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SECTION ONE: GOALS AND METHODOLOGY

Americans generally express grcat concern about the nation's child¡en. Public Agenda studies of
attitudes towa¡d education, for example, document high levels of support for providing a high
quality of education to children. People exprcss deep concern about the problems of education
both in thei¡ own and in other communities, and they also exprcss concern about the childrcn of
other races. The support is equally broad across all demographic caægories.

Yet, as a society, Americans oleraæ a climaæ Érat is increasingly hostile to child¡cn's well-being.
Chilùen are experiencing declining amounts of time with parents and inadequaæ and often
underfunded education. The indicators of chil&en's well-being are shoçking: large numbers of
American child¡en ue living in poverty; many have inadequaæ prenaal care and zuffer low
birth-weighB and there are high levels of infant mortality. Despiæ these problems, there is stong
politicd support for cutbacks in poverty programs for child¡en.

What accounts for this gap between the public's values and the rcalities they are willing to live
with? Is there anything that can or should be done ûo close this gap? There are at least rwo
com¡non responses to this problem:

o Some obscrvers have suggested that people do not
understand how many child¡en are at risk, and believe
that if people had a clea¡er picttue of the sinration they
would be more motivaæd to action.

o Others hypothesize that the public's commitment to
pro-child values is "a mile wide and an inch deep,"
such that while pcople say they care about child¡en
they arc unwilling to stand behind thei¡ commitments.

Our rcsea¡ch suggess that neither of the two explanations poscd abovc is compleæly on targct.
Ou ñndings indicate that people a¡e sincercly concerned about childrcn and that ttrey think
children arc very much at risk. However, they define ttre problems that children face in a way that
differs from the approach taken by many experts and child¡en's advocaæs. The public's definition
of the problem -- which focuses on broad moral and economic problems -- makes them feel that
therc is very linle that can be done to help childrcn. Thei¡ tolerance for the problems of children
stems, in other words, not from indifference but from a feeling of helplessness.
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Methodologr

The Public Agenda conducæd six focus groups in August and Septembcr of 1995. The groups

involved in-d-pth questioning of cross-sections of rcsidcns in six cities. Participans for the focrs

gloups wcrc rccruiæ¿ Uy independent consumer research organizations in each city. All groups

wercrecnriæd according to qoot"s based on gender, education, income, race and age. The

respondens werc also scr"enLd for whether qr not they had children. By design, one of the

gtoopr consisæd entirely of people over sixty-five and the rcst of ttre grouPs had only people

*¿rt sixty-five. Vfe also chose to have one g¡oup with no minority gouP rcqpondents and

another gãup with no respondens with child¡en. The groups were moderaæd by John

Immerwahr.

The locations of the groups wet€:

Danbury, Connecticut, August 10

Portland, Maine, August 15

St Louis, Missouri, August 21

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, August 24, all reqpondcnts over 65

Minneapolis, Minnesota, August 30, no rcspondents with child¡en

Fort Lee, New Jersey, Sepæmber 5, no minority reqpondents

As with all focus goup reporß, the following should bc viewed as prcliminary h1çotheses rather

than definitive findings.



SECTION T\ilO: GENERAL ATTITIJDES TOMRD CHILDREN

Pessimism Alnut the Future

We fi¡st asked our respondcnts to aniculaæ their thoughs about the futu¡e of this country.
People brought up many topics ranging from thoughts about evolving technologics to concerns
about the cnvi¡onnpnt, but over and over again thc rcqpondents evinced decp levels of pessimism
about the futu¡e of the country. They based theirpessimism on two main sources:

1. Ectnomic distress. There is a widely sha¡ed perception that good jobs are increasingly
unavailable and that families are severely pressed financially, with both par€nts forced to worh
and with many people working nvo jobs. Some r€p¡esentative quotes:

It's tougher for a tadesman to get a job, it's easíerfor an
employer to híre two part-time people. Andif you don't
keep up, thq'll hire kids out of college who are cheaper.
Man, Minneapolis

I n the last ten years , there's been a lot of resîucruríng of
the corporate envírorunent, and tløt mearc a lot of jobs
lutte been lost. I{s toughfor people 35 to 40 to get back
into the structure.
Man. St. Louis

I thínk a lot øbout jobs and the economy; I just fun't know Iøw
people are goíng to continue to make it the wøy things are going.

;.. Man, Portland

2. Moral decay. People also perceive a wide-ranging decay in the moral fabric of the country,
cha¡acærizcd by irresponsibility, lack of concern for self or others, grÊed and maærialism. CriÍæ,
drugs, teenage pregnancy and political comrption, arc so¡ne of the most frequently ciæd
synptoms of this decay. Indeed, many respondents see the counry's economic problems as being
caused by the moral failings of business leaders who ma¡rimizc their profits by policies such as

downsizing and off-shore production.

Dríve fuwn route 100, and people wíll jnst cut you of,
thq won't hesitate to step on your face. And it's the sante
in business. People want to get ohead, and they'll jttst step
on your face.
Man, Minneapolis,



There's a moral and spírirual decay in this country,
which leads to víolence. There's víolence everywhere,

and a lack of respect for the authorities.
Man, Minneapolis

Everyone ín this country ís greedy. Everyone wanß to
outdo everyone else. They end up rnaking more monq,
bw they hstte less rtme þ enjoy it.
Older Man, Philadelphia

The Impact on Children

Therc is no question that the reqpondents feel that both of these trends have impactcd severely

and tragically on the nation's child¡en.

1. The ecpnomic impacL \ilhen people think in economic tenns (a view taken most vociferously
by parents talking about thei¡ own families) they stress that working people can no longer survive

with one parent working. Usually both parents must work (whether they arc married or not) and

ofæn the pÍ¡rents must work at more than one job. This means that younger kids are in day-care

and older childrcn Ieft unsupervised. The result is that children just don't receive the time and

attention their parens would like to give them: -

I go visít my nephal at school, and all these líttle kíds

cling to me becatue they're starttedfor afection, because

they all come from divorcedfontílies and both their parents
.. have to work.
.. 'Woman, St. Louis

A lot of the problem is that the wives hove to go to work. It's
Itardfor one person to keep up a løme. This ß why you've
got crime, why teenLgers are runníng wild - there's nobody
at home.
Older'V[oman, Philadelphi a

2. The moral impacl furother view is ttrat childrcn a¡e suffering because of moral failu¡es in the

society in general and on the pan of their p¿¡rcnts in particular. This view is held most
emphatically by older people and by people wittrout children, but is sha¡ed by many parents as

well. This vision assumes ttrat middle-class parents are caught up in greed and consume¡ism; as a

rcsult they are so busy working to buy things that they no longer have time for ttrei¡ own child¡en.

In the absence of parcntal inpuL the children a¡e raised on TV images of sex, violence and

consumerism. The child¡en are unloved and undisciplined, spoiled with too many consumer goods

but lacking traditional discipline and family values. The situation is fi¡rther exacerbaed by an



out-of-conEol legal system that makes it impossible for parents to discipline thei¡ own children
wittr a smack or for another adult to comfort a child with a hug.

I go to vísit my nieces, and each one of tlvm las aTV in
her own room. When I was a kid, íf we watchedTV we
all watched together, andwe watchedwlataryr ourfather
wanted to watch. It used to be tlat kids got land-me-dowrc,
now æeiybody gets a new bike.
Man, Portland

Líttle kids aren't kíds anymore. There's all the pressure to
keep up, to wear desígner jeans.
Woman, Minneapolis

Kids hatte rø respect for their pare¡xs. You can't discipline
them now, they'll tttn you in. The lav, has to clønge, so that
parents can dísciplíne their children.
'Woman, Danbury

It's dfficult to be a kid, maybe not to løve a mother and
father, and naybe to hsve stepparenß. It was easíerfor me;
I alwøys lød one set of rules, and society had the sante rules
my parents did. Now ít's dffirent, dffirent kids are brought
up according to different rules.
Man, Fort Lee

'.Welfarc parcnts are perceived as espccially irrcsponsible; they have babies they cannot afford and
do not know how to raise, fathers are not part of the picture, and the infants often have prcnaøl
drug or alcohol exposure.

flow Serious Is the Problem for Children?

Although every one agrees that child¡en a¡e victims of these Eends, young people are by no
means perceived as the only victims. In several of the goups we asked the respondents to think
about five differcnt segments of ttre population - older people, middle-aged people, young adults,
students in school and college, and little childrcn -- and to æll us which g¡oup seemed to be
having the greaæst problems. Many people mentioned older people, while others discussed the
problems of middle-aged people who a¡e hit by downsizing and economic dislocation, others
suessed young adults looking for work A few people talked about crimE and dnrgs in the high
schools, but virn¡ally none of our respondents spontrneously identified tittle child¡en as victims.
One rcspondent tried !o sum up the situation as inclusively as possible, but made no reference to
children at all:



When you are a young adult, ít ís ltard to get ø iob, but you

can do it. 'When you are middle'aged, you ore in a very

fragíte position'- if you getfiredyou're dogmeat. When

you are older you are OK øs long as your health is all right,
but once you get síck,you're in trouble.

Man, St L¡uis

A fìifferent fìefïnition of the Prrùlem

There is a conventional wisdom among many of thosc who are most professionally involved in the

welfare of children. They start with the observation that a shocking number of America's child¡en

live in poverry (over 25 iercent¡, and then point out that America is at the bonom of the list of

indusrialized countries in many areas, ro.h .r prenatal-care, adequate day+are or immunizations

for child¡en. These professionals oftcn point to the bctær tack rccord of other industrialized

countries in these .rårr, which they atfibuæ to the exisEnce of child-æsistance Prograrns, family

leave, home visits by nurses, and universal health-carc for child¡en.

Although our rcspondents do express a concern about child¡en, no one spontaneously defines the

problem as the child advoc"ær do. What concerns them most are quiæ differcntproblems: crfune'

iex and drugs in the school, consumerist values in the society and lack of discipline in the home.

As onc woman said:

When I se¡td my kid off to school, I feel like I am sending

her off to war. I løte to talk to her øbout críme, about drugs,

about sex, tell her to stay out of the school bathrooms unless

she is with a group of herfriends. I don't think there ís much

theY learn ís 911.
liloman. Fort Lee.

How flo People React to the Statistics?

Since no one mentioned problems of poverty urd child¡en's health sPontaneously, we presenæd

our reqpondents with several statistics about child¡en in poverty,low-birth weighs and inadequaæ

health-care. V/e asked people whether they believcd the statistics and, if so, how they explained

ttrern

In each goup we found much the same pattern. Initially some people believed the statistics and

so* p.ãplaquestioned whether they could possibly be true. Of ttrose who did believe thern'

some referred to the economic conditions of families with children. A woman in Fort Lce

explained these statistics in terms of the number of people who don't have health insuance:
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Tltose rutntbers sound right to me because there are so mony
people witltout írcurance. If you watch wlat's lappening to
people witlow ittsurance you see that there aren't enough
doctors. These people waít on líne for doys ønd doys, and
by the tíme thq get to see a doctor, thq could be dead.

Others explained the statistics by pointing out that these things must be rue mostly for inner city
children, and they saw the cause as lack of parcnøl rcsponsibility and motivation. fuiother woman
in Fort Lee put it this way:

I knowfor afact tlnt there are Baby Keepwell stations all
over the place, but f you løte afifteen year old girl wlø's
jttst lød a baby, and her boffiend wants her to go fuwn to
the slnre, or fu drugs, she thinlcs, well, I can get the shots

for the baby tomonow. The shots are there, and the sltots
are free, but getting the kíds who are h,atting bobies to put
the baby's problems before theír own ís very dfficult.

Although people initially approached this problem from diffcrent perspectives, the more they
talked the more they tended to believe the søtistics and agrce that the real explanation was the
irrcsponsibility, low motivation and lack of education of many parents (eqpecially in the inner
cities). The more people talh the more they bçonæ convinced that the problem is an inability to
ake advantage of ttre existing services, rather than a lack of services. (We saw no difference on
this question between African-American and whiæ rcqpondens.)

Pèople do feel, in other words, ttrat child¡en are at risk. But ttrey by no means identify child¡en as

the most severely troubled group in America. If an¡hing, they tend to thi¡ù of children's
problems as symptomatic of the problems of thei¡ p¿uents or of the society as a whole.



SECTION THREE: OBSTACLES

The views we have just reporæd help us understand why Americans may be less than enthusiastic

about many proposals to improve the lives of the nation's childrcn. The problem is not that they

do not carc about children, and not ttrat they don't believe that children are having a ha¡d time.

The problem is that there a¡e factors which prcvent them from ranslating tl¡eir beliefs and

concerns into support for action o address the problern h this section we outline some of those

obsacles.

Obet¡cle l: A problem with No Fesy Solutinns

One of the most severc obsucles is that people think the obvious solutions to the problems

affecting children Írre so global i¡ natu¡e as to be compleæly u¡uealistic. Americans a¡e a

pragmatic people, and they focus most clearly on problems that have a clear solution. If a

problem seems ursolvable, people ænd to focus on something else regardless of how serious the

problem is. The things that people bclieve would most help childrcn are so unworkable that they

tcnd to withd¡aw from thinking about the problem.

Our rcspondents had a very clear idea about a solution to the economic problems that impact on

child¡en. Y/hat families need, they feel, is low-cost safe housing, affordable medical coverage and

college n¡itions and, above all else, high-wage jobs that allow middle-class families to st¡pport

themselves on the income of a single job. Thc problem is that no one thinks that such jobs will be

widely available an¡ime soon. Indeed, many people feel these conditions slipping even further

out of the grasp of most people. As one Portland man said:

I see ø growing dívide between the løves and the hove-nots,

with afew people getting very wealthy attd a lot of tts fuing
worse every year.

But the problem does not look any more solvable when people define it in a moral way. In thei¡

view what would be required is a major shift in social values, so that large numbers of people

rcject selfishness and consumerism in favor of uaditional "family values." V/e found nearly

universal consensus, however, that "the toothpasæ is out of thc tube" and that we cannot go back

to the old values, no matter how desi¡able they werc. ln brief: if the problem is defined as a shift

to values of selfishness and consumerisrn, there is no practical solution.

The two most common ways of defining the problem, then, suggest large-scalc cconomic or

cultr¡al solutions which seem to most people to be compleæly unobtainable. This rapidly blocts
all productive thinking about the problern
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Otrstecle 2: A Prerrccupation with Ìr'responsihle Parents

Our rcspondents a¡e deeply distu¡bed by the pcrception ttrat American society has developed a

system where generations of people live on welfa¡e. They feel that we have created a sysEm that
condemns many people to a cycle wherc children a¡e born (ofæn with prenaøl dnrg and alcohol
exposure) to uneducatcd, unemployed, and unma¡ried æenage mothe¡s. The daughters grow up
to have welfa¡e babies of ttreir own, while the boys, with dcprcssing frequency, Bo on to a life of
unemployment, drugs, gmgs, violence, prison. They are convinced that this system destroys the
life of many people (especially in ttre innø city), creates high taxes which drag the economy down
and creatcs an epidemic of crime so that no one feels safe anymore.

Otn rcspondents arc also convinced that oru existing sysæm of welfa¡e actually makes the
problem worse by encouraging welfare mothers to have children. In effect, we have made it too
easy for people on welfare to have child¡en they arc not ready to provide for.

Proposals to limit welfare to a few years or to refuse o give increased welfa¡e support to women
who have more child¡en while on welfarc are enoÍnously popular. They were spontaneously
rnentioned in every group and stongly supporæd by many of otu rcspondents.

People recognizc that these policies will be hard on child¡en, but ttrey arc attracted to them out of
desperation. They feel that the siruation is so out of hand that only drastic policies will be
effective, even if the childrcn a¡e innocent victims. Here is a small sample of what people said
about this topic:

The bíg planbeing kicked arouttd now by the Republícans
is that we're going to force people of welfare. If people are

.. old ercugh to have children, they sløuld be old ercugh to get
..- offthe boat or swim to the sløre. The kíds are goíng to be the

losers, but ít's got to stop somewhere. It's not like thq øren't

forøvarned.
Man, SL l¡uis

If a girl k¡nws tlat she won't get any monsy, won't tløt
encourage her not to hary another child?
Older'Woman, Philadclphia-

If you can just lay fuwn and get welfare,you're going to have
a wløle slew of kíds. Some of them live bener ütan we do.
Vfoman, St. Louis
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It's a questíon of respottsibility. I don't hatte a lot of sympathy

for people who wantonly reproduce thenselves and then expect

someone to bail them out.
Man, Minneapolis

Many of our rcspondens feel that irresponsible parents arc using thei¡ own children as hosøges

to obtain even morc money from society. The situation has become so bad, however, that many

people are rcady to sacrifice some hostages in order to prevent still more from bcing created in

the future.

When thinking about the problems of the underclass, then, the reqpondents rcPort a cruel

dilemma- They feel that they a¡e forced to choose between helping childrcn urd fighting welfare

dependency. They are so frr¡straæd and angry about welfarc that they a¡e reluctantly willing to

turn childrcn into pawns in a war against a systcm that is destoying the country. No one wants to

see childrcn suffer, but pcople see no other way to solve the problern

Obstecle 3: q f'ear. ttrnt F ffons to Help At.risk Children \ilill M¡ke Things Worse for the

Children of Responsihle Hard-working Parents

People's difñculty in conceptualizing solutions to the problems of childrcn is made even worse by

a fea¡ that the sæps designed to help the most at-risk child¡en will actr¡ally hurt the families of
those who most deserve our support When people hea¡ about progmms designed to help

childrcn (AFDC, health-clinics, state-supportcd day care) they are, as wo have al¡eady noEd,

fearful that these prograrns will encouage irresponsible parcnts to have more child¡en. They also

fea¡ that the money from these progr¿rms will come from greaær tÐ(es on working peoplc, whose

. own children will suffer as a result

There is a strongly shared feeling, in other words, that society perversely rewards those who are

irresponsible while making it ha¡der for those who work hard and play by the rules. When the

rcspondents hea¡ about the need to help children, many of them assume that the help will go to

the wrong people.

It's the irresporuíble ones who get the money. The struggling
ones løve pride.
Woman, Portland

My son is paying taxes to sttpport these young ladíes wlto are

having babies. They are not educated not to have children. If
we gave them less help, they'd lnve to have fnver children-

Older Man, Philadelphia
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The person wln desertes help slnuld be the one wlø ís workíng
and just need a líttle help on a temporary basís.
'Woman, Sr Louis.

The chart below dcsc¡ibes these obsacles in a schcmatic fashion. There arc rcally th¡ee differcnt
ways the public úinfs about the concerns of the child¡en: two of these perspectives suggest

solutions that a¡e so overwhelming as to be virnrally inpossible, the thi¡d suggests a simple

solution that even the supporærs agree will have negative impacts on child¡en, at least in the

near-telm.

hrhlic Perceptinn of Problems Faced hy flifferent Types of Children

Situation hoblem for Kids Impact on Children Solution

Comfortable middle-
class families whcre
both parents work to
buy consumer goods

Too many consumcr
goods, and parents

who are too busy
making money to
care for thei¡
children.

Spoiled, disrcspecftl
and undisciplined,
living lonely lives
deprived of
supervision.

No solution - it is
impossible to tuÍi
back the clock and

rcturn to raditional
values.

Struggling poor or
margnat middle-class
families where both
parents work to make
'cnds meet

Too little time and

attention from
parents who need to
depend on day care

or "latch key"
sin¡adons.

May not be spoiled
but do run wild and
are undisciplined and

disreqpecÉul. Starved
for time æd
attention.

Obvious but unlikcly
solution -- bring back

the days when one

wage€arner could
sr¡pport a famity.

Underclass Deprived, due to
irrcsponsible,
unemployed ud
under-age parents,

many of whom have

kids just to get

welfa¡e.

Kids arc condemned
to cycle of poverty,
teenage Pfegnancy,
crirne and drugs.
Programs available,
but parens too
irrcsponsible to take

advantage of thern

Draconian solution -
cut back on suPPort

for at-risk children to
discourage pa¡ents
from having kids until
they are rcady to
provide for thern
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SECTION FOLJR: RECOMMENDATIONS

The Childrcn's Initiative is discussing a variety of approaches designed to focus attention on the
problems of childrcn as part of a large-scale effort to improve the ove¡all condition of childrcn.
We did not test these approaches specifically in or¡¡ own focus groups, but we undcrstand that
they are being sn¡died in another series of focus groups currcntly under way. Public Agcnda's
rcsea¡ch does yield, however, some principles for thinking about the best ways to reach and
engage the American public on this issue. Some approaches, in our view, arc higtrty promising,
others have both advantages and disadvantages, while still others could even be counter-
productive.

Âpproeches Thet Heve a Gmd Chnnce of Succeeding

l. Supporting self-reliance. Orn analysis suggests that the public is most rcceptive !o the idea of
helping people who help themselves, and of æsisting ha¡d-working parents who just want to do a
beuer job for thei¡ own child¡en. Ou¡ h¡pothesis is that the public will support and reqpond to

Prog¡rms that engage the value of rcciprocity, earning and deserving. Hard-working parents is
prccisely those that the rcspondents feel are gening the short-end of the stick now, and precisely
the ones who, in their eyes, deserve the most help.

2. Highlighting programs that work. Oru respondents a¡e frustraæd and despondent about the
futr¡¡c of this country and is children. There is a drumbeat of negative rcporting about crime,
comrption and economic bad-news. The situation seems so bleak to them that they have
disengaged from it. By conrasq highlig¡ting success stories, celebrating parenting that does
work, and focusing on individuals who arc doing a good job may serve to increase ttre scnse that
solutions arc possible.

3..Volunteerism. Many of the proposals under consideration by the Children's Initiative involve
volunteerism. Volunæerism evokes a lot of favorable rcsponses from otn respondents. People
say that it is a good thing both for those who rcceivc help and for those who give it" many said
that they have volunæered at some point in the past (or are doing so now) and had a good
experience with ir Volunteerism also evokes the positive images of an olde¡ America where
individuals supposedly helped each other instead of appeating to govemment. People may also
like vohuæerism because they feel that help will morc likely go to those who can benefit from it,
rather ttran to those who can work the systsm to their own advantage. Since they are convinced
that the problem is not financial, they are also attracted to a system ttrat is not based on spcnding
more money. Volunteerism is perceived as a good thing, even by those who do not necessarily
share the same definition or sense of urgency about the problem.
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Apprneches th¡t Hnve e Mi'ed Chance of Sucss

Focr¡s on infants end early interrention. Another idea is to try !o focus public attcntion on the

condition of infans and extrenply young childrcn. Therc are two advanages here: young

child¡en and infans a¡e seen as morp vulnerable and innocent, and, in their own lives, people

know that it is less expensive to prevent a problem than to ctue it

\Vhile this approach certainly strikes a chord, our sense is that the rcspondents are more
concerned about who is helped and how they arc hclpcd, rather than when they are helpcd. While
early inærvention has both a moral and a practical appeal, there is also a fear that irresponsible
par€nts will divert help from their children to themselves. (fhey will sell üre baby's npdicine, it is
feared, to buy dn¡gs for themselves).

The best programs for children of poverty -- in the view of our rcspondents -- are progams that
get the childrcn out of the honp (such as Operation Head-sta¡t). These progl¿rnls are more likely
to be appropriaæ for older childrcn rather than infants.

People are also not convinced by the argument tl¡at they should pay now or else pay morc laær.

Our rcspondens ænded to perceive this as a false dichotomy. They a¡e convinced that they will
pay now and later under any circumstances. The phrase "money down a rat hole" is quickly
evoked in response to suggestions that we should provide more funding for early childhood
prograrnming.

hngrems that M¡y Be Counter-productive

..Shock treatment or humiliation. One possible approach is to try to engage the public's values

..by shocking them or humiliating them with the seriousness of the problems that children face. In
this mind set, people need to be "woken up," so that ttrei¡ values are engaged. While ou¡
rcscarch suggests tlìat some people were surpriscd to hea¡ statistics about the cur¡ent staæ of
children, our judgment is, however, this approach could be counter-productive or even ha¡mful.

The problem is that it docs not engage either of the dominant conceptions of the problem:
from thc economic point of view this approach may be perceived as insulting. Parents who
perceive themselves as stnrggling want !o do morc for their child¡en and feel frr¡sraæd by their
limitations. Mcssages from corporatc America about how bad a job parens are doing are more

likely to evoke anger than to motivatc action. This is eqpecially tn¡e because corporaE America is

perctiived to be a major part of the problem, both because of advertising that pushes peoplc into
"name brand" consumerism and because of thc perceived harm creaæd by layoffs, rcstnrcturing
and off-shore production.

These mcssages have a different kind of impact on those who see the problem for childrcn as a

symptom of a moral crisis. Americans a¡e, in our judgment, akeady overly pessimistic about the
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fi¡tqre. They complain about rising criÍE even though crime rates are down, they arc appalled by

rising.o¡¡uition in government cven though - by many measurcs -- govemÍEnt has never been

cleaner. Tfrty ateady bclieve that ttre country is going to hell and ürat children a¡e victims.

Playing up *-hat a bad job wc ar? doing will have ths sffect of pumping up thc frusration and

anger without encouraging positive action.
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APPENDIX : ENCOURAGING VOLT.JNTEERISM

Thcre is no question that people think highly of volunæerism. A morc difficult problem, howevcr,

is how to get them to actually volunteer. Wc did not study this later question in detail.

However, some cornments did come up which may be suggestive. Ou research indicaæs that

while people think highly of the idea of volunæering, certain obstacles Prcvcnt them from doing

so. Understanding these concerns nuy suggest different straægies for dealing wittr different

glouPs.

1. Older People. Several of the older respondens we inærviewed a¡c al¡eady involved in
volunæcr projects wittr chilùen or have done so in the past \ryhile they looked favorably on the

idca of volunæerism, they also raised a concern based on styles of child-raising. Several

exprcssed the vicw that they could not be effective as voluntcers because ttrey fclt that the

children wcre undisciplined, and they werc afraid of conflicts with the Parents. As one older man

in Philadelphia said:

I bn't luve the sane standards as the porents. We fun't løtte
a cornnnn standord of dísciplíne. I wouldfeel I was lettíng a

child down if I didn't discípline themfor certaín behaviors.

This suggests that older people may be most attracted to programs where others will take ca¡e of
issues of discipline and control. Older people seemed most responsive to working in an

instiotional seuing where they were not the sole person in charge of childrcn.

2. Parents. Most parents said that they werc already involved in a grcat deal of volunEer work

with thei¡ own child¡en Qittle league, girl scouts, etc.), and they did not seem the least bit
..pceptive to devoting extra time to working with the child¡en of strangers. A few of or¡¡

if€spondents with æen-aged children mentioned, however, that they were suPPortive of ttre idea of
having their children do volunteer work, and that ttrey also would consider the idea of doing

volunteer work with thei¡ child¡en as a family activity. Many schools are now talking about

community service for students, and many high school students also feel that community service

will help them gain adminance to college. Volunteer oppornrnities for families and for teenagers

thus may have an appeal to parents.

3. People without children. V/e also alked to a number of people who have not had children.

Most tlpically they said tl¡at they might ttri¡k of volunteering but that they werc too busy. They

also seemed to suggest that they did not know how to go about volunæering, or that they felt that

volunteering would take a grcater time commitment than they were PrePrirÊd to offer. The idea

of volunteering sounded like a lot of work, and the idea of finding a suiøble placement also

sounded like a lot of work. The two together seemed overwhelming.
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This suggests that üris group rnay be reachable by "one-stop shopping." 'We had the sense that

what thesc mostly young people were looking for was a service that would find a placement for
them atwhaevc¡lcvcl they werE willing æ conrnir
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