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Our submission will be quite brief. Our basic contention is that while some paid maternity leave may be better than none, there is also a down side to many of these proposals. We believe that often such proposals are in effect simply a bribe to mothers. That is, they really say, if you guarantee to stay in the paid work force, we will give you a

few weeks (or months) of paid maternity leave in return. We believe there are a number of problems with this.

First, usually such proposals only apply to women in the paid workforce. We believe this is unfair and discriminatory. Why cannot stay at home mothers also be entitled to some financial relief? Not only do babies cost a lot of money for all women, whether working or not, but the stay at home mum chooses to forgo income for the sake of the baby and its well being. Thus the woman in the paid work force is getting a double set of financial benefits, while the stay at home mum receives none.

Second, we believe that the evidence is quite clear that babies do much better when they have experienced at least a year of bonding with their mothers, if not several years. The social science research on this is becoming quite clear. Children deprived of early maternal interaction tend to develop problems and experience disadvantages compared to children who are allowed to have the close, continuous interaction with their mums.

The evidence for this is summarised in the enclosed research paper, Concerns About Child Care.

Third, such proposals are in many ways simply a government bribe to coerce women back into the paid workforce. Mothers are asked to deny their most basic of instincts to care for their very young children, and instead simply dump them into day care after a few weeks of bonding.

This is hard on the mother and detrimental to the child. Many surveys have shown that most young mums would rather be at home with their children, but cannot because of economic necessity.

The solution then is not to bribe more and more young mums back into the paid work place but to offer genuine choice for all mothers. Economic incentives should be offered to all mothers, not just to those who choose a career ahead of family. An equal amount of money should be offered to both types of mothers, and they should be allowed to choose how that money will be spent.

Governments should not be in the business of deciding which option it will subsidise and which it will penalise. It should be neutral in regard to family and workplace relationships, offering genuine choice to families to do as they feel is the right course of action. Governments should not prefer one type of mother over another.

This policy is a type of bribery which discriminates against mothers who choose to put the needs and rights of young children first. This policy is inequitable, as it only benefits women in the paid workplace.

This policy will do little to quell the concerns of many mothers who very much prefer to be home with their young children, but feel compelled to work, because of economic necessity.

The Federal Government should explore a home maker’s allowance, income

splitting, family unit taxation, a child tax credit, or some such scheme, which will offer women real choice. It should be helping women, especially mothers, to exercise genuine choice, instead of funneling women into a predetermined end.

Any paid maternity policy should be available for all women without discrimination. Indeed, if the male of a household were the main home carer while the female works, then a case could be made for including men in the payments as well. But any scheme which simply acts as a bribe to further pressure women into the paid workforce, even though the clear majority prefer to be at home with their young children, is not worthy

of support.

