





















































Each time | have gone back to my files of day care
reports, disturbing evidence keeps accumulating.

separations in the Strange Situation
paradigm.

In addition to the Minnesota study which
first raised some concerns in my mind,
several other findings in the literature in
1980 could also have been regarded as
potential evidence of negative effects. For
example, Ricciuti (1974) found that at one
year of age day-care-reared infants cried
more in response to separation than did a
home-reared group. In another study of a
very small sample, Rubenstein, Howes,
and Boyle (1981) observed that children
who were in day care during the first year
of life had more temper tantrums than
those cared for at home by mothers on a
full-time basis. In my writings | have con-
sistently, and | believe wisely, cautioned
against overinterpreting such group dif-
ferences, particularly because they emerg-
ed in a context in which virtually all other
measures revealed no differences. We
should look for trends and patterns, |
counselled, and not be swept away by a
single variable, especially when other
studies fail to discern a similar day care-
home care difference that could be inter-
preted as an effect of day care.

When it came time for me to review the
literature again in 1982, | found that a few
more studies revealed what could con-
ceivably be viewed as evidence of negative
effects of day care on the development of
infants (see Belsky, 1984). In fact, each
time | have gone back to my files of day
care reports, first to prepare my congres-
sional testimony in 1984 and then to
prepare a talk to the American Academy
of Pediatrics in 1985, | have found that
disturbing evidence keeps accumulating.
| am not talking about a flood of evidence,
but at the very least a slow, steady trickle.

Consider first the fact that, at the same
time that Vaughn and his colleagues (1980)
were following their Minneapolis sample at
two years of age and Farber and Egeland
(1982) were discerning no significant dif-
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ferences between day-care and home-
reared infants, another study provided fur-
ther evidence of a pattern of avoidance
associated with early substitute child care.

This study of middle-class infants in
Michigan revealed that those babies who

‘began day care (in a variety of ar-

rangements) in the first year of life
displayed greater avoidance of their
mothers in the Strange Situation separa-
tion procedure (Schwartz, 1983) at 12
months of age than did home-reared in-
fants. This heightened avoidance was also
chronicled by Wille and Jacobson’s (1984)
investigation of 45 18-month-olds from the
Detroit area; when studied with their
mothers in the Strange Situation, those
children displaying insecure-avoidant at-
tachment patterns were found to have ex-
perienced more than three times as much
extra-familial child care as their securely at-
tached (to mother) counterparts (15.9
hours/week versus 4.5 hours). And, in still
another study, this one of affluent families
in the Chicago area, Barglow (1985) found
higher rates of avoidance as well as
decreased rates of proximity-seeking and
contact maintenance for those infants ex-
periencing good quality, stable ‘‘other-than-
mother”’ care in the home than for a com-
parison group whose mothers did not work
outside the home during the baby’s first
year.

These newly emerging data, it is of in-
terest to note, turn out to be quite consis-
tent with trends in the more general day
care literature concerning preschoolers. As
Clarke-Stewart and Fein (1983) observed
in their comprehensive review of the
evidence appearing in the most recent edi-
tion of the authorative Handbook of Child
Psychology, ‘“children in day care are more
likely than children at home to position
themselves further away from mother, and
to ignore or avoid mother after a brief
separation. The difference is not observ-
ed in every child or every study, but the

17



consistent direction of the differences is
observed.” (p. 948). There is, then, an
emerging pattern here in which we see
supplementary child care, especially that
initiated in the first year, whether in home
or in centers, sometimes associated with
the tendency of the infant to avoid or main-
tain a distance from the mother following
a series of brief separations. Some, as !
have already indicated, contend that such
behavior reflects an underlying doubt or
mistrust about the availability of the mother
to meet the baby’s needs and, thus, an in-
secure attachment. Moreover, since it is
known that heightened avoidance of the
mother is related to a set of developmen-
tal outcomes such as noncompliance and
low frustration tolerance which most

developmentalists would regard as less -

than desirable, some are inclined to con-
clude that the quality of the mother-child
bond and thereby, the child's future
development may be jeopardized by non-
maternal care in the first year of life.

~ Other scientists read the very same
evidence in a very different way. Even
though they observe the same pattern of
avoidance among infants in day care, they
interpret this not as a deficit or disturbance
but rather as positively adaptive and
possibly even precocious behavior. Since
day care infants experience many separa-
tions, they reason, it is sensible for them
not to orient toward mother. In addition,
because the tendency for children as they
get older is to remain more distant from
their parents, the avoidance of mother
among day-care-reared 12-18 month olds
is seen as evidence of early maturity: “‘in
children receiving care exclusively from
mother, avoidance may be a pathological
response reflecting an interactive history
with a rejecting mother, while for children
in a day care greater distance from, or ig-
noring of, mother at reunion may be an
adaptive response reflecting a habitual
reaction to repeated daily separations and
reunions. In these latter children, greater
physical distance from mother and ap-
parent avoidance may, in fact, signal a
“precocius independence.” (Clarke-Stewart
& Fein, 1986, p. 949).

Which interpretation is correct? | concur
with Clarke-Stewart and Fein (1983) that
‘“there is no way to determine at this point
if the apparent avoidance of mother observ-
ed in day care children in some studies is
a disturbed or adaptive pattern’ (p. 949;
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emphasis in original). But this very uncer-
tainty leads me to wonder about the mean-
ing of other data regarding the subsequent
social development of those children who
experienced nonmaternal care in the first
year.

The Long Term Development of
Day-Care-Reared Infants

The very first investigation of the social
development of preschoolers with infant
day-care histories involved the develop-

. mental follow-up at three and four years of

age of children who began nonmaternal,
group care toward the end of their first year
at the Syracuse University Infant Care
Center (Schwarz et al., 1974). When com-
pared to a group of children reared
exclusively at home until entering a
preschool day-care program, those with
infant care histories were found, four
months after entering the preschool, to be
more physically and verbally aggressive
with adults and peers, less cooperative with
grown-ups and less tolerant of frustration.
When the children from the Minnesota
studies, which first linked infant care with
insecure-avoidant attachment, were
studied at two years of age, somewhat
similar results emerged. Although Farber
and Egeland (1982, p. 120) were led to con-
clude on the basis of their analysis of the
problem-solving behavior of the Minnesota
toddlers that ‘‘at two years of age the
effects of out-of-home care were no longer
striking’’ and ‘‘that the cumulative adverse
effects of out-of-home care were minimal,”’
careful scrutiny of the data leads a more
cautious reader to a different conclusion.
Not only was it the case that toddlers
whose mothers began working prior to their
infant’s first birthday displayed significantly
less enthusiasm in confronting a challeng-
ing task than did children who had no day
care experience, but it was also the case
that these day-care-reared infants tended
to be less compliant in following their
mothers’ instructions, less persistent in
dealing with a difficult problem, and more
negative in their affect. A more thorough
analysis of these same data by Vaughn,
Deane, and Waters (1985) further revealed
that although 18-month attachment securi-
ty was a significant advantage to the
children who were home-reared as infants
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when studied at 24 months, the securely
attached infants who had entered day care
in their first year looked more like toddlers
with insecure attachment histories (from
home- and day-care groups) than like
home-reared children with secure infant-
mother relationships. That is, early entry to
day care in the first year appeared to
mitigate the developmentally beneficial ef-
fects of a secure attachment that is so often
noted in studies of home-reared middle-
and lower-class children.

What is most notable about these fin-
dings from the Syracuse and Minneapolis
studies, and even from other investigations
(see below), is that the very child develop-
ment outcomes associated with early en-
try into supplementary child care are the
same as, or at least similar to, those that
have been implicated in the attachment
literature as the (undesirable) child
development outcomes correlated with ear-
ly insecure attachment to mother. indeed,
the tendency of the early day care infants
in the Minneapolis and Syracuse studies
to be less compliant at two years of age
leads me to wonder whether | was too
ready in early reviews to explain away
Rubenstein, Howes, and Boyle’s (1981)
similar findings regarding the significantly
more frequent temper tantrums and
decreased compliance of 3'2 year olds
who had been in supplementary care in
their first years.

Other studies in the literature which do
not focus specifically on attachment also
raise concerns about infant day care.
These studies report results that are not in-
consistent with the notion that infant care
may promote anxious-avoidant at-
tachments. For example, a study con-
ducted in Bermuda involving virtually all
two year olds on the island found that
““children who began group care in infancy
were rated as more maladjusted (when
studied between three and five years of
age) than those who were cared for by sit-
ters or in family day care homes for the ear-
ly years and who began group care at later
ages” (McCartney et al., 1982, p. 148).
These conclusions, it is important to note,
were based upon analyses which controil-
ed for a variety of important background
variables, including child’s age at time of
assessment and mother’s IQ, age and
ethnicity. In a retrospective investigation of
eight to 10 year olds who varied in their
preschool experiences, Barton and
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Schwarz (1981) also found that day care
entry prior to 12 months was associated
with high levels of misbehaviour and
greater social withdrawal, even after con-
trolling for the educational level of both
parents.

‘Finally, and perhaps most noteworthy,
are results emanating from a’‘longitudinal
investigation of kindergarten and first
graders reared since they were three
months old in an extremely high-quality day
care center at the University of North
Carolina. Comparison of these children
with others reared for varying amounts of
time in nonmaternal child care ar-
rangements initiated sometime after the
first year of life revealed that children who
received center-based care in the first year
of life, in contrast to those receiving care
any time thereafter, were rated: “...as more
likely to use the aggressive acts hit, kick
and push than children in the control
group. Second, they were more likely to
threaten, swear and argue. Third, they
demonstrated those propensities in several
school settings - the playground, the
hallway, the lunchroom and the classroom.
Fourth, teachers were more likely to rate
these children as having aggressiveness
as a serious deficit in social behavior. Fifth,
teachers viewed these children as less like-
ly to use such strategies as walking away
or discussion to avoid or extract
themselves from situations that could lead
to aggression’’ (Haskins, 1985, p. 700).

Conclusion

What are we to make of the evidence just
summarized? The first point which must be
made before drawing any conclusions is
that not every study of infant day care
reveals a heightened risk of insecure-
avoidant attachment or of aggression, non-
compliance, and disobedience. Never-
theless, it is clear that if one does not feel
compelled to draw only irrefutable conclu-
sions, a relatively persuasive circumstan-
tial case can be made that early infant care
may be associated with increased
avoidance of mother, possibly to the point
of greater insecurity in the attachment rela-
tionship, and that such care may also be
associated with diminished compliance
and cooperation with adults, increased ag-
gressiveness, and possibly even greater
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It is certainly not inconsistent with attachment
theory that repeated separations in the first year
of life, as routinely associated with day care
usage, might affect the emerging attachment

relationship...

social maladjustment in the preschool and
early school-age years.

What is most noteworthy about these
very possibilities is that they are strikingly
consistent with basic theoretical conten-
tions of attachment theory. It is certainly not
inconsistent with attachment theory that
repeated separations in the first year of life,
as routinely associated with day care
usage, might affect the emerging attach-
ment relationship, and even disturb it from
the standpoint of security (or at least
avoidance). Further, the theory clearly
assumes that avoidance reflects some
doubt on the part of the infant with respect
to the availability and responsiveness of the
mother and may well serve as a coping
strategy to mask anger. Finally, the theory
clearly assumes that an avoidant attach-
ment places the child at risk (pro-
babilistically) for subsequent social dif-
ficulties, with diminished compliance and
cooperation, increased aggressiveness
and even maladjustment being, to some
extent, expectable outcomes (or at least
subsequent correlates).

The point of this essay, and my reason
for writing it, is not to argue that infant day
care invariably or necessarily results in an
anxious-avoidant attachment and, thereby,
increased risk for patterns of social
development that most would regard as
undesirable, but rather to raise this seem-
ingly real possibility by organizing the
available data in such terms. | cannot state
strongly enough that there is sufficient
evidence to lead a judicious scientist to
doubt this line of reasoning; by the same
token, however, there is more than enough
evidence to lead the same judicious in-
dividual to seriously entertain it and refrain
from explaining away and thus dismissing
findings that may be ideologically
disconcerting. Any one who has kept
abreast of the evolution of my own think-
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ing can attest to the fact that | have not
been a consistent, ideologically-driven
critic' of nonmaternal care, whether ex-
perienced in the first year of life or
thereafter. Having struggled to maintain an
open mind with respect to the data base,
so that the evidence could speak for itself,
I know how difficult a task this is. | am well
aware, too, that my gender and the more
or less traditional nature of my family struc-
ture could bias my reading of the evidence.

It is certainly true that the very same
evidence that | have presented for pur-
poses of raising concern (not alarm) and
encouraging others to reconsider the
developmental correlates of infant day care
could be organized in a different manner.
This not only should be, but has been
done, and very well indeed (Clarke-Stewart
& Fein, 1983; Hoffman, 1983; Rubenstein,
1985). It is also the case that virtually any
one of the studies cited above could be
dismissed for a variety of scientific reasons.
But in the ecology of day care, perfect field
research seems almost impossible;
moreover, it would seem that the more
perfect it is, the less generalizable it might
be.

This complexity inherent to infant day
care research underscores a most impor-
tant point that also cannot be sufficiently
emphasized. When we find infants in care
we are not only likely to find them in a varie-
ty of arrangements usually resulting from
their mothers working outside of the home,
but also for a variety of reasons and with
a variety of feelings and family practices
associated with these care arrangements.
Thus, infant day care refers to complex
ecological niches. This means, then, that
any effects associated with care are also
associated with a host of other factors.
Thus, it would be misguided to attribute any
effects associated with nonmaternal care
to the care per se, or even to the mother’s
employment.
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Under a variety of imaginable conditions...it
seems likely that the risk associated with early

care would increase.

Not to be lost in this discussion, however,
is the fact that the correlates of day care
which have been chronicled (i.e.,
avoidance, aggression, noncompliance,
withdrawal) have been found across a host
of ecological niches and caregiving milieus.
Thus, these “‘effects’ or correlates of ear-
ly supplementary care have been found in
samples of impoverished (Haskins, 1985;
Vaughn et al., 1980), middle-class
(Rubenstein, Howes, & Boyle, 1981), and
upper-class families (Barglow, 1985), and
with children cared for in unstable family
day care (Vaughn et al., 1980), high quali-
ty centers (Haskins, 1985; Schwarz,
Strickland & Krolick, 1974), poor quality
(McCartney et al.,, 1982), and even in-
home, babysitter care (Barglow, 1985).
Such variation in the samples studied, yet
similarity in the developmental outcomes
associated with nonmaternal care in the
first year, lead me to conclude that entry
into care in the first year of life is a ‘'risk
factor” for the development of insecure-
avoidant attachments in infancy and
heightened aggressiveness, non-
compliance, and withdrawal in the
preschool and early school years. Under
a variety of imaginable conditions, par-
ticularly pertaining to the quality and stabili-
ty of the care arrangement, the
temperamental vuinerability of the child,
and the economic-social stresses to which
the family is subjected, it seems likely that
risk associated with early care would
increase. [
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CONSUMERISM, ARBITRARY MALE DOMINANCE, AND DAYCARE

There are two powerful and dangerous social forces underlying the need for daycare:
consumerism, and arbitrary male dominance. The former lures parents into believing that
they need to be making more money rather than caring for their children. The latter drives
women away from nurturing their children to gain emancipation via the marketplace. The
problem is that the shared, discontinuous, and changing caretakers almost inevitable in
substitute arrangements for the nurturing of infants and toddlers puts at risk development
of their capacities for trust, empathy, and affection. No one sees these deficits because
they don’t show up clearly until adulthood, and even then they are not measurable like

. an intelligence quotient is. What is worse, their absence can actually be an asset in a
consumer society which often rewards the opposite values. But the capacities for trust,
empathy, and affection are in fact the central core of what it means to be human, and are
indispensable for adults to be able to form lasting, mutually satisfying co-operative
relationships with others. In a world of decreasing size and increasing numbers of weapons
of mass destruction it is dangerous for these qualities to become deficient. What is needed
is greater understanding of the pragmatic nature of the values of trust, empathy, and
affection; means of measuring the degree of their presence or absence in adults; more
rapid progress in the elimination of arbitrary male dominance; and closer examination of
the destructive aspects of consumerism.

Abstract from the article CONSUMERISM, ARBITRARY MALE DOMINANCE AND DAYCARE
by E.T. Barker in the Journal of The Canadian Association for Young Children. Winter/Series
1984-85, pp. 75 - 83.
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The basic needs of the family...

Don’t worry you won’t get pregnant.

| won’t finish.

If 1 get pregnant, he’ll have to marry me.

If you get pregnant I'll marry you and
we’ll live happily ever after.

If only we had a baby, everything would
be great.

These statements are often said and
heard by sexually active teenagers. These
statements may or may not be true. For
some families, they are and for some they
are far from the reality of our world.

In most communities there are few
educational facilities to teach people the
role of parenting. The responsibilities are
enormous. Expecting parents really should
consider whether or not they are emotional-
ly ready to care for children. The mother
should be ready to take on the most impor-
tant job in the world, a job that only mother
can do, to love and care for her child. Rais-
ing a child to be a loving, trusting and car-
ing person is a job that is meant for a lov-
ing, caring and emotionally stable person.

Most any job that you might take on
whether it be a bank teller, a store
_manager, a labourer or any other job -

tbelieve me - you are replaceable. As a
"~ parent you cannot be properly replaced.
You may find a day care to take physical
care of your children and they may do a
good job of it- But no day care or nursery
can give your children the love and sense
of security that you as a parent can give.
A day care worker or nurse may adore your
child, he/she is such a lovely child, only you
as a parent can really love the child in good
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times and bad.

Our society is hell bent on getting every
person alive a job out of the home. Even
our teenagers are told to get out in the
world and work for the little bit of time they
have off school during the summer, get out
there and make that aimighty buck, the hell
with taking time to enjoy life, to get to know
your family, to spend time interacting with
friends.

We spend millions of dollars on hi-tech
computors and machinery to relieve the

.man hours needed to put out the highest

production possibie, and then spend
millions of dollars trying to put everybody
to work! It seems the most important thing
on everybodies minds is job creation. In
fact we should be spending less time on
the job and more time with our families and
friends.

When the family decides to have a child,
they should decide on one of the parents
being home with that child for the first five
or six years. Once that decision is made
a budget should be decided on to ensure
that after your child is born the attending
parent is not forced by economic reasons
to obtain work out of the home.

The number of working people working
outside the home and the number of hours
spent on the job shouid be based on the
basic needs of the family not on the
number of televisions needed or the
number of cars. ,

Basic needs of the family are love and
affectionate parents with a high knowledge
of good parenting.(]

(For infurmation about the author see pige 2)

Our society is hell
bent on getting
every person alive
a job out of the
home.
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The joy of loving relationships...

We teach and learn the importance of being
clever, being first, but miss the essential creative
joy of children and family life.

I've made enough mistakes in life to
qualify as an expert. So I’'m going to write
about two of the most interesting, in the
hope that maybe somebody can learn from

them. -

My first mistake was taking my work too
seriously - a common problem for men, and
now women too. | could probably have pro-
duced more and enjoyed it more, if | had
worked less, as | now do.

My second mistake was getting bogged
down in one love affair after another. It
went on year after mindless year. Oh, it was
pleasant enough, at times wonderfully
exciting. And 1 learned a lot about myseif
and about relationships.

So how can such worthwhile exper-
iences be called mistakes? Because they
kept me from something even better. They
distracted me from being really creative
and happy.

I've discovered, since getting married
five years ago, just what being creative and
happy is.

Let me give you three examples. When
| look into my son’s eyes, so blue and
trusting and open, it melts my heart to think
that he was created out of our love. And
when | roll around on the floor in a mad
tussle with my daughter, | realize nothing
in this life is as pure as the laughter of an
innocent 15-month-old. And when | shared
the birth last week of our infant daughter,

.and saw her nuzzling at her mother's
breast, | was stunned by what God had
created through us.

I’d like to say some more about children,
since they may be in danger of going out
of style. Styles are funny things, aren't
they? When we turn on our TV, we are
enticed with the pleasures of a new car, or
a Caribbean holiday, or a lawn without
dandelions. Well, I've tried 'em all (except
the lawn without dandelions), and none of
them come close to the joy or creativity of
having children.

24

The media of course isn’t the only form
of mass distraction. Mass education too
often tells kids it's important to get a high-
paying job, it's important to be clever and
to,be first. When do they learn that develop-
ing loving relationships gives much more
joy, that nurturing children is far more
creative? Oh well, they say, kids can learn
that outside of school. But they don't
always. As we get more exposure to mass
media and mass education, we tend to get
less interested in having children.

And this has resulted in a paradox. In a
land flowing with milk and honey we’ve
been in a baby bust for over 10 years - as
anyone can see by looking at all the
schools that are closing. If this fashion
continues for another few years, the
population in Canada will start declining -
as it has already in several European
countries.

One of the few voices being raised
against this fashion of the small or non-
existent family is Julian Simon, a man who
once worked hard to discourage people
from having children, in the name of pro-
gress. In his book The Ultimate Resource,
he writes of his ‘‘Road-to-Damascus’’ con-
version to the opposite view:

‘| remembered reading about a eulogy
delivered by a Jewish chaplain over the
dead on the battlefield at lwo Jima, saying
something like, How many who would have
been a Mozart or a Michelangelo or an
Einstein have we buried here? And then |
thought, Have | gone crazy? What
business do | have trying to help arrange
it that fewer human beings will be born,
each one of whom might be a Mozart or a
Michelangelo or an Einstein - or simply a
joy to his or her family and community, and
a person who will enjoy life?”’

Tom Wonnacott

(Reprinted from the United Church Observer)
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| see that in relating my own mistakes,
| couldn’t help but discuss the mistakes of
the society that to some extent formed me.
| was lucky, however. The home and
church | grew up in were nourishing
enough so that finally | came around, to
discover the joys of marriage and chiidren.
| mourn for those not so fortunate, who
fiddle away their lives doing pleasant but
trivial things like making and spending
money.
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Of course, if | had been wiser younger,
| could have learned much sooner how
important it is to forgo lesser pleasures and
pursue the essential joys. All | needed to
have done really was to listen to Jesus’
parable of the lost treasure: ‘“The Kingdom
of heaven is like a buried treasure which
aman found in a field. He hid it again, and
rejoicing in his find went and sold all that
he had and bought that field.”’ (]
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Bruno Bettelheim...

GETTING RESPECT

A PARENT WHO RESPECTS HIMSELF
will feel no need to demand or command
respect from his child, since he feels no
need for the child’s respect to buttress his
security as a parent or as a person. Secure
in himself, he will not feel his authority
threatened and will accept it when his child
sometimes shows a lack of respect for him,
as young children in particular, are apt to
do. The parent’s self-respect tells him that

such displays arise from immaturity of judg-

ment, which time and experience will even-
tually correct.

Demanding or commanding respect
reveals to the child an insecure parent who
lacks the conviction that his way of life will,
all by itself, over time, gain him the child’s
respect. Not trusting that respect will come
naturally, this parent has to insist on it right
now. Who would wish to form himself in the
image of an insecure person, even if that
person is his parent? Unfortunately, the
child of insecure parents often becomes an
insecure person himself, because insecure
parents cannot inculcate security in their
children or create an environment in which
the children can develop a sense of
security on their own.

To be disciplined requires self-control.
To be controlled by others and to accept
living by their rules or orders makes it
superfluous to control oneself. When the
more important aspects of a child’s actions
and behavior are controlled by, say, his
parents or teachers, he will see no need
to learn to control himself; others do it for
him.

How parents in other cultures try to
inculcate self-control in their children can
be instructive. Consider, for example, a

study designed to find out why young
Japanese do much better academically
than Americans. When the researchers
studied maternal behavior they saw ciear
differences between the Japanese and
Americans. Typically, when young
American children ran around in super-
markets, their mothers - often annoyed -
told them, **Stop that!”’ or *‘| told you not
to act this way!” Japanese mothers
typically refrained entirely from telling their
children what to do. Instead they asked
them questions, such as ‘““How do you think
it makes the storekeeper feel when you run
around like this in his store?’’ or ““How do
you think it makes me feel when my child
runs around as you do?”’ Similarly, the
American mother, wanting her child to eat
what he was supposed to eat, would order
the child to do so or tell him that he ought
to eat it because it was good for him. The
Japanese mother would ask her child a
question, such as ‘‘How do you think it
makes the man who grew these vegetables
for you to eat feel when you reject them?”’
or ““‘How do you think it makes these car-
rots that grew so that you could eat them
feel when you do not eat them?’’ Thus from
a very early age the American child is told
what to do, while the Japanese child is en-
couraged not only to consider other per-
sons’ feelings but to control himself on the
basis of his own deliberations.

The reason for the higher academic
achievement of Japanese youngsters may
well be that the Japanese child in situations
important to his mother is invited to think
things out on his own, a habit that stands
him in good stead when he has tc master
academic material. The American child, in

Reprinted with permission. Copyright © 1985 by Bruno Bettelheim. This material, in somewhat different
form, will be published in the book ‘A Good Enough Parent’’ Spring 1987. A.A. Knopf N.Y.

Special thanks to Dr. P.D. Carter for drawing this article to the attention of the editor.
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contrast, is expected to conform his deci-
sions and actions to what he is told to do.
This expectation certainly does not en-
courage him to do his own thinking.
The Japanese mother does not just ex-
pect her child to be able to arrive at good
decisions. She also makes an appeal to her
child not ta embarrass her. In the traditional
Japanese culture losing face is among the
worst things that can happen to a person.
When a mother asks, ‘““How do you think
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it makes me - or the storekeeper - feel when
you act this way?’’ she implies that by
mending his ways the child does her, or the
storekeeper, a very great favor. To be
asked to do one’s own thinking and to act
accordingly, as well as to be told that one
is able to do someone a favor, enhances
one’s self-respect, while to be ordered to
do the opposite of what one wants is
destructive of it.
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PREVENTING MISBEHAVIOR
IN THE SHORT-RUN

WHAT 1S A PARENT TO DO IN THE
short run to prevent a child from misbehav-
ing, as children are apt to do from time to
time? Ideally, letting a child know of our dis-
appointment should be effective and
should lead the child to abstain from
repeating the wrongdoing in the future.
Realistically, even if a child has great love
and respect for us, his parents, simply tell-
ing him of our disappointment, or showing
him how great it is, will not always suffice
to remedy the situation.

When our words are not enough, when
telling our child to mend his ways is ineffec-
tive, then the threat of the withdrawal of our
love and affection is the only sound method
to impress on him that he had better con-
form to our request. Subconsciously
recognizing how powerful a threat this is,
some parents, with the best of intentions,
destroy its effectiveness by assuring their
children that they love them no matter
what. This might well be true, but it does
not sound convincing to a child, who knows
that he does not love his parents no matter
what, such as when they are angry at him;
so how can he believe them when he can
tell that they are dissatisfied, and maybe
even angry at him? Most of us do not really
love unconditionally. Therefore any effort
to make ourselves look better, to pretend
to be more loving than we are, will have the
opposite effect from the one we desire.
Sure, our love for our child can be so deep,
so firmly anchored in us, that it will with-
stand even very severe blows. But at the
moment when we are seriously dis-
appointed in the child, our love may be at
a low point, and if we want the child to

. change his ways, he might as well know it.

The action to take is to banish the child
from our presence. We may send him out
of the room or we ourselves may withdraw.
Whatever, the parent is clearly indicating,
‘| am so disappointed in you that | do not
wish, or feel unable, to maintain physical
closeness with you.”” Here physical
distance stands for emotional distance, and
it is a symbol that speaks to the child’s con-
scious and unconscious at the same time.
This is why the action is so effective.

Sending the child out of sight permits
both parent and child to gain distance from
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what has happened, to cool off, to recon-
sider. And that does help. But it is the threat
of dessertion, as likely as not, that per-
manently impresses the child. Separation
anxiety is probably the earliest and most
basic anxiety of man. The infant ex-
periences it when his prime caretaker
absents herself from him, an absence that,
should it become permanent and the
caretaker not be replaced, would indeed
lead to the infant’s death. Anything that
rekindles this anxiety is experienced as a
terrible threat. Hence, as long as the child
believes, however vaguely, that his very
existence is in danger if his prime caretaker
deserts him, he will respond to this real,
implied, or imagined threat with deep feel-
ings of anxiety. Even when he is old
enough to know that his life is not in real
danger, he will respond to separation from
a parent with severe feelings of dejection,
because to some degree he will feel as if
he were endangered. The difference is that
at an older age the fear is not of physical
but of emotional starvation. .

If we should have any doubt that physical
separation can be an effective expression
of our disgust with a child’s behavior, we
can look to our children themselves to set
us straight. The worst that a child can think
of when he is disgusted with his parents
is that he will run away. He makes such a
threat because he is convinced that it is so
terrible that it will compel us to mend our
ways. Clearly, a child understands very well
that when we threaten to distance
ourselves from him physically we are
threatening to distance ourselves from him
emotionally. That threat makes a very deep
impression.

We must be honest about our strong
emotional reactions to our children’s
behavior, showing our children how deeply
we love them, on the one hand, and, on the
other, letting them know when we are
disappointed in them, provided we do not
become critical or punitive. This is all just
part of being ourselves. We need not make
any claim to be perfect. But if we strive as
best we can to live good lives ourselves,
our children, impressed by the merits of liv-
ing good lives, will one day wish to do the

same.! ]
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Si nous voulons de vraies solutions, au probléme du diléemme des parents
au travail nous devons tenter de résoudre le vrai probléme. Ce n’est pas
celui du ““comment une femme peut poursuivre sa vie de travail choisie et
élever sa famille choisie?’” mais bien ‘“Comment ia fonction humaine vitale
qu’est celle d’étre parent devienne intégré a notre société de travailleurs.”

Le plus radical des changements qu’un tel schéma exigerait est celui qui
nous amenerait de la croyance que les enfants sont I'affaire des ‘’femmes-
qui-sont-meres’’ a la réalisation que les enfants sont I'affaire de tous, et
spécifiquement de toutes ‘‘personnes-qui-choisissent-d'étre-parents’. Aussi
longtemps que le dilemme travail/parents est percu comme le probléme des
femmes, les solutions continueront a étre recherchées, enfouies dans un
monde de femmes, laissant a I’écart le monde des hommes, encore le vrai
monde du travail. Bien que les hommes cherchent en toute sincérité des
solutions pour les femmes, une division des sexes empéchera une recon-
naissance réelle du fait qu’'étre parents c’est une question pour tous.
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faire la lutte aux males dans les cadres de leurs jeux traditionnels sans cher-
cher a les impliquer dans les jeux traditionnel lement féminins.

Il existe une reconnaissance croissante des dangers du sexisme, des deux
cotés, et c’est justement une tendance qui doit étre encouragée.

Dans un entre-temps inévitablement long, les femmes, toujours principale-
ment responsables pour les jeunes enfants, peuvent faire beaucoup dans
la préparation d’une société différente, plus douce et plus orientée vers I'en-
fant. Les bébés-garcons d’aujourd’hui sont les hommes de demain. Leur
éducation est indispensable a un avenir dans le lequel les gens nouveaux
ont priorité sur tout autre produit.
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Recognizing that the capacity to give and receive
trust, affection and empathy is fundamental
to being human.

Knowing that all of us suffer the consequences
when children are raised in a way that makes
them affectionless and violent, and;

Realizing that for the first time in History
we have definite knowledge that these qualities
are determined by the way a child is cared for
in the very early years.

WE BELIEVE THAT:

® The necessity that every new human being develop the
capacity for trust, affection and empathy dictates that
potential parents re-order their priorities with this in mind.

@ Most parents are willing and able to provide their children
with the necessary loving empathic care, given support
from others, appropriate understanding of the task and
the conviction of its absolute importance.

® It is unutterably cruel to permanently maim a human
being by failing to provide this quality of care during
the first three years of life.

THERE IS AN URGENCY THEREFORE TO:

® Re-evaluate all our institutions, traditions and beliefs
from this perspective.

® Oppose and weaken all forces which undermine the
desire or ability of parents to successfully carry out
a task which ultimately affects us all.

® Support and strengthen all aspects of family and
community life which assist parents to meet their
obligation to each new member of the human race.



	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8
	page 9
	page 10
	page 11
	page 12
	page 13
	page 14
	page 15
	page 16
	page 17
	page 18
	page 19
	page 20
	page 21
	page 22
	page 23
	page 24
	page 25
	page 26
	page 27
	page 28
	page 29
	page 30
	page 31
	page 32

