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.STX 

 

MS. ERBE:  This week on “To the Contrary,” up first, new fodder in the daycare 

wars.  Is daycare good or bad for kids?  Then, terminal disease may be a term of the past 



as Americans see more high powered political figures battling cancer.  Behind the 

headlines: “Working Mother” magazine’s best small companies and what they offer 

working moms.   

 

(Musical break.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  Hello, I’m Bonnie Erbe.  Welcome to “To the Contrary,” a 

discussion of news and social trends from diverse perspectives.  Up first, parents, guilt 

and daycare.  

 

The daycare wars.  A new report provides fodder for daycare critics as well as 

touting the benefits of high quality daycare.  The federally funded study of early 

childcare and youth development released this week followed 1,300 children from birth 

to age 12.  It found kids who spend at least 10 hours a week in a daycare facility are 

somewhat more likely to interrupt classes and tease or bully or show other problem 

behaviors as recorded by teachers.  For each year kids’ spent at least 10 hours per week in 

daycare centers, teachers rated them as having a 1 percent higher level of problem 

behaviors.  On the other hand, children in high-quality daycare in daycare centers or 

family childcare homes possess better vocabularies than kids in low-quality daycare – 

that through the fifth grade.  The Children’s Defense Fund estimates some 2.3 million 

American children under five are in daycare centers.  

 

So, Genevieve Wood, should parents be worrying? 

 

MS. WOOD:  I think they should worry that we have to spend a lot of money on 

studies to reinforce what we already know to be true.  But look, if we have a little bit 

more information that gives presents better ideas about what would be the best decisions 

for their children, that’s a good thing.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, since when did American parents not worry when they 

drop off the kid at childcare?  Since America has no coherent, affordable, and dependable 

childcare system, parents are doing the best that they can.   

 

MS. BERNARD:  It’s definitely worrisome, but the bottom line is that on balance 

parental guidance and parental care is more important than anything else in determining 

the future achievement of our children.   

 

MS. LANDER:  I want parents to focus on the time they spend with their children 

outside of childcare.  I think that was the most important part of all this.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, what was interesting to me is when the study came out, one 

major newspaper – the headline was all about the bad news in the report, and then 

another major newspaper – there was good news there.  And the incidence – the reason 

we put it in the piece you just saw, about the incidence of bad behaviors rising by 1 

percent per year – is this something parents really should be worrying about?  And that is 



in mass daycare, lower-quality daycare.  Should you worry if you’re kid’s interrupting in 

class increases by 1 percent per year? 

 

MS. BERNARD:  I personally wouldn’t worry about it.  I think all parents are 

always going to be worried anyway about dropping their kids off in daycare.  One percent 

would not really bother me and I think these studies only followed the kids through sixth 

grade anyway.  That’s sort of the proverbial, is that glass half empty or half full?  

Because the good new is the kids’ vocabulary skills are on a whole much better than kids 

that have at-home care.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  And social skills in high-quality daycare.  There is money 

involved here.  If you have the money, you have high-quality childcare.  And if we paid 

childcare workers better – 

 

MS. ERBE:  And if you have money, generally you have better educated children.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Exactly.  

 

MS. ERBE:  I mean, it sort of follows.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, it follows.  But also childcare workers are the least 

paid.  I mean, they are given such low salaries – 

 

MS. WOOD:  Maybe after nursing home workers, actually.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Maybe after nursing home workers, but what that means is 

that they come with very few skills.  Turnover is high.  And anytime you disrupt a child’s 

connection with an adult, that’s bad for the child.  So who knows that maybe that has 

something to do with some of the disruptive behavior?   

 

MS. ERBE:  Well, are you saying – but you seem to think that the answer is 

government funded daycare, like they have in Europe.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  You know what?  Let’s try it.  I mean – 

 

MS. LANDER (?):  I’m absolutely against it.   

 

MS. WOOD:  They’ve tried it.  It doesn’t work so hot.   

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. ERBE:  No, but wait, wait, wait.  You finish, then I have a question for you.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Right now, it’s whatever couples are able to cobble together.  

And if you have money, you cobble something good.  If you don’t have money, my God, 

you drop off at the neighbor or you put – you’re just happy that the child is at some 



childcare facility.  So why not let have the government have some role in terms of at least 

certifying what’s a good childcare arraignment.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But you were saying – your response to that was Europe has tried it 

and it’s not working? 

 

MS. WOOD:  I don’t see where it’s working.  I mean, the fact is it’s kind of like 

government run healthcare and other activities: it always end up kind of taking the pie 

down as opposed to bringing people up.  And I’m not saying there’s not a role here, but 

we ought to be trying to implement policies that get parents more choices so they don’t 

have to only go to this daycare center.   

 

(Cross talk.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  But the reasons – wait, wait – the reason though, that I asked that 

question, is what I always here is that it is working in Europe.  In fact it works well.  

Their kids are better educated, et cetera.  

 

MS. :  In France.   

 

MS. ERBE:  However, it raises taxes.  The normal conservative response is, yes, 

they have it, and guess what?  They all pay a whole lot more in taxes than Americans.  

 

MS. WOOD:  That’s part of it.  But there’s also no evidence that the childcare – 

that the government childcare is any reason that their kids are doing better once they get 

to first grade and on through high school.  There’s no linkage there.  And yes, they’re 

paying a heck of a lot of money for it.  And in fact, many families there wish that the 

mom’s could stay home, but the taxes are so high in Europe.  I mean, talk about here 

some parents not having any choice.  In Europe, increasingly no mother or dad has a 

choice about whether they’d rather raise their kids because taxes are so high – 

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. LANDER:  I don’t see any choice now.  I don’t think – (unintelligible) – a 

choice now whether or not the – one parent, let alone mother could stay home.  I think the 

reality is there’re not enough childcare providers and centers around.  I think, if you go to 

malls middle-income neighborhoods you don’t see a lot.  People are traveling pretty far 

to get their kid in a childcare and then that is a another problem: they’re spending so 

much time there because of the travel back and forth, how far you are away from jobs and 

different things like that – those were factors not really brought up.   

 

MS. BERNARD:  And also, I would surmise that the vast majority of women or 

of couples or families or parents that are dealing with these issues would prefer that their 

kids not have to go to daycare at all.  The bottom line is that daycare does exist, but we 

shouldn’t look at it as a government run daycare center as a panacea, because most 



parents are looking for alternative arrangements.  They really don’t want their kids to be 

in government run centers.   

 

MS. ERBE:  I also – coming back to you – wonder whether this study showing 

that by fifth grade, even in massive, larger programs that are for lower-income people, 

the kids vocabulary is still better in fifth grade than not.  And secondly, that the bad 

behaviors are only going up 1 percent a year.  Isn’t that an argument for the fact that 

maybe we have a system that is working even for low-income parents and we don’t need 

to go to federally subsidized daycare?   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But it causes so much stress on American families.  There’s 

no parent who won’t tell you that whether they have money or they don’t have as much 

money, that that is the most stressful decision: what do I do in terms of childcare?  Do I 

stay home, get a nanny, put in a childcare center?  So I think there is some role here for 

government somehow increasing the options that are affordable for most families for a 

quality childcare.   

 

MS. ERBE:  But are we sure that anymore than there’s been a big turn away 

against America’s public school system that these same parents who are stressed by the 

options that are out there now would use federally subsidized centers, because we all 

know that the public schools pale in comparison to the quality of the private schools? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  I don’t know.  I don’t know.   

 

MS. WOOD:  But they can explore the competition and explore more 

opportunities as Crystal was saying.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But they can – exactly.  Right now it is what she said: there 

are no options.  There are so few that families do travel far to find something.  It’s not 

even that they can even question quality.  At this point they’re just happy – because both 

parents have to work – that there is childcare.  So right now, the options are too limited 

and government must increase those options so that they are affordable and that – yes, 

that they are dependable.   

 

MS. BERNARD:  But here’s something that’s interesting that you sort of touched 

on.  And what I haven’t seen a lot of people discussing is really this is – the 1 percent 

increase – as far as I’m concerned it’s really minimal, but teachers don’t like it.  Teachers 

don’t want any extra work to do.   If there’s a role for government, particularly in our 

public education K through 12 system, it’s to make teachers realize that our culture has 

changed.  We’re living in a society where parents have to put their kids in daycare.  There 

are behavioral problems associated with it and you don’t get to just say I’m a teacher and 

I want picture perfect kids that come into my class in kindergarten.  You have to work 

with them.  

 

MS. WOOD:  But then I think at the same time we have to be careful about how 

high then we have to hold teachers accountable when kids don’t come out reading and 



writing as we want them to, and they’ve got to focus so much time on the education.  I 

just think we have to get innovative on this.  A lot of businesses give employees money 

back for their transportation vouchers, right, whether it’s Metro cards or whatever.  Let’s 

look at ways how could businesses do more in this area.  Not being forced to do it by the 

government, but what more can they do because in fact women are in the workforce 

more, parents – both parents are in the workforce more.  It’s just a reality.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  There’re quite a few private sector initiatives, but it’s a 

hodgepodge.  

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And from this hodgepodge to the next hodgepodge.  

(Laughs.)  From daycare to sickness in the public eye.   

 

A new CBS News poll shows the majority of Americans believe presidential 

contender John Edwards made the right decision to stay in the race after announcing his 

wife’s cancer is incurable.  Elizabeth Edwards is adamant about moving forward and 

continuing the campaign despite learning of her cancer’s return.  The Edwards family 

isn’t alone in facing serious illness while in the public eye.  Just this week White House 

Spokesman Tony Snow publicly disclosed his cancer has metastasized.  Republican 

presidential contender Mitt Romney’s wife suffers from multiple sclerosis, and Rudy 

Giuliani and Senator John McCain have both battled cancer.   

 

Three decades ago, such public admissions would have been unthinkable.  “To the 

Contrary” panelist, Dr. Bernadine Healy, former head of the National Institutes of Health 

and author of “Living Time,” believes politicians can help shift the public’s attitude 

toward incurable disease.   

 

BERNADINE HEALY [Author, living Time]:  (From tape.)  I think this shows 

something very healthy that’s happening in our public private world.  And that is 

politicians are acknowledging that they too are vulnerable.  They’re just like everybody 

else.  I think what we’ve heard the past week with Tony Snow and with Elizabeth 

Edwards, though, is that this conversation on advanced disease it’s still not where it needs 

to be – that we need to recognize that there is hope and there is help, even with advanced 

forms of cancer.   

 

MS. ERBE:  When I heard about all these in the past week or so, I thought about 

Betty Ford in 1974 coming out and announcing that she had had breast cancer.  But on 

the other hand, she had also licked her breast cancer and these are two very high-profile 

figures who – their time is limited.  I mean, it’s not curable at this point.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Well, we owe Betty Ford a lot, because she announced that, 

her breast cancer, at a time when you couldn’t say breast in public.  So that’s a big deal.  

And she also then announced her addictions and created the Betty Ford Clinic.  But I 

think she got the ball rolling so that public figures can show not only that they can be 

vulnerable to health crises, but that it is something that you can defeat.  And that’s, I 

think, the message that’s very important because all Americans are scared of the big C.  



In fact, every time you mention it and you say, well, we’re going to get through 

chemotherapy, et cetera, you look at the person as if they’re dead already.   

 

MS. BERNARD:  Yes.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  And I think the more public figures come out and say this is 

what I have and here’s how I’m going to fight it, the better it is for Americans.   

 

MS. BERNARD:  They are both very, very inspirational, and one of the things 

that I’ve been taking out of this all week long is, particularly with Elizabeth Edwards 

announcements this week is that you don’t just – it lets people know that you don’t have 

to just into your bed and wait to die.  She is going to live her life the way she chooses to 

live it, up until the time that she’s no longer with us.  And I would suspect the same for 

Tony Snow and anybody else that’s going through this.  It’s important.  

 

MS. ERBE:  But has discrimination – societal discrimination against people with 

what, again, we used to call terminal illnesses or serious chronic illnesses, lessened over 

the last 30 years?  And if so, lessened enough? 

 

MS. BERNARD:  Yeah.  

 

MS. WOOD:  Well, I think so in the sense that first of all you see what we all 

think of as big, powerful people admitting that they have these things.  I mean, the most 

recent cases being Mrs. Edwards and Tony Snow.  And the fact – they go on.  And that 

says that doesn’t make you weaker because all of a sudden you have this.  And the fact is 

– I mean, who today doesn’t know somebody who’s either suffered from cancer or died?  

And you realize that their life was better if they kept fighting it.   

 

MS. LANDER:  That’s what’s changed.  

 

MS. ERBE:  I have to ask a question about whether this will change.  Since we’re 

letting politicians be more human, see their clay feet, let them continue and support them 

in many instances, will this spread out – will this acceptance spread out to other 

vulnerabilities, not diseases so much, but are we becoming more accepting of men 

running for office who have cheated on their wives, for example?   

 

MS. BERNARD:  That’s a different story, now.  (Laughter.)  

 

(Cross talk.)  

 

MS. ERBE:  Wait a minute.   

 

MS. LANDER:  But I think honestly, we are.  We definitely are more accepting 

and whether – I mean, there was time that someone wouldn’t dare put out that they 

cheated on their wife.  You have Rudy Giuliani running, and he cheated on his wife 

publicly.   



 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  And had cancer.  

 

MS. LANDER:  And had cancer.  (Laughter.)  So it balances the (fall ?).  I think 

we’re more accepting because we also know someone who’s cheated on their wife or 

their spouse before, which is something different.   

 

MS. BERNARD:  You know, it’s interesting.  We, at the Independent Women’s 

Forum, we did an even with Newt Gingrich recently and somebody sent us an e-mail and 

said how can you support a man who cheated on his wife?  And the response was, we 

don’t – we’re not here to discuss his personal life.  We’re here to discuss what his ideas 

are about transforming the nation.  That’s none of our business.  He’s admitted it.  Let 

him – let he, his wives, and his god deal with that issue.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But you know, this said, it does have impact.  These 

announcements do have impact on political careers.   

 

MS.  :  Sure.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Edwards’ donations skyrocketed after the announcement 

about the breast cancer that his wife is suffering.  At the same time – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But also he said, he was asked about sympathy – what about the 

sympathy vote, and he said I don’t want the sympathy vote.   

 

MS.  :  Don’t vote for me, yes.   

 

MS. ERBE:  So maybe he doesn’t want the sympathy donations either? 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But there’s the other part which is that the donations may 

stop once people realize that he may have to drop out at some point when the time comes.   

 

MS. WOOD:  And let’s keep in mind, if this were John Edwards who had cancer, 

I don’t think the public – and maybe rightly so – I don’t think the public would say, if 

you have this, we’re going to put you in high office when we know there’s –  

 

(Cross talk.)   

 

MS. ERBE:  But wait a minute.  Doesn’t it depend on the form of cancer and the 

stage of the cancer?   

 

MS. WOOD:  Sure.  

 

MS. ERBE:  Because Giuliani had prostate cancer and McCain had melanoma.   

 



MS. WOOD:  That’s right.  But I do think people take that into consideration.  

And I don’t think it’s wrong to take risk into consideration.  But I think that people have 

a much better chance now, the public, thinking through as opposed to just writing it off.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  All I’m saying is that it’s a two-edged sword.   

 

MS. WOOD:  That’s right.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  In other words, in important for American public to see 

public figures admitting that they have illnesses.  On the other hand, public figures must 

acknowledge that it can have an effect on their future political careers.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  Behind the headlines:  the top small companies.  For more 

than two decades, “Working Mother” magazine has selected the 100 best companies for 

working mothers, but for the last two years, they’re decided to add another category to 

the ranking: the 25 best small companies.  According to the Small Business 

Administration, small businesses employ half of all private sector workers.  Women 

alone own 6.5 million small businesses, generating more than $940 billion in revenue, 

and employing more than 7 million workers.  “Working Mother” magazine editor-in-

chief Carol Evans tells us why she thought it was important to highlight these smaller 

work places.   

 

(Begin video segment.)  

 

CAROL EVANS [President and CEO Working Mothers Magazine]:  Well, I 

really got tired of making speeches to organizations about the 100 best companies and 

having every time one person in the audience would raise their hand and say, well,  what 

about me?  I work for a small company.  And we need to know what we can do to either 

help our employees or what we can do as employees to ask for help.  And I really didn’t 

have anything to tell them because I didn’t know what small companies were doing.  So I 

needed to do the research and create this new list of best small companies for women so 

that I could answer that one person at every speech that I give.   

 

MS. ERBE:  You have two different lists: one for big companies, one for small 

companies.  What are the differences?   

 

MS. EVANS:  What happens basically in a small company – and these are 

companies sized five employees to 100 employees.  That’s our definition of a small 

company.  What they’re doing is they’re looking at their workforce: Sally, Jane and Tim.  

And they’re saying what do Sally, Jane and Tim need and want?  And then they’re 

delivering that to them.  So it’s really creative for the workforce that they have, or in 

some cases the workforce that they want to get.  You’ll have companies – in this best 

small companies list – are doing phenomenal amounts of flexibility.  Working from home 

is just very common – working different hours, compressed-work weeks, job sharing.  

Programs that are very sophisticated at big companies are kid of put together on an 

individualized basis.   



 

MS. ERBE:  What’s the business case for flexibility in small companies?  Does it 

help boost their bottom-line profits?   

 

MS. EVANS:  Small companies oftentimes find that they will lose out to big 

companies because of benefits, of course, but also because of career advancement.  A 

young person coming into a big company knows that there’s a track.  There’s a path that 

they can follow.  They can get promoted.  At a small company, there’s a track, but it’s 

really small and narrow, and they can’t just keep promoting everybody in the company.  

So what they find – the ROI is huge for them because if they can’t offer everybody the 

chance to move ahead, especially as quickly as you can in a big company, what they can 

offer is tremendous flexibility, tremendous customization of solving your needs, and a 

real kind of human understanding of what it’s about to be a good employer.  So they win 

the war for talent through this customization.   

 

There’s also another factor that I want to mention, which is sort of the family 

nature of small businesses.  There was a company on our list who had what they called 

the love team.  Now, the love team – this was a fun story.  The love team was a group of 

employees there who volunteered to help out any employee who had a crisis.  Crisis 

comes up – let’s say the mother is sick and the child needs to go to the camp that day, 

special day at the camp – the love team kick in, drives out to the mother’s house, and 

picks up the kid and takes him to the camp.  You know, this is extraordinary – (audio 

break) – that kind of a small incubator that a small company is.  That’s part of the reason 

– people just love small companies because of that, and it also proves that small 

companies can deliver a lot to that employee.   

 

(End video segment.) 

 

MS. ERBE:  She’s the expert, but is this true of all small companies?  I mean, 

they are shorter staffed than big companies.  Can they spare the – can most of them spare 

the time to make these kinds of – do these kids of things for their employees.   

 

MS. BERNARD:  I don’t know if it’s true of all small companies, but I would say 

that at least in my experience it’s probably true of a lot of them.  I mean, at our 

organization we live with this every single day.  We are a sort of – I always say the lean, 

mean fighting machine.  We have a full-time staff of only of about 12 people.  People can 

to rise in the organization the way they would if you were working at IBM or other 

places.  So what we can do is work within the confines of family life, of the things that 

are important to you.   

 

We always say, June Cleaver, what did she want?  June Cleaver wanted flextime, 

so we’ve got flextime.  Where it’s appropriate, you can work from home.  Our 

philosophy is we don’t care when you do your work as long as you get your work done 

and you’re producing.  We can offer good benefits.  We can do the kind of things that big 

companies might not necessarily want to do in order to keep our people on board with us 

and have the best talent that we can possibly get.   



 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Me too.  (Laughter.)  I have somebody who works from 

home, a man with two children.  And we have baby at work, and it is precisely that: you 

want to keep the talent, and it is a family atmosphere so you do the work around people’s 

individual schedules.   

 

MS. ERBE:  Do you agree with Carol?  You’re getting a great ROI – return on 

investment – for allowing this kind of flexibility?   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  When they are good people whom you want to keep, 

absolutely.   

 

MS. LANDER:  Well, my concern, though, is two things that come up is since 

this is not a standard policy, it can appear to new employees or younger employees that 

it’s favoritism based many times on age.  Because let’s face it: who’s having the having 

the kids are much further along in their career than those not who are younger.  So it feels 

like the younger staff come to me and say, well, they get to coma in flex hours, they’re 

working from home.  I have to be here every day.  What is the policy on this?  And what, 

do I have to be your friend?  Do I have to be a good friend of yours or of the CEO to 

actually have this policy?  That’s where I see younger women really going to be 

frustrated by these policies and younger staff people.   

 

MS. BERNARD:  Well then they’ll go work somewhere else.  If they’re that 

unhappy, they’ll go somewhere where they can have this kind of hours of – 

 

MS. ERBE:  But there’s a valid – well you say that, but that’s a valid point.  I 

mean, you’ve seen it written up in lots of places, particularly having to do with single 

employees versus married-with-children employees.  A lot o the single employees feeling 

like well, I don’t have kids, but I want to go sail boating, so I should be able to take my 

flex – I should be able to work at my computer at home from midnight to 3:00 in the 

morning because Fridays I want to be on my sailboat.   

 

MS. BERNARD:  But you might not have a job that allows – I mean, a lot of it is 

dependant on the type of job you have.  If you’re a grant writer or you’re somebody 

who’s writing policy papers, you can do research and you can do writing and you can do 

it from your office or from your home at 3:00 in the morning or at 9:00 a.m., not from 

9:00 to 5:00.  Some jobs, for example, somebody who’s in charge of your IT system, you 

need them in the office from 9:00 to 5:00.  And I would assume that most of small 

employers are going to tell that employee in that job – 

 

MS. WOOD:  You’ve got to be there.  

 

MS. BERNARD:  – here’s the job requirements.  

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  And if I don’t have somebody who is comfortable with that 

kind of setting, adios, you know?   



 

MS. WOOD:  And that’s the thing, though.  It is true, though, but if you’re single 

and other people – they’re bringing their child to work and you’ve got to work next to the 

child – (unintelligible) – what do I get out of this? 

 

MS. ERBE:  Or they’re – but wait – or the other think too, is the child is sick, they 

stay home sick and you’ve got to – 

 

MS. WOOD:  Right.  And you don’t get that option.  

 

MS. ERBE:  No, no – you’ve got to pick up their work.   

 

MS. WOOD:  Right, but if you’re at a good business run like Michelle or Irene 

over here – 

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Thank you.  

 

MS. WOOD:  Then I’m thinking that they’re going to find other ways to make it 

up to them.  I mean, that’s where it’s up to the employee to make yourself worthy, even 

to make yourself somebody that they want to keep around.  

 

MS. LANDER:  Well, also being clear, I just think that for new employees we 

have to be clear that this isn’t done arbitrarily, that this is done based on basically some 

sort of seniority system and it’s been earned.  And I don’t think that that’s being 

vocalized very well.  Because what people see is this person is working from home, but 

yet when you call them, they can’t be found.  And then you’re saying well, what were 

you doing all day?  Oh, I went to the mall.  And then it’s kind of like, well, this isn’t 

working for most.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  But when do you think it should be made clear, at the point 

of hire?   

 

MS. LANDER:  I would like to live in clear.   

 

MS. NATIVIDAD:  Let me just tell you.  As an employer it is more a system that 

you set up as need arose.   

 

MS. ERBE:  All right.  And the need arose now to go to the credits.  That’s it for 

this edition of “To the Contrary.”  Next week, we’ll take a look at the growing influence 

of religion on politics and how this affects women’s rights.  Please join us on the web for 

“To the Contrary” Extra.  And whether your views are in agreement or to the contrary, 

please join us next time. 

 

(END) 


