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Amid the current morass
in Frankfort, Senate
President David Wil-

liams has seized on a possible
solution that might help law-
makers successfully wrap up
the special legislative session
that began Monday.

This would be the session
that’s costing taxpayers
$60,000 a day. Friday brings
the tab to $300,000.

Williams, the Republican
from Burkesville, on Wednes-
day proposed a way to end the
war of words between him and
his Democratic arch-enemy,
Gov. Steve Beshear, who re-
cently reminded us that he
“whooped” Williams in last
year’s governor’s race.

“I think the governor needs
toseeksomecounselingforhis
hate for me,” Williams said.

Possibly. But the dysfunc-
tional family in Frankfort
clearly could benefit from
help in other areas, such as:

Agoraphobia, defined as
the morbid fear of being in
open spaces. How else to ex-
plain why legislative leaders
spend hours holed up in their
corner offices behind closed
doors while the rest of the
state’s 138 legislators mill
around waiting to be called
into action? (Remember, at a
cost of $60,000 a day.)

Grief counseling. This

couldhelpWilliams,mourning
the loss of road projects
whacked from his district by
the Governor’s veto pen. It
could help Beshear get over
the death of his gambling bill.
It could ease lawmakers’ sor-
row over the many worthy
billskilledeachsessionbypar-
tisan bitterness, the special in-
terest lobby or sheer neglect.

A skilled counselor could
lead politicians through the
stages of grief: denial, anger,
depression and, finally, accep-
tance and hope. Unfortunate-
ly, Williams and Beshear seem
stuck at stage two as the tax-
payers spend $60,000 a day
hoping the session will end
with results.

Group sessions. This novel
approachwouldbringalllegis-
lators together in large cham-
bers helpfully provided at the
stateCapitol,wheretheycould
openly discuss their dreams
and desires for Kentucky.
They could debate how best to
achieve them through legisla-
tionthathasn’tbeencookedup
in a back-room deal by a few
lawmakers and lobbyists.

Instead of adjourning with
blame and recrimination, law-
makers could end the session
with a big group hug.

Sure, therapy and interven-
tion might cost a little money.
But not $60,000 a day.

Try a little therapy
for special session

WASHINGTON — In-
stead of fighting a pho-
ny mommy war over

what Hilary Rosen said about
Ann Romney, we should face the
fact that most families these days
cannot afford to have one parent
stay home with the kids. This is
not about “lifestyle” or “values.”
This is an economic struggle
highlighting yet again the social
costs arising from decades of
stagnating or declining wages
and growing income inequality.

There is a profound class bias
in our discussion of what mothers
should or should not do. The pub-
lic debate seems premised on the
idea that all two-parent families
have a choice as to whether one or
both work.

That’s still true for the better-
off. But this choice is denied to
most American families. They
have had to send two people into
the workforce whether they
wanted to or not.

Thus the importance of a
study released this week by the
Center for American Progress
that deserves wide attention. The
report demonstrates conclusive-

ly that the ruckus
over Ann Rom-
ney’s decisions is
30 years out of
date. Its core con-
clusion: “Most
children today
are growing up in
families without a
full-time, stay-at-
home caregiver.”

“In 2010,
among families

with children,” the study notes,
“nearly half (44.8 percent) were
headed by two working parents
and another one in four (26.1 per-
cent) were headed by a single
parent.

As a result, fewer than one in
three (28.7 percent) children now
have a stay-at-home parent, com-
pared to more than half (52.6 per-
cent) in 1975, only a generation
ago.”

And these changes are driven
more by economics than by any
of the mommy war issues that
provide so much fodder for tele-
vision and radio brawls. “Bread-
winning wives are even more
common in families with lower

incomes,” according to the CAP
report. “Seven in 10 (69.7 per-
cent) working wives earn as
much or more than their hus-
bands in the bottom 20 percent of
income distribution for all fam-
ilies. And about half (45.3 per-
cent) of working wives are bread-
winners in families in the middle
of the income distribution, up
from four in 10 (39.1 percent) in
2007 and only 15.2 percent in
1967.”

So here’s the deal: If you want
more households in which one
parent can stay home with the
kids, you need to boost the in-
comes of average American fam-
ilies — and especially of poorer
families.

For millions of American
moms and dads, debates about
“feminism” or “social conserva-
tism” are irrelevant. It’s about
money.

The timing of the report was
not driven by the Romney-Rosen
kerfuffle. Written by Sarah Jane
Glynn, it was an update of an ear-
lier study by CAP senior econo-
mist Heather Boushey that was
part of a project on working wom-

en organized by Maria Shriver.
Tuesday was “Equal Pay Day”
and Boushey said the new study
sought to underscore that equal
pay “isn’t just about women, it’s
about their families, because
women are the breadwinner or
co-breadwinner.”

We need to look at both sides of
the work-family equation. There
are, indeed, as Boushey notes,
many families in which “women
are working because they want
to.” That decision should be re-
spected no less than the one Ann
Romney made.

But there are many others
where the woman “is a single par-
ent, or her husband is unem-
ployed, or her husband isn’t see-
ing the kind of wage growth that
his father did and can’t afford to
support the family on his own.”

This points to a contradiction
that few conservatives want to
confront. When trying to win
votes from religious and social
traditionalists, conservatives
speak as if they want to restore
what they see as the glory days of
the 1950s family. But they are re-
luctant to acknowledge that it

was the high wages of (often
unionized) workers that underw-
rote these arrangements.

Yet on the right, economic
conservatism almost always
trumps social conservatism, and
market imperatives almost al-
ways get priority over family im-
peratives.

As a result, the United States
has the weakest family-leave
laws in the industrialized world.
We have done far less than other
well-off countries to accommo-
date the difficult work-family di-
lemmas that most moms and dads
deal with in the new economy.

It’s good that Ann Romney had
choices. She made them honor-
ably and raised a great family.
Now let’s debate what should
matter in a presidential cam-
paign: Which policies will relieve
the economic pressures on mil-
lions of parents who are equally
determined to do right by their
kids but have far less room for
maneuver. Pro-family rhetoric
doesn’t pay the bills.

E.J. Dionne's email address is ej-
dionne@washpost.com.

Money usually wins in work-or-family dilemma
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Veterans decide
Those who favor locating a

new VA hospital on an undevel-
oped site off the Watterson Ex-
pressway should be left to the
men and women who have served
and fought for our country. Not
representatives of certain neigh-
borhoods or the University of
Louisville or other downtown
stakeholders, or the Mayor or Lt.
Gov. Jerry Abramson or The Cou-
rier-Journal editorial staff re-
sponsible for the article which
appeared in the April 17 edition.

J. G. VICK
Louisville 40241

VA tunnel vision
Where is the logic in the VA

Hospital proposal? It seems it has
disappeared. The elected offi-
cials are hiding. A few veterans
are speaking out. It appears the
VA officials have tunnel vision. It
is obvious to me this is being
drivenbymoney,politicsandper-
sonal agendas.

We need to consider all the vet-
erans, the soldiers fighting now,

the brave people who have
served all of us. We thank them
for their service and sacrifice.

Would it be possible for the
powers that be to think of the fu-
ture and not be in such a rush? It
would benefit everyone if we can
consider thinking bigger than 35
acres or less on the Midlands
property. After all this is about
the veterans and their future for
the next 60 years.

Consider this: of the veterans,
by the veterans, for the veterans.

IRENE YEAGER
(sister, niece wife of a veteran)

Louisville 40222

Vets ensure freedoms
Hey, residents of Crossgate

and Northfield. They are talking
about building a VA hospital in
your area. The way you are acting
one would think they were talk-
ing about building a prison. I am
sorry that a VA hospital in your
area might cause you a little in-
convenience.

Let me say that I and my fam-
ily were inconvenienced by my
20 years of service in the Air
Force. I was inconvenienced by
serving in Korea during the Ko-
rean War. I was inconvenienced
by serving twice in Vietnam. I am
inconvenienced every time I
have to go to the present VA hos-
pital due to inadequate parking.
My inconvenience is multiplied
millions of times by vets who
served in World War II, the Kore-
an and Vietnam wars, Desert
Storm, Iraq and Afghanistan and
by all members of the military
now.

I, and all vets, deserve a VA
hospital that would not inconve-
nience us. I will soon be 80 years
old. Building a VA hospital down-
town would be a further inconve-
nience to me and all elderly vets.

Remember, it is the veteran,
not the preacher, who gives us
freedom of religion. It is the vet-
eran, not the reporter, who gives

us freedom of the press. It is the
veteran, not the poet, who gives
us freedom of speech. It is the
veteran, not the campus organiz-
er, who gives us freedom to as-
semble. It is the veteran, not the
lawyer, who gives us the right to a
fair trial. It is the veteran, not the
politician, who gives us the right
to vote.

So, quit your bellyaching
about the VA hospital in your
area. Instead of protesting the VA
hospital you should be out there
shouting, “Bring it on.”

WILLIAM H. SMITH
M.Sgt., USAF (Retired)
Clarksville, Ind. 47129

Medicare for everyone
Despite certain positive and/

or promised benefits in the Af-
fordable Care Act (“Obama-
care”), there is one major flaw
that mars the whole endeavor:
the legislation keeps the private
insurers in the mix. We will never
be able to contain costs as long as
those for-profit corporations
dominate the system. The compa-
nies are legally required to serve
their shareholders. Our premi-
ums will rise and patients’ care
will be cut in order to benefit
stockholders. And should the U.S.
Supreme Court approve the man-
date, the insurers will profit from
the sale of policies in the state
“exchanges.”

As 2001 Nobel laureate Joseph
E. Stiglitz has explained, the free
market does not work in health
care. Other advanced industrial-
ized nations understand this: they
offer publicly funded health care
to all their people while support-
ing capitalism in other areas of
the economy.

Let’s improve Medicare and
eliminate its projected shortfall.
Disallow the private Advantage
plans that cost taxpayers more
than regular Medicare. Fix Plan
D by negotiating with drug com-
panies and buying in bulk. Set
fair reimbursement rates for
doctors and hospitals. Then ex-
pand Medicare to everyone. No
mandate needed, no constitution-
al question to be resolved.

HARRIETTE SEILER
Louisville 40207

HOW TO SUBMIT LETTERS
Letters to the editor are welcomed.
They should be addressed to:
Readers’ Forum
The Courier-Journal
P.O. Box 740031
Louisville, Ky. 40201-7431
Our e-mail address is:
cjletter@courier-journal.com
Letters can also be faxed to us at:
(502) 582-4155.
Best-read letters are under 200 words and
on topics of general interest. A letter must
be original and contain the signature,
address and daytime telephone number of
its writer. The editors reserve the right to
condense or reject any letter and to limit
frequent writers.
Letters to the editor, opinion and editorial
columns, and articles submitted to The
Courier-Journal may be distributed in print,
electronic or other forms.

L ong before iTunes and
MTV, there was “Ameri-
can Bandstand,” the TV

show that put teens and dancing
and pop music front and center
for everyone to see. It was a
youthquake before anyone
knew what that was. And at the
epicenter of that front and cen-
ter was a guy with
shiny hair that looked
like patent leather, a
honeyed baritone that
put a velvet husk on his
voice, a fellow who
looked young long af-
ter anyone had a right
to, who brought his
brand of Philadelphia
freedom to all of Amer-
ica, rocking a business
suit all the while.

Dick Clark, who came by his
reputation and his nickname as
the “world’s oldest teenager”
through the 1957-1989 “Band-
stand” gig, died Wednesday at
age 82 of a heart attack. Mr.
Clark, once a ubiquitous pres-
ence on television with his mu-
sic and game shows and other
appearances, had been mostly
out of the public eye for the last
eight years after suffering a
stroke. He continued to show up
annually, however, for the New
Year’s Eve program for which
he was also famous.

Absence, however, dimmed
neither the affection people
held for him nor the impact he
had on American life. Both
were, and are, deep and pro-
found.

It is difficult to remember a
time that didn’t include Dick
Clark as a member of the ex-
tended American family.

There may have been fights

in homes from coast to coast
about rock music, or how loud it
was played, or how unseemly its
dances might be, but not on
“American Bandstand.” You
name the band, they played
“Bandstand,” and Dick Clark
let the regular teen dancers
show off their moves (in accept-

able ways) to the hot-
test music and had
them rate the records
for their danceability
— “reality” and “inter-
active” before they
were cool.

Even if you never
saw the show, if you’ve
seen the movie “Hair-
spray” (one or two)
you know how “Band-
stand” went. Mr. Clark

was its imperturbable host, and
so he became the same for a
rapidly changing nation, too.
Fashion and presidents and war
and stunning societal shifts
came and went, but Dick Clark
stayed and stayed ... and man-
aged to look remarkably un-
changed no matter what year
the calendar read. There was
something very comforting
about that.

Mr. Clark said he lasted be-
cause he knew how to stay con-
nected to his audience. A New
York Times story quoted him:
“My greatest asset in life was I
never lost touch with hot dogs,
hamburgers, going to the fair
and hanging out at the mall.”

Others would say it was
something more, that it was just
great fun, as the song said, to go
hoppin’ where things were pop-
pin’, and that was the Band-
stand (Bandstand), with Mr.
Dick Clark.

TV’s Dick Clark

Farewell to Dick Clark
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