, we observed that, irre-
spective of quality of care, more time in routine nonmaternal care arrangements
was associated with less sensitive mothering when the baby was six months of age,
more negative mothering when the child was 16 months, less positive engagement
of mother by the child at 24 and 36 months, including less affection expressed to-
ward the mother at age 3 years, and less sensitive mothering at 36 months. Once
more I have to reiterate that these findings were by no means large; even the term
modest exaggerates the magnitude of effect. In point of fact, they were indisputably
small. But does that mean meaningless? On this issue I think open mind scientists
can disagree. There is a need to highlight the following however: These negative ef-
fects of quantity of child care on mother-child interaction are not inconsistent with
those pertaining to attachment assessed at age 15 months; are rather consistent
across time, indeed interesting in light of the fact that maternal behavior was af-
fected first (at 6 and 15 months) and then only !after (at 24 and 36 months) child
behavior, and, finally, ought to be considered at the aggregate societal level as well
as at the individual family level.

I find further reason to breathe meaning into these disconcerting findings in view
of related ones that derive from that much smaller (and unpublished) study which
I carried out in and around the semi-rural university town of State College, PA.
where Penn State University is located. Rather the focussing exlcusively upon the
mother-child relationship, or placing parent and child in experimentally controlled
situations, in this investigation we simply directed parents to go about their every-
day household routines at home. We then observed them, typically in the late after-
noon and early evening, to gain insight into how mothers and fathers behaved to-
ward their toddlers. Indeed, to insure that we secured reliable measurements, we
carried out a total of 8 one-hour observations across the second and third year of
life. When I examined these data as a function of child-care experience, I found that
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more time in routine nonmaternal care arrangements predicted more negative
parenting by mothers and less positive parenting by fathers. Negative parenting, by
the way, was defmed as expressing negative emotion toward the child and being in-trusive and over controlling, whereas positive parenting was defined as being atten-
tive, sensitive, positively affective, and cognitively stimulating. The magnitude ofthe child-care efTects in this study were substantially larger than in the NICHD
Study, but again not large on an absolute scale and again not necessarily visibleto the naked eye.

What are we to make, then, of two different sets of fmdings, both highlighting
potentially negative effects of child careas we know it and have it in this coun-
tryon the parent-child relationship? On the one hand we could dismiss these find-
ingsfor several reasons. First, as I have repeatedly noted, they are by no means
large, or even truly modest in magnitude. Second, most of the effects discerned to
date on children's functioning outside of the parent-child relationship (e.g., cognitive
and linguistic development, social functioning) highlight quality of care, as I noted
at the outset, which could suggest that whatever limited negative affect quantity ofchild care may be having on the mother-child relationship does not pass through
to affect the child. Personally, I find it too early to embrace such analysis. No one
knows. for example, what will turn up when we examine the data we have collected
during the late-preschool )rears and are in the midst of collecting in the early-ele-
mentary-school years in the large MCHD Study. The fact that other research links
early, extensive, and continuous child careof the kind typically available in this
countryto negative social and academic functioning at these ages leads me to re-
frain from explaining away disconcerting results while fully embracing more positive
ones regarding the positive effects of high quality care as seems to be going on at
times with regard to findings from the MCIID Study.

Ultimately, I find myself relying upon an analogy to highlight the uncertainty ofthe meaning of our negative effects of child care on mother-child relations in the
NICHD Study. To me these results do not suggest that the sky is falling or, for the
analogy with which I will conclude, that it is pouring outside. Rather, it seems to
me that we are faced with the kind of situation one encounters when stepping out
of the house in the morning having not heard the weather report only to find out
that it is drizzling. What we cannot determine in such a situation is whether the
clouds will clear and the sun will come out, in which case there is probably no need
to go back inside to get an umbrella, whether the drizzle will turn into a steady,
day-long downpour necessitating an umbrella, or whether the drizzle will simply
continue all day long. In other words, we cannot tell at the current time whetherthe very modest negative effects I believe we have detected with regard to the par-
ent-child relationship will disappear, grow larger, or remain at the same level as
children and their relationships with their parents develop. It is for this reason that,
as developmental researchers, we continue to follow the children we are are study-
ing.

I believe that for this reason it also makes sense to be cautious with respect to
the adoption of public policies that will encourage more and more families to rely
upon more and more child caremuch of it of questionable qualityat younger and
younger ages. Indeed, I find it especially troubling that some families that choose
to rely upon traditional maternal care and thereby forego the additional income that
a second wage-earner might provide may find themselves paying taxes to subsidize
the nonmaternal care secured by two-wage earner families that make different
choices regarding the allocation of a second-parent's time and energy. Although I am
certainly in favor of any policy that would substantially increase the quality of child
care available to the nation's most needy families, I think it is a mistake to make
minimum improvements, if any, in quality, and expect substantial returns from
such investment. If we are going to have to choose between providing substantiallybetter quality of child care to fewer children or only a little-bit better quality of care
to many, then I think the former strategy makes far more sense, at least if we are
increasing quality of care in hopes of enhancing children's development. Ultimately,I would recommend a policy in which poor, working, and middle-class families that
have young children get additional tax loenefits which could then be used to supple-
ment family income in single-wage earner homes or pay for better quality care in
dual-wage earner families. Why not consider, then, substantially increasing the
$500 per child allowance now available to all families during the child's first year
or two, then reduce it somewhat for children under five, and then have it remain
$500 per child for children older than five?

Senator COATS. Our fourth presenter and then we will turn to
our respondents and involve all of us in this discussion is Dr. Ar-
mand Nicholi, Jr. Dr. Nicholi is Associate Clinical Professor of Psy-
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chiatry at Harvard Medical School and the Massachusetts General
Hospital. Dr. Nicholi's research has focused on study of changes in
the structure of the American family and their impact on the psy-
chological development of children. In the past, he served as a con-
sultant to the U.S. Peace Corps, to the United States Surgeon Gen-
eral, to the White House and to several members of Congress. Dr.
Nicholi, we appreciate your being here with us and look forward to
your presentation.

Dr. NICHOLI. I would like to share just a few observations on
families and children that I think underscore what has been pre-
sented thus far. These observations address the first question,
what is best for children, and perhaps my comments relate more
to a more specific aspect of that question, what is best for the
healthy emotional development of children?

My observations stem from about 35 years of clinical experience,
from my own research, and from the research of other investigators
reported in the medical literature. The medical literature reveals a
vast body of data exploring the impact of absent parents on the
emotional development of children. Beginning with the classic re-
search of Dorothy Burlingham and Anna Freud on children sepa-
rated from their parents during the Second World War, over 50
years ago, and repeated by thousands of carefully controlled studies
since that time, we now, I think, have a rather clear idea what is
best for the emotional well-being of children.

I have included with copies of my remarks a far from inclusive
list of relevant research of the past 10 years and, to demonstrate
how long we have had access to this data, a shorter list of reports
extending back some 50 years.

What does this vast body of clinical research tell us about what
is best for children? These findings indicate with unmistakable
clarity that the emotional well-being of a child rests heavily on a
close, warm, and sustained relationship with both parents, and
conversely the absence of a parent through death, divorce, sickness,
or time demanding job subjects that child to high risk for certain
emotional illnesses, illnesses that may occur early or later in life.
This research, like so much research on human behavior, states the
obvious. It is obvious once you become aware of it. Yet the obvious
is most often overlooked and most often neglected. The studies con-
firm that child care relegated to agencies outside the home regard-
less of the quality of those facilities and regardless of the training
of the staff can never substitute for the care of a parent who loves
the child more than anything else on earth. And consequently, the
most important step a nation can take to do what is best for chil-
dren is to ensure that its institutions and organizations unite in an
attempt to provide maximum time for parents to spend with their
children and with one another. This involves an extraordinarily dif-
ficult task that must consider, of course, the economic realities as
well as the psychological needs of both the parents and the chil-
dren.

In our particular society, we fail to meet one another's emotional
needs because we are essentially absent from one another, from our
spouse and especially from our children. We use the cliche it is the
quality and not the quantity of time that counts. We hear that all
of the time, but time and emotional accessibility are like the oxy-
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gen that we breathe. Although the quality of the oxygen is impor-
tant, the quantity determines whether we live or die.

My first interest in the impact of absent parents on the emo-
tional development of children came from my early clinical experi-
ence as a psychiatrist to the students and faculty at Harvard. Atthat time, about 60 to 70 percent of the study body came from pri-
vate schools, the opposite of what it is now. In my clinical work,
I began to see students from privileged backgrounds who presented
with a specific cluster of symptoms: low self-esteem and feelings of
worthlessness, inability to establish close trusting relationships, in-
ability to get their work done and feeling out of sorts with them-
selves and with the world generally, and anger bordering on rage
close to the surface and directed often toward the parents and to-ward other authority.

Did I say something that set off that alarm? [Laughter.] Whatthese students had in common was that their care as infants and
young children had been relegated to babysitters and nannies.
They had little physical or emotional contact with their parents.
Most had been sent to boarding school at an early age, an experi-
ence many considered rejection. During these years, I also worked
evenings in a clinic for the poor from the inner city, and much to
my surprise I noticed the same cluster of symptoms among the ado-
lescents and young adults. Like the more privileged Harvard stu-
dents, these patients from poor families also had very little contact
with their parents. The father had usually disappeared and the
mother was out working long hours to survive. Infant and child
care was relegated to whomever was available.

Though they shared a common background of inaccessible par-
ents and the same symptoms as young adults, I observed one dif-
ference: those from wealthy backgrounds tended to turn their anger
inward, becoming depressed, and expressing their anger in self-de-
structive behaviorheavy drinking, psychoactive drugs, sexual act-ing out, and so forth. Those from poor backgrounds turned their
rage outward into violent crime and other antisocial behavior.

My real interest in the impact of parental absence on emotional
development began while conducting research on college students.
During the early years of my clinical experience, I began a study
of several young men who dropped out of Harvard for emotional
reasons. Two characteristics of that group were, one, a marked iso-
lation and alienation from their parents, especially their fathers,
and, two, an overwhelming apathy and lack of motivation. In addi-
tion, among those who had- the most serious emotional illnesses, se-
vere depression or schizophrenia, a large number lost one or both
parents through death. When compared with several control
groups, this finding proved highly significant statistically.

As I continued my research, I realized that the death of a parent
early in life was only one kind of absence. A study I conducted at
that time on children in Boston suburb indicated that children who
lost a parent through divorce appeared to suffer even greater con-
sequences than losing a parent through death. We found a statis-
tically significant, strikingly higher incidence of emotional illness
among these children than children from intact families.

As you see from the list of recent research on the family, many
studies over the past 10 years focus on separation of parents as a
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result of divorce. The divorce rate has risen over 700 percent in
this century, most of this rise occurring during the 1970's and the
1980's. The short-term and long-term effects of divorce first ex-
plored some 15 to 20 years ago have now been replicated by hun-
dreds of studies. Again, I refer you to the list of references attached
to my comments.

When we consult the scientific and the medical literature we
find an impressive body of data based on carefully controlle4 ex-
periments that corroborate the impression that a parent's absence
through death, through divorce or through a time-demanding job
can exert a profound influence on a child's emotional health. The
magnitude of this research paints an unmistakenly clear picture of
the adverse effects of parental absence and emotional inaccessibil-
ity.

Why has our society almost totally ignored this research? The
answer is the same reason society ignored for scores of years sound
research on the adverse effects of cigarette smoke. The facts de-
mand a change in our lifestyle that we simply do not want to
change or that we have great difficulty changing. Because families
provide the foundation of our lives as individuals as well as the
vital cells of our society, we can no longer afford to ignore this re-
search.

Let me close with a couple of suggestions. I recommend that one
way to meet the need of children for parental accessibility is for our
institutions and organizations, our State and Federal Governments,
our school and universities, our corporations, for our organizations
to unite in giving the family the highest priority, that working
hours within these organizations be geared to husbands and wives
spending a sufficient amount of every 24 hours with one another
and with their children. Would it be possible for Congress to set a
model in this regard for the rest of the nation?

Second, that our institutions and organizations encourage moth-
ers with young children to work at home whenever possible, abol-
ishing outdated laws that discourage this work, that conferences
and conventions stop taking spouses away from the family for days
or weeks but include families, that employers permit individuals to
refuse to be moved to another location so as not to uproot the fam-
ily without fearing a demotion.

And, three, I would like to recommend that young mothers who
must work be provided facilities for superb care of their children,
time to visit them during the day, and flexible hours to allow them
to be home when their older children return from school. Thank
you.

Senator COATS. Dr. Nicholi, thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Nicholi follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ARMAND M. NICHOLI, JR., MD

I would like to share a few observations on families and children. These observa-
tions address the first question raised by this hearing"what is best for children?"
Perhaps my comments relate to a more specific aspect of that question, namely
"what is best for the healthy, emotional development of children?"

My observations derive from 35 ycars of clinical experience, from my research,
and the research of other investigators reported in the medical literature.

The medical literature reveals a vast body of data exploring the impact of absent
parents on the emotional development of children. Beginning with the classic re-
search of Dorothy Burlingham and Anna Freud on children separated from their
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parents during World War II over 50 years ago and repeated by thousands of care-
fully controlled studies since that time, we now have a rather clear idea of what
is best for the emotional well-being of children.

(I have included with copies of my remarks, a far from inclusive list of relevant
research of the past 10 years, and, to demonstrate how long we have had access to
this data, a shorter list of reports extending back some 50 years.)

What does this vast body of clinical research tell us a-bout what is best for chil-
dren? These findings indicate with unmistakable clarity that the emotional well-being of a child rests heavily on a close, warm and sustained relationship with both
parents; and conversely, the absence of a parent through death, divorce, sickness
or time-demanding jobs subjects that child to high risk for certain emotional ill-
nessesillnesses that may occur early or later in life.

This research, like so much research on human behavior states the obviousonce
you become aware of it. Yet the obvious is most often overlooked and neglected. The
studies confirm that child care relegated to agencies outside the home, regardless
of the quality of the facilities and the training of the staff, can never substitute forthe care of a parent who loves the child more than anything else on earth. And con-
sequently, the most important step a nation can take to do "what is best for chil-
dren" is to insure that its institutions and organizations unite in an attempt to pro-
vide maximum time for parents to spend with their children and with one another.
This involves an extraordinarily difficult task that must consider the economic real-
ties and the specific psychological needs of both the parents and children.

In our particular society, we fail to meet one another's emotional needs because
we are essentially absent from one anotherfrom our spouse, and especially from
our children. We use the cliche"It's the quality and not the quantity of time that
counts." But time and emotional accessibility are like the oxygen we breathe. Al-
though the quality of the oxygen is important, the quantity determines whether welive or die.

My first interest in the impact of absent parents on the emotional development
of children came from my early clinical experience as a psychiatrist to the students
and faculty at Harvard. At that time about 60 to 70 percent of the student body
came from private schoolsthe opposite of what it is now. In my clinical work, I
began to see students from privileged backgrounds who presented with a specificcluster of symptoms:

Low self esteem and feelings of worthlessness
Inability to establish close, trusting relationships
Inability to get their work done and feeling out of sorts with themselves andwith the world generally
Anger bordering on rage close to the surface and directed often toward the par-ents and toward other authority.
What these students had in common was that their care as infants and young

children had been relegated to baby sitters and nannies. They had little physical
or emotional contact with their parents. Most had been sent to boarding school at
an early agean experience many considered rejection.

During these years I also worked evenings in a clinic for the poor from the inner
city. And much to my surprise, I noticed the same cluster of symptoms among the
adolescents and young adults. Like the more privileged Harvard students, these pa-
tients from poor families also had very little contact with their parents. The father
had usually disappeared and the mother was out working long hours to survive. In-fant and child care was relegated to whomever was available.

Though they shared a common background of inaccessible parents and the same
symptoms as young adults, I observed one difference: those from wealthy back-grounds tended to turn their anger inward, becoming depressed and expressing
their anger in self-destructive behaviorheavy drinking, psychoactive drugs, sexual
acting out, etc. Those from poor backgrounds turned their rage outward into violent
crime and other anti social behavior.

My real interest in the impact of parental absence on emotional development
began while conducting research on college students. During the early years of my
clinical experience, I began a study of several hundred young men who dropped out
of Harvard for psychiatric reasons. Two characteristics of that group were: (1) a
marked isolation and alienation from their parents, especially their fathers, and (2)
an overwhelming apathy and lack of motivation. In addition, among those who had
the most serious emotional illnesses, severe depression or schizophrenia, a large
number lost one or both parents through death. Mien compared with several con-
trol groups, this finding proved highly significant statistically.

As I continued my research, I realized that the death of a parent early, in life was
only one kind of absence. A study I conducted at that time on school children in
a Boston suburb indicated that children who lost a parent through divorce appeared
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to suffer even greater consequences than losing a parent through death. We found
a statistically significant, strikingly higher incidence of emotional illness among
these children than children from intact families.

As you see from the list of recent research on the family, many studies over the
10 years focus on separation of parents as a result of divorce. The divorce rate has
risen over 700 percent in this century, most of this rise occurring during the 1970's
and 1980's. The short term and long term effects of divorce, first explored some fif-
teen to twenty years ago, have now been replicated by hundreds of studios. Again
I refer you to t,he list of references attached to my comments.

When we consult the scientific and medical literature, we find an impressive body
of data based on carefully controlled experiments that corroborate the impression
that a parent's absence through death, divorce or time-demanding job can exert a
profound influence on a child's emotional health. The magnitude of this research
paints an unmistakably clear picture of the adverse effects of parental absence and
emotional inaccessibility.

Why has our society almost totally ignored this research? The answer is the same
reason society_ignored for scores of years sound data on the adverse effects of ciga-
rette smoke. The facts demand a change in our lifestyle that we simply do not want
to changeor that we have difficulty changing. Because families provide the founda-
tion of our lives as individuals as well as the vital cells of our society, we con no
longer afford to ignore this research.

Let me close with a couple of suggestions.
I recommend that:
1). One way to meet the need of children for parental accessibility is for our insti-

tutions and organizationsour state and federal government, our schools and uni-
versities, our corporationsto unite in giving the family the highest priority; that
working hours within these organizations be geared to husbands and wives spend-
ing a sufficient amount of every 24 hours with one another and their children.
(Would it be possible for Congress to set a model for the rest of the nation?).

2). That our institutions and organizations encourage mothers with young chil-
dren to work at home whenever possible, abolishing outdated laws that discourage
this work. That conferences and conventions stop taking spouses away from the
family for days or weeks, but include families. That employers permit individuals
to refuse to be moved to another location so as not to uproot the family, without
fearing a demotion.

3). That young mothers who must work be provided facilities for superb care of
their children, time to visit them during the day and flexible hours to allow them
to be home when their older children return from school.

The Impact of Absent Parents on the Emotional Development of Children:
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Senator COATS. For the record,- we are joined by Senator Gregg
from New Hampshire, which we very much -appreciate and whose
magnetic personality apparently tripped the security system on the
way in. [Laughter.] But we are happy that you are here-And_we
thank our four presenters for, I think, opening this discussion. with.
some very informative and some very provocative information that
will provide the basis for the discussion that is about to take place.

Let me introduce our discussants. I am not sure that is a word,
but it is written on my notes here. [Laughter.] We are going to look
that up in Webster's when I get done, but our discussants are As-
sistant Secretary Olivia Golden, who is Assistant Secretary for
Children and Families at the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, and in this capacity, Assistant Secretary Golden
oversees the agency responsible for over. 60 Federal programs that
serve children and their families. Before joining the administration,
Ms. Golden was Director of Programs and Policies for the Chil-
dren's Defense Fund. Pleased to have you here with us.

Maggie Gallagher is an affiliate scholar at the Institute for
Amencan Values, a mother, author of two books. She has a nation-
ally syndicated column which is carried in over 80 papers nation-
wide and has worked as an editor of National Review and one of
the founding editors of the Manhattan Institute's City Journal.
Maggie, we are pleased to have you.

Helen Blank is Director of Child Care at the Children's Defense
Fund. In this capacity, Helen _works to promote Federal, State,
local and private sector policies which seek to ensure that families
are able to choose quality child care that meets their needs.

Wade Horn is President of the National Fatherhood Initiative
which is a mission to improve the well-being of children by increas-
ing the number of children growing up with involved, committed
and responsible fathers. From 1989 to 1993, Mr. Horn was Com-
missioner for Children, Youth and Families and Chief of the Chil-
dren's Bureau with the United States Department of Health and
Human Services. He also served as a presidential appointee to the
National Commission on Children.

And finally, and certainly not last in any sense of the word, Dr.
Brenda Hunter, a psychologist and internationally published au-
thor, having written numerous books on mothering and child devel-
opment including the soon to be released The Power of Mother
Love. At the newsstands when, Brenda?

Ms. Hunter. Two weeks.
Senator COATS. In 2 weeks. So look for that. Brenda Hunter, Dr.

Hunter, is a former therapist, and she has co-founded a natimal
advocacy group for mothers. We are pleased that each of these dis-
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tinguished individuals can be with us to respond and to initiate
discussion, and I want to also ask our presenters to engage in this.
Questions back and forth are more than appropriate. And my col-
leagues feel free to participate in this discussion.

Let me start. I have a number of questions, but I do not want
to start off here. I will just throw those in if necessary. Let me
start by asking any or all of our discussants to respond to what
they have heard, to throw out questions or points that they would
like to make and, doctor, you are more than welcome to start out.

Ms. Golden. Thank you. It is a real honor to be here to be able
to listen and to be able to comment on this topic. I guess I wanted
to make three points very briefly that emerged as I was thinking
about the comments of the distinguished panel. The first is a point
that both Dr. Belsky and Dr. Greenspan made, and I just want to
underline it because I think it is extraordinarily important. And
that is that we now really do, I think, have a research consensus
that the quality of child care matters to children's development and
that we know something about what quality is and what it looks
like.

I do worry certainly that where there is low quality care and es-
peciallyand this is Dr. Belsky's dual risk pointwhere there are
also difficult family situations and infants who begin care very
early, that could have a bad impact on children. That is exactly
why it is so critical to the administration's proposal to, in fact,
focus on quality. And I just want to highlight, on Thursday, I had
the chance to testify at a field hearing that Congressman Shays of
Connecticut conducted with bipartisan membership of his commit-
tee there and Dr. Ed Zig ler on the panel with me to talk about
what the research says about very young children, and again that
consensus that we know what quality is and we need to move on
it so that we can do something effective for young children came
through both in the statements from the Republican and Demo-
cratic members and from the experts. And I just think that is a
really important thing.

The second point that I wanted to make very briefly that I think
came through in the background in some of the presentations, but
I just want to underline it, is that good and affordable child care
choices are essential for the millions of low income working fami-
lies who have to work to support their families, their children. I
have been traveling a lot. I actually had the chance to be in the
great State of New Hampshire on Friday and spoke to a family
there. I have not yet been in Vermont to talk to parents, and I
guess what I want to highlight is that when I talk to parents who
are working in nursing home jobs, in factories, as secretaries, in a
sandwich shop, what I hear from them is that they do not want to
leave their jobs for welfare. The lady that I talked to in New
Hampshire was newly a working mother. She left welfare 3 months
ago and she did not want to go back. But at the same time, having
child care that is good for children is, I think, central to those par-
ents, and our responsibility, I think, as the President highlighted
in the State of the Union is to support those parents so they have
decent choices, so they are not forced to choose between a job that
they desperately need and a child they love.
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The third point, just to make it very briefly, is that I also think
that the President believes strongly that we should respect and
support parents in whatever choices they make. That is the reason
for his strong record in supporting such provisions as the $500 per
child tax credit, which was mentioned, the EITC, increases in the
minimum wage, family and medical leave, and I guess from my
perspective, the parents I talk to really often it is hard to talk
about an either/or of working or at home. People move between
full-time work, part-time work, the ability to be home for a period
of time, depending on a wide range of things in their family cir-
cumstances.

So for me the critical point, and I think several of the panelists
made it, is that we need to have quality child care available for
parents who need to work because we now know so much about
what that" care can mean for children if it is good and about the
risks if it is not good.

Senator COATS. Let me ask if any of our presenters want to re-
spond to that? Dr. Greenspan?

Dr. GREENSPAN. Yes. I would just like to respond that I think the
interesting debate, if there is a debate, and I hope there is not one,
is what quality means, what constitutes high quality care? I think
those of us who spoke alreadyI was pleased to see thiswe had
not known what anyone else was going to saypretty much had
an agreement on one of the critical elements of quality for children
in their first 3 years of life, and that was a consistent loving
caregiver, preferably the biological mother or father if they are
available and can provide that care. Now that is a very, very im-
portant qualifier. If we come out and say that when, the mommy
and daddy are able to provide that care and provide high quality
care, they can provide consistency over time, and they can provide
a quality of love that is not available from somebody who is hired,
we need to support that in variety of ways. If we can use that as
part of our definition of quality, I think that we would go a long
way to having a consensus on a very, very healthy child care initia-
tive in this country.

Senator COATS. I,et me ask our other respondents here if there
is a point they would like to make?

Ms. Gallagher. Yes. I think that there is one issue which we have
not defined very well in this debate. I would be interested in hear-
ing some comments on it. And that is when we talk about the child
care system, are we talking about the commercial child care system
or are we talking about the child care system as a whole? I think
that there is a great danger when you talk about the need for more
child care of creating a system. The system we have now is al-
readywe have substantial benefits that are available only if you
choose commercial paid child care. And ifyou take a system where
you take more children out of families and get them into commer-
cial child care, that comes up as having increased the system's
child care capacity, but I wonder if, in fact, what we simply have
not done is move child care out of the family and into the market-
place.

In particular, I am wondering if we could have a consensus here
that for the well-being of children, it is important that any benefits
that are available for child care be available regardless of the form
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of child care that a family chooses. We are not just talking about
stay-at-home mothers or stay-at-home fathers, but we are talking
about the fact that fully half of working mothers are not in the
market for child care at all. They are either finding a way to make
money while they care for their children, while their husbands care
for their children or they have another relative, and it seems to me
that there is a great danger in having the government in its inflexi-
bility take what is happening now, which is there is a revolution
among women about the meaning and structure of work, and struc-
turing benefits sort of along the lines of an old-fashioned male
model where you essential hire a substitute caregiver to be your
wife and then you work like a man, and perhaps the Assistant Sec-
retary or some of the other experts here could comment on the dan-
gers of defining child care as commercial child care.

Ms. GOLDEN. I could certainly offer the facts which I know the
members of this committee know well because the committee was
involved in the bipartisan development of the child care and devel-
opment block grant. The approaches to subsidizing the care of low-
income parents that exists now are focused on the parent's choice
and so parents have the opportunity to purchase care from a rel-
ative, with a neighbor, in a family home, in a center. The rough
numbers are about half and half, choosing care in a center, but it
was very important as that strategy was developed to ensure that
parents could have a range of choices, and I do think

Ms. GALLAGHER. But if a low-income couple tag teamedif the
husband went so far as to be caring for the children while the wife
worked, they would not be available for these benefits; is that cor-
rect? Am I correct in that?

Ms. GOLDEN. Those families that do not need to pay for care are
able to maintain their jobs without the subsidy. The subsidy is
there for families who need to pay for care, and often families find,
and this is again one of the issues, I think, as families move, from
welfare to work, that arrangements with relatives that are unpaid
do not tend to last as well and provide the continuity that Dr.
Belsky and Dr. Greenspan highlighted. But I do think that the key
issue is for parents to have the choices for their children.

Mr. HORN. May I just ask for a clarification because I am con-
fused on one point? If you have a two-parent married household
and they are both working at minimum wage, by every measure we
would say this is a low-income family; is that correct? So if they
rather than choosing an out-of-the-home child care arrangement
struggle to put together a situation where the father works during
the day and the mother works at night and on weekends, would
they or would they not be available for child care subsidies?

Ms. GOLDEN. That family would have a variety of other supports
to their income that are obviously a critical part of the administra-
tion's commitment to low-income families. But both the child care
subsidies and the child care tax credit focus on reimbursement for
paying for child care. An example of the family that would be eligi-
ble for the tax credit I heard from the employee services director
in a major hotel chain where she talked about a family of a janitor
married to a housekeeper, the kind of income level that you are de-
scribing, and a family that was struggling with care for two chil-
dren and an ill elderly parent and were desperate, and again ena-
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bling them to have some financial assistance was going to be criti-
cal to their keeping their jobs.

Mr. HORN. Isn't the answer to my question no?
Ms. GOLDEN. The answer is they will have other supports but notchild care
Mr. HORN. Aren't those other supports also available to those

who pick out-of-home care?
Ms. GOLDEN. Yes, the other suppOrts are about family incomeand making the choices possible.
Ms. GALLAGHER. But It is not-incomesensitive. If you have a

family that makes 30,000 6- $25,000 a year, -and they choose to
foregothe enormous sacrifice of having a two full:time working
Rarents, that is an enormous cost, which the proposals as they now
stand do not acknowledge. They do not help the family make that
choice at all, whereas if you make the choice to pay, the key dif- .ferential is that you have to pay money in the market for child
care, and any other struggle or sacrifice you make is not under the
current terms of the debate being acknowledged or encouraged orput on an equal footing. And I guess the question I would have is
unless your goal is to say it is better for kids to be in commercial
child care as opposed to family child care, why would you not struc-
ture benefits so that they are available to all families, to help all
families who are struggling with this?

If you want to help only low-income families, then make the cut-off the income of the family and not if you choose not to be in the
commercial child care market you are not worthy of our attention
and apparently you can get along without any help. It seems to me
that if you structure benefits so that you must use commercial
child care in order to get them, you are essentially sending a strong
signal from Washington that this is the preferable way of raising
children and you are disadvantaging the sacrifices that families are
making and it is large sacrifices. The average income of a family
that has a stay-at-home mother is about $20,000 a year less than
the median income of the two-earner family. $35,000 a year is the
median income of the one-earner married household. These are not
luxurious families. These are families struggling to provide the bestfor their children, and it seems to me that many will find it insult-
ing, and new mothers who are struggling to put together a package
will be getting a strong signal that this is not a good choice or at
least Washington does not think so.

Ms. GOLDEN. I should just note one other fact that may be useful
in thinking about this which is that the commitments that the
President has made to the incomes of-all low-income families and
to supporting their choices, in particular the Earned Income TaxCredit and the $500 per child credit, are worth- about $250 billion
over the next 5 years. So I do think that the theme that I think
we all agree on is a commitment to support family choices for low-
income families in a variety of ways.

Senator COATS. I am going to acknowledge the presence of Sen-
ator Wellstone from Minnesota who has joined us and been an ac-
tive member. I think earlier I said Health and Human Resources
Committee. We are trying to gather all the jurisdiction we can on
health care. Maybe that was a freudian slip or something. But the
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Labor and Human Resources Committee. Senator Wellstone, we
welcome you, and I heard you

Senator WELISTONE. Mumbling.
Senator COATS. mumbling during that last discussion. I

thought maybe you would want to add something here.
Senator WELLSTONE. I am at a disadvantage because I do not

know everyone's name. I thinkI am sorry to point
Ms. GALLAGHER. Maggie Gallagher.
Senator COATS. Maggie Gallagher.
Senator WELLSTONE. I think that Maggie's point is well taken, if

you want to target it to low income do it by income of family. I do
not think you do it by these other circumstances, and I do think
I have been very sympathetic to people I met in Minnesota where,
you know, you got a couple making maybe 25,000, and they say,
look, Paul, you imow, one of us has chosen to stay home and is
there not some way that there can be an acknowledgement of this?
I mean we are really hard-pressed, too. And I am all for that. I
want to make sure that, in fact, however, that we invest the re-
sources to make sure that when we say we are helping, there is
enough help that will really make a difference. That is one point.

The second point is I would be skeptical about Senator Coats just
making it low income, and I hope we will not, becauseand I do
not think that is in the administration's proposalbecause I think
that then we invite the same kind of anger of you are barely above
low income and you are hard-pressed as well, and I think a sliding-
fee scale basis, you know, or some way that families pay a certain
premium up to a certain percentage of monthly income and then
you fill in the difference makes a lot of sense.

And then just one final point and I will be done. But as long as
we are talking about the importance of a parent staying at home
and how much we value that, I think then we better revisit or take
a closer look at what is happening with the welfare bill because in
that particular case, you have only got the one parentrightand
now that parent almost always a womanshe is working, and I
just would suggest to you, and I will be done on this, but from trav-
el I have done around the country, and I swear I do no damage to
the truth, we have either got situations like in LA where you have
a waiting list of 30,000 for affordable child care even before the
welfare bill or when you talk to these families the mother is work-
ing, but the arrangements are very ad hoc. I mean what is happen-
ing to these children, where they are and what kind of child care
they are getting, because in this particular case, there is no option
to stay at home any longer because the one parent is gone. We
have somehow kind of put that in parenthesis and turned our gaze
away from it, and it is a pretty frightening picture. There are too
many 3 and 4-year olds that are at home or receiving care 1 week
with a cousin and the next week or two or 3 weeks with a friend,
and it is not good at all, and there are also too many first and sec-
ond graders going home alone at the end of it. So I just want to
throw those things into the equation.

Senator COATS. Let me ask Professor Belsky to respond here, but
just before that I think it is important that we make sure we un-
derstandwe can take this up afterwardsbut understand what
we mean by ad hoc child care. Ad hoc, if we incorporate relatives,
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neighbors, church child care, family child care outside the family
but within a family confine, as opposed to say institutional care, if
we are saying that that is ad hoc

Senator WELISTONE. No.
Senator COATS. I think that is the preference of many mothers

and families that have to engage in child care, and they frankly
think it is preferable to institutional care.

Senator WELLSTONE. Well, Dan, just one quick thing. I meant it
in a different way. I just said earlier that I believe it is terribly im-
portant that we understand that a parent makes this choice and
that we reward that and support that. I agree with that premise
as long as we can make sure that we make the investment so that
we are really doing the job for affordable child care for families,
whether they are working or not. My pointI was making a dif-
ferent point, which was I just want to point out on the welfare side
that what happensmaybe I misspoke when I used the word "ad
hoc"what happens is the parent is not there any longer and it is
a desperate situation where there is not the affordable child care,
and it is like 1 week it is whoever you can get to do it, and then
it is the next week it is someone else, and that is not what we want
to see happening.

Senator COATS. Professor Belsky.
Mr. BELSKY. I wanted to come back to this issue of people who

make sort of a single-wage earner choice not getting the benefit
that people who make a dual-wage earner choice makes because
the argument that Wade has made, and I think it is sound, and
Maggie has made, is just fairness. But I want to come back to some
of the findings of the NICHD study. One of the proclivities is to
herald exclusively the findings pertaining to quality of care. Those
should be heralded, however modest they are, but equally consist-
ent are findings about just being in care and amount of care espe-
cially with regard to the mother-child relationship. I summarized
those results.

It seems to me that in the face of evidence suggesting not whop-
ping effects but persistent effects and consistent effects, that being
in care looks like it is having some modest, minor even, negative
effects on that mother-child relationshipI do not know how long
they will last; I do not know what they will grow tobut having
them is one more reason to say nobody should be penalized for
choosing not to incur what might be a risk. And again I do not
want to exaggerate that risk. I just want to come back to now it
is not even an issue, not exclusively an issue of fair play why
should they get penalized for making that choicebut actually why
should they be penalized for maybe making a choice that is in their
and their child's best interest?

Senator COATS. And I think that is the operative question here
that we as policy makers have to deal with. We are currently
spending I think the figure is 13. something billion dollars on gov-
ernment's supplement to child care to provide child care. The presi-
dent's proposal is advocating an additional $4 billion a year to that.
But if there is a consensus here this morning, I believe that con-
sensus is that the optimal care for a child is what is provided
through that child's parents, and the question is should we struc-
ture incentives that move us toward optimal care or at least not
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disadvantage what we consider optimal care as we consider the
Federal involvement or any government involvement in the whole
child care question? I think diat is one of the operative questions.
Yes?

Ms. BLANK. I would like to talk a little more about the families
that Senator Wellstone and Assistant Secretary Golden talked
about and also talk a little bit how to help all families because we
certainly think that helping all families and helping families who
need child care because they must work are not competing, and
that it is very important to take apart all these issues carefully be-
cause I think there is a lot of misunderstanding just as there was
with a discussibn of ad hoc care. We did require millions of low-
income mothers to go to work and many States are requiring them
to go to work as young as 12 weeks and what they argue is why
not because we only have a family leave policy that allows 12
weeks and we certainly do not have paid leave for all families so
let these welfare mothers go to work.

Those mothers are joining millions of other mothers who must
work to support their families. One out of three children whose
mothers work are poor or would be poor if there mothers did not
work. One out of four children under 3 in this country is poor. 29
percent of all mothers in the labor force with children under 6 are
single mothers. That is a lot of mothers who have no choice. These
mothers also do not have tax liabilities so any tax credit will not
help them have the choice of staying at home. 34 million women
in this country work in hourly jobs and half of them are paid $7.90
an hour or less. We know the income of young families has plum-
meted over the last 11 years so many families are working because
they have no choice.

Now we know that government dollars and private dollars are
not doing enough. We only serve one in ten children who are eligi-
ble for child care assistance or the child care block grant which is
targeted on low-income families with sliding scale so as family's in-
come goes up, they pay more. We know that States like New York
serve one in ten eligible children. There are 200,000 children on
the waiting list in California; 37,000 in Texas; 15,000 in New Jer-
sey. But we also know that it is not just who you are serving. Many
States are not serving all the families who are eligible. They are
setting eligibility cutoffs very low, and many States have policies
that are not encouraging quality child care because they do not
have the resources. When you do not have the resources, you say
should I help another family or should I pay providers? It is 50 per-
cent of the market: And what we are doing in many States is mak-
ing low-income women themselves, because the average child care
provider earns $12,000 a year, and they do not get any kind of ben-
efits like many low wage women. Should we pay them less because
we want to serve more families or should we ask families who
make poverty level pay more of the cost of care? In Maryland,
when they raised copayments for families, they saw that people
could not even use the child care subsidies. There are lots of moth-
ers like this one in Florida who would do anything for what we
may call a mediocre center, and it is clear the child care block
grant allows families choice, and we think that is very important.
Many families prefer a relative or a family day care provider.
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Many families do not have relatives. Mrs. Garrett has three chil-
dren. She is married. She makes 5.25 an hour behind the counter
at a bagel cafe. Her shift started at six. She did not want to be late.
Seven blocks on foot, and then she was hugging her children and
handing them over to Vivien, a Bahamian woman who works
nights at the self-service laundry where Mrs. Garrett does her
wash. Vivien's small apartment was clean but sparsely furnished.
There were no toys or books, just a television that the children
spent most of the next ten hours watching. For this, Mrs. Garrett
scraps together $50 a week, a little less than half the cost for just
one child care in most licensed day care centers here. Mrs. Garrett
hurried down the stairs and set off for work three miles away. The
family car died a month ago. It breaks my heart leaving them there
said Mrs. Garrett. I want them in a learning environment. This is
the best I can do right now.

There are 25,000 children in Florida on the waiting list for child
care. I think it is very important as we have this debate not to for-
get those children because those children easily get pushed aside.
We can talk about equity and providing additional tax credits and
other policies to help mothers stay home. There are many, many
mothers who must work outside the home and the kind of jobs they
take, if you are cleaning a hotel or you are working in a nursing
home, you cannot bring your work home. And we have to ensure
that those children are well cared for because our second national
goal in addition to the first, which is helping families work, which
is what the welfare bill said, is helping the children go to school
ready to learn, and if we have all these families who have no
choice, we have to make sure that their children are in good child
care situations whether they be formal or informal.

Senator COATS. Thank you. Dr. Hunter.
Ms. HUNTER. I would like to just shift our focus Ei little bit, but

first of all, I would like to say I was a single working mother some
20 years ago, and I did have a child in day care who did not flour-
ish, and I did as a single parent work from home. That is one of
my credentials. But I would like to .shift the focus just a little bit
away from what we have been talking about to what several of the
speakers talked about which is what is happening to the kids? You
know what is happening to the children in this country?

What we have been talking about today is sensitive, consistent
and responsive nurturing that most child care experts, if not all,
would agree that all of our children need. We are talking about
what it means to be human or learning to be human and what is
at risk when children receive early and extensive day care. Is this
loss of intimacy? Is this loss of parental sensitivity that Dr. Belsky
was referring to as one of the effects found in the NICHD study,
and as Dr. Nicholi mentioned, this loss of impulse control that chil-
dren have, this depression, this sense of worthlessness? All, I
would say, attachment theory predicts, and that is what a lot of the
research in infant day care has been premised on. So I would like
to talk, if we can, about, you know, the future citizens that. we are
rearing as a society.

You know maternal sensitivity, folks, is societal gold. And I do
not think we tamper with parental bonds with their children with
ease. In fact, evidence from as early as the mid-1970's indicated
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that those who began child care during their first year were more
physically and verbally aggressive with peers and adults, less coop-
erative and less able to handle frustration than those who started
_care thereafter. So I would really like toif we canjust focus a
bit on some other comments about this. And Dr. Belsky, I would
like to ask you, if you would, to amplify these findings of phase two
of the NICHD study, this what you said lack of maternal sensitiv-
ity and negativity on the part of the father?

Mr. BELSKY. I am sorry. Those were not phase two findings. That
was a study I have done locally in State College, PA, which was
a sample. We were studying families over the toddler years.

Ms. HUNTER. Didn't you find something like that or at least with
the mother in phase two of the NICHD study? Less sensitivity if
the child had been in day care early on?

Mr. BELSKY. OK. What we are finding isyesbut at 6 months
we see these mothers being somewhat less sensitive.

MS. HUNTER. Right.
Mr. BELSKY. By 15 months they are being more negative to their

children.
MS. HUNTER. OK.
Mr. BELSKY. By 24 and 36 months, their children are being less

positively oriented toward them.
Ms. HUNTER. What can you say about the developmental trajec-

tory?
Mr. BELSKY. Well, at this point, I think on the one hand you

could say, gee, it looks bad. On the other hand, you know, the ef-
fects are small. Not all our outcomes suggest that. So I end up
using the metaphor of going out in the morning and finding out
that it is drizzling. You know something is happening here. It is
not a bright sunny day. That drizzle can go away. That drizzle can
turn into a downpour. That is these small effects could get worse.
That drizzle can stay a small effect. At this juncture we just do not
know. Fortunately we are following these children up. We are fol-
lowing these parent-child relationships up and hopefully we will il-
luminate that issue.

So I think we are in a situation where open-minded people can
disagree honestly about, you know, how much to be worried, how
little to be worried. Personally I think there is enough going on,
and I have some discomfort with people saying, oh, the only thing
that matters is quality.

Senator COATS. IS it fair to say that the sun is not shining and
there is a drizzle

Mr. BELSKY. I think so.
Senator COATS. on the question of child care outside the paren-

tal home?
Mr. BELSKY. At least in terms of the parent-child relationship,

there is.
Senator WELLSTONE. But could I ask a question that has con-

fused me. I understand, doctor, what you are saying, but two ques-
tions. No. 1and Dan, I do not think this is off the subject at all
I never heard any discussion about this at all when we were talk-
ing about having all these single parents/mothers work. We were
just going to say you are going to work. Now, let me finish. So now
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we are all of a sudden saying this is very important that that par-
ent be at home.

Second of all, it seems to me they are very important findings,
but we still have the economic reality of families. I know a lot of
people who might say, whether it is the mother or the father,
might say this would be great if we both did not have to work. But
the fact of the matter is whatever the findings show seems to me
there is an A and a B. The A part is you would want to have more
families where one parent would be able to stay at home, but that
would necessitate a different employment opportunity structure be-
cause people have to work, and if they do have to work and both
of them have to work, let us make sure it is the very best devel-
opmental child care which could make a difference, a very positive
difference. Is that not where we are heading regardless of what
these studies suggest?

Senator COATS. Paul, if I could justand then I would be happy
to let anybody else respond, and I know Dr. Horn, you are trying
to get a response herebut I think in response to the first ques-
tion, clearly what we were looking at in welfare, and I think you
raise a legitimate question, but what we were looking at, another
dysfunction, a system which was perpetuating a culture of depend-
ency which was very unhealthy for children, a moral atmosphere
which was very unhealthy for children, and so we were trying to
find our way out of that problem but did not mean it solved the
other problem. But clearly there was a consensus that was reached,
a majority consensus, not unanimous consensus, that welfare was
destructive to children also and children trapped in that were not
getting what they needed.

And the second question is one I asked before, and that is if
there is a majority consensus, and I think there is, that the child's
development is best enhanced, we are producing, giving the chil-
dren the best chance for the future by recognizing that the emo-
tional attachment to the mother and to the family in raising them
and the consistency that you can provide through family care, is
better for the child than the alternative. As Dr. Greenspan says,
we have got to have a back-up system because we have these prob-
lems. But let us ,at least have incentives that support what we
know is best for the child rather than just assume that both par-
ents have to work and therefore bias all the support that govern-
ment gives. Based on that assumption saying, well, maybe both
parents do not have to work if we had more incentives for the
mother to stay home.

Or perhaps we could have more, as was mentioned by one of the
presentersI think Dr. Greenspanlet us see if we can institute
a culture which allows our organizations, business organizations,
institutions and others, to be much more sensitive to that need
and, therefore, structure work hours, work at home, staggered
schedules, flex time, leave sharing, many of the things that Con-
gressman Wolf has advocated, in a way that promotes what we
know is best and not promote something that is second-best at the
expense of what is best.

Mr. BELSKY. One of the things I think we need to do here is dis-
tinguish the first 5 years of life, at least somewhat as Dr. Green-
span tried to do in terms of developmental periods. And I guess one
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of my concerns is that with the welfare bill, I would add, pushing
mothers or fathers or whoever the parent is into the workplace, you
know, virtually forcibly in that first year, and I think to speak gen-
erally about child care and work policies and family policies as if
each year and the first year is equivalent misses some of the nu-
ances and complexity. And what we may want to think about is
sort of protecting the first 6 months', the first year.

In fact, some of the interesting data that come out of the NICHD
study show that you can predict what is going on in that parent-
child relationship at 2 and 3 years of age from how much time the
parent is working and the kid is in care in the first 6 months of
life. So it may be that if we had some kind of arrangements that
protected expended or extended leave, better yet gave financial
benefits to families during that period of timeI know that sounds
like pie in the skythen we might be making protections where we
could, if you would, tolerate more care later on. So I think the big
point is do not just treat all 5 years in the first 5 years as equiva-
lent. They may not be.

Senator COATS. Let me go to this side with Wade Horn and then
back to Dr. Greenspan.

Mr. HoRN. There have been a lot of comments about supporting
parental options, and I absolutely agree with that. I think that bad
policy would be policy that would funnel children and parents into
either one or a limited number of options. Even worse policy,
though, would be to funnel parents into a limited number of op-
tions that they would not naturally choose if they had a real choice,
and, as my kids say, an "even worser" option or policy would be to
funnel kids into a limited number of options that not only would
their parents not normally choose but that are bad for children in
terms of child development.

And so the question is, you know, what is it that parents would
choose if they had a range of options that were available to them
and what is good for kids? Well, the thing that is most concerning
to me about what we have heard here today is that it is not just
quality that matters but also quantity. I mean we should not feign
great surprise that quality matters. 'You know I mean I would be
shocked if low quality child care, neglectful child care, did wonder-
ful things for kids. You know the idea that low quality is worse
than good quality is not the most shocking finding I have ever
heard in my life. What is a little bit more concerning, and some-
thing we ought to take very seriously, is this notion of quantity re-
gardless of quality. That is if kids spend large number of hours per
week in child care that their development is in some ways arrested.
So on the one question, you know, what is good for kids, certainly
quality is good, but we have to pay attention to this quantity issue.

The second is what would parents choose? Well, surveys show
that what parents would love to choose in the first 4 years of life
in particular is either care by themselves, one of the parents, or
care by relatives, and that when you ask parents what kind of help
do you want from the government, it is the rare parentI am
sorryit is the rare parent that says, you know, in my greatest
dreams what I want from the government is that they make sure
I can put my kid in more child care so I can spend more time at
the office. Most parents say the help I want from government is
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that I have to spend less time at the office so I can spend more
time with my kids. So the policy that you all need to wrestle with
in Congress, and it is a difficult one, is balancing a range of options
while taking into consideration, it seems to me, what is good for
kids, and also what is it that parents in the end want?

Now, in the issue of low-income parents, I would just like to com-
mend this Congress. I mean the fact of the matter is there is $30
billion in the welfare law over the next 5 years to support child
care for low-income parents, those, the very ones that we are talk-
ing about that have to go to work, including $4 billion in new
money as a result of the welfare reform law. Now even here in
Washington, $30 billion is a lot of money. I emphasize that is with
a "B," not with an "M". $30 billion. And I do not know of any evi-
dence, and I would like to hear it, the evidence that I hear is that
States right now are awash in money, that welfare reform block
grant through TANF, that states are talking about surpluses, and
that child care availability at the moment is not a great impedi-
ment to moving previously welfare-dependent parents into the paid
labor force.

Senator WELLSTONE. Can Helen respond to that? And I would
like to.

Senator COATS. I have been putting Dr. Greenspan on hold here
for some time. You almost gave me the perfect segue into part two,
which is what do parents really want, because we are going to take
a break in about five minutes for 15 minutes and then start panel
two. We could do all day on panel one, I understand that. So let
me just finish up by letting Dr. Greenspan respond and then Sen-
ator Wellstone and maybe the three of youno, the three of you
probably could not collaborate on this answer. [Laughter.] But
maybe two of you could. But we will try to do that anoi then wrap
up. First, Dr. Greenspan.

Dr. GREENSPAN. I will try to be brief to facilitate this. I think we
have three goals we can accommodate many of the different view-
points expressed in the panel. One goal is to create incentives and
education to help parents who can and are able to care for their
own babies and tod,ilers, particularly in the early years. I think we
have a pretty strong sentiment for that. Two, I think we all agree
that there are certain situations that require a variety of child care
options, and we need to have better options for everyone. It means
better training, stronger day care, stronger other kinds of options.
And three, better programs for at-risk families, biologically at-risk
children as well as environmentally at risk. Now in that thIrd area,
the at risk, and in the second area, better training and better child
care, I think we have to get serious.

And here is the problem, I think. I have worked for many years
with children who are at emotional risk and also biological risk,
and here is where I think the Federal programs have missed the
boat, and I think we can do more of the same and waste billions
of dollars, by putting into practice inadequate back-up systems.
Right now to take, now there are welfare moms who are very
healthy, can provide good care for their babies, and really need
someone to help them out while they are working. I would advocate
that we need a more flexible system of welfare that in the first 2
years of life, we should not force an able-bodied, loving, nurturing
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mom to work full time. I would say a part-time work option until
the children are 3, moving into a full-time work option, and that
would enable us to not get into this terrible system where we are
forcing an able, nurturing, loving mommy to put her child in a-less
useful system of care creating risk in a new. baby, which is just the
opposite of what we want. So it does not make sense, ansi it did
not make sense not to have that in the original provision of the
welfareand we should put it in now.

No. 2, there will be moms and dadswelfare and nonwelfare-
--who are unable to care healthfully for a baby or child, at-risk fam-
ily circumstances due to alcohol, substance abuse, mental health
problems and family dysfunction. There, and some of those will be
poverty families, there we need more than we are currently doing.
There simply having quote "affordable child care" will not do the
trick. One, because that affordable child care for a baby is not so
great anyhow; and number two, they need much more. And if we
are serious about helping the truly at risk, we have to have a more
robust and a more energetic program. And-we know how to do that
now. We have made mistakes in the past. We have not done it well,
biit----we can do it well now. We need the resources and we need the
commitment to do it. So I say if we are truly concerned with at
risk, if we are truly concerned with poverty or low income, we can
do much better, and we have to combine it in a three-tier program:
support for families, better back-up systems, and much better pro-
grams for the at-risk.

Senator COATS. Yes, Maggie.
Ms. GALLAGHER. Just briefly, in a cheerful and helpful spirit, I

would like to advise Senator Wellstone that most married home-,
makers that I know do not believe and do not appreciate being seen
as cognates of dependent welfare mothers, and that- there is, in
fact, no body of academic research that suggests that these are
similar situations, that, in fact, married women who take care of
their kids, their children do fine, and long-term welfare dependent
mothers have a negative impact compared to other low-income
mothers.

And second, I think .we need to be careful about describing
women as having no other choices, even low income women. It may
be true at a given period in time, but that low-income woman who
feels right now she has no choice may uncover choices, may develop
choices. She may have a relative become available. She might even
get married and be able to cut back if we are careful to structure
benefits even to her in such a way that we do not penalize the
choices that involve minimizing involvement in commercial child
care.

And finally, I would just like to say we do know what quality is.
Dr. Greenspan gave an eloquent description of it. It is long-term,
loving relationships, incredible emotional investment in the child.
What we do not knowthat does not mean because we know what
quality is that we know how from Washington, DC to make sure
that every child has that care, and I think that parents who are
choosing commercial child care should beware of the idea that any-
thing that happens here is going to be able to guarantee that for
their child.

Senator COATS. Yes, Olivia.
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MS. GOLDEN. I just wanted to say one last thing about the qual-
ity point because I am so struck by this as a really optimistic out-
come from today. Several people around the table have said that
we do have a consensus on what quality is even though there are
also other thin_gs we need to know and have treated that as though
it were a small thing, but in factand many people here have been
working on this issue for much longer than I haveto have a con-
sensus in the Congress and in State houses all over the country
that we know what quality is for very young children, that we
should invest in it, mut that it matters, I think is an extraordinary
thing. And I actually had a wonderful conversation with a parent
about a week ago who had had low quality family child care and
now had high quality through an early Head Start investment, and
she could tell meI mean we cannot underestimate parentsshe
could tell me what it was that was different, the engagement of
this family child care provider with her child, the fact that her chil-
dren were happy before they went and when they came back, that
there was a schedule, there was an engagement, as opposed to
watching TV, which was the previous time.

So I just feel, Senator Coats, that if the one outcome from this
session is this consensus around what quality care means and how
to invest in it, that would be an extraordinary accomplishment.

Senator WELLSTONE. Dan, can I respond quickly?
Senator COATS. You sure can.
Senator WELLSTONE. In a cheerful and friendly way.
Senator COATS. You can respond in any way you want. Even if

it not cheerful and friendly, we will let you respond. [Laughter.]
-Senator WELLSTONE. The similarity is not thenor did I make

that argumentthat when you have got two parents at home, two
parents working and one parent at home, maybe the mother, that
is the same as AF'DC, or for that matter when you have a single
parent but she is working that is the same as AFDC. The argu-
ment I was making was quite the other, which Dr. Greenspan was
talking about, which is that if we are going to say that a loving,
supportive relationship between a mother or father and a child is
important, that also can happen with AFDC families, and we need
to understand that. Otherwise, we are engaging in sort of the worst
kind of scapegoating and stereotyping, and I did not see that really
very much a part of our policy debate, and I do think there are im-
portant questions to be asked about what we have done.

On the whole issue of affordable child care, we just must be sort
of traveling in different parts of the country or talking to different
people but I, in my State of Minnesota, which does pretty well on
these issues, we have long waiting lists for affordable child care,
and we are terribly worried that it becomes a zero sum game where
all of a sudden a welfare mother has a child care slot and then
working poor or moderate income people do not. It is a huge prob-
lem. We have long waiting lists for affordable, for affordable child
care.

I am glad there is agreement on standards or at least it seems
like we are moving that way. I think all of us have talked about,
you know, high quality care. But my last point, Dan, would be that
I really want to include myself in the company of those who have
argued that we ought not to have a bias in terms of the funding
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stream or the funding away from people who want to stay at home
as long as that does not lead to two things: (a) all of a sudden the
opposite kind of discrimination where all of a sudden we are look-
ing down on a parent or parents for working. I do not think that
ought to be the flip side of the coin. And (b) let us understand that
this is going to, therefore, mean yet even more an investment of
resources because a benefit for the family that is staying at home
should not all of a sudden be less for the family where one or both
parents have to work. So I just want to make that clear.

Senator COATS. In conclusion here, and I really hate to cut it off,
we do have a second question, and that is what do families really
want, and we have presenters and respondents to that also. We do
need to take a break. I regret that we did not have more time_ to
address the question that Diane Fisher raised, and that is that do
we as a society need to examine the cultural message that is cur-
rently being sent, sent through legislative activities, sent through
policy makers, sent through the media, which is different than the
nre-ssage,Iiiimarily the message that we heard here this morning?
And that message is that we are in an age where there is more
focus on what parents are actually doing and on the importance of
child care to support what they are doing than there is on the ques-
tion of what do children really need.

And the first part of this panel, the operative question, before we
determine policy, I believe it is important to ask what do children
really need and how can we as a society best address those needs?
It may be that we need a debate within our society, within our cul-
ture, and you said correct the cultural message. Because if what we
heard here this morning is correct and that is that there is, wheth-
er it is a drizzle or a steady rain or a downpour, if there is a con-
sensus on a negative outcome, not defining what that degree of
negativity is at this point, a negative outcome for children who are
separated from their parents, whether it is through divorce, wheth-
er it is through death, or whether it is through child care, and that
quantity time is not available as well as quality time, then it seems
that we as a society need to address that cultural question and
fashion our policies or at least be sensitive in putting our policies
together toward that question.

And regrettably, I think with that, we will draw a close to this
first panel, take a 15-minute break, and at 3 minutes after five
begin the second question of what do parents really want? Thank
you. Thanks to all of presenters, members of the Congress that are
here, and our respondents.

[Recess.]
Senator COATS. Again, we want to thank the first panel and the

respondents and we are pleased now to move to our second ques-
tion. Having discussed and raised but not, I am sure, exhausted
the first question about what children need, we are looking at the
other half of that equation: what do parents want? What are their
goals and desires for being with their children, raising their chil-
dren relative to child care and so forth?

We are privileged to have four distinguished presenters: Ellen
Galinsky, Darcy Olsen, Danielle Crittenden, and Anita Blair. And
then we are pleased to have four respondents: Heidi Brennan,
Charmaine Yoest, Robert Rector and Michael Lotito.
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Let me first introduce our presenters. Ellen Galinsky is Presi-
dent and Co-founder of the Families and Work Institute, a non-
profit institute conducting policy research on issues of the changing
workforce and changing family lives. Ms. Galinsky is the past
President of the National Association for the Education of Young
Children, the largest professional education for early childhood
educators. Ellen, we are pleased to have you with us today. If you
want to come forward and make your presentation, or you can do
it from there, whatever is most comfortable for you. Thank you.
STATEMENTS OF ELLEN GALINSKY, FAMILY AND WORK INSTI-

TUTE; DARCY OLSEN, THE CATO INSTITUTE; DANIELLE
CRITTENDEN, THE WOMAN'S QUARTERLY; AND ANITA
BLAIR, INDEPENDENT WOMEN'S INSTITUTE
Ms. GALINSKY. Thank you. When people talk about child care re-

search, there is often an either/or sort of discussion: parental care
is good, child care is bad; mothers should stay at home, mothers
should work. And what I want to do this afternoon is to try to re-
frame the discussion and talk about not one side or one size fits
all but the continuum that really fits into today's world. I think
that there isI do want to make a point that follows up on this
morning's discussion which is that the early research on child care
used to talk about child-care-raised children versus home-raised
children, and I think that we have hopefully come a long way from
that, that all parents whether or not they use child care raise their
own children, and that the child care is a support of part of the
continuum of care.

I also want to talk about the cultural messages. We have fol-
lowed the media on this issue, whether mothers should work or
whether mothers should not work, for a long time. And you see a
real pendulum, it is good, it is bad, it is good, it is bad, it is good,
it is bad, and I guess for some reason we are not so comfortable
with the fact that it can be good, itcan be bad, and that it is more
complicated than that. I would like to address a series of questions
and respond with data.

The first is should policy or practice support parents in caring for
their own children or should they support nonparental care? And
if I could have the first overhead, please. I think that we know the
statistics about how many mothers work. We also can look at the
share of money that mothers contribute to the family. We did a na-
tional study of the U.S. workforce that will be released on April 16,
and we found that among families with employed mothers, and
they are dual-earner families, mothers contribute 39 percent of
household earnings. We also find that 19 percent of employed par-
ents with children under 18 are either in single parent families and
are either the sole support or have the major responsibility for sup-
porting these families. And there is a really interesting finding. I
am glad that today's discussion has not just talked about mothers
because we find that among the single-parent families, one in four,
27 percent, is now a single-parent father. And as we talked about
earlier, we expect the number of single-parent mothers to increase.

In a study that we did a few years ago, we found thatwe did
it for the Whirlpool Foundationwe found that mothers had en-
larged their definition of what it meant to care for their families.
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We called it the new provider because mothers now seem to define
themselves as caring for their families in terms of nurturing them
and supporting them economically. This overhead talks about the
fact that even among families where the mother works very few
hours, they still use a fair amount of nonparental care. It shows
at the top that 35 percent of when mothers only work one to nine
hours a week use nonparental care, and it bounces down to about
eight to 12 percent for people who work longer, and even among
mothers who are not in the labor force, 32 percent use some form
of nonparental care. OK We can take that one off.

Should there be support then for employees with children to
work fewer hours? Well, it is clear that parents are really feeling
that there is what is often called a time famine, that parents are
feeling very pressed for time, and they worry about families not
having enough time together. We found in our National Study of
the Changing Workforce that two-thirds of parents would prefer to
work fewer hours, and if you could put the next overhead up, it
shows how many hours parents were scheduled to work, how many
hours they actually worked, what they prefer to work, and the dif-
ference between their actual and preferred hours.

If you look at those patterns, you see that the difference between
what mothers, for example, would prefer to work and what they
are scheduled to work is about 3.2 hours, and for fathers it is about
3.7 hours. So what parents are really saying is they would like to
work closer to what they are scheduled to work on average. They
want to eliminate the extra hours and our research shows that jobs
have become more demanding and people are working longer
hours.

Now it is important to note that the number of hours that par-
ents work, and here is another either/or that I want to argue with,
that the number of hours that parents work are only weakly associ-
ated with all of the outcomes that we look at in terms of parental
well-being. And that the job itself, the quality of the job itself, is
very strongly linked or associated statistically with parental well-
being. And Jay Belsky talked about the findings from the NICHD
study showing that parents who work longer hours might put very
young children at risk, but I think that there is still a debate about
this issue. The debate tends to be it is either quality time or quan-
tity time, and I would like to argue that you cannot have one with-
out the other. It is what you do in the hours that you have and
that you need both that really makes the difference.

In terms of what Stan Greenspan suggested about working split
shifts and caring for your children, there is not research, to my
knowledge, on how that affects kids, but we do know that it can
affect marriages in negative ways. So we need to look at a range
of solutions that will look for different families.

My next question is should policies support one form of care over
another? And- I guess thatyou can put up the next overheadthe
way that I look at it is that it is not really the name up on the
door, it is what happens inside that really makes the difference.
And parents choose a whole variety of arrangements. You can see
that they vary depending on how much time the parent works, the
age of the child, family income, and the supply of local child care.
But if you look at quality, at least among regulated family child
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care and center care, there really is not very much difference. We
found in a study that we did of family child care and relative care
that the average care was 3.92 and the four-state study that the
University of Chicago did the average was 4.0. That puts it in the
mediocre range where one equals terrible and seven equals good.

But we found, and I think perhaps surprisingly, that relative
care was, in fact, poor, and that was a terrible shock to me in our
study of children and family child care and relative care. We found
that children were no more likely to be securely attached to a rel-
ative than a nonrelative, and we found that the quality was, in
fact, lower, and that sent us back into digging deeply into the data.
And what we finally found is that relatives did not necessarily
want to take care of their relatives. Only 23 percent of them would
have done this if they had had a choice. So we cannot make as-
sumptions just because it is a relative or just because it is a family
or just because it isI do not like the idea of commercial care; I
really like to think of a continuum of carebut we really have to
look at what is actually happening inside and what is best for that
family and for that child to really talk about it.

I have done a study where I am talking to kids about how they
see their working parents these days so I can get kids' read on all
of these issues, but I can tell it is very clear in a family when child
care is working because they describe it, whether it is a center,
whether it is family child care, whether it is a relative or neighbor,
they describe it as an extended family. It becomes the kid's kin sys-
tem. So that is why I like to think of the continuum of care.

The next point that I want to make is that many parents do not
feel that they have choices in child care. We find in the various
studies that we have done that between 58 and 75 percent of par-
ents who look for alternatives feel that they have zero other
choices.

The next point that I want to make addresses the question of,
well, if child care is mediocre, is it possible to improve its quality?
It is something that was discussed before. And we have done stud-
ies in about eight States that have looked at this issue, and we
found that, yes, in fact, being sensitive and responsive can be
taught. Big surprise. But it can be taught. We found in a study of
training that companies supported in 44 sites called Family to
Family by Child Care Aware that children became more sedurely
attached to their providers following training and the quality of the
care giving environments had improved. On March 8, we are about
to release a study in Florida where we have followed it over 4
years, a regulatory change with better staff-child ratios and higher
educational requirements, and we found that children's cognitive
development improved, children were observed to be more securely
attached, they spent more time in learning activities. We found an
increased proficiency with language and decreased behavior prob-
lems, and that the scores came up to almost the good level, and
when teachers met more stringent requirements, that is when they
had better staff-child ratios, better than Florida had regulated, or
they had a college degree and some early childhood training, in
fact, the quality was on average good. So these things can be
taught. We have followed them over time and we see that they can
be taught.
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My final question is who should be responsible for addressing
this in terms of the either/or notion? Should it be families, should
it be government, or should it be business? And the point that I
want to make here with the next overhead is that employers, that
the average parent, particularly a parent who is from a low-income
family or a single parent, does not get very much help from em-
ployers. That next overhead shows you that overall people who are
lower income or at smaller employer sites have less access to child
care resource and referral. One in five employees now has that ac-
cess. 12 percentin the next overhead, it shows you that 12 per-
cent of employees with children under 6 have access to or are near
to a child care center operated or sponsored by their employers.
And the next overhead shows you that 12 percent get financial as-
sistance with their child care. I know I am moving fast, but my
time is up. And similarly in terms of financial assistance, 13 per-
cent have access to that.

I am just going to skip ahead to say that employees do not even
have access, that many employees do not have access to even more
basic employee assistance either. For example, 12 percent of em-
ployed parents from low income households and 11 percent of sin-
gle parents with young children do not have access to health insur-
ance for their children from any source. 64 percent of employed
parents with young children from low income households and 63
percent of single parents do not have access to paid time off and
so forth. And we talked about working at home, and we know that
28 percent of employees can work at home during their regular
hours, but many of the large companies that have work-at-home
options or flex-place options require child care. So it does not nec-
essarily mean that if you are going to work at home, that you do
not need child care.

So the responsibility, I believe, for addressing the child care
needs of employees belongs first and foremost to employed parents.
I believe strongly that we need to support families in whatever
choice they make. We need to support them to stay at home. We
need to support them to work. And I hope that we can move the
discussion away from a one-size-fits-all, from the polarized kinds of
discussion where child care is good or bad, and where we really
work together to try to improve the options and choices and sup-
ports that we give to families. Thank you.

Senator COATS. Thank you, Ellen. Appreciate your presentation.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Galinsky followsa
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CHILD CARE
REFRAMING THE DEBATE

by Ellen Galinsky
Fasni liu and Work Institute

When child care research is discussed, the ensuing debate tends to
become polarized. There are implicit or explicit assumptions that
mothers should be at home or should work: that child care is good or bad
for children: and that the solution therefore should either support
mothers (or fathers) to stay at homeperhaps even work at home, or to
work outside the home. As I conduct my own research and read the
=search of others, this notion of one side or the other doesn't fit. If one
listens to the voices of families, it really doesn't fit. So in a debate of
what often turns into "either/or" I will argue for need for "both."

Should policy and practice support parents in caring for their
Own children or support nonparental care?

Finding 1: Approximately three in five mothers with
children under six are employed

The recent figures on maternal employment from the
Bureau of Labor Statistics indicate that the majority of
mothers with children under six are employed. In March
1997. 60 percent of mothers with children under six were
employed. Overall. 57 percent of mothers with children
under three and 64 four percent with children three to five
were employed.

Among mothers with children under six who are married,
61 percent were employed. Among single mothers with
children under six, 58 percent were employed.

Finding 2: Employed mothers contribute significantly tofamily income.

The Families and Work Institute's nationally representative
study of the US workforcethe 1997 National Study of the
Changing Workforce (to be released April 16. 1998)provides
information about the earnings of employed patents.

According to the National Study of the Changing Workforce,
employed mothers with children ander 18 in dual-earner
households contribute 39 percent of household earnings.

Of course, not all families have two earners. Nineteen
percent of employed parents with children under 18 are
single parents with the sole or major responsibility for
supporting their families. Of these, three in four is a single
parent mother. and one in four (27 percent) is a single
parent father.

It is furthermore expected that welfare reform will
increase the number of single parent mothers in the
workforce.
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In a study we 'conducted for The Whirlpodl Foundadon, we found
that employed morben seem to have enlarged their definition of
caring for their families to include nmtnring as well as providing
for their families economically.)

Finding 3: The majority of empldyed parents with young
children, even those working very few hours, use some form of
nonparental care.
The National Center for Educational Statistics' National Household
Educational Survey from October 1995 documents the use of nonparental
child care among employed and nonemployed mothers.

Almost two-thirds of mothers (65 percent) with children
under six-years-old who work between one and nine hours
weekly use some form of nonparental care while 88
percent of mothers of young children who work 40 or more
hours per week do so.

TABLE 1: USE, OF NONPARENTAL CARE BY EMPLOYED
MOTHERS WITH CHILDREN UNDER SIX

Weekly work houseUse
of mothers

of nooperenta No use of
nonnarental care
35%1 - 9

,eare
65%

1 9 7 1 2 9,10-
20- 2 9 7 5 2 5,
30- 3 4 8 3 1 7
35-39 9 2 8
40 or more 8 8 1 2
Total among working
mothers

8 3 I 7

Swum National EducatWn Survey. US National Center for Educational Statistics. October 1995

Even among mothers not in the labor force. 32 percent use
some form of nonparental care.

Should policy and practice support parents in caring for their own
children or support nonparental care? Given the above data. it seems to
me that public and private efforts should support both.

Should there be support for employees with children to work
fewer hours?

Finding 4: Parents would prefer to work fewer hours.

The study that the Families and Work Institute conducted for The
Whirlpool Foundation found that employed parents feel pressed for time
and worry about families not having enough time together.

According to the National Study of the Changing Workforce,
two-thirds of employed parents would prefer to wort
fewer hours.
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When one asks about the number of preferred work hours.
however, employed mothers want to work 32 hours a week
on average (or 3.2 hours less than they are scheduled to
work) while employed fathers want to work 37.9 hours (or
3.7 hours less than they are scheduled to work).

Thus. it appears that while employed parents would prefer fewer
hours, they especially want to eliminate the extra hours they
work. Cutting back hours also can entail reducing income which
for some families could be difficult.

TABLE 2: SCHEDULED, ACTUAL AND PREFERRED WEEKLY
HOURS BY EMPLOYED MOTHERS WITH CHILDREN UNDER

1 8
,
Employee
group

Scheduled
weekly
hours at
main job

.

Actual
weekly
hours at
all jobs

Preferred
weekly
hours

Difference
between
actual and
preferred
weekly

Employed
mothers

35.8 41.4 3 2
,bours
9.4

Employed
,fathers

41.6 50.9 37.9 1 3

Saint: Families out Work bantam 1997 Natioatal Study of rho autiteing Wortforts

It is important to note that our research at the Families and Work
Institute indicates that the number of hours worked is only weakly
associatedor not associated at allwith parental well-being. Job
factors (such as job autonomy, job security, and having a supportive
supervisor) are the most significant in predicting most outcomes.
Neither is simply the number of hours worked strongly associated
with children's well-being in most studies of parental employment.

Merely looking at the hours that parents and children spend together
or apart gives an incomplete picture of the impact of parental
employment. Although the public debate tends to separate "quality
time' from "quantity time" and asks which is best, studies of
children's development indicate that the quality and quantity of time
are inextricably linked and botb should be supported.

Should policy promote one form of child ears over another?

finding Sr While different forms ot child care are betterfor individual children, there is no on* best form ofchild care.

The use of various *forms of este depends cm the age of the child.family income, and the supply of local child me. The precedingtable shows how some of these factors affect parental selection.
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TABLE 3: REGULAR CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR
UNDER SIX

Total
non-
prental

Relative Nonrel-
tive

Center No non-
parental

Total 60% 21% 18% 31%

.

40%

Materna
employ
meet
35 hours 8 8 3 3 3 2 3 9 1 2

Of MOM

Lass than 7 5 3 0 2 6 3 5 2 5
35 hours

...House-
hold
income
Less than 5 0 2 2 1 0 2 5 5 0$10,001

$75,000 7 7 1 4 3 0 4 9 2 3
Or MOM

oSacra: National Education Sarni. US National Center for Edacarional Stannic:. October 1995

Finding 6: Multi-site studies have found very similarglobal quality ratings for regulated family child careand center care.

In the 1994 Study of Children in Family Child Care and
Relative Care by the Families and Work Institute, the
average quality rating among regulated providers was 3.92
on a scale where 1:inadequate. 3:mediocre. Snood, and
7:excellent.

A 1995 four-state study by the University of Colorado at
Denver found that the average center was rated at 4.0 or
mediocre in quality.

Pettaps surpringly. children being cared for by relatives
were no more likely than those cared for by regulated or
nonregulated providers to behave as if they felt safe and
secure with their providers.

Relative care received lower quality ratings in The Study of
Children in Family Child Care and Relative Care than
nonrelative care. Further investigation revealed that
relative care was lower in quality when the providers were
less "intentional.' Intendonality is defined as being
committed to providing care, thinking ahead and planning
what one wants to do with the children, and seeking out
opportunities to learn more about cuing for children. and
so forth. Only 23 percent of the relatives in this study saw
child care as their chosen work.
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Clearly, given a range of family need and finances. no one ferns of
child care should be promoted over another. However, it makes
sense for employers and government to support programs and
providers who are intentional about caring for children.

What do families want when they select child care?
Finding 7: Parents want their children to be safe; to
have providers - who communicate with them about what
is going on with their child; to have providers who pay
attention to their child; and to have providers who arewarm and caring.

Interestingly enough, these are the same factors that
researchers would consider crucial to children's positive
growth and development. In The Study of Children in
Family Child Care and Relative Care, the two factors most
strongly associated with positive child outcomes were the
warmth (or sensitivity) of the provider and her or his
responsiveness to the child.

Finding 8: Many parents do not feel they have choices
in the child care they select.

In the 1992 National Study of the Changing Workforce. 27
percent of employed parents seriously considered using
other arrangements when they selected their child care
arrangement for their youngest child under 13. Of these.
58 percent reported finding no other acceptable choices.

Given the fact that child care is, on average, mediocre, is
U possible to improve its quality?

Finding 9: Several studies indicate that it is possible to
improve child care quality in ways that affect children's
development.

A multi-site study of family child 'care trainingFamily to
Family funded by several businesses conducted by the Families
and Work Institute reveals that:

Children were more likely to be securely attached to their
providers following training, and that the quality of the
caregiving environments had improved.

In another study conducted by the Families and Work Institute
(to be released March 8. (998) where state government in
Florida legislated higher staff-to-child ratios and higher
educational requirements for staff, we have followed these
changes since 1992 and have found that

Children's cognitive development had improved in 1994
and continued to improve in 1996 as evidenced by the fact
that children engaged in more cognitively complex play
with other children and with clusroom materials.
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Children were also observed to be more securely attached
to their teachers in 1994 and even more so in 1996, an
indication of sound emotional development.

In addition, children spent more time in learning activities
in 1996 than in 1994.

le 1994. we found increased proficiency with language
among children and decreased behavior problems,
including aggression. anxiety, and hyperactivity. Ttese
gains held in 1996.

On a scale measuring classroom quality where a score of 1
equals inadequate. 3 equals mediocre. 5 equals good. and 7
equals excellent. Florida's scores increased from 4.17 in
1992 to 4.57 in 1996.

Increased staff education and more rigorous ratio
requirements did not have a marked negative impact on
the child care marketplace nor did requirements
significantly impact consumer costs during the 1992-1996
period.

Who should be responsible for addressing the problems
that parents face with child careits quality, cost,
accessibility? Should it be families, government, or
business?
Finding 10: Although a number of employed parents
receive child care assistance from their employers, most
are not served.

According to the National Study of the Changing Workforce.
only one in five employees with children under six works
for an employer that offers a program or service that helps
employees find child care. Access is higher for workers
from households with higher income and for those who
work for large companies.

Table 4: Access To Child Care Resource and Referral By
Employee Group With Children Under Six

1

Employee Group
Family income
$28K or less (n=113)
S281C-S70IC (n=286)
$70k or more (n=104)
US employees
Fewer than 50 (re w 161)
50.999 (n 12144)
1000 or more (n=203)

e s s

sae

No Access

84%
8 2
7 2

8 9
9 2
6 5

arsificence Lends: pe.05: p4401:

Source: Passates wad Want lasrawa. 1997 National Softy of the Omen Workforc

Overall. 12 percent of employees with children under six
report that they have access to a child care center operated
or sponsored by their employer at or near their work
location. Workers at large companies are more likely to
have child care at the job.
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Table St Access To On Or Near Site Child Care By
Einulove Group With Children Under Six

Employee Group Access No Access
US employee:
Fewer than SO (n=163) 9% see 91%
50-999 (n=148) 6 9 4

,1000 or more (n=206)_ _18 8 2
Signifkaace Lewin pc.001:

Some: Fannies and Wort laminae. 1997 National Study of ttie atm*: Workforce

Twelve percent of employed parents with children under
six wort for employers that provide employees with direct
financial assistancevouchers, cash or scholarshipsto help
employees defray, the cost of child cue. Full-time
employees and those who work for larger employers are
the most likely to receive financial assistance for child care.

Table 6: Access To Financial Assistance For Child -Care By
Employ.. Group With Children Under Six

Employee Group Financial
Assistance

No Financial
AssistanceWork status

Full time (n=450) 13% 87%Part time (n=69) 4 9 6
US employees-
Fewer than SO (n=163) 4 ,... 9 6
50-999 (n=147) . 9 9 I
1000 or more (n=200) 20 8 0

Significance Lamb: pc..01: ps.901;
SOIsret: Familia and Wore Latina& 1997 National Saito of the Maiming Woraforce

Another way that employers help employees pay for child care is
by setting up Dependent Care Assistance Plans allowed under -
federal tax law. Employees set aside pan of their pretax wages
into an account that can be used to pay for child care.

Thirty percent of employees with- children -under six Itave
access to DCAPs. Those mom likeirto.itave access art.:.
employees who have higher hourly- earnings, who have
higher family income, who are martied, and who work forLuger employers. lo fact. 47% of employees with young
children who work for large companies have access-to
DCAPs.
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Table 71 Access To Dependent Care Aadetance Plass By
ymptTele Group wfth Claire. Under 31*

lintployee Group 'Acme to
DCAPI

N. Access to
DCAPs

Moony earnagr
$7.70 or lossion.11.1) 20% 011111 NM
37.70419 (ww242) 2 8 7 2

$19 or more fr1.1231 43 17
randy Oscan*
1281C or less (an109) I 3 U. 8 7

12IIIC470$ (an282) 3 1 6 9

$70k or more (no102) 4 4 5 6

Marital mums
Maniedfpartiored 3 2 6 8
(n nr.18) 2 0 8 0

Single (Awn)
US napioyeao
Fewer dime SO fon1611 1 3 ... 8 7
50.999 (o w ISO) 2 7 7 3

1000 or more (nn209) 47 5 3

Sara: rowan wig ;Mk loam& 11111? Nolori Ses0 de awagbq Wortibecit

Keay employed parents deal have access to even more basic
employee assistance either.

Par maple. 12 percent of employed parents from low.
income boombelds and 11 percent of single patents with
young children do eat have mesa health insanities for
their children frota say some.

64 percent Of employed parents with young children from
few-iocome hoeseholds aod 63 percent of deem parents
with young children do nos have mass to paid dna off to
care far their children.

69 percent of employed patents wits young children from
low-incense househoid and 63 man of single patonu
with young childree do nee have access to traditional
flextime.

Only 28 percent of parents with children =dm six have the
opportunity to wart at lean pan et their regular hours at
home. Obviously it is importibis far some jobs to be done
at home. Puttberinopa . wades at home does not asps*
Ms need for child can for many parent'. In fact. malty
large employers require that employees have child care it
they are going to work at home.

Finally. between one fourth and am third of employed
parents with 3001111 Child:On :IVOR that the work4amily
adasly of their wontPlaces is est supportive to them asfatally members.

The responsibility for addressing the child care needs of
employees belongs first and foremost to employed parents. but to
do so. they will need the support of carriloyen and government

I hope that we can move the child cue debate in this county
away from the notion that one Use fits allthat mothers should
work or loathers should stay st Mow that child care is good orbad for children. Many mothers and fathers have redefined theirroles. By caring for their children they include nurturing tbem
emotionaily and supporting Mem financially. It is my hope that
the rest of society can =ppm families in both of these roles.
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Senator COATS. Our next presenter is Darcy Olsen. Darcy is the
entitlements policy analyst with the Cato Institute in Washington.
She has done extensive research on child care, health care, welfare,
and Social Security, and in particular has examined how entitle-
ments affect children and the poor. Darcy, we appreciate having
you with us and look forward to your presentation.

Ms. OLSEN. Thank you, Senator, for having us all here today.
Thank you all for sitting out there. I was out there for awhile, and
I know that those chairs are pretty hard, and you are in your third
hour, so thanks. You look pretty perky out there. I am in a certain
sense the child that this debate or was the child that this debate
is about today. I grew up from the time I was 3-years old with a
single mom, who worked as a waitress. We, my brother and I, were
in a variety of day-care settings. We went from everything from
commercial day care to family day care to center-based care. You
name it. We were in it. And we were also the family that we were
addressing that the woman from the Department of Health and
Human Services was talking about today. We- were the family that
needed food stamps. And we were the family that used free lunch.
My worst memory about child care is not probably what you might
think. It was not not being attached to my mother. I knew that
mother had to work and I was okay with that. It was not having
an inattentive provider because I had a brother with me all the
time, and we were good friends. My worst experience in child care
was powdered milk. I don't know how many of you have ever had
to drink powdered milk on a regular basis, but I could not stand
itas I enjoy my water here.

But I am telling you this for an important reason. It might be
interesting to you to find out what my background is, but like the
rest of the anecdotes that have been presented here today, my
story has very little real significance in this debate. What matters
in this debate are the cold hard facts, the facts that speak for mil-
lions and millions of kids in this country, and that is what I am
here to talk to you about today. Those who study child care gen-
erally assess the market by looking at three things: they look at
availability, they look at affordability, and they look at quality. We
have talked about all of those things today. What the studies show
is that there is no crisis in child care in the child care market.
Child care is available. It is affordable, and it is of the good quality
that parents seek.

First of all, we will go briefly into availability. The most com-
prehensive study that was done on the availability of child care in
this country, which was actually cosponsored or rather done under
contract for the Department of Education, showed that there was
a 12 percent vacancy rate in centers across the country. That is
commercial child care. That vacancy rate did not vary according to
the region or according to urban or rural location. In addition,
there are over a million unregulated family providers in the coun-
try. 40 percent of them say that they would be willing to take more
children. In addition, the studies that have studied the market
show that as demand increases for child care, the market expands
to absorb those children. So in terms of availability, child care is
available.
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OK, fine, you are saying, it is available, but is it affordable? Be-
cause the anecdotes we have heard today would suggest to you that
it is only available for the wealthy. Not true. Fees for child care
in the country have risen less than five percent in the last 25
years. OK You are saying, okay, they have not risen, but what are
they? For a family below poverty, the average fee is $50 a week.
For a family above poverty, it is $75 a week. Is that too much or
too little? Well, nine out of ten parents say that they would pay
more for those arrangements. So I am not here to tell you whether
it is affordable for parents. I am here to tell you that parents say
that child care is affordable.

Looking at the quality debate, which is the third way that people
generally assess child care, the anecdotes really run wild on this.
There is a study that is often talked about, the Cost, Quality, and
Outcome Study Team, and a lot of people talked about it. It is the
Colorado study sometimes. It has a lot of names. And it is the
study that found that 75 percent of the care in child care settings
is of mediocre quality. But what nobody told you was how the peo-
ple defined mediocre quality. Mediocre quality was defined as when
the children's basic health and safety needs were met, when the
provider was warm and loving, and when some educational oppor-
tunities were provided. That was called mediocre care. That is im-
portant for you to know when you listen to anecdotes and certainly
when you are evaluating the studies that people are putting out
there.

But I would say this. Parents seek quality. It is more important
than cost or convenience when they are looking for child care ar-
rangements. It is just that parents unlike certain officials have .-

many ways of defining what quality care is, and that is because
parents are all different, and that is okay. Some parents define
quality as something that is linked to the provider, whether or not
the provider is warm and loving and attentive and good to their
child. Those parents generally choose relative care or neighbors for
their children. There are other parents who define quality as edu-
cational opportunities. That is okay, too. Those parents generally.

choose preschool, educational preschools, Montessori schools, and
programs like that. But what we know is that parents. think that
quality is more important than anything else when they look for
child care arrangements.

And what we know is that 96 percent of parents in this country
say that they are satisfied with their current child care arrange-
ments. That is all child care arrangements moms staying at
home, moms and dads, using child care centersbut 96 percent say
that they are satisfied with their arrangements. They seek quality
child care, and I would su.ggest to you that their satisfaction with
their arrangements regardless of those arrangements suggests.that.
they are finding the quality care that they .are seeking. . .

So looking down the facts of child care, looking at availability,
looking at affordability and looking at quality, I would say, and I
would say this because I am telling you what parents say, that
child care is available, it is affordable, and it is of good quality.. .

And in closing, I would like to say one thing. It is not easy for par-
ents to get good child care of affordable child care. There as a prob-
lem balancing work and family. It is very difficult for parents.
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Ellen Galinsky is right. Most parents say they want to spend more
time with their children. I would say that the problem, though, is
not the child care market per se. The problem is the tax burden
on American families. You have a tax burden that is so high that
it basically takes two full-time bread winners to raise a family.
That is one of the reasons why it is so difficult for single parents
to raise their children in the settings that they want them in.

Let me give just one example of this of what parents want and
what parents are saying they want, and how we know the tax bur-
den is very heavy on them. Several studies, one in particular that
was conducted for Glamour magazine, showed that 82 percent of
working women agreed with the following statement: If I could af-
ford to stay at home with my pre-school age children, I would. Now
I am not up here to say that women should or should not stay
home with their children. I think that is a decision that only par-
ents can make because only parents know their children. But par-
ents are expressing overwhelmingly a desire to spend more time
with their children and more time with their families, and the best
thingand this is for Senator Coatsthat the Federal Government
can do is to make it easier for parents to make those choices, and
the way that you do that is with a big tax cut. And that is it.
Thanks.

Senator COATS. Darcy, thank you very much for giving us a good
factual look at a difficult question.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Olsen followsl
PREPARED STATEMENT OF DARCY ANN OLSEN

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the committee, colleagues:
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before this committee to address one of

the most important questions facing parents today: child care.
I am, or was, in a certain sense, the child that we are discussing today. I was

raised by a young, single mother, who worked as a waitress, from the time I was
3-years-old. I was placed in many types of child care settings: institutional day care,
family day care, babysitters, and even sibling care with my brother who was but
a year older than I. My worst memory is not, perhaps, what one might expect: it
was not a feeling of abandonment, as I understood my mother's need to work; it was
not an inattentive provider, as my brother was good company; it was the family day
care setting in which I was given powdered milk to drink, which was the worst
imNinable suffering for me because I just hated powdered milk. All that may be
of interest to you, but like the dozens of anecdotes put forward by many in the
White House and in the media, my story has very little real significance. What mat-
ters today are not 1, 2, or 10 anecdotes, but the hard facts that speak for the mil-
lions of children in this country.

Those who study the child care market generally assess it in three ways: We look
at availability, affordability, and quality. And what the facts show is that child care
in America is available, affordable and the high quality that parents seek. Accord-
ing to the most comprehensive nalionwide survey done on the state of child care,
which was co-sponsored by the department of Health and Human Services (National
Child Care Survey), 96 percent of all parents said they are satisfied or very satisfied
with their current child care arrangements. That satisfaction rate did not vary with
the employment status of the mother, the type of care used, family income, the
child's age, or race. Let us examine possible reasons for that satisfaction.

In terms of availability, the White House has suggested there is a serious prob-
lem. But their stories do not paint the true picture. According to the most com-
prehensive study done on child care providers in the United States, which was pre-
pared under contract for the U.S. Department of Education (Profile of Child Care
Settings), there is roughly a 12 percent vacancy rate in child care centers, a figure
that is remarkably similar across regions and urban, suburban, and rural areas. In
addition, there are an estimated 1.1 million nonregulated family day care providers,
40 percent of whom say they have room for more children. According to the Profile
of Child Care Settings, 'The market seems to be working to increase supply as de-
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mand expands." That study confirmed the findings an earlier study by the Labor
Department and the National Child Care Survey.

It is also important to note that the studies have also shown that any pockets
of shortages are a result of regulatory requirements. Let me give you a local exam-
ple. In the District of Columbia, it is illegal for two families to share a nanny (or
a babysitter). Any babysitter or nanny who wishes to care for children from two dif-
ferent families must be regulated as a child development facility, where she would
need to meet the same requirements for space, toys, and food preparation as a child
care center. We can only guess at this point how much this ridiculous regulation
costs families who might benefit from sharing a babysitter. Moreover, most city zon-
ing commissions consider daT care a small business and prohibit programs from
opening in residential areas. Those prohibitions can extend even to individuals who
wish to use their own homes to care for neighborhood children. Those who seek to
increase the availability of child care should examine local zoning ordinances to see
if they pose a significant barrier to expanding the supply of child care. If so, waivers
can be sought to exempt day care facilities from the ordinances.

In terms of affordability, the White House's analysis-by-anecdote would have us
believe that good quality child care is available only for the wealthy. Again, the
facts tell a different story. Child care fees have not risen more than 5 percent (in
real terms) since the late l970s. More than sixty percent of preschool-aged children
are still cared for primarily by their mom, dad, or a relative. Among families who
use non-family chilsi care, half pay nothing: only half of all arrangements used for
preschoolers while their mothers are working require a cash payment. That is be-
cause parents frequently trade services with other parents in the neighborhood. For
those who do pay for child care, the average weekly expenditure for families below
the poverty level is $50. Families above poverty pay $76. Is that too much or too
little? Nine out of ten parents say they would be willing to pay more for their cur-
rent child care arrangements.

While problems affording child care are not widespread, there is no doubt that
some young families struggle to afford child care. There are roughly 1 million chil-
dren [1,068,00] whose parents are members of the "working poor." Yet, their situa-
tion is far from destitute. More than 6 out of 10 of arrangements chosen by working
poor families do not require a cash payment. Thus, roughly 500,000 families are
among the "working poor" who pay for child care. Surely it is difficult for those fami-
lies to pay for child care. However, their needs should be addressed, to the extent
possible, as should the needs of all families: through relieving the tax burden. When
that fails, those families should not be dismissed, but their needs can be, and would
be, better addressed at the local or state level. Employers, unions, and communities
have responded to working parents' demands for affordable child care. For example,
more than half of all families report having an employer benefit that helps them
manage child care. Those policies have come about without pressure or "tax incen-
tives" from the federal government. Dozens of unions have also established child
care programa for their workers, including the United Auto Workers, United. Steel
Workers, Amalgamated Clothing and Textile Workers Union, and the International
Ladies Garment Workers Union.

For families entering the workforce, the 1996 welfare reform bill increased the
amount of funds in the block grant by 70 percent. Many governors have already re-
ported having a surplus of funds. At least 27 states already provide transitional
child care based on a sliding scale for between 12 and 24 months for individuals
entering the workforce. And at least 20 states plan to appropriate state dollars be-
yond the amount that they are required to spend to draw on federal funds. Most
important, the welfare reform bill stipulates that a state may not reduce or termi-
nate assistance on the basis of a refusal to work if the household includes a single
parent and a child under six and child care is unavailable for nearly any reason.
That means that there is no danger of parents' being forced to leave their children
in inadequate or dangerous settings while they work.

The American Public Welfare Association has concluded that "there is an across-
the board effort to ensure the availability of quality child care for all low-income
residents, not just those that are transitioning off welfare." There is every reason
to believe that the needs of the poor can be met with assistance from the state and
private sectors.

The third criterion is quality. Again, the White House paints a picture of Ferents
incapable of judging the quality of child care settings, but the facts tell a different
story. Because people are different, parents have more than one way of derming
quality. This medley of parental demands manifests itself in a market with a choice
of products-parental care, relative care, family day care, church-based care, commer-
cial child care, and educational preschools Some parents see quality as a feature of
providers-whether a provider is warm and loving, reliable and experienced. Those
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parents often choose relative or family-day care. Other parents aee quality as linked
to educational opportunities, and they are more likely to choose center-based care.
However parents define quality, most say it is more important than cost or conven-
ience when selecting chilcl care providers. Parents' high satisfaction rates with their
child care arrangements suggests they are finding and using the quality care they
seek.

In the end, the whole child care debate may be irrelevant to how children turn
out. "Virtually no research has examined the cumulative, long-term effects on chil-
dren of attending child care arrangements of varying quality as preschoolers," ac-
cording to the National Research Council. Even in the short term, the National In-
stitutes of Health has found that regardless of how much child care a child receives,
its effects are dwarfed by the influence of family. Even if it could be proven that
child care is good for most children, every child has unique needs. The best solution
to the day care debate is to allow parents to make the decisions that require keeping
the unique needs of each child in mind.

The facts show that the child care market per se is healthy. Child care is avail-
able, affordable, and of good quality. There is no public demand for a federal child
care plan, so why is there so much talk about chil:1 care? According to Rep. George
Miller (D-Calif.), who worked to pass a similar child care proposal ten years ago,
the child care movement is pure politics. "The fact is that I spent eight years in
getting the child-care bill passed in Congress, and at its zenith, there was never a
child-care movement in the country. There was a coalition of child-advocacy groups,
and a few large international unions that put up hundreds of thousands of dollars,
and we created in the mind of the leadership of Congress that there was a child-
care movement-but there was nobody riding me. And not one of my colleagues be-
lieved that their election turned on it for a moment. There wasn't a parents' move-
ment."

What appears to be driving this movement is an assumption that parents can't
be trusted to protect their children. In fact, First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton sug-
gests that parents don't know what constitutes quality child care. As she puts it,
parents often "don't know what is quality. If somebody's nice to them, it doesn't
matter that they don't know the difference between caring for a 1-year-old or a 4-
year-old." I think any parent has the perfect right to be insulted by that attitude.
It didn't take a village of politicians to raise Chelsea, why should it take one to raise
your child?

Already state, local, and federal tax dollars pay 40 percent of all child care ex-
penditures in the country. Of course a serious reading of the Constitution would
never have allowed that level of intervention in the first place, but that is a lengthy
discussion for another day. Certainly though, President Clinton's prescription for a
dramatic increase in federal involvement in child care cannot be squared with the
notion of a national government whose powers are limited and enumerated by the
Constitution.

Parents are not calling for federal day care programs; they are calling for choice.
Moms and dads want choice; they want to select the best provider for their children,
whether themselves, their family members, or educational learning centers. The
best way to restore choice is with a direct tax cut.

Let me give you an example. A poll conducted for Glamour magazine found that
84 percent of women who were employed full or part time agreed with the state-
ment, "If I could afford it, I would rather be at home with my children." That poll
result is consistent with several other polls. Polls conducted by the Families and
Work Institute show that nearly 7 out of 10 parents report wanting to spend more
time with their children. The overwhelming majority of parents, moms and dads
alike, say they want to spend more time with their childrenthey simply can't af-
ford it. In the modern age, in this era when taxes are so high that it often takes
two full-time breadwinners to raise a family, those choices have become enormously
expensive.

An across-the-board tax rate cut would help all parents, those using parental care
and those using day care. For some parents, that would mean more money for a
different day care provider, for other parents, probably the majority of parents, that
would mean working less and spending more time with their children. Ve must re-
member that parents, not politicians, are best equipped to make decisions about
child care arrangementsdecisions that require keeping the unique needs of each
child in mind. If the federal government could do one thing to help all children have
the best possible child care, it would be to restore that parental choice by cutting
taxes.
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CHILD CARE IS NOT THE ISSUE

Give parents what they need: Tax cuts
By Darcy Olsen 4

1 1

W ashington It would.
-quite literally, be the
Nanny State.

President Clinton's 521 billion
child-care tariposal would
expand four federal programs
and start five new ones. The
administration's claim that this
"is not a big-government pro-
gram" simply doesn't pass the
straight-face test

With sops to big business and
unions representing child-care
waiters, the president's proposal
wOuld empty parents' pockets
and give their children little in
mourn. The tax-credit for busi-
nesses isntintended for emPloY-
oes of Joe's Auto Shop; it's corpo-
rate welfare for big businesses
that have established child-care
programa

The truth about child care is
that it is both widespread and
affordable. That may be whY 96
percent of parents in America, in
a.study co-sponsored by the
Department of Health and
Human Services, repotted that
they are satisfied with their cur-
rent child-care arrangements.

Many families pay nothing for
child care. In 1993, half of all
arrangements for preschoolers
with working mothers did not
require a oath payment. The
average weekly expenditure of
employed mothers who have
incomes below the poverty level
and pay for child care for pre-
schoolers is $SO. Mothers above
poverty pay $16,

Aftbrdable child care is not

Affordable child care is not
scarce. In faa, in 1990
there was roughly a 12
percent vacancy rate in

child-care centers, a figure
that was similar across

regions and urban,
suburban and rural areas.

scarce. In fact, in 1990 there was
roughly a 12 percent vacancy rate
in child-Care centers, a figure
that was remarkably similar
across regions and urban, subur-
ban and rural areas. That esti-
mate does not include the nearly
1.1 million notiregulated family
day-care providers, 90 percent of
whom say they have room for
more children. More than half of
all families report having some
employer benefit or policy that
helps them manage child-care
responsibilities.

What drives the Clinton child-
care proposals? The assumption
that parents can't be trusted
because they are just too ignorant
and too incapable of caring prop-
erly for their children. According
to first lady Hillary Rodham
Clinton. parents don't know what
constitutes quality child care. As
she puts it, parents often "don't
know what is quality. If some-
body's nice to them, it doesn't
matter that they don't know the
difference between caring for a 1-
year-old or a 4-yeer-old."

Panama do km, what quality

care is, and theY take great pains
to find it for their precious chil-
dren. However they define quali-
ty, the vast majority of parents
say it is more important than
either cost or convenience when
selecting child-care providers.

The Clinton administration is
pushing ahead with its child-care
initiative despite the absence of
any scientific data about its
impact on young lives. Even in
the short term. the National Insti-
tutes of Health has found that
regardless of how much child
care a child receives, its effects
are dwarfed by the infiuence of
family. One thing is dear There
is no consensus, scientific or
political, on what is best for every
child.

The White House would like to
frame the debate over this pro-
Waal bY asking whether you're
for or against children, but that's
an absurd question. We're all for
children. The real question is,
why on Earth would anyone seri-
au* Prormse helping children by
throwing another $22 billion at
businesses and special-interest
games?

The real Crisis isn't in child
care. It is the enormous tax bur-
den that in so many cases forces
both parents to work simply to
have the Purchasing power that
one income used to provide. If the
president sincerely wanted to
help mom, dads and their chil-
dren, he could do that in one easy
step: He could cut their taxes.

Darcy Olsen is an entitlements
policy analyst at Instaga,
MiomhitL
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Senator COATS. Our next speaker presenter is Danielle
Crittenden. She is editor of The Women's Quarterly, which she
founded in 1994 with its sponsor, The Independent Women's
Forum. Danielle is a frequent guest on national television and
radio programs to discuss women's issues and is currently working
on a book about women to be published this year by Simon &
Schuster. Danielle, we are pleased to have you with us.

Ms. CRITTENDEN. I am going to take the more reactionary view
in this discussion. Let us begin by saying every working mother
knows the feeling. The pain of saying good-bye to small children
early in the morning, the worry for them throughout the day, the
nagging guilt that you are not doing the best thing for them, the
exhaustion of leading two full-time lives, one as worker, the other
as mother. Perhaps this explains why, as Darcy and others have
pointed out, that the majority of working mothers say they would
rather stay home or work part time than work full time. Not only
that. A recent poll showed that a majority of both women and men
feel that it is a step in the wrong direction for mothers of small
children to work outside the home.

Unfortunately, the politicians with our host today excused who
say they want to help working mothers are deaf to what working
mothers actually want. Instead, they listen to day care advocates
and feminist groups who insist that women need and want more
time away from their children and not less. Today I would like to
stand back and challenge that presumption because that presump-
tion affects what Senator Coats earlier said is the cultural message
to women. When you think about it, it is strange that in all the
public discussions of the problems faced by working mothers, the
most animating aspect of motherhood, that we love our children
more than anything else and want to be with them as much as we
possibly can, goes unmentioned. This is not because it is an obvious
fact of nature that everyone takes for granted. Rather it is a fact
that is now too explosive to confront.

For more than 30 years, the women's movement has told us that
we would be happier, more fulfilled human beings if we left our
homes and children and went out to work. We have been urged to
put our work ahead of our families or at the very least attempt to
balance the demands of boss and baby. And in this, the women's
movement has been spectacularly persuasive. The mother who does
not work outside her home has become a social and statistical
novel. Day care advocates like to point out that 60 percent of moth-
ers of pre-school children now work for wages. My generation was
raised to believe that by providing for our children's physical and
material needs, we could compensate for the maternal comfort they
lost by having us at work. Just so long as they were in quote "good
care" or quality care, we were told, we would not have to worry
about compromising our career.

But this has proven to be a chimera. No amount of Fisher-Price
gee gaws and cheerfully painted walls and chirping, brisk day-care
workers trained in sensitivity can replace a mother's love and at-
tention. Nor can putting our children in these surroundings ease
our maternal fears for their well-being and our aching longing for
their company. In .all the breaking down of barriers women have
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done over a generation, this last remaining barrier, our love for our
children, is a stubborn one we haven't been able to push through.

A friend of mine once we told me about a Christmas Eve ale
spent at work writing a newsletter her boss insisted she get fin-
ished that night. She said it nearly broke her heart thinking about
her two little kids waiting for her to come home while she labored
like some modern day female Bob Cratchit over the cheerless jar-
gon of a routine corporate report. The report, of course, was forgot-
ten by the next week, but her children to this day remember the
Christmas Eve their mother did not come home.

When Brenda Barnes, one of the highest ranking female execu-
tives in the United States, resigned from her job as CEO of Pepsi
Cola North America last fall, she had come to a similar conclusion
about the effect of her work on her kids. She made the decision,
she told the press, when one of her children said to her it would
be okay to keep working if she could quote "promise to be at home
for all our birthdays." So it is with some defensiveness that the
same advocates who promised that work would be a panacea for
women now claim that if it is not, the blame belongs to a society
unwilling to provide adequate child care.

If we had government-funded, high quality day care, they say,
women would no longer be thwarted by the demands of their chil-
dren and could fully realize their potential as citizens and workers.
It does not seem to matter that parents have shown a marked
aversion to this sort of institutional day care these advocates wish
to foist upon them. 82 percent of children under 4 today are cared
for primarily by a family member, 72 percent by parents, and the
remaining ten percent by relatives.

Nor does it seem to matter that a careful reading of the very
sketchy research that has been done on children placed in this sort
of care leaves in place the common sense conclusion that nonfamily
care of very young children tends to be damaging, as we heard this
morning or earlier this afternoon. Sorry. The call for universal
child care has become a mantra among women's groups, a cure-all,
and the yardstick by which they judge any politician's commitment
to women's equality.

Yet I think the Department of Health and Human Services could
announce tomorrow that it is creating a system of completely free
day care centers, each one headed by a newly cloned Mary Poppins,
and the problem would not go away. For despite all the reassur-
ances to the contrary, the woman who kisses her child's forehead
each morning before going to work still harbors the agonizing sus-
picion that what her child needs most is her. Feminists react an-
grily to this sentiment. Mothers should not always have to be the
ones to sacrifice their work for their children. It is disturbingly sex-
ist to say that women are quote "better" at caring for infants or
more suited to it than men. And anyway, feminists argue, the issue
is moot because even if most women wanted to, they could not af-
ford to stay home with their kids and it is elitist to suggest that
they should.

But the question we should be asking is why in the space of a
generation have we come to consider taking care of your own kids,
even if it is just for the few short years before they are in school,
as a perk of the rich like yachting? This was not true even in the

7 0



67

depths of the Great Depression. It is true that working and middle
class women have always done work of some kind. I do it myself,
whether it was voluntary or part time or from their homes. But it
is odd that in the richest period ever in our history, we should sud-
denly be considering a massive Federal program to care for infants
because the majority of mothers feel they have quote-unquote "no
choice but to work."

Part of the reason for that perception of lack of choice is the bur-
den of taxes an average family is expected to shoulder today com-
pared to 30 years ago and the penalties in our tax code that make
it more costly for one parent to stay home. My generation is also
accused, justly I think, of having higher expectations for our stand-
ard of living than our parents or grandparents did. But I think the
fundamental reason why mothers of small children feel the need to
work today when two generations ago they did not is the meltdown
of the family. Even before a modern woman becomes a mother,
even before she marries, she expects that she will have to support
herself. All around her are the vast new numbers of single mothers
for whom remaining in the workforce is an act of economic neces-
sity. The greater prospect of divorce for a woman today, the fear
of having to fend for herself and her children at some point,
underlies why even happily married women often feel obliged to
work, even when there is no immediate financial reason for them
to do so.

Combine the women who must work because they are single
mothers and the women who feel they should work to protect them-
selves lest they become single mothers, and you realize that what
looks like a child care crisis is really a symptom of America's larg-
est marriage crisis. OK You may still argue even if we all went
back to the traditional marriages of the 1950'sGod forbid
women would still want to work. Arlie Hochschild writes of parents
who quote "flee the pressures of home for the relief of work." But
really what sort of argument is that? No one compels us to have
babies. When we do bear them, we have an obligation to care for
them, no matter how dull or tiring that may be. The New York ani-
mal shelters will not let you adopt a cat or dog if you work full
time. Why should our attitude toward children be any less?

The fact is that when children come along, someone has to ac-
commodate them. A woman who has carried the baby around for
9 months inside of her usually finds it natural to do so and often
impossible not to. A Roper's poll of women's attitudes toward work,
which has been conducted periodically since 1974, finds that a sub-
stantial majority of married women-53 percentwould prefer to
stay home, with their young children if they could, and that this
majority has been growing since 1985. This preference, however, is
mostly ignored. Labor unions decry Third World factories where
workers stitch and assemble with children at their feet, but in the
sleek settings of managerial America, this same practice is being
hailed as a progressive way to combine motherhood and work.
Some companies are opening sick rooms for employees' children
staffed by nurses so a parent never had to take a day off to care
for a sniffling son or daughter.

Cutting edge day care centers are installing cameras that par-
ents can access on the Internet from the office. Other companies
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and organizations allow employees to bring their infants to the of-
fices and are experimenting with breast-feeding on the job. The
Visitors Bureau of Lake County, Indiana sent me a press release
bragging that it will now permit newborn to 6-month old babies to
accompany employees into the office where they may sleep in cribs
near their parents. Quotethis is in the press release"the sound
of a Winnie the Pooh music box mixes with the beeps and whistles
of faxes and computers," it boasts. The head of the bureau says,
"The time and resources saved by having the employee in the office
greatly overcomes any loss of time due to limited distraction." Of
course, the bureau did not offer any observations on where it ex-
pects parents to put their children after those first 6 months.

No one seems to find any of these solutions creepy. But think
what these policies are saying to women is this: you must never
ever think about taking five minutes away from the office, not even
for a newborn child. And what do these policies say, too, to the chil-
dren themselves? From their earliest memories, the love they re-
ceive, the attention they get, will have been squeezed in around of-
fice schedules and ringing phones. Home will be for them the place
of emotional upheaval and flashing tempers and food gulped in
front of the television. It will be their day care centers that offer
them stability, security and people who care that they have learned
to stack blocks and mold Play-Doh.

Twenty years ago, psychologists caught up in the intellectual
fashions of the moment insisted that divorce not only was fine for
children, it was good for them. Kids, they insisted, did better with
one parent than two who were unhappily married. Now that the
children of that generation have grown up, the data is irrefutable.
Divorce, however good it might be for parents, is a disaster for
kids. I often have the sense when I hear day-care advocates extol-
ling its benefits that the results of their experiment will prove
equally catastrophic when the results are measured a decade or
two from now.

And when you think about it, it seems a poor tradeoff for a soci-
ety: valuing the work a woman does as a data processor or writing
legal briefs more than the hours she might have devoted to helping
her daughter feel important in the worloi. It is sad that in the space
of a generation, full-time motherhood has sunk from being re-
garded as a strong, noble and vital task to one that garners pity
at best, contempt at worst. Let us remember the average American
woman of my generation will live, we hope, 80 years. She will prob-
ably work for 40 of those years. But for six or seven or eight of
those years, she will be a mother to very young children. Does it
make sense for society to attempt to reinvent itself so that she can
more conveniently and inexpensively delegate the care of those ba-
bies to strangers or would it be better for society to try and figure
out a way to help her care of them herself and then return to work
when her children are in school or not return, if that is her pref-
erence?

It may seem breathtakingly radical to phrase the question this
way: to assert that the solution to the work-home dilemma involves
imagining ways to help mothers of young children stay home. But
if it does seem radical, that only shows how deeply the feminist be-
liefs about the primacy of work over family have been absorbed. I
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would like to think that an enlightened society is not one in which
all its economic and cultural forces combine to encourage women to
deposit their children in State creches and walk away without a
backward glance. What infant children need is their mother. The
difficulty that America's children have in getting her attention, the
economic risk that America's mothers run if they give their chil-
dren those few short years of care in infancy, the care they yearn
to give, that is America's true child care crisis. And the solution
lies not in subsidizing day care to free mom to go to work to pay
the taxes to fund day care. The solution lies in identifying ways to
aid and protect mothers who want to do society's most important
job themselves. Thank you.

Senator COATS. Thank you, Danielle. That was, as you adver-
tised, a provocative presentation and maybe a preview into your
book. I do not know what the subject is.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Crittenden follows:]
PREPARED STATEMENT OF DANIELLE CRITTENDEN

EVERY WORKING MOTHER knows the feeling. The pain of saying_good-bye to
small children in the morning. The worry for them throughout the day. The nagging
guilt that you're not doing the best thing for them. The exhaustion of leading two
full-time lives: one as worker, the other as mother. Perhaps this explains why the
vast majority of working mothers say they'd rather stay home or work part-time
than work full-time. Not only that, a recent American poll showed that a majority
of both men and women feel that it's a step in the wrong direction for mothers of
small children to work outside the home.

Unfortunately, the politicians who say they want to help working mothers are
deaf to what working mothers actually want. Instead, they listen to day-care advo-
cates and feminist groups who insist that women not only want to work but have
to work. And the so-called solutions they put forth rest on this presumptionthat
women need and want more time away from their children, and not less. But I'd
like to stand back for a few moments, and ask where this presumption came from
in the first place, and why it's come to inform virtually every policy that is put forth
in the name of working women.

As modern women, we are taught to anticipate many things in our lives, with only
Wone big exception. e have been told, from earliest memory, to make something of

ourselves, not to compromise our dreams for others, not to rely too much on men
and to be prepared to support and fend for ourselves. We may plot every move of
our career as carefully and thoughtfully as a cartographer. But the one profound,
life-changing act that most of us eventually will make is the one young women
today are now least _prepared for: the act of having a child. This is why all discus-
sions of what we win do and how we will choose to live our lives invariably circle
back to this one problem. Having a baby is an experience that nothing readies you
for, and for which you have to rely upon the guid.ance of others when you do. But
the received wisdom of our time has been to be wary of motherhood as of marriage:
to "fit it in" to our careers and to "do it when it's convenient," and "not let it define
you." The discovery, of course, when we do have babies, is that they in no way "fit
in" to any career, they can never be described as "convenient," and motherhood is
about as defining an experience as any human being can undergo.

It's strange, then, that in all the public discussions of the problems faced by work-
ing mothers, the most animating aspect of motherhoodthat we love our children
more than anything else, and want to be with them as much as we possibly can
goes unmentioned. This is not because it is an obvious fact of nature that everyone
takes for granted. Rather, if you believe even modestly in women's equality, it's a
fact that is too explosive to confront. For more than thirty years, the women's move-
ment has told us that we would be happier, more fulfilled human beings if we left
our homes and children and went out to work. To the degree that we might feel
any misgivings or guilt about leaving our babies to others to raise, we have been
assured that such feelings are unnatural, imposed upon us by society, and sexist
no more normal for a mother to experience than a father. Instead we've been taught
to suppress these worries, and to put our work ahead of our families or at the very
least, attempt to "balance" the demands of boss and baby. Any strong rush of mater-
nal feeling, any desire to surrender pieces of our professional selves, is viewed as
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a reversion to some stereotyw of motherhood the women's movement was supposed
to have lectured out of us. Tile popular books on motherhood being published by
feminists today are no less vehement in their assertions than they were a genera-
tion ago that being a good mother means taking care of ourselves first and learning
to let others needs come second. The so-called "Good Mother," who makes sacrifices
for her children, has been "again and again, the means of restricting women's
worlds and prohibiting them from engaging equally in the public world of men,"
writes Diane Ayer, author of Mother-Infant Bonding: A Scientific Fiction, in her
more recent book Motherguilt How Our Culture Blames Mothers For What's Wrong
with Society. (Is it important to mention this great authority on maternal feeling
is not a mother?) Not only this, but mothers working outside the homewe hear
is actively better for our children, because it will foster in them a healthy sense of
independence.

And in this, the women's movement has been spectacularly persuasive. The moth-
er who does not work outside her home has become a social and statistical novelty:
daycare advocates point out that sixty percent of mothers of pm-school children now
work for wages. For a working mother to admit to wanting to be with her children
or worse, to say she'd rather be with them than at the officeis to question the con-
tinuing exhaustive efforts to make women equal to men in the workforce: and not
just equal in pay but, as the goal now is, equal in the hours they work, in the titles
they hold, in the power they wield, and in the proportion they make up of any given
occupation, whether it's firefighting or plumbing. Whenever a news report is broad-
cast about women's "gains" and "losses" this is the presumption that underlies it:
women are seen to have gained equality where they reach statistical parity with
men in an area of the worIcforce, and to have suffered losses if their numbers drop
below fifty percent. Yet what goes unremarked is that in order to achieve such
equality, all women would have to work all of the time.

That womenand in particular, mothersmight not desire this version of equal-
ity is not something those tallying up our success in tidy statistical columns wish
to consider. This isn't to say that mothers must entirely abandon their work or ca-
reers in order to have children. But it is to say, no matter how much we might pre-
tend or wish it otherwise, that having babies affects and constrains even the most
ambitious among us, and affects and constrains us differently from men. Indeed
women's tendency to interrupt their careers for their children, or to take less de-
mandingand thus less lucrative jobsis the main cause of the notorious pay gap
between the sexes. June O'Neil, head of the Congressional Budget Office, in her fie-
finitive report on the wage gap, pointed out that women aged 27 to 33 earn 98 per-
cent as much as men of similar education and work expenence. It is motherh000l
and not discriminationthat depresaes women's wages. After they become mothers,
O'Neil concludes, the priorities and career paths of women simply change.

So long as we continue to deny this, both publicly and to ourselves, all we do is
exacerbate the guilty tension that is felt by every working mother at nearly every
moment of her workirig day. This tension grips her round her leg when she leaves
in the morning and hurls itself at her when she comes back through the door in
the evening. It places a question mark next to every appointment she jots down in
her Daytimer. It's the reason she calls home six times a dayor not at all. Indeed,
this maternal tension is now a cliche, a staple part of any magazine feature on the
problems of modern women, although it's usually spoken of as mere physical stress,
the side-effect of the busy, productive lives we leadthe implication being that if
we could only organize ourselves better, or magically squeeze more minutes out of
each day, it would go away. But the tension is, as mothers know, not due to a sim-
ple shortage of hours. Rather, it's an existential lack of time: a feeling of constantly
being pulled between two worlds.

My generation was raised to believe that by providing for our children's physical
and material needs, we could compensate the maternal comfort they lost by having
us at work. Just so long as they were in "good care," we were told, we wouldn't have
to worry about compromising our career. But this has proven to be a chimera: no
amount of Fisher-Price gee gaws and cheerfully painted walls and chirping, brisk
day-care workers and nannies can replace a mother's love and attention. Nor can
putting our children in these surroundings ease our maternal fears for their well-
being and our aching longing for their company. In all the breaking down of barriers
we've done over a generation, this last remaining barrierour love for our chil-
drenis the stubborn one we haven't been able to push through. A friend of mine
once told me about a Christmas Eve she spent at work, writing a newsletter her
boss insisted get finished that night. She said it nearly broke her heart thinking
about her two little kids waiting for her to come home while she labored like some
modern-day female Bob Cratchit over the cheerless jargon of a routine corporate re-
port. (The report, of course, was forgotten by the next week, but her children to this
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day remember the Christmas Eve their mother didn't come home). When Brenda
Barnes, one of the highest ranking female executives in the United States, resigned
from her job as CEO of Pepsi-Cola North America in September, 1997, she'd come
to a similar conclusion about the value of her work. She made the decision, she said
to the press, when one of her children told her it would be okay to keep working
if she could "promise to be at home for all our birthdays."

It's with some defensiveness then that the same advocates who promised that
work would be a panacea for women now claim that if it's not, the blame belongs
to a society unwilling to provide adequate child care. If we had government-funded,
high-quality day carecare that every woman could depend upon no matter what
her incomethey say, women would no longer be thwarted by the demands of their
children and could fully realize their potential as citizens and human beings. It
doesn't seem to matter that parents have shown a marked aversion to the sort of
institutional day care these advocates wish to foist upon them just 1.8 million of
the 10 million children under five whose mothers work are in institutional care (the
majority are minded by fathers, grandparents and other relatives). Nor does it seem
to matter that a careful reading of the very sketchy research that has been done
on children placed in this sort of care leaves in place the common sense conclusion
that non-family care of very young children is damaging. As Dr. Diane Fisher, a
clinical sycliologist and authority on child development has observed, "No matter
how hi quality the day-care center is, the children still take their naps in little
rows o mats on the floor, children still sit in the corner sucking their thumbs and
waiting for mommy." Yet the call for "universal child care" has become a mantra
among women's groups, a cure-all, and the yardstick by which they judge any politi-
cian's commitment to women's equality.

But while the problem of child care is very real, and often a nightmare, for work-
ing mothers, it's not, as I've said, essentially the problem. The Department of
Health and Human Services could announce tomorrow that it is creating a system
of completely free day-care centers, each one headed by Mary Poppins, and the prob-
lem wouldn't go away. For despite all the reassurances to the contraiy, the woman
who kisses her child's forehead each morning before walking out the door to her of-
fice still harbors the agonizing suspicion that what her child needs most is her. And
the so-called solutions that are constantly being advocated in the name of working
motherswhether it is better child care or family leave acts that allow parents time
off to go to the dentist with their kidsmerely aggravate the problem because they
are based upon the wrong assumption: that a mother wants and needs more help
being in the workforce away from her children, not less.

Feminists tend to react angrily to this sentiment. It's odious, they say, to insist
that mothers should be the ones who sacrifice their work for their children, and not
fathers equally. It's disturbingly sexist to say that women are "better" at caring for
infants, or more suited to it, than men. And anyway, feminists argue, the issue is
moot, because even if most women wanted to, they couldn't afford to stay home with
their kids, and it's elitist to suggest that they should.

But the question we should-be asking is why, in the space of a generation, have
we come to consider taking care of your own kidseven if it's just for the few short
years before they are in schoolas a_perk of the rich, like yachting? This was not
true even in the depths of the Great Depression, until our time, having to put your
baby into the arms of the state, or to tote it along to the factory with you, has been
considered tragic. It's true that working- and middle-class women have always done
work of some kindwhether it was voluntary, or part-time, or from their homes.
But it is strange that, in the richest period ever in our history, we should suddenly
be considering a massive federal program to care for infants because the majority
of mothers feel they have "no choice" but to work. .

Part of the reason for that perception of lack of choice, of course, is the burden
of taxes an average family is expected to shoulder today compared to thirty years
ago, and the penalties in our tax code that make it more costly for one parent to
stay home. My generation is also accusedjustly I thinkfor having higher expec-
tations for our standard of living than our parents or grandparents did. But I think
the fundamental reason that mothers of small children feel the need to work today.
when a generation ago they didn't, is the meltdown of the family. Even before a
modern woman becomes a mother, even before she marries, she expects she will
have to support herself. All around her are the vast new numbers of single mothers,
for whom remaining in the workforce is an act of economic necessity. Nearly one
out of three American children is growing up in a home headed by a woman who
either never married or is divorced or separated; half of all the children in the Unit-
ed States will live in a single-parent household at some point before the age of 18.
The greater 'prospect of divorce for a woman today, the fear of having to fend for
herself and her children at some poipt, underlies why even happily married women
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often feel obliged to work, even when there's no immediate financial reason for them
to do so. If a woman could be sure that her husband, the cost of leaving the
workforce, even just for a few years, might well be bearable. But today no woman
can be sure. So she must make her life choices defensively. Combine the women who
must work because they are single mothers and the women who feel they should
work to protect themselves lest they become single mothers, and you realize what
looks like a child-care crises is really a symptom of America's larger marriage crisis.

Okay, feminist critics may still argue, even if we all went back to the traditional
marriages of the 1950s, women would still want to work. That's why those seem-
ingly idyllic marriages broke apart. And that's true, too. But then the question we
might want to ask ourselves is how can we arrange our work better around the lives
of our children, instead of vice versa. Simply saying that women want to work does
not excuse preferring to work after we've brought an infant into the world. Arlie
Russell Hochschild wrote her book 71me Bind about parents who "flee the pressures
of home for the relief of work.' These working mothers find it more pleasant, less
menial, nid more fulfilling to be at the office than stuck at home with their infants.
But, really, what sort of argument is that? No one compels us to have babies. When
we do bear them, we have an obligation to care for them, no matter how dull or
tiring that may be. The New York animal shelter will not let you adopt a cat or
dog if you work full-time; why should our attitude toward children be any less? Yet
the feminist wisdom has been that the child should always be the first obligation
a woman drops, even if it's the one most precious to her. She must never let go of
any of the ones to do with her work. But if you're going to work and have children,
some piece of your life inevitably has to give. As a startled broadcasting consultant
quipped to the Wall Street Journal in the wake of the Brenda Barnes' resignation,
nolat state is our society in that deciding to take care of your kids is headline
news?"

All right then, the same feminists may fairly argue, why should it be women who
must make the sacrifice, and not men? But this is a question that only makes sense
if you believe that there is no innate difference, or importance, between mothers and
fathersthat we are, or should be, biologically interchangeable, and our roles as
parents androgynous. The fact is, when children come along, someone has to accom-
modate them. A woman who has carried the baby around for nine months inside
of her who finds it natural to do soand often impossible not to. Some may prefer,
for ideological reasons, to switch the job to the man. Supreme Court Justice Ruth
Bader Ginsburg told a newspaper reporter that she'd readily consented to a flexible
schedule for one of her male clerks so he could care for his children while his wife
worked at a demanding ,job as an economist. 'This is my dream of the way the
world should be," she said. "When fathers take equal responsibility for the care of
their children, that's when women will be truly liberated."Except in this instance,
the father wasn't taking equal responsibility, he was taking most of the responsibil-
ity, as one parent of small children must if the other is going to work fulltime. If
a father is willing to do that, well, swell. But in most cases, it's still women who
not only adjust or sacrifice their work to their families, as June O'Neil found, but
in_poll after poll express the desire to do so.

For all the feminist insistence that Ozzie and Harriet are dead, the truth is that
women themselves wish to stay home with their children if they possibly can. Only
about one-third of the 7.2 million married women with children younger than three
work fulltime. A Roper poll of women's attitudes toward work, which has been con-
ducted periodically since 1974, finds that a substantial majority (53 percent to 41
percent) of married women would prefer to stay home with their young children if
they couldand that this majority has been growing since 1985.

This makes sense. Work for this generation of women is stripped of the novelty
and glamour it held for women of our mother's time, who were entering its vast
marble foyers from their cloistered living rooms. Women who can be described as
having interesting, fulfilling jobs (like men, for that matter) represent a tiny minor-
ity of the workforce. There are about 100,000 female lawyers in America. More than
600,000 women work as receptionists, more than one million work as waitresses and
close to two million work as bookkeepers. On the whole, nearly 80 percent of work-
ing women earn less than $26,000 per year. These women by and large do not expe-
rience the world of work as a liberation from the drudgery of child-rearing. More
likely for them it is work that is drudgery, and child-rearing that is liberating. As
a male executive told the Wall Street Journal, "The truth is, no one wants to say
it or print it, but a lot of these jobs are crap and a lot of these demands are just
awful. One day you come in after your latest trip on the red-eye, beat to crap, and
you say, I just don't want this stuff anymore.

Even women who do work in careers they find exciting change their minds after
they have babies. Creeping into the pages of women's magazines are testimonial fea-
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tures by broadcast journalists and investment bankers who were startled by how
much they enjoyed being mothers. "Growing up in the slipstream of feminism, my
friends and I had definite notions of what we would do when we grew up. We would
become pilots, lawyers, actresses, photographers, and tycoons," writes former news-
paper correspondent Meghan Cox Gurdon m a 1998 essay. "Never ever, would anyof us settle for being just a housewife." But she goes on to say, with some embar-
rassment, "Reader, I am a housewife. I'm acquainted with scores more. And not oneof these women .. . are bored, foolish, or frustrated. None of us is even overweight.
Of the two dozen housewives I know best, all but one has at least a bachelor's de-
gree. Most of us left muccessful, professional careers after our children were born,and most of us are in our thirties. At our coffee morningsyes! we do sometimes
meet for coffeewe talk politics as much as we do infant feeding schedules . . . I
ran into a former colleague recently, a radio correspondent who, like me, has lived
around the world and reported dangerous and thrilling stories. Her face crinkled
with incredulity when I told her of my current goings-on. But what do you do? Ah.
This is the great unanswerable question, the one dinner party query that leaves all
but the most self-assured housewives gasping like beached tuna."

This question is only unanswerable, however, in a society in which the virtues of
work have been so inflated that we can no longer appreciate anything that's not ac-
companied by a check. When feminists elevated the status of work women did out-
side the home over what they did inside it, it was hard for mothers to answer
backas it is still hard for them to answer back. The joy mothers take in their chil-
dren, the satisfaction they feel raising them into useful and decent citizens, are in-
tangibles that cannot be neatly lumped into statistics nor whose proceeds will pur-
chase a sport utility vehicle or some other trapping of worldly success. The rewards
of a job are measurable in ways you can convey to other people, particularly those
without children: I earn XX amount; I finished this lengthy report; my sales com-
missions went up XX percent last year. No one gets paid for being a motherif any-
thing, it's a colossal net loss, and the love you feel for your child, the love you re-
ceive back, are utterly untransferable. To onlookers he is just another runny-nosed,
dopey-looking, whiny impediment to getting things done. It may be true that thirty
years ago, shockingly discriminatory attitudes toward women in the workplace pre-
vailed, and we are all thankful to be rid of them. But in their place has risen some
shockingly discriminatory attitudes toward women who wish to have children with-
out neglecting them (exemplified by Hillary Clinton's defensive remark, "I could
have stayed home and baked cookies"). And it is these attitudes like these which
have make it diffrcult for a woman today to occupy either, sphere of work or home
completely happily., without feeling guilty and exhausted in one or insecure and
under appreciated in the other.

The so-called "progressive" solutions being advocated are hardly so. Some compa-
nies are opening sick rooms for employees children, staffed by nurses, so a parent
never has to take a day off to care for a sniffling son or daughter: Instead, they
can pull their children from their beds, haul them to work in the car, and deliver
them into sick cots under the watch "caring professionals." Cutting-edge day-care
centers are installing cameras that parents can access on the Internet from the of-
fice. That way they can watch their child playing happily or napping peacefully (the
centers hope) after that tearful and upsetting parting scene they had when they
dropped their toddlers off. Other companies and organizations allow employees to
bring their infants to the offices and are experimenting with breast-feeding on the
job. nie visitor's bureau of Lake Courity, Indiana, issued a press release bragging
that it will now permit newborn to six-month-old babies to accompany employees
into the office where they may sleep in cribs near their mothers or fathers.
sound of a Winnie the Pooh music box mixes with the beeps and whistles of faxes
and computers," boasted the release. The head of the bureau extolled the benefits
of the new policy: "The time and resources saved by having the employee in the of-
fice greatly overcomes any loss of time due to limited distraction." Of course, the
bureau didn't offer any observations on where it expects parents to put their chil-
dren after those first six months.

Labor unions decry Third World factories where workers stitch and assemble with
their children at their feet. But in the sleek settings of managerial America, this
same practice is being hailed as a progressive way to combine motherhood and
work. No one seems to find any of these solutions creepy. But thinkwhat these
policies are saying to women is this: You must never, ever think about taking five
minutes away from the office, not even for a newborn child. Is he sick? Bring him
along and let our nurses care for him. Is he too little to be left alone in day care?
Well; put a crib in your office and you can make those calls while breast-feeding!
And what do these policies say, too, to the children themselves? From their earliest
memories, the love they receive, the attention they get will have been squeezed in
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around office schedules and ringing phones. Home will be for them the place of emo-
tional upheaval and flashing tempers and food gulped in front of the television; it
will be their day care centers that offer them stability, security, and people who
show care that they have learned to stack blocks and mold Play-Doh. Yet as Dr.
Robert Goldberg of the George Washington medical center has noted, IT]here are
more children grappling with psychological and social dysfunction . . . than there
were before World War II. Rates of depression, cognitive disorders, suicide, teenage
pregnancy, criminality, and drug abuse have doubled over the past twenty years.
Violent youth crime, in spite of a recent dip, has steadily risen over the past twenty-
five years and is now projected to triple over the next decade. Incredible as it may
seem, this generation of children, the most technologically and economically blessed
in recent times, is the most troubled. And despite a massive increase in the size
and number of government programs designed to give children a healthy and head
start in lif,e we have on our hands what amounts to an epidemic of childhood dys-
function." Twenty years ago, psychologists caught up in the intellectual fashions of
the moment insisted that divorce not only was fine for children, it was good for
them: kids, they insisted, did better with one parent than two who were un.happily
married. Now that the children of that generation have gmwn up, the data is irref-
utable: divorce, however good it might 13e for parents is a disaster for children. I
often have the sense when I hear daycare advocates who extol its benefits that the
results of their experiment will prove equally catastrophic when the results are
measured a decade or two from now.

When you think about it, it seems a poor trade-off for a society: valuing the work
a woman does writing legal briefs more than the hours she might have devoted to
helping her daughter feel her importance in the world. It is sad that in the space
of a generation, full-time motherhood has sunk from being regarded as strong,
noble, and vital task, to one that garners pity at best, contempt at worst. Until we
acknowledge that not only do children need their mothers, but that mothers need
their children, and that this neither bad for women nor a sign of weakness, we will
never be equal to men in way that we care about, only, at 13est, equivalent in our
statistical output and our monetary invoices.

It may be that equality for women, true equality for women, will rest in accepting
that we can have it allbut that we cannot have it all once. The average American
woman of my generation will live eighty years. She will probably work for forty of
those years. 13ut for six or seven or eight of those years, she will be a mother to
very young children. Does it make sense for society attempting to re-invent itself
so that she can more conveniently and inexpenively delegate the care of those babies
to strangers? Or would it be better for society to try and figure out a way to help
her care for them herself, and then return to work when her children are in school
(or not return, if that is her preference)?

It may seem breathtakingly radical to phrase the question this way: to assert that
the solution to the work/home dilemma involves imagining ways to help mothers of
young children stay home. But if it does seem radical, that only shows how deeply
the feminist beliefs about the primacy of work over family, autonomy over mother-
hood, have been absorbed. I'd like to think that an enlightened society is not one
in which all its economic and cultural forces combine to encourage women to deposit
their children in state creches and walk away without a backward glance. And if
I'm right, then any solution must begin with the recognition that women need help
getting time away from the workforce to be with their young children; and not, as
the current advocates would have it, in subsidizing day care to free Mom to go to
work to pay the taxes to fund day care.

To this end, there are a few things government policy could do to help women.
First would be to help women feel more economically secure in their marriages, and
thus more secure about taking time out from their work. That would mean correct-
ing some of the distorting incentives of the tax code that penalize families in which
one parent doesn't work. It might also mean for states to revive the old concept of
alimony in divorce law for the benefit of at-home mothers. When a twenty-five-year-
old woman leaves the workforce for eight years to rear her children, she loses more
than simply eight years of income: She virtually guarantees that her income at age
forty will drop below what it would have been if she'd remained at work. If she
makes that sacrifice, ahe is relying on her husband's fidelity. And that reliance
should be protected, just as it would be in any other contract. The well-being of the
next generation of Americans depends upon that contract's being honored, and we
therefore have an interest in seeing that it is. And if for some reason it is not
if that marriage ends in divorcethe wife's husband should owe her more than just
child support till the kids reach eighteen: He should owe her a continuing claim
upon his future income, in recognition of the benefit he derived from her work rais-
ing the children. (There's actually evidence that the husband of at-home women
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earn higher incomes than the husbands of working women: the Jenkins-can-you-get-
on-the-next-plane-to-Cincinnati effect. If so, that strengthens even further the at-
home wife's claim on her husband's future income).

But government policy, in the end, can only do so much. Ultimately, any solution
will rely upon changing the attitudes of women themselves. So long as we insist
upon defming our identities only in terms of our work, so long as we try to shove
the needs of our children and our own feelings for them under the rug, we will con-
tinue to feel torn, dissatisfied, and exhausted. Is this unfair? Probably. But it is an
issue to take up with nature, not politicians. We are the most radically equal gen-
eration of women in human history and we have collided with one of the oldest facts
of our sex. There may be ways to ease our situation, but we cannot change it. Nor
should we want it to be changed. The guilt we feel for neglecting our children is
a by-product of our love for them. It keeps us from straying too far from them, for
too long. Their cry should be more compelling than the call from the office.

Senator COATS. Our last presenter is Anita Blair. Anita is Execu-
tive Vice President and General Counsel for the Independent Wom-
en's Forum, which is dedicated to research and public education on
policy issues related to women. She is frequently called upon to
offer perspective on issues ranging from affirmative action, gender
issues, women in business, women in the military and many oth-
ers. She is a practicing attorney and was appointed by Governor
George Allen of Virginia to serve on the Board of Visitors of Vir-
ginia Military Institute. We welcome you, Anita.

Ms. BLAIR. Thank you very much, Senator. I will take the prerog-
ative as the last presenter to thank you, Senator Coats, and your
staff of your subcommittee, Chairman Jeffords, and the members
who have joined us here this afternoon for this, at least for me,
very enlightening and provocative afternoon. I will also take the
prerogative as the last speaker to remind us of where we were a
couple of hours ago. Among the very first words that were spoken
this afternoon were that we are here to talk about the children and
the families of America. And the vast majority of those children
and those families are essentially healthy. They are essentially in
a situation where they can take care of themselves and they want
to take care of themselves, and when we talk about children, we
need to remember that we need to protect the interest of the vast
majority of children and families at the same time as we consider
what is going to be best and most helpful for the other families,
the families in the minority, that because of poverty or because of
psychological or physical problems need some extra help, but let us
not let our eye off the ball of the great majority of children and
families.

And speaking of majorities, there have been several polls in re-
cent years that have asked what people, especially women, really
want in terms of balancing the demands of work and family. And
the answers that women and people generally give are these. They
say I would rather not have to work outside the home. They said
I would rather not have to spend so many hours at my job. I would
rather have a more flexible work schedule, and some say I would
rather be my own boss and manage my time the way I want to.
Well, why not? What is so difficult about achieving tltiese simple
wishes? Why cannot people just do what they want to do? Well,
often it would violate Federal and State laws. When you examine
the reasons why families cannot achieve their wishes, one thing
quickly becomes apparent: for the most part, what families really
want and need is not to be covered by new government programs
but instead to get free of old government regulations.
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Now, there are no laws that say mothers must work or parents
must work overtime whenever possible. But there are laws that say
families must pay a very large portion of their earnings out in
taxes. And employers must incur substantial added expense when
they offer flexible work conditions to their employees. And there
are plenty of laws that say, in effect, if you are thinking of owning
your own business, being your own boss, beware. Too often in the
past, Congress has acted in various areas, tax laws, labor laws,
health and safety regulations, other business regulations, without
fully considering the impact on families.

I have practiced law for over 15 years, and in that time I have
worked with literally hundreds of businesses. The majority, in fact,
have been small family-owned and operated businesses. Here are
examples of the kind of legal problems they face everyday. But as
you will see, these stories start out as life problems, little dilemmas
faced by people who want to try to make a living and have a life.
One scenario: a proud mom would like to take a few hours off on
the occasional Friday afternoon to watch her child play sports. She
would like to make up the time at work the following week. Sorry
says her boss, you will have to take annual leave. What is the prob-
lem? Federal wage and hour laws require her boss to dock her pay
the short week and pay her overtime the following week when she
works extra hours. Interestingly, if she worked for the Federal Gov-
ernment, she would have flex-time and comp-time privileges, but
flex-time and comp-time for other workers still is against the law.
Simply allowing employers and employees to make mutual agree-
ments about work hours would be a great boon to parents who
want to manage their work and family obligations.

Another common scenario: A mother who is a cashier in a store
gets requests from her manager to work overtime all the time. She
wants to be a team player but she also wants to go home to her
family. She wonders, surely, it is cheaper to hire more people than
to pay me overtime. Well, it is not. The high cost of payroll taxes,
unemployment tax, workers compensation, and other mandatory
benefits makes it very expensive to hire additional people, even if
they only work part time. As a result, small businesses cannot
grow. Existing employees are asked to work more hours and poten-
tial new employees cannot get work. If Congress would reduce
these payroll taxes on employment, businesses could hire more
workers and overworked people could get their lives back.

Another scenario, very common in my practice: After the birth of
her second child, a young mother decides that is it; I want to be
home with my kids now. So she plans to operate a consulting busi-
ness from her home which will allow her to work the hours she
chooses. Is she home free? Not hardly. She will probably need an
accountant and a lawyer to help her navigate the tricky tax prob-
lems she will face as an independent contractor taking deductions
for a home office and home office equipment. These restrictions
have been eased a little bit in recent years, but it is still way too
complicated for normal people who just want a little income while
they stay home with their kids. The tax code should be drastically
simplified, especially for micro-businesses like this.

Many mothers work outside the home not because they are pur-
suing a professional career or because they love to work but be-
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cause it is necessary in order for the family to have health insur-
ance or to pay college and educational expenses. Even though port-
ability of health insurance has been improved in recent years,
many people are still tied to their current employer's health insur-
ance plan. There is simply no logical reason why individuals and
families should not be able to buy their own insurance and get a
tax deduction for it. This would free them to take jobs that suit
them best and it would have the added benefit of reducing medical
and insurance costs by introducing competition in the system with
all of these new purchasers looking for the best deal.

School costs, especially college, are just too high, and it is a
shame to see young college graduates saddled with huge debts be-
fore they have even started their careers. As a trustee of a college,
I know that colleges and universities spend a huge amount of their
budgets just complying with Federal regulations. Also, State and
local school systems are burdened with costs of Federal compliance.
If the Federal Government would ease up on expensive regulation
and recordkeeping requirements, maybe schools across the country
could focus once again on providing a good education at a reason-
able price rather than providing lots of reports to Washington. This
would help families.

There is a lot that people can do which will really meet their in-
dividual needs if they are allowed to work it out for themselves.
For example, people who want more family time can benefit from
job sharing, leave sharing, telecommuting arrangements, which
would let them spend less time on work, more time on their fami-
lies. Most employers are not like Scrooge. They are people, too, and
have families of their own. Many businesses, large and small, are
eager to accommodate the family needs of their employees, but they
face many hurdles in complying with complicated laws as they do
so. And the reach of Federal laws into every single aspect of em-
ploying people and running a business means employers must
incur the costs of legal review any time they are thinking of adopt-
ing a new idea to help their people.

The difficulties faced by parents and families today center
around having not enough time and not enough money. To a large
degree, their money goes to government and their time goes to
working longer hours so they can live on the share of the income
they get to keep. The best thing the Federal Government could do
is let families take care of themselves by reducing the tax burden
on them and allowing them to choose flexible work arrangements
including self-employment. Legislation about taxes and business
regulations comes up every single day in Congress. It is important
for Congress to understand that these laws are going to affect not
only businesses and taxpayers but parents, children and families,
too. Tolstoy said all happy families are the same. That is not true.
All families, happy, sad, rich, poor, are different. They deserve the
chance to thrive, to seek happiness on their own terms and not be
forced into vast uniform Federal programs. One size does not and
cannot fit all.

Senator COATS. Anita, thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Blair follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ANITA K. BLAIR

Several polls have asked what people, especially women, really want in terms of
balancing the demands of family and work.

The answers they give are basically these:
"I'd rather not have to work outside the home."
"I'd rather not have to spend so many hours at my job."
"I'd rather have a more flexible work schedule."
"I'd rather be my own boss and manage my time the way I want to."
Well, why not? What is so difficult about achieving these simple wishes? Why

can't people just do what they want to do?
One major reason is that often it would violate federal and state laws. When you

examine the reasons why families can't achieve their wishes, one thing quickly be-
comes apparent: For the most part, what families really want and need is not to
be covered by new government programs but instead to get out from under old gov-
ernment regulations.

Now, there are 110 laws that say "Mothers must work" or "Parents must work
overtime whenever possible.

But there are laws that say, "Families must pay a very large portion of their earn-
ings out in taxes" and "Employers must incur substantial added expense when they
offer flexible work conditions to employees."

And there are plenty of laws that say, in effect, "If you're thinking of owning your
own business, BEWARE."

Too often in the past, Congress has acted in various areas-tax laws, labor laws,
health and safety regulations, other business regulations- without fully considering
the impact on families.

I have practiced law for over fifteen years, and in that time I've worked with hun-
dreds of businesses, big and small. The majority, in fact, have been small, family-
owned and operated businesses. Here are examples of the kind of legal problems
they face every day. As you'll see, these stories start out as life problems-little di-
lemmas faced by people trying to make a living and have a life.

A proud mom would like to take a few hours off on occasional Friday afternoons
to see her child play sports. She'd like to m.ake up the time at work the following
week. "Sorry," says her boss. "You'll have to take annual leave." What's the problem?
Federal wage and hour laws require her boss to dock her pay for the short week
and pay her overtime if she works extra hours the following week. Interestingly if
she worked for the federal government she'd have flex-time and comp-time privi-
leges. But flex-time and comp-time for other workers still is against the law. Simply
allowing employers and employees to make mutual agreements about work hours
would be a great boon to parents who want to manage their work and family obliga-
tions.

A mother who is a cashier in a store gets requests from her manager to work over-
time all the time. She wants to be a team player, but she also wants to get home
to her family. She wonders, 'Surely it's cheaper to hire more people than to pay me
all this overtime!" Well, it isn't. The high cost of payroll taxes, unemployment tax,
workers compensation and other mandatory benefits makes it very expensive to hire
additional people, especially if they only work part-time. As a result small busi-
nesses can't grow, existing employees are asked to work more hours, and potential
new employees can't get work. If Congress would reduce these taxes on employment,
businesses could hire more workers, and overworked people could get their lives
back.

After the birth of her second child, a young mother decides, "That's it. I want to
be home with my kids." So she plans to operate a consulting business from home,
allowing her to work the hours she chooses. Is she home free? Hardly. She'll probably
need an accountant and a lawyer to help her navigate the tricky tax problems she'll
face as an independent contractor taking deductions for a home office and equip-
ment. These restrictions have been eased a little bit, but it's still way too com-
plicated for normal people who just want a little income while they stay home with
their kids. The tax code should be drastically simplified, especially for micro-busi-
nesses like this.

Many mothers work outside the home, not because they're pursuing a professional
career or because they love to work, but because it's necessary in ord.er for the fam-
ily to have health insurance or pay college and educational expenses.

Even though portability of health insurance has been improved in recent years,
many people are still tied to their current employer's health insurance plan. There
is simply no good reason why individuals and families shouldn't be able to buy their
own insurance and get a tax deduction for it.This would free them to take jobs that
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suit them best, and it would have the added benefit of reducing medical and insur-
ance costs, by introducing competition into the system.

School costs, especially college, are just too high. And it's a shame to see young
college graduates saddled with huge debts before they've even started their careers.
As a trustee of a college, I know that colleges and universities spend a huge amount
of their budgets just complying with federal regulations. Also state and local school
systems are burdened with costs of federal compliance. If the federal governmentwould ease up on expensive regulations and recordkeeping requirements, maybe
schools across America could focus once again on providing a good education rather
than lots of reports to Washington. This would help families.

There is a lot that people can do, which will really meet their individual needs,
if they are allowed to work it out for themselves. For example, people who want
more family time can benefit from job-sharing and telecommuting arrangements,
which would let them spend less time on work. Most employers are not like Scrooge.
They are people, too, and have families of their own. Many businesses, large and
small, are eager to accommodate the family needs of their employees. But they face
many hurdles in complying with complicated laws as they do it. And the reach of
federal laws into every single aspect of employing people and running a business
means employers must incur the coat of legal review anytime they're thinking of
adopting a new idea to help their people.

The difficulties faced by parents and families today center around having not
enough time and not enough money. To a large degree, their money goes to govern-
ment, and their time goes to working longer hours so they live on the share of their
income they get to keep.

The best thing the federal government can do is let families take care of them-
selves by reducing tax the burden on them and allowing them to choose flexible
work arrangements, including self-employment. Legislation about taxes and busi-
ness regulations comes up every single day in Congress. It's most important for Con-
gress to understand that these laws are going to affect not only businesses and tax-
payers, but parents, children and families, too.

Senator COATS. That concludes our presenters for the second por-
tion of the symposium. We have four respondents. Let me just very
briefly introduce them. Heidi Brennan is Public Policy Director for
Mothers at Home, a frequent author on family issues, and a promi-
nent speaker to mothers' groups around the country.

Charmaine Yoest is co-author of the book Mother in the Middle,
an examination of the devaluing of motherhood, the child care
issue and the work-family dilemma for women. She is a Bradley
Fellow at the University of Virginia and an Adjunct Fellow for the
Family Research Council.

Robert Rector, a veteran in child care debates, is Senior Policy
Analyst for Family and Welfare Issues at the Heritage Foundation
and in the late 1980's played a very major role in the child care
debate then before the Congress.

And Michael Lotito is a member of the Board of Directors for the
Society of Resource Management, the world's largest human re-
source organization, with 93,000 other professional members from
around the country and around the world. He is a highly regarded
employment expert, speaker and author, and certified as a Senior
Professional in Human Resources. We appreciate the presence of
our respondents, and I would turn to them first to get their reac-
tions to the presentations that were made and then open it up for
a back and forth discussion with our presenters.

First, though, let me acknowledge the presence of my colleague,
Senator Chafee from Rhode Island, who has joined us and who has
been instrumental as a member of the Finance Committee in focus-
ing on among other things child care policies, tax policies as they
affect families, children, working mothers, and others, and Senator
Chafee, we are very pleased to have you with us. If there is any-
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thing you would like to comment on before I turn to the respond-
ents, the microphone is yours.

Senator Chafee. No, Senator. I just want to express my thanks
for what you are doing in assembling this very prestigious group
here, and I regret that because of schedule conflicts that I coulsi not
be here and cannot stay the whole time perhaps, but I am going
to read your transcript and am very interested in what you have
accomplished.

Senator COATS. Well, we appreciate your being here. We had a
very interesting and I think important discussion in the first panel
on the question of what children need. We had child care and child
development experts and psychologists and others from around the
country that gave us some very valuable insights, and we now have
turned to the question of what parents want. So with those two
questions, we are attempting to lay the foundation for some factual
basis and some philosophical basis for how we proceed with this
child care debate. Let me now turn to the respondents and take
their responses to the presentations. We will start with you.

Ms. Brennan. I want to thank you, Senator. I would first like to
say that for 14 years Mothers at Home, which I would like to intro-
duce to the audience, has heard from mothers across the country.
And I would say during that timeI have been a mother for 14
yearsI joined the organization when I had a baby, and I have
been watching the debate about family life, about child care, about
motherhood since that time in May of 1984. One of the things that
we talked about today, we heard people say, we do not want a one-
size-fits-all solution. And certainly looking at the diversity of fami-
lies and certainly mothers that we have heard from over the years,
I would agree.

But I want to tell you that I have only heard one-size-fits-all for
the last 14 years as a mother and as a member of my organization,
and that one-size-fits-all has been that what families want is child
care. This is the first time in my memory that a representative
from an at-home mothers' organization has been invited to partici-
pate in a serious discussion at an symposium other than on two oc-
casions to hearings in Congress about tax credits. And so I thank
you for this historic opportunity. I know that the White House
thought it was important that they have a discussion of child care
in the White House and that was historic. I think it is more his-
toric when we finally acknowledge the work of at-home parents in
this kind of forum.

I also think it is important it was mentioned we do not want to
turn this into a kind of dichotomy: the good day care/the bad day
care. I do not think we have really ever discussed what is in be-
tween, and that is one of the things I want to present today and
ask our panelists about. But I would like to also say something
about decision-making. We talked about giving parents choices,
about making it possible for them to choose. And I want to tell you
about decision-making that goes on in the life of a parent, particu-
larly a mother who I represent. What happens is this generation
of American mothers is the best educated, the most career accom-
plished. And we go to school and we learn that the most important
thing that we can do in our lives is what we achieve in our careers,
and then we get married, we start families, and we are led to be-
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lieve that the only fulfillment we are going to find is to continue
that level of career commitment in the workforce. And so women
go into parenthood unprepared for the decision-making they are
about to encounter as they receive this child, whether it is through
birth or through adoption.

What they find is that what they thought would be easy, to turn
this child over full time to a caregiver, a warm, sensitive caregiver,
is not exactly what they had in mind because what is warm and
sensitive to a mother is somewhat different than what is warm and
sensitive to a social worker. I have often joked that someone com-
ing to my home might not be impressed that I let my children play
with bubbles at the sink for an hour. It does not look as interesting
and stimulating as Fisher-Price toys, but yet that is the kind of
things that mothers do.

So this population unprepared for the economic changes in the
family, the fact that perhaps they could afford a one-parent home
or one parent home part-time, cannot afford it at that point, and
the population that we hear from is 50 percent women who at some
point make the decision to go home after several months/several
years of trying to rearrange their family's finances or through cre-
ating a work-at-home option. It is a feeling that has also not sup-
ported what that mother feels because her society around her tells
her to deny your feelings. In fact, today, the chirpy literature you
can find in most common women's magazines is if you feel bad
about leaving your child in child care just get a manicure. That will
take care of it, and I defy youyou go find a magazine on the
stands today that would suggest that, that or a nice workout or
makeover would take care of your feelings. I think it is remarkable
that we are addressing children's feelings with such depth and sen-
sitivity today and we do not address the feelings of women in this
country.

This is also a large group of women going through this process.
I know that at-home mothers are portrayed as the Ozzie and Har-
riett, the cooked statistic, three percent of American families are
traditional families with a stay-at-home mother, and yet 60 percent
of all families of young children or actually children under the age
of 18 either have an at-home mother full time, not employed, or
they have a part-time working mother. One of the interesting
things our organization learned is that part-time mothers identify
with at-home mothers. They see the arrangement they made in
their lives as one that supports their commitment to their family
and the kind of care they think their children need.

There has been a mommy wars, but it is not the one that you
think. It is a mommy wars that has been the persistent literature
in the child care advocacy movement to marginalize at-home moth-
ers and to not include them in this discussion and not to look at
decisions about child care funding, about many kinds of solutions
that are being discussed in terms of what is their impact, but I can
tell you that from letters and e-mails that I have received, not only
in the past 6 months but over the years, that mothers are des-
perately afraid that solutions for the child care crisis, as it is
called, will force them into the workforce. And I think it is impor-
tant that any decision-making, any discussion we have on policy,
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must continue to include at-home parents, and I. add that because
there are approximately two million stay-at-home fathers as well.

What I would like to do is at some point ask the panel to address
the question of how do we get to the kinds of options that allow
parents to pull back? One of the things that a really interesting
book was written several years ago by Arlene Cardoza Rosen called
Sequencing, and it was alaout choosing to be at home for a period
of time, and it can also been seen as sort of a downsizing choice,
downsizing the role that work has in your life for both mothers and
fathers to allow them to be more available to their children, and
yet in every discussion of family friendly work benefits, I have
never seen anything about downsizing that period of work includ-
ing such possibilities as having a rehire program for at-home moth-
ers to come back into the workforce where their value is not simply
what their job was before, but their value is seen as the maturing
aspects that motherhood has provided them because I think that
while we talked about how children go through developmental
milestones, certainly parents do. And when parents do not have
enough time to engage in parenthood, they skip those milestones
and end up having to later recover some of their learning through
the help of others, mentors or others in their community.

So I think when we do not allow parents to spend time with chil-
dren, we do not allow them to grow as parents so that they can
handle the emotional nuances and the relationships as they are
tested later on in their lives, and as a mother of a teenager I can
tell you that you have to be prepared for each stage lay going
through the first stage previous to it. So I would like to hear some
discussion about how we can move beyond some of the things that
were said about part-time, flexible, what have you, to look at and
to recognize at-home as a stage, but also to sort of encourage a
flexibility in that whole career plan. Thank you.

Senator COATS. Thank you. Thank you. Anyone else, any other
respondents? Yes.

Ms. YOEST. I would like to start out by addressing this issue of
low-income families because I think that there does seem to be de-
veloping a real dichotomy between people thinking, well, you have
got these at-home parents over here who can afford to do so and
the low income families that we as the government need to reach
out and help, and I think that we wouldI do not think there is
anybody in this room who is hardhearted enough not to feel some-
thing when Helen Blank recounts a story of a woman who is strug-
gling with child care. I think everybody here has an instinctive re-
action to that, but I think we have to also be guided by the reality
of what you can do within the limits of public policy. And I think
we have to be careful, too, about some of the misconceptions we
have about low-income families.

One of the things that I would like to underscore for us is that
among low-income families with pre-school children whose mothers
are working, more of those children are cared for by their fathers
than are cared for in day care centers. Only 17.3 percent of chil-
dren who are classified as children of low-income mothers utilize
commercial care for their children. I think this is really important
because this seems to me one of the most elitist responses to this
problem is to say that the government is going to come in and em-
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phasize commercial care for low-income children when in actual
fact there are an equal number of them being cared for by their fa-
thers. Why should we not start a Federal program to support fa-
ther care of children? I think that might be a better idea.

To put a fine point on that, 52.3 percent of low-income children
are cared for by a family member. Ellen says that many of these
family members do not want to be caring for those children. I think
that we would want to be really careful about those kind of statis-
tics. Wanting to and being willing to obviously are two different
things, and sometimes we do things we do not want to because it
is the best thing for the children, and I think again as public policy
makers we should not be coming in and saying that a choice that
a low-income family has made is not a good one and that they
would be better off in a center.

Another thing I would like to underscore the point that the larg-
est group of people in America who have at-home moms are in the
demographic group their families make 20,000 to $24,999 a year.
These are not wealthy people. These are people who have made
huge sacrifices to have one parent home with their children, and
for us to continue to have the idea in our minds that those people
are wealthy and that they are not in need in support is really, real-
ly damaging from public policy standpoint. If we continue to enact
policy incentives that go against, if we are continuing to say that
those people's tax dollars are going to support this Federal child
care initiative, I do not think that most Americans would be sup-
portive of that kind of thing if they knew that that is what was
actually happening.

Additionally, the President when he announced his child care ini-
tiative said that this was an historic initiative, and there was
somehow the implication that nothing was being done up to this
point about child care. The GAO, the General Accounting Offices,
has done research for Congress, and they found 90 Federal pro-
grams that have something to do with child care, 90 programs. We
are already doing a lot, not to say that there are not people out
there who are struggling with child care, but I am saying that
there is not a dearth of activity on the Federal level for child care, -
programs.

Second, I want to address this issue of quality because we were
saying that there was an agreement about quality, and I think that
is true to a certain degree, but I think where we start to diverge
is in agreement about how that quality can be delivered and who
can do it. I would like to challenge the assumption that is made
that quality can necessarily be bought with Federal dollars. I am
the mother of three children under the age of five and my youngest
baby was amazingly colicky when she was born, and so the only
way that we could cope with the situation was to put her in a snug-
ly because that is the only way she was happy, and the only way
for me to maintain my sanity was then to get out of the house. So
I would load my two older children up in a walker, and I had them
in a walker and the baby in the snugly, and with I am imagining
a very fatigued look on my face, I would then go out and walk and
go places, and it was very funny because I would continue to run
into people and they would do this double-take and they would go,
wow, you have got your hands full, and I would kind of go yeah.
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Well, I still continuenow that my baby is a real cheerful and
happy little girl, I still continue to get this reaction any time I go
anywhere with them. I hear that all the time, wow, you have got
your hands full. Why am I telling you this? Because the standards
for child care that define high quality care from the National Asso-
ciation of the Education of Young C%ildren, which we have short-
ened to NAEYC, is that if you have high quality care, you will have
one caregiver for four infants. I am not sure that we would nec-
essarily agree that your infant is going to get the highest quality
care with four. I think of that every time I see the media coverage
of the McCaughey family because I think, you know, the NAEYC
standards for 3-year olds say one caregiver for every seven 3-olds,
and I think I wonder if people looking at the McCaughey family
when they get to be three would think that Mrs. McCaughey was
not going to need a lot of help everyday. In fact, I saw an article
the other day that said that her whole community is massing
around here to make sure that she is going to have a lot of help
because everybody recognizes that all day everyday with that many
kids is a pretty big job. So we recognize that in terms of a biologi-
cal mother, but then we are surprised that there is this astronom-
ical turnover in day care centers when we expect an unrelated per-
son to care that this baby, that if she has got four babies to care
for and the baby is screaming, to me I think we are setting our-
selves up for failure if we think that that is going to work.

Oh, and I should also mention that they have done studies of the
staff-to-infant ratio, and they find that in the industry, one for four
just very rarely happens. NThat they found is when a center is not
meeting those standards, on average they have twice as many chil-
dren in their care. So in terms of the quality issue, you know, you
have got an awful lot of day care centers out there where they are
caring for a lot more children than one to four.

Briefly, let me just mentionthere are so many little points to
hit herechildren in day care centers are 18 times more likely to
be ill than children who are cared for at home. At any one time
in day care centers in America, 16 percent of the children are sick.
They are being sent to day care centers ill, and I think as a matter
of public policy, we have to take this into consideration as well,
that that is going to incur a higher cost as well societally from ill
children.

Last, not last in general, but last as it relates to quality, I want
to give a quote from Dr. Belsky. I hope you do not mind. In terms
of quality, Darcy makes a good point in that not all children who
go to day care centers turn out badly. Many of them turn out to
be as wonderful as Darcy, but I think that one of the reasons that
mothers and fathers feel so conflicted about day care is that they
understand a tradeoff that Dr. Belsky wrote about in a review of
the day care literature back in 1990. He was quoting a study that
was looking at the issue of quality and what constituted quality
and what constituted good results amongst children in day care
centers, and what Dr. Belsky's summation of that research was
was him saying that one consequence of extensive nonparental care
initiated in the first year is that the influence parents would other-
wise exert on their children is quote-unquote "lost to or at least as-
sumed by nonparental caregivers."
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Is that not fascinating because I think that is kind of a common
sense response that we all understand. As he said, if children are
going to turn out well in day care, it is because of this quality
issue, and the quality means that you are then making this trade-
off as a parent that if you are going to get good results, you are
going to have a caregiver that is investing in your child's life in a
way that replaces the care that you as the parent would have given
which some parents are willing to make that tradeoff. But I think
what you end up seeing is that the resistance that you get from
parents toward commercial care is precisely for this reason because
this is common sense. Parents understand this, and that is why
you find that 73.5 percent of all preschoolers out there are cared
for by family members because parents want their children to be
influenced by people that they know and they love.

Senator COATS. Charmaine, I hate to
Ms. YOEST. I have to stop?
Senator COATS. You are giving us great information, but our time

is moving on, and if I coulcl I want to try to move toward more of
a back and forth discussion here.

Ms. YOEST. Sorry.
Senator COATS. I think the information you are giving is impor-

tant for us, but if I could just ask you to summarize what you have,
then we will try to open it up.

Ms. YOEST. ()K. My very last point is that I, like you, Ellen, I
hate that we have to polanze this, but when it comes to public pol-
icy, you are putting in place incentives and I am afraid that we are
talking about putting into the public policy some perverse incen-
tives. It is ironic to me that we are in the process of dismantling
the welfare system because we recognize that the welfare system
set up perverse incentives that started to displace the father in the
family, and I am afraid that we are moving to set up perverse in-
centives to do precisely the same thing for the mother in the fam-
ily.

Senator COATS. Thank you. Robert Rector, the question of tax
policy has come up both in the first panel and in this panel indicat-
ing that with proper restructuring of taxes we can address this
issue perhaps more effectively than we can with increasing the
subsidies within the current system. Would you comment on that?

Mr. RECTOR. Yes, I would be happy to. The simple fact of the
matter is that historically the United States in the 20th century
had a family friendly tax code and now it has a family destructive
tax code. If you went back to 1948 when a Republican Congress
was crafting a family friendly tax code, you would find that the
typical family of four, a husband and wife with two kids, paid three
percent of its income to the Federal Government at that time in
taxes. If you look at that same family today, they are paying 24
percent of their income to the Federal Government in direct taxes
and if you add on indirect taxes and State and local taxes, it goes
up to around 40 percent. That is a higher burden of extraction and
exploitation than the typical serf faced during the Middle Ages, 40
percent of income going out by coercive means, out of the family
and elsewhere.

Another factor that has gone on in the last 20 years is that gov-
ernment policies of overtaxation of investment and overregulation
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of industry have retarded the growth of labor productivity, and
that has meant that wages which, for example, in the 1950's and
1960's were going up very rapidly have leveled off. They have not
gone down, but the rate of increase in wages, particularly for hus-
bands, has leveled off, and what those two factors combined has
meant that if families wanted to either stay at their same level or
advance a little bit economically, they are forced to have the moth-
er in the labor force more and more and more.

And what that means in very practical terms is that the typical
mother in an employed family where the father is working and the
mother is also working, that mother is not working to raise the
family's standard of living. She is working predominantly to pay for
this extraordinary growth in taxation that has occurred over the
last 50 years. Now I would commend you, Senator Coats, and the
Congress, in the last year you enacted the $500 per child tax cred-
it. When that goes into effectand let me emphasize this point
when that goes into effect, that will be the first real and sustained
reduction in the taxation on families in the last half century by the
Federal Government. But it is very modest. It knocks the direct
Federal tax burden down from 241/2 percent to around 231/2 per-
cent. It is a very, very modest first step. We have a long way to
go.

And what I would suggest is that it took 50 years to roll those
taxes up to this extraordinarily high level and what we need to
begin is a course of rolling them back down year after year after
year, and clearly in that tax policy, it should be a family friendly
tax policy that is available to all families with children, particu-
larly those with young children, and does not discriminate and say
we give you a tax cut if you put your child in some form of stranger
care, if you elect to put your child in some form of stranger care,
we will give you a tax break, but if you make a huge financial sac-
rifice to keep one parent at home, generally the mother, well, we
are going to ignore you.

And let me make one point on that. It has been alluded to earlier
today, but if you look at the two basic families, families where the
major users of day care are two-earner, two-parent families, those
families when they have pre-school kids, have a median income of
about $55,000 a year. On the other hand, if you look at families
with at-home mothers, families where the husband is working and
the mother is at-home with pre-school kids, their income on aver-
age is $20,000 a year less. They make about $35,000 a year. And
to have a policy that says we are going to continue to tax those
low-income families with at-home mothers in order to subsidize the
more affluent families that choose to put their children in day care
so that they can experience that greater level of affluence is, I
think, both unfair and very socially dangerous.

Just in concluding this comment, we often hear remarks about
how you do not want to pit stay-at-home moms against working
mothers, and then that is the last thing you hear about stay-at-
home mothers. OK. If you look at Hillary Clinton's book, It Takes
a Village, she says how outrageous it is that you pit these two
groups of mothers against one another, and that is the last ref-
erence to at-home mothers in the entire book. OK. So one way that
we can avoid pitting those two groups against one another is to ig-
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nore the at-home mothers entirely. That works very cleanly. It is
very simple, and it is very unfair. We even have a policy and a lot
of what comes out in the press of what I would call statistical geno-
cide in which you put forward a whole bunch of statistics which are
designed to prove that at-home mothers do not exist anymore and
that all children are in day care and so forth. It is very, very per-
nicious. It is almost the most pernicious thing you could do to a so-
cial group is we are going to pretend that you do not even exist
when, in fact, at least half, close to half of all preschool children
do not have employed mothers and are at home with those moth-
ers, and those mothers in particular and those families in particu-
lar need relief from this pernicious tax burden that has been im-
posed.

Senator COATS. Thank you. I would just like to ask Michael
Lotito who is an expert in these areas are there legal restrictions
or workplace policies that would work against the employer and
employee setting up flexible type arrangements allowing say some-
one who is assigned to a second shift or third shift when a child
is born to be able to work a different shift? If you have two parents
working, they are each working the same shift, could adjustments
be made in that? In this whole range of flex-time and so forth,
what are the hurdles that we are faced with from a regulation
standpoint and from a legal standpoint that prevent that kind of
thing from happening? Or is that just employer practice? I mean
they just are not sensitive to the needs of young families?

Mr. LOTITO. I think most employers are very sensitive to those
needs but to specifically answer the question, and Ms. Blair ref-
erenced this in her remarks, there are laws that restrict employer-
employee flexibility to come up with arrangements to meet their
particular needs, and frankly, Senator, it is not too surprising that
we have these laws because the Fair Labor Standards Act was en-
acted in 1938 where debates like this were not necessary because
the woman was supposed to stay home, like my mother did, and
probably never felt deprived by the fact that she did not go out and
quote-unquote "have a real job."

The fact is we had 20 percent unemployment in the country, and
we were trying to develop an incentive in order to make sure that
employers would hire more individuals which is why we created
time and a half after 40 hours in order to lower the unemployment
rates, and that model, that statute, and all of the regulations that
we have have been in place since 1938, and quite frankly the un-
derlying reasons for them back in those days simply do not exist
anymore; and I know that you know where I am headed with this
with respect to the comp-time bill, which frankly and with all due
respect, as they say, after listening to these presentations by this
unbelievable group of experts here today, talking about comp time,
in its modesty it is somewhat under-whelming that I would even
have to raise lt because all we are trying to do is to make sure that
employees and employers, as a matter of choice, that they could
work out between themselves and have some flex time with respect
to scheduling hours over a period of a couple of weeks as opposed
to 1 week, and be able to bank "x" number of hours with respect
to comp time in order to give people some flexibility in order to
meet these various kinds of needs.

91



88

As you know, of course, it has been passed in the House. The
President says that he supports this, and we will not make this
into a comp time hearing, but it is a mystery to me why the Senate
just does not act. It is soand, of course, I say that will all due
respect, Senator, and hope you will still invite me backbut it is
just a mystery because it so modest. With respect to some of the
other issues that you raise, the ability of employers to move people
around to respond to different situations, another fundamental
premise of our labor law has been the recognition of seniority
rights, whether it be in a collectively bargained situation or wheth-
er it be as a matter of employer policy, and oftentimes employers
even in the nonunion environment will utilize these seniority sys-
tems because it establishes an objective way in order to be able to
make an employment decision because they are so afraid of getting
sued with the employment revolution that is going on in the coun-
try. And as a result of strictly adhering to those type of systems,
it obviously does impact your ability to move somebody from shift
A to shift B because they do not have more seniority, and as a re-
sult they cannot bump into that position, and even though the indi-
vidual on the first shift wants to stay on the first shift because he
wants to go fishing and the person on the second shift needs to
come to the first to take care of the kid, seniority is more important
than taking care of the child.

That again is a fundamental way that we have approached our
labor laws for the last 50 years or so, and you talked earlier in
summarizing the first panel of a national debate, a national intro-
spective as to what kind of signals and what kind of policies are
we really enacting here with respect to child care, and I think that
there needs to be a fundamental look at these labor laws as well
and to recognizeand not too surprisingthat something that was
done 50 years ago probably does not work very well today.

Senator COATS. It is interesting how the conversation here has
turned back to the fundamental question we asked at the end of
the last panel, and I would like our presenters or anyone else who
wants to comment on this to speak further, but this whole question
of, you know, the message that has been portrayed to our genera-
tion and the culture is considerably different, and you continually
hear that, you know, it is not just what mothers want. There is an
attitude toward the raising of children and a belief that two wage
earners is important in today's society, not because they nec-
essarily have to do so to pay the taxes, because they have to do so
to meet the mortgage, but because that is part of our culture. How
do we separate the two? I do not dispute at all Robert Rector's
point thatin fact, I think it coincides a lot with Ms. Galinsky's
point that the tax burden today is such that it in many ways
hinders, if not precludes, operating in a more traditional mode
where one wage earner, at least when the child is young, one per-
son goes out to earn the wage and the other stays home. But what
is your reaction to what I have just mumbled here?

Ms. GALINSKY. I think that it is incredibly important to have a
discussion about what is good for kids and I spent the last 3 years
working on bringing the information about the brain development
of young children to light because I think that it is so important
to value nurturing children for the well-being of children. I guess
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I want to make the further point, though, that for those families
who do use care beyond their families, we need to value those peo-
ple, too. I do not like the notionI had not heard it beforebut
of commercial care or stranger care, and I kept thinking, my God,
my husband was a stranger before I married him 41 years that I
have known him later, but that, you know, we need to work toward
durable and sustained relationships for children and families, and
we need to really value the caring of children in whatever way we
can. And interestingly enough

Senator COATS. As a society.
Ms. GALINSKY. As a society.
Senator COATS. Which you would include from the public stand-

point of how we structure our tax code to what our labor policiesare to the private
Ms. GALINSKY. Yes. And I want to say that the business commu-

nity is perhaps a step ahead on this because when they first got
into the area of providing family friendly programs and policies,
they first thought that it was women and child care, and then they
extended the focus to include men and the life cycle and elder care
and time flexibility and all issues, and then they realized that you
cannot have a program or policy achieve its intended effect if the
culture does not support it and if supervisors do not implement it,
and so you have seen, you know, not terribly widespread, but you
have seen among a group of employers real efforts to change the
culture of the workplace so that the supervisor can handle some of
the kinds of problems that were described before in a win-win situ-
ation. But they realized that there is a self-interest, that there is
a benefit. The benefit is kids and families, but the benefit can also
be that their business will prosper when people feel cared for and
nurtured in that environment.

So I think that we needin the study that we just did in Florida,
for example, where they did improve their regulations, they did not
work to create a culture where that policy and program was sup-
ported, so that you cannot achieve its intended effects, in a sense,
if the program or policy is not supported. So I believe that we need
to move toward that next step if we are really going to help kids
and families and the caregivers of kids and families.

Senator COATS. What about the question of whether subsidies ac-
tually encourage mothers to work more, not give them relief from
the fact that they are already working, but they actually encour-
ageI think a GAO report in 1995, in fact, I know a GAO report
in 1995 concluded that child care subsidies not only help parents
with costs of out-of-home child care, but they actually encourage
mothers to work more? How does that square with some of the
studies either one of you have done and what your understanding
of the mothers' true intent here?

Ms. OLSEN. Senator, my understanding of that study is that it
actually is a relatively small effect. If you were to give full sub-
sidies to all women who are coming off welfare, it would only in-
crease labor force participation by 15 percent. So, in other words,
the amount of child care subsidies that you provide does not really
have much effect on whether or not these women go to work. Can
I just take a second to respond toreally quickly? I can do a
minute and a half on all of you guys.
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Senator COATS. Sure.
Ms. OLSEN. Because eveiything you said was sort of linked.

Moms who stay at home or dads who stay at home and moms who
work and dads who work are not at odds, and there is a real easy
way to address them. Parents in this country want freedom. They
want the best things for their kids and they want to be able to
have the ability to get it. If it is an educational preschool when the
kid is four, they want to be able to afford it. If it is staying home
with the kid 24 hours a day until they are 6, that is a parent's deci-
sion, andthis is no offense as wellit is not a politician's deci-
sion. Those decisions are best made by parents because parents
love their kids, parents know their kids, and they know what is
best for them.

They can use the research that everybody has talked about today
and they should. But these are decisions about child care that
should be made by parents and certainly not the politicians, and
the best way to restore that freedom for all families is with a tax
cut. It is real easy. It is real simple. That would give moms who
want better day care more money for that kind of day care. It
would give the moms who want to stay home more money to be
able to stay home. Most moms, we know, prefer to stay home if
they can. Regardless, that is a parent's decision, and the best way
to give parents that freedom is with a tax cut, plain and simple.

Senator COATS. Let me throw out something that came up in the
first panel to Robert Rector. I do not know, Robert, if you heard.
The suggestion was made that if, as I think the majority conclusion
was in the first panel, that the best thing we can do for children
is to provide some kind of sustained continuous care by a single
caregiver, preferably the parent, particularly in the earliest of
years, the question was should we revisit the welfare reform law
to providemaybe you were here during thatto provide at least
in the first several months, 6 months, 12 months, a scaled basis for
requiring a welfare mother to be at home for a certain number of
weeks, part-time work or whatever, and not put a full-time work
requirement on until say 12 months, 24 months or whatever?

Mr. RECTOR. I would be delighted. In fact, I wanted to squeeze
that in so I am very happy to have that opportunity.

Senator COATS. I am glad I asked the question.
Mr. RECTOR. We listened to the child development experts talk

about the effects of day care, and Professor Belsky described it per-
haps as a drizzle. Well, there are.two other factors that are not a
drizzle. They are downright floods in terms of harming a child's de-
velopment, and those happen to be illegitimacy and welfare de-
pendence. The longer a child stays on welfare, the more number of
years they spend on AFDC, holding every other conceivable social
variable constant, the lower will be that child's IQ compared to a
similar poor mother who is a single mother who is working. The
fact of the matter isand that is not a modest effectit is not a
drizzleit is a huge, very large effect. If you look at the effects of
being born out of wedlock and raised in a single parent family and
almost any variable you could look at, it is decisively, profoundly
negative in terms of the child's well-being. That is why Congress
reformed the welfare system. They reformed it because illegitimacy
and welfare dependence were harmful for children, not because day
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care was good for them, and what we need in order to get the best
environment for children, I believe, is we need to promote mar-
riage, we need to promote self-sufficiency, and I believe also we
need to promote at-home care.

That does not mean that a single mother at home alone with a
welfare check year after year after year was ever a good environ-
ment for raising children. In fact, the literature is overwhelming
that that is not good for kids.

Therefore, we reformed the welfare system in order to promote
marriage and self-sufficiency. It is a huge leap and an illogical leap
to say, therefore, that what this means is we ought to subsidize
and put middle class kids into day care.

One other point on this, I think it is very important, is that there
is nothing in the law that requires welfare mothers with very
young children to be required to work or to get off the caseload or
anything like that. There is nothing in the law that does that. In
fact, the real performance standards in the law simply require
States to reduce their caseloads by about 40 percent by the year
2002, something like that. They can fully exempt every childthey
could actually exempt every family with children under age 5 be-
cause half the welfare mothers do not have any pre-school children.
They can exempt large numbers of children and still meet those
performance standards if that is their choice. I think we should
leave it up to the States to make that determination. But I do
think that we have to realize that welfare dependence and doing
anything to encourage welfare dependence and out-of-wedlock
births is not a good thing for kids.

Finally, one related point to this that I think is very important.
You are not taking credit for how much money is actually available
in existing law for day care. Under the existing law, a State can
use the entire TANF block grant for day care if they want to do
so. There is nothing to block them from doing that and spreading
it out among low-income families. That amounts to about $100 bil-
lion over the next 5 years that is available for day care at the State
level. In fact, that funding is automatic because as the States' wel-
fare caseloads go down and welfare mothers move into work, the
States do not lose money anymore. They garner a surplus. And
what that actually means is that you kind of have a formula in the
law, implicitly in the law, that every time the welfare caseload in
a State goes down by one case, that frees up about $5,000 that that
State can then use for day care. And if the caseload went down by
50 percent, you would, in effect, be liberating $50 billion over the
next 5 years that is perfectly available for day care or any other
service that they want for these low- income mothers or for other
low-income families. It is a huge, huge amount of money, and so
when people talk about what we increased the child care and child
development block grant in the bill, that is a pittance compared to
the profound structural change that says as welfare dependence
goes down, all of the surplus funding, all of it, if you wish, at the
State level can be used for day care or child development or medi-
cal care or anything else that you need to meet the needs of these
low-income parents. It is a good policy and I do not think we have
explained to the general voter exactly how good it is.

Senator COATS. Thank you.
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MS. GALINSKY. I want to make a point sort of on top of that be-
cause often the debate, you know, in my theme of polarization talks
about Washington raising children when there is Federal money,
and we have to remember that we really have a system of State
and local decision-making about this Federal money. This is not. So
States can choose. And it is a State's choice, and increasingly we
see States developing what we call community mobilization efforts
where States are really trying to use some business strategies to
figure out how to meet the needs of children and families where
they have a vision of what they want their community to look like,
where they assess their needs based on their vision, where they de-
velop strategies to resolve that, and where they benchmark their
progress.

I mean we have collected books of examples about this going on
around the country, and I think that the money that comes from
the Federal Government to help children and families is being used
in very local ways. Just like families need to solve problems, com-
munities are using it. Some are using it well; some are not using
it well. But it is really being used in that way. So I think we need
to shift the debate from it is Washington raising children to really
this is supporting communities to solve their own problems.

Second, I just wanted to make one other point which is the re-
search on the impact of parental employment. We have looked at
that over the years, and what you find is it is not it is good or it
is bad. What the research shows is that there are several things
that make a difference in terms of how children fair. The first is
one that has been mentioned here which is whether families are
doing the thing that they believe is right for their children. The
second is money, which particularly for low-income families, tend
to be a good thingmore money in the system. The third is, and
it has been left out of the discussion, but parents' jobs, what par-
ents' jobs are like does tend to be brought home both in the terms
of the values by which we raise our children and in the stress or
satisfaction that we bring home to our children. And the fourth is
what happens to the chilolren when they are away from us in child
care. So it is not kind of it is good, it is bad; it depends on a num-
ber of factors.

Ms. CRITTENDEN. Can I take the debate even a step further
back?

Senator COATS. Sure.
Ms. CRITTENDEN. I think in general we should be saying to all

levels of government, to paraphrase a popular radio talk show host,
you are not my kid's mom. And I think parents, as Darcy Olsen has
said very persuasively, will do the right thing for their kids if they
have their tax burden decreased. I think there are a couple of
things government or deregulation in the corporate field could do.
I think certainly reviving the old concept of alimony to protect
women who take time out of the workforce, which does affect their
long-term wages, could be a good thing. I think looking at the regu-
lations on corporations and also just the litigation atmosphere that
surrounds corporate changes today. I mean you read now, and Mr.
Lotito could probably tell us whether this is true or not, but you
know any policy sort of put in place to help parents, let alone moth-
ers, gets challenged because another employee, whether they are
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senior or not, says, well, gee, if you are giving time off to take care
of your kids or flexibility, my golf game is important, and I think
you are discriminating against me as a single person, and why
should people with children enjoy any other rights that people
without children do? And I think we are getting into a very strange
atmosphere where we even have to discuss the value of parents to
their children, that we have to have a long panel today to talk
about how can we help parents be with their kids. I mean I think
it just shows how much society has changed in a generation, and
I think freeing up a lot of cash in those parents' pocketsI get very
mistrustful of any government solution, right or left. I think it al-
ways has perverse consequences. I think the tax credit for stay-at-
home mothers for Republicans can have, you know, equallyI just
do not think you can control people socially through government
policy. I do not think you should try to, and I do not think it ever
has, as we have seen with our welfare State today, has the con-
sequences that one hopes it will have from the right or left.

And I think just sort of trying to make our tax code neutral, per-
mitting corporations to hire and decide their work schedules that
will best suit their employees, and right now, given the labor short-
age, corporations have a huge incentive to treat their female work-
ers especially well, and to come up with very creative solutions to
keep those female workers, and I think if they were allowed to do
that, we would be so far ahead that we would not be sitting here
having a commission on massive government day care and whether
it is a good idea because we would not need it. People would have
the choices that they need and could make them.

Ms. YOEST. Can I jump in?
Senator COATS. Yes, if you could briefly. Our time has expired.

I will try to wrap it up.
Ms. YOEST. Oh, sorry.
Senator COATS. But please jump in with a last thought here.
Ms. YOEST. Real quickly. I was really struck in looking at this

research and thinking about the issue of perverse incentives that
41 percent of the families who claim the dependent care tax credit
make over $50,000 a year. So in terms of, you know, our cultural
messages that we are sending out, we are saying in order to claim
the DCTC, the money that you spend on child care has to go to
generate income. So what we are saying is that the family over
here that makes $50,000 can get a tax credit from the government
if they are both working, but the family that makes $20,000 and
has one parent at home cannot.

And I wanted to addressEllen mentioned the research that
shows that children do better if their family feelswell, anyway,
that there is a connection between the way the parents feel about
the child care and how the parent does, and specifically the re-
search on that shows that children do better if the mother feels a
little conflicted about leaving her child, and I believe it was again
Dr. Belsky who speculated that this is because this promotes her,
it shows that she feels more, she is continuing to keep this connec-
tion alive with her child that she stills conflicted. But as a woman,
my heart kind of broke as I read that because I thought what is
this saying about our society that in order for these children to
maintain their attachment to their mothers, their mothers are
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going to have to continue in this State of psychic dissonance about
their lives, and I do not think that you are going to find very many
women who are able to tolerate that level of psychic dissonance.
And so in order to tolerate that, they are going to have to distance
themselves from that grief that they are feeling.

Senator COATS. Thank you. I want to thank our presenters, all
four of them, and our responders, all four of them, and the entire
panel, both panels, for what I think is a hugely instructive and im-
portant debate that I believe strongly needs to precede any type of
legislative action that the Congress might take this year. It is my
goal to use this record as a basis of informing my colleagues, giving
them more information and more questions to ask before we simply
sit down and evaluate which of the child care proposals before us
are we going to vote on. I think these proposals have gotten far
ahead of the fundamental underlying questions that need to be ad-
dressed and need to be answered, and I hope to make that very
much a part of the debate this year as we evaluate what we will
do on child care. And your contributions to that effort have been
extremely important to me and to the other members that have
come and to those who will benefit from reading and understanding
what it is you are attempting to bring to us. So we thank you for
that. And look forward to what will, hopefully, hopefully this year,
be a constructive debate on the broader questions of what do chil-
dren in America really need and what do parents really want and
what can we do to either facilitate that need or get out of the way
of hindering that need. So thank you all very, very much for at-
tending, for our presenters for their work in preparing and being
part of all this, and with that this symposium is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:50 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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