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“Schor’s sharply intelligent Born to Buy . . . sheds light on how parents are demonized by anti-adult ads, and how parents have shifted from being gatekeepers who monitor their children’s purchases to having what one marketer calls an ‘unmanned tollbooth’ approach to their children’s spending and their exposure to media.”


—The New York Times Book Review


“We worry about so many dangers to our children—drugs, perverts, bullies—but seldom notice the biggest menace of all: the multibillion-dollar marketing effort aimed at turning the kids into oversexed, status-obsessed, attention-deficient little consumers. Like her earlier books, Juliet Schor’s Born to Buy is a brilliant exposé and call to action.”


—Barbara Ehrenreich, author of Nickel and Dimed


“Juliet Schor . . . exposes the multibillion-dollar advertising schemes aimed at America’s kids.”


—Time


“Schor presents a disturbing picture of how children’s sense of self is diminished by this barrage of ads. They begin to believe they are what they own.”


—USA Today


“Juliet Schor is a human laser beam. Her careful research and brilliant analysis are presented in lucid prose. Plato defined education as teaching our children to find pleasure in the right things. Most parents do their best, but they are fighting a culture that educates our children to value all the wrong things. Children are suffering mentally, physically, and spiritually. Schor’s book can put on us a path toward once again protecting our children. This may be the most important book of 2004.”


—Mary Pipher, author of Reviving Ophelia and Letters to a Young Therapist


“In her artfully argued, important exposé, Born to Buy, Schor draws on interviews with marketers, academic research, and her own survey of Massachusetts fifth and sixth graders. The book is a worthy capstone to the consumer trilogy that Schor began with her best-selling The Overworked American (1991) and continued in The Overspent American (1998).”


—Businessweek


“Schor’s book sounds a dire warning to parents about the pervasiveness and sneakiness of marketing to children, turning them into little ‘I want’ machines. Her outrage is a needed voice amid the din of kiddie commercialism.”


—Pittsburgh Post-Gazette


“There must be a special circle of hell designed for those who came up with the notion of marketing to young kids, and if so, Juliet Schor is its Dante. This is a tremendous book, in the tradition of Fast Food Nation.”


—Bill McKibben, author of Enough: Staying Human in an Engineered Age


“What a fascinating and mobilizing book! No mother or father intends to turn over child rearing to the consumer culture, but the stress and speed of life wear down their resolve, making television, toys, electronics, and branding a kind of ‘shadow parent’ that literally spoils our children. Juliet Schor gives us ample evidence of the cost—to our children and society—of this drift into corporation-raised kids. Born to Buy will inspire anyone concerned with the next generation.”


—Vicki Robin, coauthor of Your Money or Your Life: Transforming Your Relationship with Money and Achieving Financial Independence


“This extraordinarily well-researched book provides abundant evidence for commercialization of childhood in our society and offers the first hard research data on the negative effects of turning children into consumers.”


—The Boston Globe


“Juliet Schor has established herself as a sharp observer and critic of American commercialism. In Born to Buy, this social analyst and concerned mother turns her attention to marketing for children, combining observation in the advertising industry, interviews in a Boston suburb, and close study of merchandising methods. Readers need not agree with all her arguments to learn plenty about how relations between children and merchandising media are changing, and what threats to children’s well-being those changes are producing.”


—Viviana Zelizer, author of Pricing the Priceless Child and The Social Meaning of Money


“Born to Buy is so grounded in appalling data about both kids and advertising companies, it has the effect of making even the most TV-and-advertising-wary parents among us realize that we haven’t been half vigilant enough.”


—Amy Bloom, O, The Oprah Magazine


“Born to Buy is an eye-opener. It illuminates marketers’ unrelenting exploitation of our youth; the well-being of children has been made secondary to maximizing corporate profit. This book is certain to shake us out of our complacency. I highly recommend it.”


—Alvin F. Poussaint, MD, professor of psychiatry, Harvard Medical School and Judge Baker Children’s Center, Boston


“This brilliant, informative, and deeply important book tells us what the advertisers don’t: the more advertising children see and hear, the more likely they are to be depressed and anxious and to suffer family conflict. The American dream isn’t something we buy, Schor wisely tells us; it’s something we make and can, if broken, repair. A book that will start a revolution . . .”


—Arlie Russell Hochschild, author of The Commercialization of Intimate Life: Notes from Home and Work and The Time Bind: When Work Becomes Home and Home Becomes Work
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Author’s Note


This book relies on two types of primary research. The first is a qualitative investigation of advertising and marketing to children, conducted through interviews and participant observation in the advertising industry. The second is survey research and data analysis. I want to say a word about each.


My industry research began in the summer of 2001, when I participated in the Visiting Professor Exchange program run by the Advertising Education Foundation. The AEF arranged for me to visit a number of advertising agencies, including a longer stay at one of them. During this time, I heard about twenty presentations on a variety of topics. My industry host also put together approximately fifteen private meetings with key individuals in the field of children’s marketing. During those meetings, I conducted informal interviews and discussions and took notes. I also spent time with a group of professionals who were working on children’s products, observing what goes on in an agency. In the eighteen months following my fellowship, I broadened my contacts and conducted approximately twenty-five more interviews, which ranged in length from an hour to five or six hours. I also had the opportunity to shadow researchers at a small firm, observing meetings and focus groups. I went to two industry conferences and talked to as many people as I could. I read trade books, newsletters, magazines, and other publications. Although the bulk of my work was within the industry, over the years I have been doing this research, I have also gotten to know many of the nation’s leading critics of marketing to children, attending meetings and conferences and exchanging information with them.


My aim in this research was to identify and understand how children are being marketed to and how that has changed over time. I took a broad-brush approach, looking across product groups, including toys and food. I looked at television advertising to discern thematic approaches in the messages. I collected information on a wide variety of marketing, promotion, and sponsorship activities. And I studied the expansion and transformation of research on children.


As a complement to my investigation of marketing practices, I conducted a survey of 300 fifth- and sixth-grade children, which is described in detail in Chapter 8. The major contribution of the survey is the development of a new scale to measure children’s level of involvement in consumer culture, which I call the “consumer involvement scale.” I used this scale in a statistical model that tested the impact of consumer culture on a variety of psychological measures, including depression, anxiety, and self-esteem, and on the quality of parental relationships. I also conducted approximately twenty-five interviews with parents at one survey site that explored their children’s relationship to consumer culture.


Advertising is a field in which confidentiality is extremely important. In comparison to other types of workplaces, such as factories and offices, academic research inside advertising agencies has been relatively sparse. Clients are often careful about secrecy, and agencies are wary about giving information to outsiders. Furthermore, most research and findings about children are proprietary, in order to protect the economic return that the data yield. During the period of my research, there was a lot of controversy about marketing to children, as various groups were actively protesting and organizing against the people I was attempting to study. Industry participants had good reason to be cautious about outside researchers. I expected that I would have a hard time getting people to meet with me because of the critical nature of my earlier work on consumer society. Instead, most of the people I approached were willing to talk.


It is hard to know what accounted for my success in gaining access. My initial entrée, through the AEF, occurred in part because of my affiliation with Harvard University. Once I began to meet people, they were willing to refer me to others. I benefited from a generally positive, and at times enthusiastic, attitude toward academic researchers. There are now a fair number of former academics in the field, and some of them were especially gracious and open. Another factor was that some of the people I interviewed seemed interested in the public exposure my book might provide. Others were hopeful I could help them in return in my capacity as an academic expert who studied consumer trends. While I did offer my views in our conversations and expressed a general willingness to be helpful, no one ever followed up with specific requests.


I also encountered some fairly closed companies. My calls to Saatchi and Saatchi were never returned. Channel One was unwilling to talk. At MTV Networks, I found a more polite, but nevertheless standoffish, attitude. Both Channel One and MTV explicitly cited their desire to avoid criticism. I was unable to arrange firsthand experiences of certain research practices that I was interested in. I did not sense overt resistance, but after repeated attempts, nothing materialized. I rarely asked to see confidential material, knowing that I would probably be unable to write about it. Occasionally, I was given access to confidential materials or meetings, but usually without my asking.


To protect their privacy, I have not revealed the names of the agencies I spent time at. I have also used pseudonyms for a number of industry people I interviewed and indicated this in the text. I have also used pseudonyms for all the parents and children from the survey. For the most part, however, and unless explicitly noted, the names, titles, and affiliations appearing in the book are real.


The majority of direct quotations in the text came from interviews I conducted. All the parent interviews were taped and transcribed. Some industry interviews were taped, and those I draw most heavily on were also transcribed. With the remainder, I took detailed notes, and the quotes come from those. In most cases, I have not provided endnotes for these quotes. Wherever I quote from other sources, such as conference presentations, printed materials, or journalistic accounts, I have put a reference to the source in the endnotes. The endnotes also contain some discussion of the scholarly literature, elaboration of points, and additional sources. To make for an easier reading experience, I have taken numbered cues out of the text. All endnotes are cued by page and surrounding text in the endnote section.


Things change fast in the world of marketing and advertising. People move around and change titles frequently, accounts move from agency to agency, and campaigns come and go. Expenditure estimates are also rising rapidly. During the time I was finishing the book, there were almost daily developments related to food marketing. I have made every attempt to keep my information current, but my revisions ended in 2003. 
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CHAPTER ONE



Introduction


The United States is the most consumer-oriented society in the world. People work longer hours than in any other industrialized country. Savings rates are lower. Consumer credit has exploded, and roughly a million and a half households declare bankruptcy every year. There are more than 46,000 shopping centers in the country, a nearly two-thirds increase since 1986. Despite fewer people per household, the size of houses continues to expand rapidly, with new construction featuring walk-in closets and three- and four-car garages to store record quantities of stuff. According to my estimates, the average adult acquires forty-eight new pieces of apparel a year. (She has also been discarding clothes at record rates, in comparison to historical precedents.) Americans own more television sets than inhabitants of any other country—nearly one set per person. Observers blame TV for plummeting levels of civic engagement, the dearth of community, and the decline of everyday socializing. Heavy viewing has also resulted in historically unprecedented exposure to commercials. And ads have proliferated far beyond the television screen to virtually every social institution and type of public space, from museums and zoos, to college campuses and elementary school classrooms, restaurant bathrooms and menus, at the airport, even in the sky.


The architects of this culture—the companies that make, market, and advertise consumer products—have now set their sights on children. Although children have long participated in the consumer marketplace, until recently they were bit players, purchasers of cheap goods. They attracted little of the industry’s talent and resources and were approached primarily through their mothers. That has changed. Kids and teens are now the epicenter of American consumer culture. They command the attention, creativity, and dollars of advertisers. Their tastes drive market trends. Their opinions shape brand strategies. Yet few adults recognize the magnitude of this shift and its consequences for the futures of our children and of our culture.


*  *  *


I have been studying consumer issues for twenty years. An economist by training and inclination, I became interested in commercialization through studying the culture of work. My first book, The Overworked American, reported my findings of an unrecognized and unexpected rise in working hours. The average employee now spends 200 more hours per year on the job, or five extra weeks of work, than he or she did thirty years ago. Fifty years ago, American work hours were substantially lower than those in Western Europe; they now exceed them by more than 300 a year (or about eight weeks). Even Japan, the world’s workaholic when I began my research in the early 1980s, now has shorter annual hours of work than the United States.


My earlier book’s analysis of why hours were increasing pointed to workplace factors such as employers’ cost structures and the persistence of corporate cultures of face time and long hours. I found that employers were unwilling to allow workers to trade income for time, and that for the past half-century, most people got higher incomes but also had to work longer hours. What I did not understand was why so few employees had chosen to resist these schedules. Polling data showed that most people were satisfied with their balance of work time and pay, despite rising hours. Although eventually dissatisfaction grew, the extent of acquiescence to long schedules remained puzzling.


So I began to investigate consumer behavior, where I found an answer. Americans had gotten caught in what I called the cycle of work-and-spend, in which the compensation for longer hours was a rising material standard of living. People were accumulating stuff at an unprecedented rate. Demanding jobs and escalating debt in turn resulted in high levels of stress and enormous pressure on family life. Some tried to buy their way out of the time squeeze by contracting out more household services, jetting off for stress-busting vacations, or finding a massage therapist, strategies that themselves require greater and greater household income. Through the boom years of the nineties, as new wealth led to a dramatic upscaling of consumer norms, the pressures intensified. Luxury replaced comfort as the national aspiration, despite its affordability for only a fraction of the population. In my second book, The Overspent American, I catalogued these changes and identified the social trends driving them. Americans had come under strong imperatives to keep up with the escalating costs of basics, like health care and education, as well as luxuries, such as branded goods, bigger vehicles, and outlays for leisure and recreation. A trip to Disneyworld became an expensive, but urgent, social norm. Households spent more, saved less, and took on more debt. Meanwhile, commercialization proceeded apace as branding became ever more sophisticated, ads proliferated, and shopping turned into a 24/7 affair. The country was preoccupied with getting and spending.


As I was writing The Overspent American in the mid-1990s, I was aware of the pressures parents felt to provide for their children, with requisites ranging from extracurricular activities, to quality education, to fancy athletic footwear. I knew how anxious people were feeling about their kids’ futures in a highly competitive global economy. I wrote a bit about these issues. But I conceptualized the consumer market in terms of its orientation to adults, as I watched SUVs replace cars, McMansions replace homes, and designer labels proliferate for everything from sunglasses to jockey shorts. I also studied downshifters—the millions of Americans who were rejecting the work-and-spend lifestyle, opting instead to work less, spend less, and live more simply. As it turned out, they provided a powerful clue to the growing importance of children in consumer culture.


One part of my research for the spending book was interviews with people toward the far end of the downshifting spectrum—those who were intentionally rejecting the consumer lifestyle rather than merely working less. I discovered that downshifters who were raising children were almost impossible to find. At the time, I reasoned that children are expensive or that most parents would not want to impose a regime of reduced consumption on their kids.


Eventually I realized that this dearth of downshifting among parents revealed a significant trend in consumer culture. Children have become conduits from the consumer marketplace into the household, the link between advertisers and the family purse. Young people are repositories of consumer knowledge and awareness. They are the first adopters and avid users of many of the new technologies. They are the household members with the most passionate consumer desires, and are most closely tethered to products, brands, and the latest trends. Children’s social worlds are increasingly constructed around consuming, as brands and products have come to determine who is “in” or “out,” who is hot or not, who deserves to have friends, or social status. In such a world, how many parents opt to downshift or simplify? It’s a radical step many children don’t welcome.


By the end of the 1990s, I began to take notice of the central role of children in consumer culture, not only as a social scientist, but also as a parent. Our first child, Krishna, had been born in 1991, so I was already encountering commercialized childhood personally. The standard rituals of preparing for a baby centered on consumer choices. Which brand of stroller and car seat? What licensed characters for decorating the baby’s room? Is a video camera really necessary? Although we were committed to moderation in our material lives, it was hard as middle-class Americans to avoid many of the features of the work-and-spend lifestyle. I’ll never forget our first weekend trip after Krishna was born. As we gathered our gear to pack up the car, my husband, who is from India, stared in disbelief. “There’s more stuff in this pile than the average Indian family owns in a lifetime,” he observed. What’s more, by today’s standards, that pile would be considered meager. In the past decade, product innovation and the expansion of “must-have” goods in the infant and toddler category has been nothing short of extraordinary. But as I learned, an excess of baby gear is the least intrusive of the challenges of commercialized childhood. Controlling consumption becomes far more difficult as children reach the preschool years and turn into consumers in their own right.


Our daughter, Sulakshana, was born in 1995. She afforded us firsthand experience of how deeply and pervasively commercialized childhood is gendered. With boys, parents worry about violent products and obsessions with video games. With girls, it’s sexualized products and distorted body image. As our children grew, I watched the experience of childhood changing. Kids were coming under increasing pressures to succeed, as homework assignments became longer and performance expectations rose. Overscheduling became a norm in middle-class communities. Many children were growing materialistic, even spoiled. Television, video game, and computer time appeared to be rising, and in many communities, including ours, the streets were empty after school. One Saturday morning after a rare snowstorm, I was struck by the pristine snow and the pervasive quiet: all the kids were inside. I felt sad about their lack of autonomy and lost connection to the outdoors. I became determined to reclaim some of that for my kids and to protect them from the commercial influences I was uneasy about.


As I struggled with these issues as a parent, I also became intellectually captivated by them. I began to think that the most important change in consumer culture was not what the analysts were focusing on—Internet shopping, branding, consumer credit, or customization of products. It was that the imperative to target kids was remaking the marketplace. By 2003, Martin Lindstrom, one of the world’s leading branding gurus, opined that 80 percent of all global brands now required a tween strategy. (Tweens are a marketing category roughly comprising children from first grade to age twelve.) Lindstrom is referring not only to acknowledged tween targeted products such as food, music, fashion, and culture, but also expensive items traditionally thought of as adult oriented, such as consumer electronics, hotels, and cars. For example, his findings suggest that 40 percent of urban tweens worldwide are strongly attached to particular car brands and that 30 percent of their parents ask them for advice on car purchases. Marketing is also fundamentally altering the experience of childhood. Corporations have infiltrated the core activities and institutions of childhood, with virtually no resistance from government or parents. Advertising is widespread in schools. Electronic media are replacing conventional play. We have become a nation that places a lower priority on teaching its children how to thrive socially, intellectually, even spiritually, than it does on training them to consume. The long-term consequences of this development are ominous.


The Commercialization of Childhood


Plenty of evidence now confirms how far-reaching this process of commercialization has become. Contemporary American tweens and teens have emerged as the most brand-oriented, consumer-involved, and materialistic generations in history. And they top the list globally. A survey of youth from seventy cities in more than fifteen countries finds that 75 percent of U.S. tweens want to be rich, a higher percentage than anywhere else in the world except India, where the results were identical. Sixty-one percent want to be famous. More children here than anywhere else believe that their clothes and brands describe who they are and define their social status. American kids display more brand affinity than their counterparts anywhere else in the world; indeed, experts describe them as increasingly “bonded to brands.”


At the same time, evidence of distress among children has been mounting. Rates of obesity are at epidemic levels. Diagnoses of attention deficit disorder and attention deficit hyperactivity disorder have risen dramatically, and record numbers of kids are taking drugs to help them achieve self-control and focus. Anecdotal reports of electronic addictions—to video games, Internet surfing, and online gaming—have begun to surface. Teasing and bullying is rampant in schools, and includes a new protagonist, the “alpha girl,” a mean-spirited social enforcer. A comprehensive study of anxiety finds a dramatic increase in recent decades. Today’s average (i.e., normal) young person between the ages of nine and seventeen scores as high on anxiety scales as children who were admitted to clinics for psychiatric disorders in 1957. Increasing numbers of parents are sending their children off to expensive “behavior-modification” camps in the hope that these harsh and often abusive environments will cure them of their problems.


Researchers and advocates have focused primarily on social trends to explain the problems that beset children—working mothers, poverty, divorce. But these explanations are insufficient. After years of study, there is decisive evidence that children suffer no ill effects from maternal employment. And while poverty has strong negative effects on kids, middle-class and suburban youth have also been afflicted. Similarly, plenty of children from intact families are in trouble. Conservatives have blamed liberal values and the decline of patriarchal authority. But the research shows that children with authoritarian parents tend to have more, not fewer, behavioral problems.


The ills young people are suffering span a wide range, from the physical to the psychological to the social. I began to wonder if there weren’t connections among them. Consumption excess is widespread, whether it’s unhealthy food, electronic media, or drugs and alcohol. Psychological distress, especially feelings of alienation and meaninglessness, is a common message in popular music. Drug and alcohol consumption often exacerbates psychological problems. Social pathologies are promoted by the materialistic and exclusionary messages of ads and marketing. Indeed, Martin Lindstrom reports that “fear and pressure are the two most common elements characterizing the daily lives of tweens” and that the exploitation of anxiety in ads has steadily increased in the past few years.


As I began to investigate the impact of consumer culture on children, I found that the existing studies focused on the adverse effects of a particular consumer experience or product on a child. There were studies on the relation between junk food and obesity, between television violence and aggression in children. But no study had assessed the impact of the new consumer environment as a whole. I suspected that the growing commercialization of childhood was at least partly responsible for the decline in children’s well-being.


A Historical Perspective on Children and Consumer Culture


But I didn’t want to jump to unwarranted conclusions. Children have a long history as consumers. Some children’s products, such as literature and clothing, have been around for centuries. Historians report that as early as 1870, toys began to serve as status symbols. Throughout the twentieth century, kids have liked to shop, and they have been avid consumers of popular culture offerings, such as comics, movies, radio serials, and books. What scholars have dubbed “moral panics,” that is, exaggerated adult fears about children’s fads, are longstanding. In recent years, moral panics have been triggered by comic books, trading cards, electronic games, even stuffed animals such as Beanie Babies. Children also have a rich history as economic actors—not merely as workers, but also as traders, wrapped up in acquiring, exchanging, and collecting. As long as we have had consumer capitalism, children have had a relationship to it.


The historical record also suggests how important it is to avoid overly romantic notions of childhood. Princeton sociologist Viviana Zelizer has convincingly argued that in the early part of the twentieth century, adult attitudes about children changed dramatically. Once considered almost expendable, children were increasingly thought of as sacred, priceless, and irreplaceable. This was also the time when ideas of innocence and purity came to dominate adult views of children. That legacy remains with us: childhood is designated the period of “innocence and wonder.” But as cultural theorists have cogently argued, the concept of childhood innocence is less a description of reality than a way for adults to project their own fantasies onto children. Henry Giroux has argued that these fantasies “allow adults to believe that children do not suffer from adult greed, recklessness, and perversions of will and spirit.” Flesh-and-blood children are not merely innocents, but complex beings, with conflicting desires and impulses. As we consider how childhood is changing, it’s important to avoid our own nostalgia, wishful thinking, or culturally specific experiences.


Nevertheless, the sheer extent of children’s immersion in consumer culture today is unprecedented. In the past, consuming was modest in comparison to other activities, such as work, play, school, and religious involvement. Now, marketed leisure has replaced unstructured socializing, and most of what kids do revolves around commodities. Children’s purchasing power and influence have exploded as they spend their days shopping and watching more television.


A second difference is that today’s commercialization is coinciding with major changes in the nature of childhood itself. In comparison with baby boomers, today’s youth have earlier exposure to and more involvement with adult worlds. Children from single-parent families, a growing portion of the population, shoulder significant family responsibilities. Social analysts, media critic Neil Postman, and others have argued that these developments constitute a “disappearance of childhood.” Evidence of the blurred boundaries between children and adults includes the decline in children’s games, such as marbles, stickball, or hand-clapping, the disappearance of special clothing styles for children, early sexual activity, drug and alcohol use, and the widespread eroticization of children through beauty pageants, ads, and fashion. Advocates of the disappearance of childhood thesis have their critics, and there is some evidence that a counterreaction has set in, with the growth of homework, school uniforms, and increased supervision of kids. But there’s little question that emotionally, children are growing up faster and that they are more integrated into adult spaces and activities and wield far more power in family decision making.


Marketing and advertising have been influential in transforming children into autonomous and empowered consumers. They have done this by overturning the original 1920s formula for selling children’s products, which was an alliance with mothers. Advertisers had to convince moms that the product was beneficial for the child. Wheatena’s proteins built bodies. Milk contained Vitamin D. This approach, which the industry termed the “gatekeeper model,” was practiced through the postwar era as well. Today, marketers create direct connections to kids, in isolation from parents and at times against them. The new norm is that kids and marketers join forces to convince adults to spend money.


In some sense, this shift is not surprising. Important changes in consumer society have historically involved new forms of triangulation. One such shift occurred a century ago as women and merchants formed an alliance to overcome opposition to the emerging consumer economy from frugal, conservative husbands. In both England and the United States, the success of retail establishments, including department stores, was partly predicated on merchants’ willingness to let women purchase goods on credit, which they could arrange without their husbands’ consent. The merchants pursued these policies of easy credit even in cases when the husbands’ approval was in doubt or had been explicitly denied. (Sometimes men would take out ads in newspapers repudiating responsibility for any future debts their wives might incur.) The merchants’ motivation, of course, was that buying on credit expanded sales far beyond what they would have been had wives been required to obtain their husbands’ permission—and dollars—in advance. Husbands for the most part owned the marital property but in return were required to support their wives at a “customary” level that was set by social class and past practice. As one might imagine, the customary number or quality of dresses and household items turned out to be a matter of disagreement. Many of the overdue credit cases ended up in court, because husbands refused to pay what they considered outrageous bills incurred by their wives at dressmakers’ and milliners’ establishments or department stores. The courts usually sided with the husbands, and the bills often went unpaid. Nevertheless, the alliance made it possible for women, despite their lack of control over family purse strings, to emerge as the nation’s dominant consumers. Opposition to the emerging consumer economy came from men, who worried that its hedonistic aspects threatened self-control, sobriety, chastity, and, perhaps most important, male authority.


I note this history in some detail because it shows how a new alliance can remake a culture. Today, the partnership is between children and marketers, who are sometimes implicitly, sometimes explicitly, allied against parents. The gatekeeper model has become an archaic remnant of another era, operating only in the market for very young children. Advertisers have direct access to kids because they watch television without their parents. Marketers have also pried open other parent-free environments, most notably schools and the Internet, where they speak directly to their target market. Indeed, marketers are connecting with children in an increasingly close embrace that parents find difficult to penetrate and is even affecting how kids and parents get along.


These developments have not been beneficial for children. My research shows that those who are more involved in consumer culture fare far worse in psychological and social terms. What’s more, my findings reverse the conventional wisdom that dysfunctional kids are drawn to consumer culture; in fact, the reverse is true. Involvement in consumer culture causes dysfunction in the forms of depression, anxiety, low self-esteem, and psychosomatic complaints.


*  *  *


Many adults respond to the critique of media and consumerism by shrugging it off, on the grounds that this culture is inescapable. Some are fatalistic; others contend that the critics exaggerate or are missing the true causes of kids’ distress. Many reason that they themselves grew up on television with no untoward effects. But this stance is increasingly untenable. Day by day, marketers are growing bolder. Year by year, the scientific evidence about harmful effects is mounting. I offer this book both as a record and in hopes of breaking through what seems to me to be a case of collective denial about the nature and consequences of children’s consumer culture. 





CHAPTER TWO



The Changing World of Children’s Consumption


A nation of kids and they Drive purchases; Kids influence 62% of family SUV and minivan purchases! Nickelodeon owns 50% of the K2–11 GRP’s [Gross Rating Points] in Kids’ Commercial TV.


—From a Nickelodeon ad, with a smiling kid in an SUV


The typical American child is now immersed in the consumer marketplace to a degree that dwarfs all historical experience. At age one, she’s watching Teletubbies and eating the food of its “promo partners” Burger King and McDonald’s. Kids can recognize logos by eighteen months, and before reaching their second birthday, they’re asking for products by brand name. By three or three and a half, experts say, children start to believe that brands communicate their personal qualities, for example, that they’re cool, or strong, or smart. Even before starting school, the likelihood of having a television in their bedroom is 25 percent, and their viewing time is just over two hours a day. Upon arrival at the schoolhouse steps, the typical first grader can evoke 200 brands. And he or she has already accumulated an unprecedented number of possessions, beginning with an average of seventy new toys a year.


By age six and seven, girls are asking for the latest fashions, using nail polish, and singing pop music tunes. The day after the dELIA*s clothing catalogue arrives in the mail, marketers report that “everyone brings their catalog to school” to talk about the products in it. (When I wrote those words dELIA*s was hot; when they appear in print, who knows? Trends move at the speed of light in this world.) Eight-year-old boys are enjoying Budweiser commercials (the consistent favorite ad for this age group), World Wrestling Entertainment, and graphically violent video games. Schools routinely ban the toy fads that sweep the market, from Power Rangers to Pokémon, on the grounds that they lead to fights, antisocial behavior, and disruption. The average eight to thirteen year old is watching over three and a half hours of television a day. American children view an estimated 40,000 commercials annually. They also make approximately 3,000 requests for products and services each year.


As kids age, they turn to teen culture, which is saturated with violence, alcohol, drugs, and guns. Teen media depict a manipulated and gratuitous sexuality, based on unrealistic body images, constraining gender stereotypes, and, all too frequently, the degradation of women. The dominant teen culture is also rife with materialism and preaches that if you’re not rich, you’re a loser. Adolescents are subjected to unremitting pressure to conform to the market’s definition of cool. MTV has been the global leader in promoting these values, and its worldview has become pervasive among youth. And now, teen culture has migrated down to younger children. Eight and nine year olds watch MTV and BET (Black Entertainment Television), reality shows, and other prime-time fare ostensibly aimed at teens and adults. Marketers are deliberately investing children’s culture with the themes and sensibilities that have worked with teens. As Betsy Frank, head of research for MTV Networks, explained, “If something works for MTV, it will also work for Nickelodeon.” It’s a widespread process, known as tweening.


The Marketing Juggernaut


This commercialization of childhood is being driven by a number of factors, including broad social trends. But underlying them all is a marketing juggernaut characterized by growing reach, effectiveness, and audacity. One clue to the marketing mentality is industry language. It’s a war out there. Those at whom ads are directed are “targets.” When money is committed to an ad campaign it is referred to as “going against the target.” Printed materials are called “collateral.” Impromptu interviews with consumers are “intercepts.” The industry is heavily into the metaphor of biological warfare, as in the terms “viral marketing” and “sending out a virus.” Other conventions include “converting [a kid] into a user” (a phrase from drug culture), delivering the “eyeballs,” and becoming “top of mind.” There’s not much doubt about who’s winning this war either. When Nickelodeon tells its advertisers that it “owns kids aged 2–12,” the boast is closer to the mark than most of us realize.


The companies’ successes are partly attributable to their enormous outlays of money. James McNeal, the nation’s most influential estimator of the size of the children’s market, has calculated that by 2004, total advertising and marketing expenditures directed at children reached $15 billion, a stunning rise from the mere $100 million in television advertising spent in 1983.


Researchers have chopped up the 52 million plus children in the age-twelve-and-under demographic into discrete age, gender, ethnic, and product segments, each with tailored messages. Nearly every segment warrants a yearly conference. For those who want to capture Hispanic youth, there’s the Annual Hispanic KidPower meeting, which promises to unlock the special secrets of the most rapidly growing market segment in the country. The Annual KidPower Food and Beverage conference teaches participants how to sell more junk food to kids. There are conferences devoted to teens, to tweens, to Latin America, Asia, and Europe. African American children sometimes get special attention, as do themes such as girl power or technology. Hundreds of representatives of the client companies come to hear the latest findings about what kids are up to from researchers, psychologists, and ad agency reps. At one conference, I was treated to the pitch of the Gepetto Group, which created a simulated safari video, The Nature of Kids. The animals, of course, are children, defined as “nature’s most elusive creature.” The narrator has a British colonial accent, to conjure up images of safari suit and pith helmet. The kids slink through the jungle on all fours, guzzling soda and eating toaster pop-ups, speaking their own commercially inspired lingo. They’re a species apart. But have no fear. Gepetto, the intrepid hunter, can help. It has snared and dissected these strange creatures we call our children and is ready to sell that information to anyone with cash to spend. Its representative promises to teach the client “how to get a grip on cool all the time” or do an assessment of kids’ innermost dreams, aspirations, and fears.


Other companies have less elaborate come-ons but offer similar messages. Their workshop titles include “Emotional Branding: Maximizing the Appeal of Your Brand to Hispanic Youth,” “Purchasing Power: Capturing Your Share of the Tween Wallet,” and “Seeing the World Through Kids’ Eyes: An Intimate Peek into the Minds and Hearts of Kids.” Companies promise to “create an experience so engaging that the consumer won’t have another option but to pay attention to it.”


The growth of specialized kid expertise is made possible by a deluge of industry-generated research. Companies have created scores of surveys, polls, and other research instruments. They’ve gone anthropological, using ethnographic methods that scrutinize the most intimate details of children’s lives. Marketers are videotaping children in their private spaces, providing in-depth analysis of the rituals of daily life. They are taking to the streets, to stores, and even into schools to observe and record. Researchers are paying adults whom kids trust, such as coaches, clergy, and youth workers, to elicit information from them. Online, they’re offering money, products, and prizes directly to kids in return for saleable consumer information.


Once the research has been done, message crafting begins. Ads depict kid-friendly worlds free of annoying parents and teachers. They rely on “attitude” and use increasing daring in terms of shock value or sexuality. There’s a growing sense of license. Marketing is also being delivered in new ways, as stealth, guerrilla, and peer-to-peer techniques have taken hold. Companies enlist children to market to each other at school, in chat rooms, on playgrounds, even inside their homes. Marketing to children is occurring almost everywhere—at market festivals, concerts, and public schools, which have been a major staging ground for advertisers in the past decade. Trusted social institutions, such as the Girl Scouts and Boys and Girls Clubs, are teaming up with marketers. When the Los Angeles Times decided to create a children’s version of its well-known book fair, it turned, tellingly, to a marketing group. All the while, the industry claims that it is empowering kids and promoting their self-esteem.


A recent poll by the Center for a New American Dream reveals that children are well aware, and even critical, of these efforts. Among those aged nine to fourteen, 63 percent expressed concern that there is too much advertising that tries to get kids to buy things, 74 percent say “it’s too bad you have to buy certain things to be cool,” and 81 percent believe that “lots of kids place way too much importance on buying things.” Fifty-seven percent agree that they sometimes feel they spend too much time trying to “get their parents to buy you things rather than doing fun things with them.” And the same fraction worry that “advertising that tries to get kids to buy things causes trouble between kids and parents.”


The Explosion of Youth Spending


Companies are advertising because kids are buying. Every half-second, somewhere in the world another Barbie is sold. More than 120 million kids worldwide have watched Children’s Television Workshop. McDonald’s, despite its current woes, still manages to attract 8 percent of the American population every day, and a fifth of its business is in Happy Meals. Whether it’s music, food, movies, video games, apparel, footwear, toys, television, sports, school supplies, retailing, e-tailing, health and beauty products, consumer electronics, entertainment, or travel, there is now a thriving children’s market segment.


Children’s purchasing power has risen rapidly. McNeal reports that children aged four to twelve made $6.1 billion in purchases in 1989, $23.4 billion in 1997, and $30.0 billion in 2002, an increase of 400 percent. The number one spending category, at a third of the total, is for sweets, snacks, and beverages. Toys are number two and apparel is growing fast. Older kids, aged twelve to nineteen, spend even more: they accounted for $170 billion of personal spending in 2002, or a weekly average of $101 per person. This teen market is important because the children’s market tracks it, and because trends and styles now migrate quickly from adolescents to kids. Teens have become a leading indicator for tween and child behavior.


Children are becoming shoppers at an earlier age. Six to twelve year olds are estimated to visit stores two to three times per week and to put six items into the shopping cart each time they go. Eighty percent of them shop regularly with their parents, a change necessitated by the decline of stay-at-home mothers. But kids are also going solo. McNeal estimates that one in four make trips to stores alone before they enter elementary school and that the median age for independent trips is eight. Youthful shoppers are now often buying for family needs, particularly in single-parent households. The proliferation of children in stores is also leading to changes in retail environments. In 1996, the world’s first mall catering exclusively to children opened in Alpharetta, Georgia. It has been enormously successful, and its “kids’ village” concept has been copied around the country. Expect one on your local interstate before too long.


“Kid-fluence”


The more children shop, the more voice they have in parental purchases. In the industry, this is called the influence market, and it is enormous. McNeal estimates that children aged four to twelve directly influenced $330 billion of adult purchasing in 2004 and “evoked” another $340 billion. And he believes that influence spending is growing at 20 percent per year. Global estimates for tween influence topped $1 trillion in 2002. That persuasive power is why Nickelodeon, the number one television channel for kids, has had Ford Motor Company, Target, Embassy Suites, and the Bahamas Ministry of Tourism as its advertisers. (This explains why your child has been asking for an SUV, a vacation in the Bahamas, and a Robert Graves teapot.)


Children’s influence is being driven by a number of factors, including changes in parenting style. Older generations were more authoritarian, believing that they knew what was best for their kids. The famous “children should be seen and not heard” adage also meant that parents made most buying decisions. Baby boom and later generations of parents have been far more willing to give voice and choice, to see consumer decisions as “learning opportunities.” (Cheerios or Fruit Loops? Cherry Popsicle or grape?) As one marketer explained to me, “When I was a kid I got to pick the color of the car. Kids nowadays get to pick the car.” While that may be an exaggeration, there is little doubt that parental attitudes have changed markedly. One industry estimate finds that 67 percent of car purchases by parents are influenced by children. Marketers have put tremendous effort into discovering just how far kid influence has permeated into household purchasing dynamics and for what types of products. And what they have found is that for a growing array of expenditures, children, not parents, are making choices.


What’s more, kids’ opinions are solicited from the earliest ages. According to a consumer panel run by New York agency Griffin Bacal, 100 percent of the parents of children aged two to five agreed that their children have a major influence on their food and snack purchases. For video and book choices, the rate of major influence was 80 percent, and for restaurants, clothes, and health and beauty products, it stood at 50 percent. The Roper Youth Report has found that among six and seven year olds, 30 percent choose their own grocery store food items, 15 percent choose their toys and games, and 33 percent make fast food and candy decisions. As kids age, their influence grows.


Food is an area where influence marketing and the decline of parental control has been most pronounced. Consider the case of Fruit Roll-ups, a phenomenally successful snack food represented by Saatchi and Saatchi’s Kid Connection. When the product was introduced, the ads had both kid and mom appeal. For moms, they called attention to the fruit aspect of the snack. But over time, the agency realized that this “dual messaging” was unnecessary. As a former Saatchi employee explained to me: “For years we used to say 10 percent fruit juice. And finally we’re just like, okay, forget it. Who are we kidding? . . . That was also a conscious effort to move toward direct kid marketing and not even worrying about Mom. Just take her out of the equation because the nag factor is so strong on something like that, that you can just take advantage of that.”


Parental time pressure and longer working hours have also driven this trend. Time-starved households have become easy prey for marketers, whose research shows that parents who spend less time with their children will spend more money on them. “Guilt money,” as they call it, came up in almost all my discussions about why kids have so much influence now. Research done by one of my students is consistent with this view. She found that parents who spent more hours working bought more discretionary items such as toys, videos, and books for their children. This effect is in addition to the fact that the additional income from working more also leads to more spending. By contrast, parents who spent more time with their children bought fewer of these items. The amount of extra spending was larger for mothers than fathers. And it was greater for toys than for other items. In higher-income families, spending was even more sensitive to time spent with children. These results do not show that parental guilt is motivating purchases, but marketers’ belief in the power of guilt, and their ability to exploit it, remains strong.


Time pressure operates in other ways as well. Parents have less time to cajole kids to eat products they don’t like or to return rejected purchases to stores. This is part of why 89 percent of parents of tweens report that they ask their children’s opinions about products they are about to buy for them. Kids are also technologically savvy and eagerly seek out consumer information. Many parents now believe that their children know more about products and brands than they do, and they rely on that knowledge.


“Bonded to Brands”


These days, when kids ask, they ask for particular brands. A 2001 Nickelodeon study found that the average ten year old has memorized 300 to 400 brands. Among eight to fourteen year olds, 92 percent of requests are brand specific, and 89 percent of kids agree that “when I find a brand I like, I tend to stick with it.” A 2000 Griffin Bacal study found that nearly two-thirds of mothers thought their children were brand aware by age three, and one-third said it happened at age two. Kids have clear brand preferences, they know which brands are cool, they covet them, and they pay attention to the ads for them. Today’s tweens are the most brand-conscious generation in history.


The increased salience of brands is a predictable outcome of kids’ greater exposure to ads. Companies spend billions to create positive brand associations for their products, attempting to connect them with culturally valued images, feelings, and sensibilities. This is especially true in the youth marketplace, where so many of the products are hardly differentiable without the labels. There’s a copycat sameness to sodas, fast food, candy, athletic shoes, jeans, and even music and films. And in light of that, companies have to work overtime to establish brand identity and loyalty. They turn brands into “signs,” pure symbolic entities, detached from specific products and functional characteristics. This has been a winning strategy, and youth have eagerly embraced an ethic of labels and logos. But brand value is a hard quality to sustain, especially in today’s super-competitive environment. The intensification of what scholars Robert Goldman and Stephen Papson have dubbed “sign wars,” that is, corporate competition centered on images, has led to an ever-accelerating spiral of changing symbolism and brand vulnerability. And that vulnerability fuels marketing innovation and sometimes desperation.


In what industry insiders call the “kidspace,” much of the action has been in what is called brand extension. Products are inserted into a vast matrix of other products. There’s the Pokémon TV program, the collectible cards, the handheld electronic game, Pokémon toys at the fast food outlet, Pokémon versions of classic board games, Pokémon clothing, school supplies, plastic cups, backpacks, Pokémon everything and anything. Indeed, the process of extensive branding has become a profoundly normalized part of children’s lives. It’s now a lack of branding that’s out of the ordinary. One of my friends explained to me that her son, a five year old with sophisticated musical tastes, was baffled by the fact that there was no “Talking Heads” stuff—no show, no toys, no logo, no nothing. What was going on, he wondered, with this band he liked so much?


Increasingly the brands kids want aren’t just any brands. They crave designer duds and luxury items. By the mid-1990s, parents and buyers reported a sea change as girls aged six to ten became more fashion and label conscious. They wanted trendy styles like platform shoes and black clothing. They started asking for Hilfiger and Donna Karan labels. The designers claim that “kids are driving the trend,” but they have been advertising heavily to them. Meanwhile, children’s lines have sprung up at fashion houses such as Armani and Calvin Klein. Burberry opened Burberry Kids, and Abercrombie & Fitch, the current bad boy of youth apparel, became tweens’ favorite brand. Upscaling has gone beyond designer clothes. By the end of the 1990s, Marianne Szymanski, founder of the Toy Research Institute, reported that “kids are starting to want more expensive toys like computer software, cell phones, VCRs, e-mail, stereos, bedroom microwaves (for making popcorn while they watch movies in their own ‘bedroom theater’). And guess what? Parents are buying all these items.” Kids are also amassing far more toys than ever before. The number of toys sold annually rose 20 percent between 1995 and 2000. The United States, despite having only 4.5 percent of the world’s population, now consumes 45 percent of global toy production.


Consumer experiences are also going luxe, and they’re often more adult-like. The London salon MiniKin Kinder offers eight year olds its “Princess Treat,” with haircut, manicure, and minifacial. Even cosmetic surgery has begun to reach down into childhood, according to journalist Alissa Quart, who reports that the year between elementary and middle schools is becoming a popular time for aesthetic enhancements for eyes, lips, chins, and ears. For those seeking the ultimate experience, FAO Schwartz offered birthday sleepover parties at a price of $17,500, and they were booked solid. Restaurateurs report that “crayons just won’t do it anymore.” Now they’re providing menus attached to Magna Doodle sets, watercolor paint boxes, and Chinese carryout boxes with chopsticks, fortune cookies, and toys. In perhaps the most dramatic example of restaurant upscaling to come along yet, in 2002 McDonald’s gave away Madame Alexander dolls, full-sized versions of which go for $50, with its Happy Meals.


Real-Life Monopoly


The commercialization of childhood is certainly being driven by the fact that kids have more money and more say, the explanation most marketers articulate. But there’s another side to what scholars Shirley and Joe Kincheloe have insightfully called the “Corporate Construction of Childhood.” It’s the growing scope, market power, and political influence wielded by the small number of megacorporations that sell most of what kids buy. Far from being a consumers’ mecca ruled by diverse and rich choices, children’s consumer culture is marked by bigness and sameness. Four companies now dominate the children’s media and entertainment market almost entirely. There’s Disney, with its global reach, anodyne cultural products, and long history of racial and sexual stereotyping. Number two is Viacom, king of cool, whose MTV Networks is the parent company’s most profitable division, whose annual revenue in 2001 exceeded $3 billion. We have MTV to thank for shows such as Beavis and Butthead, which has been accused of inspiring copycat antics that led to real-life death and destruction. (Viacom also published this book.) Rupert Murdoch’s News Corp is the parent to Fox, which has brought us such contributions to youth culture as Fear Factor. And finally, there’s AOL Time Warner, owners of WB, Cartoon Network, Sports Illustrated for Kids, and DC Comics. In 2002, the company announced it would begin showing paid sponsorship on its CNN-branded school news broadcast, but backed down after criticism. In the midst of these behemoths, PBS is overmatched, and anyway, it has joined up with Nickelodeon (Viacom) to infiltrate the “educational” market.


In the toy category, it’s Mattel and Hasbro, which together have gobbled up virtually all the other toy companies. Playskool, Fisher-Price, Parker Brothers, Milton Bradley, Tonka Trucks, Tyco, Hot Wheels, American Girl, Cabbage Patch Dolls, Tinker Toys, Avalon Hill, Wizards of the Coast, and Mr. Potato Head are all owned by the big two. In early 2002, eight of the top-selling ten toys belonged to these two companies. Video games are dominated by a small number of producers—Nintendo, Sony, and Microsoft among them. The big-two model prevails in other markets as well. In candy it’s M&M and Hershey. In soft drinks it’s Coke and Pepsi. In fast food McDonald’s and Burger King. Philip Morris (the tobacco giant, renamed Altria) owns Kraft with its Lunchables product, kids’ second favorite lunch choice after pizza, as well as Nabisco and Post cereals. Frito-Lay is part of PepsiCo, as are Tropicana, Gatorade, and Quaker Oats. PepsiCo tries to retain a wholesome oatmeal image with the venerable Quaker on the box, but it’s the same company that sells Cap’n Crunch’s Choco Donuts cereal. Throughout the world of children’s products, the markets are dominated by a few powerful companies.


This matters for a number of reasons. One is that with monopoly comes uniformity. Economic theory predicts that when two opponents face off, the winning strategy for both entails their becoming almost identical. This model explains why gas stations congregate at intersections, why Democrats and Republicans cleave to the political center, and why Coke and Pepsi are hard to tell apart with a blindfold. What it means for consumers is that true variety and diversity of products is hard to find. If you want greasy pizza, sugared drinks, plastic toys, and violent programming for your kids, no problem. It’s the other stuff that’s missing.


Monopoly also means bigger profits and market power for producers and less value and influence for consumers. That’s standard economic reasoning. Finally, many of these companies have spent the past two decades stockpiling money and political influence. At the end of the 1970s, the Federal Trade Commission was investigating practices in children’s advertising and didn’t like what it saw. It advocated a ban on advertising sugared products to kids, as well as an end to commercials aimed at children under age eight. Today, such a stance seems almost inconceivable, given the tremendous growth in political influence enjoyed by media corporations and food processors. Philip Morris gave more than $9 million in soft money to the two political parties between 1995 and 2002 ($7.8 million of it went to Republicans). AOL Time Warner gave more than $4 million (nearly equally divided). Disney contributed $3.6 million. Coca-Cola gave $2.3 million (mostly to the Republicans). The U.S. Sugar Corporation is also among the top “Double Givers.” Two decades of corporate monies have eroded the regulatory, legislative, and judicial environment, making it far harder to protect children.


Playing Less and Shopping More


Memories shape adult views of childhood. Many in my generation—the baby boomers—have vivid recollections of endless hours of unsupervised, spontaneous play. We remember outdoor activities such as pick-up games on an empty sandlot. Many of us had a “gang” (in the wholesome sense) of neighborhood kids, often of mixed age and sex, who met up after school. When I was a kid, we would get obsessed with particular games, often ones we invented ourselves. There was plenty of traditional indoor play as well, such as house, war, and board games. We made concoctions, played dress-up, built forts, and fought with our siblings. Sometimes we even watched television.


We were lucky. Earlier generations of children spent much of their time working, on farms, in factories, and in domestic service. Paid child labor wasn’t eliminated in this country until the 1920s. Baby boomers also escaped the sobering effects of depression and war. And we were a group of girls who were unusually liberated, both because we were allowed out on our own and because we were increasingly excused from household work. Children born in the late 1940s and afterward had more carefree, play-oriented upbringings with less family responsibility than the generations that preceded them. It was a childhood experience that took many decades to achieve, and unfortunately, the era was short-lived. In recent years, children’s unsupervised time has declined. They spend more hours in worklike activities. More of daily life is structured by commercial and consumer activities than was true for previous generations.




Table 1


Weekly Time Children Spend in Various Activities, 1981–1997 (in hours and minutes)






	 


	Ages 3–5


	Ages 6–8







	 


	1981


	1997


	1981


	1997







	Household work


	2:09


	2:20


	2:49


	2:07







	Shopping


	2:35


	3:44


	0:59


	2:38







	Personal care


	6:18


	8:32


	6:13


	7:53







	Eating


	9:43


	9:24


	9:08


	8:05







	Sleeping


	77:19


	76:11


	70:04


	70:49







	School


	14:30


	12:05


	27:52


	32:46







	Studying


	0:25


	0:36


	0:52


	2:08







	Visiting


	2:58


	3:04


	3:40


	2:48







	Sports


	1:31


	4:08


	6:01


	5:13







	Outdoors


	0:13


	0:37


	0:28


	0:30







	Art activities


	0:28


	1:12


	0:21


	0:45







	Playing


	25:50


	17:21


	14:58


	11:10







	Television


	15:14


	13:52


	15:55


	12:54







	Reading


	0:29


	1:24


	0:59


	1:09







	Household conversations


	0:37


	0:48


	1:07


	0:30







	Other passive leisure


	2:59


	2:35


	1:58


	1:33







	Day care


	0:10


	7:30


	0:12


	1:33
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“We worry about so many dangers to our children—drugs, perverts, bullies—but seldom notice the biggest
menace of all: the multibillion-dollar marketing effort aimed at turning the kids into oversexed, status-
obsessed, attention-deficient little consumers. Like her earlier books, Juliet Schor's Born to Buy is a brilliant
exposé and call to action.” —Barbara Ehrenreich, author of Nickel and Dimed












