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GHAPTER 10

More Can Be Less:
Child Gare and Welfare Reform in the United States

Denise Urias Levy and Sonya Michel

n the United States today, child care provision is divided into two distinct sectors,

public and private. Such an arrangement is not, of course, surprising in a welfare
state regime that has been categorized as “liberal” (Esping-Andersen 1990). Nor
should it be surprising to discover that this dual system has produced deep in-
equities in the quality, accessibility, and affordability of child care services. What is
perhaps unexpected is that, despite the overall inadequacy of the system, the rate of
full-time labor-force participation among American women, including mothers, is
currently one of the highest in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment (OECD) countries.' This can be explained by a congeries of factors, in-
cluding the demand for labor produced by the general upsurge in the U.S. economy
(a trend that may now be reversing), relatively well-enforced antidiscrimination leg-
islation in the area of employment, and, since 1996, a shift in public assistance pol-
icy “from welfare to workfare” that has pushed thousands of low-skilled women into
the labor force. The fact that the majority of U.S. mothers, including those with
very young children, are employed outside the home should not, however, be taken
as an indication that, despite its flaws, the American child care system “works.”
Rather, it suggests that wage-earning parents at all income levels have learned to
“make do”—to cope with the everyday stresses and long-term consequences of in-
adequate provisions, but at a significant toll on the quality of their private lives and
the lives of their children (Hochschild 1997).

In both the public and private sectors, several different types of services may be
available, ranging from in-home care to formal child care centers,” but the methods
of payment differ. In the private sector, middle- and upper-income parents choose
and pay for services directly, while in the public sector, poor and low-income par-
ents must find child care centers or family day care providers that will accept state-
issued vouchers to be reimbursed at fixed rates, or they may, in some instances,
receive reimbursement for individual arrangements with kith or kin. While it ap-
pears that the private sector is wholly self-supporting, in fact it, too, is subsidized
indirectly by the federal government through a dependent care tax credit and incen-
tives to employers who establish child care services. Perhaps the more salient differ-
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ence is that in the private sector, the state supports the independent, freely made
decisions of parents to place their children in child care in order to seck paid em-
ployment or pursue educational or vocational goals, while in the public sector, the
state subsidizes child care as part of a mandatory system of job training and employ-
ment (workfare) for parents seeking public assistance. In this instance, child care is
used as a lever of a compulsory public policy.

This chapter will first briefly review the history of child care policy that pre-
ceded recent developments, highlighting public and private developments and the
relationship between early childhood education and child care. The chapter goes on
to analyze the politics of the linkage between child care and workfare and the ongo-
ing opposition to universal policy. In the final sections, we examine in detail the de-
ployment of contemporary public policy within the context of welfare reform,
focusing on its impact on poor and low-income mothers and children and the impli-
cations for universal provisions.

American Child Gare: A Very Brief History

The current arrangement of child care in the U.S. is the outcome of a long and
vexed history of social provision characterized, as Sonya Michel has argued else-
where (1999), by a strong man-as-breadwinner orientation (Lewis 1992), and both
fueled by and constitutive of the policy logic typical of a public/private, liberal, or
“residual” welfare state regime. Throughout its history, child care—like much of
American social policy—has also reflected deep racial and class divisions. Beginning
with the charitable day nurseries of the nineteenth century, child care in the U.S.
has almost always been targeted toward the poor as a means of “helping them help
themselves.” Although the federal government took responsibility for providing ser-
vices during periods of national crisis—first for the children of the unemployed
during the Great Depression and then for children of defense workers during World
War I[I—these policies did not lead to permanent public, universal provisions. For
several decades after the war, the issue of state-sponsored child care lay more or less
dormant. It was not until the 1960s and 1970s that it once again appeared on the
public agenda, this time in conjunction with efforts to reform public assistance. In a
series of amendments to the Social Security Act, the U.S. Congress foreshadowed
the linkage between public provisions and mandatory employment that would be-
come law in 1996.

The lack of public child care notwithstanding, the postwar decades witnessed a
significant rise in employment among mothers, including those with preschool chil-
dren, which in turn prompted the growth of market-based child care services. This
trend was aided by several federal measures, including the child care tax deduction
passed in 1954 (and converted to a child care tax credit in 1972), as well as a variety
of incentives to employers to set up or sponsor services for their employees, begin-
ning in 1962. Market-based services were of several types: while all charged fees,
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some were commercial enterprises, while others were run by voluntary or non-
profit organizations (often denominational), many of which transformed existing
part-day nursery schools into full-day child care centers in response to community
demand.

The place of nursery schools in this history bears further explanation. Nursery
schools, along with kindergartens, followed their own trajectory in the United
States, one that was (in contrast to some of the other cases discussed in this volume)
quite distinct from that of child care—and deliberately so (for a full discussion, see
Michel 1999, chaps. 1--3). As part of the early childhood education/ child develop-
ment movement, nursery school and kindergarten innovators, advocates, and prac-
titioners were among the first groups of American women who self-consciously
sought to professionalize, and as such did not want their movement to become
tainted with the odor of charity and poverty that clung (literally, in some cases) to
the day nurseries. With their impetus, early childhood education forged ahead in the
early twentieth century, leaving child care behind. As kindergartens were incorpo-
rated into the public school system and nursery schools (mostly fee-based) became
the darlings of the middle class, day nurseries and child care centers gained a repu-
tation for being “custodial warehouses” that only the poor would use as a last resort.

Early childhood educators believed that children of all classes should have the
benefits of nursery schools, and in the 1930s they convinced New Deal policymak-
ers to create a network of federally supported Emergency Nursery Schools for the
children of the unemployed; these were, however, dismantled when the Depression
was over. It was not until the mid-1960s that reformers were finally able to establish
a permanent public program of early education for the poor: Head Start. The most
successful and enduring of President Lyndon Baines Johnson’s Great Society pro-
grams, Head Start has repeatedly demonstrated its educational value, but because of
the way it was conceived and funded, it has not, until quite recently, been consid-
ered part of the public child care system. As we shall see below, the fact that it had its
own funding stream has, no doubt, helped preserve Head Start, but this has also cre-
ated problems of coordination with other public programs for young children.

Linking Child Gare and Workfare

The 1960s saw several initiatives to reform public child care, all of which grew out
of political concerns about the sharp rise in—and changing racial composition of—
the welfare rolls. Because of deeply entrenched practices of racial segregation and
discrimination throughout the country but especially in the south, the federal public
assistance program Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) had, since its
establishment in the 1930s, served primarily white families—a profile that hardly
reflected the racial composition of America’s poor (Bell 1965, pt. 1). But starting in
the late 1950s, impoverished African Americans, as a result of a series of court cases
brought by the strengthening civil rights movement, began to gain access to the as-
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sistance to which they were entitled by federal law (the following discussion is
drawn from Michel 1999, 243-47; see also Mink 1998, chap. 2, and Kornbluh
2000, pt. 2). Between 1960 and 1967, the proportion of AFDC recipients had
shifted from 86 percent white to 46 percent nonwhite.

AFDC had initially been based on the principle that the state should support
mothers whose families lacked a male breadwinner so that they could remain at
home caring for their children—a principle that fit well with America’s general ad-
herence to the “male-breadwinner” logic. As long as the majority of AFDC recipi-
ents were white, the policy proceeded without challenge.’ But as the racial balance
shifted, many politicians, especially those from the south, bridled at the idea that
African-American women—who had “always” worked—were now going to receive
public support to remain “idle.” Not coincidentally, a new congressional consensus
began to form around the idea that mothers should now be encouraged to become
“self-sufficient™ and that child care would be a critical element of any policy de-
signed to free mothers to pursue work or job training,

Congressional initiatives to link child care and welfare first produced the Social
Security Amendments of 1962, which provided grants-in-aid to state welfare agen-
cies for the development and support of licensed child care agencies (the following
discussion is drawn from Levy 2000, chap. 3). Notably, these measures were in-
tended to “encourage” welfare recipients to become self-sufficient, but they did not
make work mandatory. Not so the 1967 amendments that created the Work Incen-
tives program (WIN), granting child care funding to states that expelled welfare re-
cipients who rejected job offers—including mothers, regardless of the age of their
children. Despite the harsh tone of this legislation, Congress soon became aware
that there were nowhere near enough child care facilities to serve every mother
who was supposed to work—regardless of how much funding was made available.
This fact emboldened liberal opposition to requiring mothers of young children to
work or enroll in job training and led to a de facto abandonment of the program,

In 1969 a new approach to poverty emerged from the administration of Richard
Nixon: the Family Assistance Plan (FAP) (Levy 2000, 18—19; Michel 1999, 24951,
Kornbluh 2000, chap. 3). This bill was intended to replace WIN with a guaranteed
annual income and significantly expand job training and child care facilities. Simul-
taneously, congressional Democrats proposed a series of measures, including the
Comprehensive Child Care Development Act of 1971, designed to increase and im-
prove child care provisions for all American families. Nixon, while clearly favoring
child care for the poor, opposed the liberals’ universal proposal and vetoed the bill
when it reached his desk. In the meantime, the FAP foundered in Congress because
of disagreements over the principle of a guaranteed income and the amount of fund-
ing it would entail.

For the next two decades, the administration’s bifurcated stance cast a long
shadow over child care initiatives. Child care legislative initiatives were muted for
most of the 1970s and suffered in the 1980s from growing disagreement about the
role of government in family life. These disagreements prevented passage of com-
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prehensive or universal child care legislation and continued to restrict federal sup-
port for child care to policies that served as work-incentive instruments within the
context of welfare reform. Even those, however, fell short of their potential because
state and local bureaucrats failed to implement them by drawing down federal funds
and organizing adequate services (Michel 1999, 251-59).

The link between child care and welfare reform was further reinforced in 1988,
when President Ronald Reagan signed into law the Family Support Act (FSA). This
measure rephrased the principles underlying public assistance by articulating the
view that welfare should be based upon a “social contract” that emphasized the mu-
tual obligation and responsibility of both poor parents and the government. Under
this contract, parents would be primarily financially responsible for their children,
but the government would assist by granting benefits (cash subsidies, health insur-
ance) to low-income, two-parent families while channeling the adults into the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program.

The JOBS program reinstated the principles underpinning the ill-fated WIN
program but attempted to make them work by emphasizing education and training
and expanding support services like child care to facilitate participation. It also ex-
tended WIN’s reach to new groups of recipients by mandating the participation of
mothers with children aged three to five and of all teenage mothers, irrespective of
the age of their children, who had not completed high school and had no work ex-
perience (these two groups had previously been exempted from most work man-
dates). On paper, the new program implied significant new commitments to
provide child care to AFDC recipients who pursued education or training designed
to improve their employability.

Two programs were created to fulfill these commitments: AFDC-Child Care
and Transitional Child Care (TCC). The first required states to guarantee child care
to any AFDC recipient who participated in state-approved education or training ac-
tivities or who accepted or retained employment. The second required states to
guarantee child care for up to twelve months to families who had received AFDC
and its child care benefits in the past but were no longer eligible due to increased
hours of employment or earnings. Although there was evidence at the time that
these commitments could not be met within the existing structure of child care ser-
vices, legislators supported the FSA as an alternative to a more comprehensive piece
of child care legislation then pending in Congress, the Act for Better Child Care
(ABC, discussed below). Indeed, later studies showed that both programs in many
ways failed to live up to the commitments made in the law.

By the mid-1990s, only about 13 to 15 percent of the eligible children of adult
enrollees in JOBS were being served—although three-fourths of the programs
claimed to be providing child care subsidies or helping to arrange child care for all
or almost all participants who needed assistance (U.S. General Accounting Office

1995a and 1995b). This was in part due to parents’ difficulties in finding child care
providers who were accessible (given the shortage of public transportation) and
available during nontraditional hours of work, or flexible enough to accommodate
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part-time JOBS participation hours (most child care centers operate—and Charge
fees—on the assumption that slots will be filled full-time). The shortage of facilities
led to the creation of long waiting lists which, in some states, included thousands of
children (U.S. General Accounting Office 1995b). Also, because funds were scarce,
states in practice often exempted welfare recipients from work requirements or
limited participation in training programs to parents with school-aged children or
those who could easily find free child care.

The Opposition to Universal Child Care

The problem of child care in the late 1980s was not, however, limited to the welfare
population. By this time, the proportion of mothers with children under fifteen par-
ticipating in the labor force had grown to 60 percent. In 1988, more than 10.5 mil-
lion children under age six, including nearly 6.6 million infants and toddlers under
age three, had wage-earning mothers. Yet the supply of child care remained small
and the range of options limited, with cost a constraint affecting both factors. For
low-income two-earner families who were not eligible for public subsidies, child
care for just one child could consume more than a quarter of their total household
income, 43 percent if they needed full-time infant care. This in turn limited parental
options. While 31 percent of mothers of higher socioeconomic status were likely to
enroll their children in a child care center or preschool, only 18 percent of low-
income parents turned to such services. Within this latter group, relatives (other
than one of the parents) were the most common source of care, which meant that a
large percentage of children were in unlicensed home settings, often under inade-
quate conditions of safety, and with limited educational and developmental oppor-
tunities (Hayes, Palmer, and Zaslow 1990, 159—62; Michel 1999, 259-64).

Since the late 1960s, child care advocates had been trying to make a case for
comprehensive child care legislation as the adequate response to these trends, and
to convince policymakers that the care and education of all young children—not
just the poor—should become a public responsibility. They attempted to explain
that the existing system was inadequate to meet the needs of all parents, including
those who could afford to pay more for child care. Some Congressional leaders
were responsive to these concerns,® and many governors began to take an interest in
child care issues, including then governor Bill Clinton of Arkansas, who was chair-
man of the National Governors’ Association (Hofferth 1993).

Despite the visibility of and interest in child care issues in the late 1980s, propos-
als for comprehensive legislation could not gain the necessary traction in Congress.
For example, in 1987, supporters introduced the ABC bill; this was debated well into
1988, even after the FSA was passed, and although it had the endorsement of more
than 135 national groups, it met with fierce opposition from legislators, who re-
mained divided about creating a new federal program—especially after President
George H. W. Bush threatened to veto any child care law envisioning such an action.
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If passed, the ABC bill would have dramatically shifted the political rationale for
public child care by defining eligibility for subsidies on the basis of earnings rather
than enrollment in welfare, using the state median income as a cutoff with a sliding
fee scale. In addition, it would have established a federal funding stream for child
care while preserving parental choice regarding the type of provision and offering a
diverse delivery system using grants, contracts, and vouchers; and maintaining So-
cial Services Block Grant funding for child care. The bill also mandated federal child
care standards and required each state to develop its own child care plan, coordinate
resources, establish an interagency committee of all bodies concerned with child
care, and strengthen basic health and safety protections.

At the root of much opposition to the bill were political differences about the
proper approach to funding child care programs. Democrats wanted to create fed-
eral grants to states to subsidize low-income families while improving child care for
all families, while Republicans favored a combination of tax credits and vouchers,
with benefits being targeted at low-income families only. In addition, some Republi-
cans preferred policies that encouraged (nonwelfare) women to stay home with
their children, at least while the children were very young. Finally, Democrats
wanted to create national standards for child care, while Republicans argued that
standards should remain a state responsibility.®

After two more years of introducing and debating dozens of competing child
care bills without finding common ground, legislators were able to settle on a com-
promise child care package that retained many aspects of the original ABC bill but
accommodated Republican demands for devolution to the states. The winning legis-
lation, finally passed in 1990, had four major components: in addition to expanding
funding for Head Start, it established a new entitlement program that expanded
child care assistance under Title IV-A for families “at-risk” of falling into welfare de-
pendency (At-Risk Child Care, or ARCC); expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit
to low-income families (to alleviate the burden of their child care costs); and initi-
ated a new program called the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG).

CCDBG allocated states the funds to create child care for eligible children, sub-
ject to a sliding scale based on family income.” Although all children under thirteen
in families with incomes below 75 percent of the state’s median income were eligible
for services, they were not guaranteed. Indeed, funds were relatively modest. While
the original ABC bill had envisaged resources on the order of $2.5 billion per year,
Congress authorized only $750 million for 1991. Funding rose to $925 million in
1993, but the scope of the program remained limited. In 1991, only 571,095 chil-
dren were being served, whereas an estimated ten million or more children under
age thirteen were living below the federal poverty level (Levy 2000, 27), and mil-
lions more at the upper end of the sliding scale might have benefited from child care
services.

The legislative process that produced CCDBG underscored two important
lessons about U.S. politics. First, it showed that attempts to create comprehensive
federal programs for child care outside the scope of welfare reform would lead to
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profound and irreconcilable controversies among the two parties; but second, it re-
vealed that a block grant approach could provide a framework to accommodate this
conflict. By giving states the responsibility for making difficult policy decisions,
with outcomes that could be thought of as best reﬂecting local preferences, the act
still allowed for an incremental move toward universal provisions.®

Child Care and Welfare Reform

While the 1990 legislation temporarily slowed debates over child care and welfare,
it fully addressed neither issue. Thus both returned to the congressional agenda in
1996, with child care presented as part of the larger effort to reform public assis-
tance. In passing the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act (PRWORA) in 1996, the United States initiated a major restructuring of its
principal program of social assistance for lone mothers and low-income parents, Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). Instead of supporting such families
to care for their own children at home, as AFDC had done, the new program re-
quires a majority to seek paid employment within a specified length of time and sets
a lifetime limit for receiving public assistance.” Following the trend toward “federal-
ism” or devolution to the states initiated by President Reagan and exemplified in
measures like the CCDBG, the measure provided funding through two major block
grants to the states, one for temporary (cash) assistance to needy families (TANF),
the other for child care (the Child Care and Development Fund, or CCDF).

In crafting the legislation, Congress was at first reluctant to confront the un-
precedented demand for child care that would inevitably be generated by
PRWORA'’s employment mandates. When “workfare” mandates become fully oper-
ational in 2002, an estimated one million children (in addition to the 3.3 million
low-income children already being served under previous laws) will require subsi-
dized services (Long and Clark 1997, 5 and 10, table 3; U.S. Bureau of the Census
1998). But after President Clinton twice vetoed the bill for lacking adequate fund-
ing for child care, Congress added $4 billion over five years to the child care block
grant. Despite the additional funding, however, the new child care system has
proven to be less than workable. There are a number of reasons for this: in addition
to a lack of sufficient funding, there is wide variation in the bureaucratic practices
that determine access to child care at the local level; inadequate compensation and
benefits for child care providers, coupled with minimal support for improving pro-
gram quality; and difficulties in coordinating child care with other public programs
for early childhood education. We will examine each of these in turn.

Funding

Even with the additional spending authorized by Congress, there is not enough
money in the system to care for all the children in low-income families who are by
law eligible for, if not entitled to, subsidized child care. According to the law, all chil-
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dren under age thirteen in families with incomes below 85 percent of the state’s
median income are eligible for services. Currently, states can offer services to only a
fraction of those who are eligible. According to one recent estimate, although cur-
rent federal expenditures have climbed to nearly $12 billion, this amount is only
about half of what is needed to meet the full demand (Democratic Staff 2001).

Under the terms of PRWORA, several preexisting sources of federal funding for
child care for poor and low-income families were consolidated into one block grant
to individual states—the CCDF. Although the CCDF potentially makes available
more child care funding than all previous federal sources combined (the $2.97 bil-
lion appropriated for this fund in 1997 represented an increase of $600 million, or
27 percent, over the total federal child care funding for the previous year),'” it is de-
signed in such a way that a significant portion of the funds are controlled by state-
level politics. Funds are divided into three categories: mandatory, matching, and
discretionary, with $1.2 billion apportioned among the states based on their previ-
ous federal (Title IV-A) funding (see n. 3), $0.77 billion based on states maintaining
their previous Title IV-A matches (the so-called maintenance-of-effort or MOE re-
quirement), and an annually appropriated amount of discretionary spending ($1 bil-
lion for 1997), which is distributed according to states’ economic and demographic
features, !

In such a structure, state-level decision making becomes the key determinant of
how much child care will be available and how it will be distributed. A number of
factors—all of which vary from one state to another—come into play. For example,
two analysts of child care policy argue that these decisions depend on level of need
(which is related to child poverty), fiscal capacity (ability to tax; per capita income),
and fiscal effort (willingness to devote resources to a service such as child care)—in
other words, political climate (Douglas and Flores 1998). Denise Urias Levy (2000)
points to a cluster of “policy levers” used with great flexibility by states that deter-
mine the distribution of provisions among poor and low-income families and also
affect the shape and content of public child care overall.

A full understanding of all the state or subnational political contexts that deter-
mine child care funding decisions requires discussion of a large body of empirical
research that is beyond the scope of this chapter, since each one is unique (for de-
tailed analysis, see Levy 2000, chap. 5). We can, however, offer a few generaliza-
tions. A state’s political disposition enters the formula at two points, one historical,
one current. This means that to a certain extent a state’s current funding status may
be delimited or “contained” by its previous funding history. Levy (2000) has found
that, to some extent, current levels reflect historical trends regarding social spend-
ing: states that have tended to be liberal (in the North American sense) in the past,
such as those of the northeast, midwest, and far west, and those of a more conserva-
tive bent, such as those of the southeast, have (with a few notable exceptions) gen-
erally both remained true to type on this issue. '

Yet, prior history is not all-determining, and current conditions can still have
telling effects. For example, most states, by refusing to spend their own money for
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child care, stand to lose a significant proportion of their potential federal funding as
well, thus reducing their total budget for child care.” At the same time, every state
stands to gain by maximizing its matching funds, with an average increase of 50 per-
cent (Long and Clark 1997, 3). In many states, however, this would require increas-
ing its own child care funding by 70 percent or more—something their funding
histories suggest they may well be reluctant to do. In 1994, for example, twenty
states fell short of allocating sufficient matching funds to draw down their maxi-
mum Title-IVA funding (Long and Clark 1997, 910, table 2), while twenty-one al-
located enough to draw down the full amount (Adams and Poersch 1996).

Whatever its political predilections, a state’s current fiscal capacity and the level
of child care need also come into play. As Toby Douglas and Kimura Flores (1998)
point out, “many of the states with higher rates of child poverty tended to have low
fiscal capacities” (2). Thus states like Mississippi, Louisiana, New Mexico, and West
Virginia, which rank 50th, 49th, 48th, and 47th, respectively, in terms of child
poverty, also rank low in terms of per capita personal income (50th, 40th, 47th, and
49th). Three of these states also rank low or medium-low in terms of “fiscal effort”
(willingness to tax): Louisiana (44th), Mississippi (29th), and West Virginia (28th).
In sharp contrast, New Mexico ranks 5th on this scale (reflecting the political
strength of its prominent Latino/a contingent). To take a somewhat different exam-
ple, New York state, which is 40th in child poverty, ranks very high (4th) in terms of
per capita income and first in fiscal effort (Douglas and Flores 1998, 8, table 2).
Taken together, these three factors can either reinforce one another (as in the cases
of Louisiana, Mississippi, and West Virginia) or offset one another (as in New Mex-
ico and New York), but if fiscal capacity is too low, as in New Mexico, the effect of
even high fiscal effort is minimized.

An accounting of total allocations, however, tells only part of the story. As Levy
(2000, chap. 4) has discovered, states can, by manipulating certain policy levers,
fine-tune the amount and quality of child care available, and how and to whom it is
distributed; indirectly, these three levers can affect parental choice and access to
quelity child care. The levers themselves comprise income eligibility limits, parent
copayments, and maximum payment rates to providers. According to the law, fami-
lies earning incomes up to 85 percent of the state median income (SMI), whose
heads are working or preparing to work, are cligible for child care assistance under
the CCDF."* States may lower the income ceiling, thus reducing the number of fam-
ilies to be served. About half of the states have adopted a level equal to or lower than
65 percent of the SMI (in twenty-one, it falls between 40 and 59 percent). Of the
remainder, about half set it between 65 and 80 percent, and only eight at the maxi-
mum rate of 85 percent (Levy 2000, 43). In calculating these ceilings, many states
sought rough equivalency with the federal poverty level for a family of three, which
was generally considerably lower than the SMs.'?

States’ discretion to “manipulate” this policy lever and adjust it to their own
needs and preferences has also been shown to be greater with the 1996 reform. The
great autonomy granted by the reform led to a broader spectrum of choices. Of
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particular interest is the variety of approaches taken by states to deal with the inser-
tion of very low-income families into the new program. Moreover, there has been
an increased dispersion in eligibility limits established by states as well as a general
decline of such limits in several states (Levy 2000, 46-51).

With regard to copayments, the law states that each family is supposed to con-
tribute to the cost of child care services, although this requirement may be waived
for families at or below the federal poverty level, or under special circumstances.
All but eight states have some sort of waiver in place, but regulations vary widely.
Thus, in three states, a single parent with a child in center-based care, earning
$12,000 a year, would pay nothing, while in six others, she would pay more than
$100 per month (Levy 2000, 52—56)."° Here, too, there is considerable variation in
the approaches taken by states when they designed their child care copayment poli-
cies, with a clear indication that copayment levels are used as a lever to limit the
number of families served by the system. The higher the level of copayments, the
more money available for child care and thus the wider the distribution of services
over the eligible population. If the level of copayments is too high, however, eligible
families will be unable to meet it and instead will seek alternative—and often
lower-quality—forms of care.

The third policy lever, maximum payment rates to providers, affects the supply,
accessibility to needy families to subsidized child care, and quality of services. High
rates are likely to help in making more centers—and centers of better quality—
available to children. However, given budgetary constraints, they may limit the
number of children served, since the cost per child is likely to be higher. Under pre-
vious public programs, states were required to set payment rates at 75 percent of
the local market rates for services, based on biannual surveys. The current law
grants states flexibility to establish whatever payment rates they consider “fair” and
conducive to equal access, and, until 1998, did not require regular surveys (Levy
2000, 64). In 1998 more than half the states failed to meet the 75th percentile stan-
dard as calculated for 1996 (Greenberg, Lombardi, and Schumacher 2000, 7).
While the regulations now mandate regular surveys, they set no specific level for
minimum (or maximum) payments; rates can thus range from less than $300 per
month in the lowest five states to more than $600 in the highest five. Presumably,
higher rates of compensation will promote the creation of centers and ensure their
quality, but, given budgetary constraints, they may end up limiting the number of
children being served, since the cost per child will be higher. By the same token,
however, lower payment rates allow states to stretch child care dollars over a larger
number of children, but they may also lower the supply of child care by deterring
existing centers from opening up slots to subsidized children and discouraging indi-
viduals from becoming home-based providers. In addition, they depress staff salaries
and benefits, leading to high turnover and lower quality overall.

States have another policy lever in the area of work requirements; that is, they
can ease their own child care burden as well as that of TANF families by offering
more latitude to parents with newborns and infants. Infant care is not only scarce
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but costly (because adult to child ratios are supposed to be quite high—normally no
more than two infants to one adult), and some states have reasoned that it is cheaper
to exempt the parents of newborns from mandatory employment or training rather
than pay for infant care (providing, in effect, a form of paid maternity or parental
leave, which is otherwise not mandated by law in the United States). Federal law al-
lows states to provide such exemptions until a child reaches the age of one, but here
again, states vary, with some interpreting long-term exemptions as a form of en-
couragement to poor families to have additional children.'” Thus, although a few
states offer the maximum exemption for each child, others allow only the mini-
mum-—thirteen weeks or three months—and some also set a lifetime limit of
twelve months for the parent (Waller 1997, 6).

A final area of leverage affects the eligibility of families at different stages in their
relationship to public assistance. As noted above, current law combines four previ-
ous programs—CCDBG, AFDC-Child Care, At-Risk Child Care, and Transitional
Child Care—into a single block grant—the Child Care and Development Fund.
Three of those programs guaranteed services to all families that fit specific crite-
ria—AFDC-CC, for parents who were receiving aid who were working or partici-
pating in training or education; TCC, which provided services for 12 months to
those no longer eligible for AFDC; and ARCC, for low-income parents who were
“at-risk” of requiring public assistance. Moreover, funding for these programs was
open-ended; that is, while states were required to put up matching funds in order to
draw down federal dollars, there was no maximum for how much they could access.
Under PRWORA, these separate funding streams have disappeared and the pro-
grams’ constituencies have become absorbed into the larger group of those who are
eligible for benefits under federal law but not entitled under state regulations. Each of
the three groups must, in effect, compete for a share of limited child care funds, and
while each presents a compelling case, one or more groups is inevitably granted
lower priority. Most often, that group is the welfare “leavers.”

States have the option of providing twelve months of transitional child care and
shifting unused TANF funds from direct public assistance to child care as welfare
rolls fall. About three-fourths of the states have done so (Schumacher and Green-
berg 1999, 4), but recent studies of former recipients have found that in many
states, fewer than half of those responding were receiving child care subsidies. The
reasons they gave included lack of information about eligibility or a feeling that it
was “too much trouble to apply” (Schumacher and Greenberg 1999, ii). While a ma-
jority of those without subsidies turned to relatives or neighbors, this type of care is
not always reliable, making it difficult for former recipients to retain their hard-won
employment.

Although PRWORA directs states to coordinate services for all categories of low-
income families under one “lead agency,” the practice of prioritizing one group over
another can often create discontinuities in child care as families exhaust their TANE
benefits and/or begin earning wages that exceed state-set income maxima for pub-
licly supported child care. The irrationality of such arrangements becomes evident if
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we look at an individual case. In 1997, Christine Ferguson, a Wal-Mart cashier in
Union Township, Ohio, found that her earnings of $6.80 an hour put her above the
state’s income maximum (which was set at 125 percent of the federal poverty
Jevel). When her county ran out of funds for child care, Ferguson and 109 other
low-income parents Were\summarily cut off, and her child care costs jumped from
$65 to $400 a month—an amount she simply could not afford. Reluctantly pulling
her child out of care, Ferguson deplored her plight: “I'm really glad [President] Clin-
ton wants to do this welfare reform—I think it’s time. But you’re going to send
someone back to welfare if you take their child care” (quoted in Waller 1997, 1).

Ferguson’s situation was the result of her state’s interpretation of federal welfare
requirements. Unlike most of its neighbors, Ohio had decided not to reallocate
TANF funds to child care for low-income families as the number of TANF recipients
fell, but instead lowered matching funds in order to reduce taxes.'® Thus, Ferguson’s
county did not have enough funds to provide child care for all of its low-income,
non-TANF families. In some states, former recipients are compelled to go back on
TANF in order to receive child care benefits, thus keeping their “clocks” running
and coming ever-closer to the five-year limit for benefits—precisely the course Fer-
guson was reluctant to take.

Bureaucratic Impediments and Local Conditions

Whatever the funding levels and priorities for their allocation, access to subsidized
child care is ultimately determined at the local level, where widely varying bureau-
cratic practices can determine who receives services and who does not. Under pre-
vious “workfare” measures, states had an “affirmative responsibility” to provide
services to all eligible families, and when these were not available, work require-
ments were waived for the families affected. Under PRWORA, this relationship is
somewhat different; lone parents must still receive an exemption from work re-
quirements if child care is not available for any child under the age of one, but states
are no longer mandated to provide services (for the politics of this, see Levy 2000,
28-39). In order to receive an exemption, recipients must demonstrate that they
cannot obtain child care “for one or more of the following reasons: a) unavailability
of appropriate child care within a reasonable distance from the individual’s home or
work site; b) unavailability or unsuitability of informal child care by a relative or un-
der other arrangements; ¢) unavailability of appropriate and affordable formal child
care arrangements” (Greenberg 1998, 2-3). Although states themselves can be pe-
nalized for refusing to grant exemptions in these instances (risking a loss of up to 5
percent of their CCDF block grants), this rule does not serve as an effective deter-
rent, since those who administer the rules arbitrarily or improperly are not directly
affected—while their clients are.

The attitudes of local officials and their willingness to extend themselves on be-
half of their clients can determine access to child care and clients’ prospects for suc-
cess under the mandatory work program. Take, for example, Hllinois. From a “macro”
perspective, the state appears to be strongly committed to providing child care for
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its poor and low-income residents. It drew down 100 percent of its federal funds in
1994 (for a total child care budget of over $149 million), and from 1997 to 2000 its
governors have consistently requested and won significant increases in state appro-
priations for child care (12 percent for 2000) on the basis of projected growth in the
number of children requiring services (Illinois Welfare News 2000a, 6).'° In turn,
these triggered increased allocations from the federal government. The present gov-
ernor has also consistently shifted TANF monies from employment and training ser-
vices to child care (Schumacher et al. 2001, 35), suggesting that, at least in the state
of lllinois, welfare reform is moving in the direction intended by PRWORA’s archi-
tects, with funding following need as recipients move from welfare to work.

If we look beyond these state-level indicators, however, we find anecdotal evi-
dence to suggest that child care funds and services may not be reaching needy fami-
lies in a timely fashion, thus preventing TANF applicants and recipients from
complying with work requirements. Further, clients are being sanctioned—un-
fairly—as a result. Welfare rights advocates have found repeated instances in which
caseworkers summarily deny benefits to such individuals, even though this practice
is specifically prohibited by federal law. In Illinois, caseworkers are required by state
welfare policy to refer all TANF applicants and recipients to child care referral
agencies and arrange for payments to be made as soon as an appropriate slot has
been located. But instead, according to Illinois Welfare News (2000b), caseworkers
are, in effect, telling clients, “Getting someone to watch your kids so you can go to
work is your problem and not mine” (6). While this is technically true under federal
statutes, its outcomes defy the spirit of PRWORA. To take just two examples:

A Bloomington, Illinois, TANF applicant was unable to attend a job interview
at a fast food employer on the day she applied for TANF because, as she in-
formed her intake worker, she had no one to watch her three small children
during the job interview. The intake worker deemed this a refusal to comply
with job search requirements and denied her benefit application.

After telling her caseworker that she could not find anyone to care for her
special-needs child, a Chicago-area TANF applicant never got a referral to a
child care resource and referral agency for help in finding child care. (Illinois
Welfare News 2000b)

Thus what we might call negative administrative orientation prevents what ap-
pears—on the surface, at least—to be adequate child care funding from reaching its
intended recipients.”” While it is difficult to know precisely how widespread such
practices are, variations in child care availability, coupled with other regulations, the
vicissitudes of the job market, and the complexities of the lives of the poor, would
suggest that they occur not infrequently (for a vivid example, see Bernstein 2001).

In other states, different problems crop up as the result of local variants in regu-
lations. In North Carolina, for example, state regulations prohibit reimbursement
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for child care provided by “kith and kin.” For rural African-American mothers, how-
ever, this is often the only kind of care that is available or readily accessible, given a
lack of public transportation. Moreover, given the racial dynamics of their state, it is
the only kind they feel they can trust. Many of these women thus try to defer em-
ployment until their children reach school age, and then they limit themselves to
part-time jobs that will allow them to be home when their children reach school age
(Sinclair 2001; Uttal 1998).

Inadequate Compensation

To make matters worse, several features of the new system have actually reduced
the amount of care available for children from poor and low-income families. For
instance, TANF’s work requirements have weakened the informal networks that
low-income women, particularly those in urban neighborhoods, typically depended
upon for care not only for their children but for elders, the chronically ill, and other
dependents needing regular assistance (Oliker 2000).”" Such networks comprised
kin, friends, and neighbors who were similarly situated economically and more or
less available to provide services for one another.”” Some of these women relied on
public assistance, while others held jobs that did not pay enough for them to afford
formal services. Before TANF, they could turn to their networks to arrange care for
those for whom they were responsible, either on a regular basis, if they took em-
ployment outside the home, or occasionally, in order to accomplish other tasks
(such as dealing with the welfare bureaucracy). TANF, however, has had an ambigu-
ous impact on such practices. Though federal regulations permit child care pay-
ments to be made to kith and kin, TANF’s mandatory work regulations have
removed many of the women who had previously been available to offer care, leav-
ing tattered support networks in their wake (Waller 1997, 1).

A second feature of TANF that has reduced the capacity of the existing system to
care for poor and low-income children is the level and manner in which providers
are reimbursed. As noted above, states may set their own rates for reimbursement
and these are often below market rates; moreover, many states are slow to pay, forc-
ing providers who accept vouchers or certificates in exchange for services to wait
months for payments. This places a particular hardship on small independent and in-
dividual family providers, many of whom are already on the margins financially and
can ill afford to offer places at a discount or extend credit to the state. Since
providers are not mandated by law to reserve slots for poor and low-income chil-
dren, many have simply refused to or stopped doing so, with the result that in some
locales the number of subsidized slots for poor and low-income children has simply
declined (Children’s Defense Fund 2001).

A third factor feeds into the paradox that, despite an apparent abundance of
child care funding, the supply is not keeping pace: this is due, in part, to low salaries
and poor benefits typically offered to providers. The Children’s Defense Fund has
documented that, year after year, child care workers are paid less than amusement
park attendants and garbage collectors, while other studies have shown that child
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care providers are less likely than other workers to receive needed benefits such as
health care and pensions (Gallagher and Clifford 2000). For example, in 1997 in
Champaign County, Illinois, the average annual salary of a lead teacher in a child
care center was §13,770—only $440 above the federal poverty level for a family of
three, and approximately half the average salary for all female workers in the United
States with “some college education”™—$26,747 (University of Illinois Extension
2001, 2). As a result, in the recent climate of near-full employment, child care cen-
ters have found it increasingly difficult to attract and retain qualified employees, and
women who might become independent home-based providers choose other occu-
pations. Under CCDBG, states were required to set aside 25 percent of their fund-
ing for “activities to improve the quality of child care and to provide . . . early
childhood development services”; current law reduces this to 4 percent. Using
these funds, however limited, and sometimes augmenting them with state money, at
least eleven states have initiated programs to encourage child care workers to obtain
more training and then reward them for doing so (see, e.g. T.E.A.C.H. Early Child-
hood Illinois, n.d. [2001]; for an overview, Blank and Poersch 1999),” while one
state, Rhode Island, subsidizes benefits for child care workers. Such measures are,
however, few and far between; they do little to raise the status of child care as an oc-
cupation or address the attendant issues of working conditions and quality.

Some welfare reformers have suggested that child care would be ideal occupa-
tion for TANF recipients seeking employment, and indeed, PRWORA singles it out
for special mention (Greenberg 1996). Accordingly, TANF-related jobs programs
also promote this type of employment (Little 1999), but such training does not ade-
quately prepare recipients for working in centers (many of which require at least an
associate’s degree in early childhood education from a community college), or give
them the wherewithal to overcome the many practical obstacles to starting a home-
based service, such as lack of suitable housing, insurance and equipment costs, and
so on. Moreover, child care analysts warn that not all women are, simply by gender,
qualified to become child care providers. As one put it, “No public policies at the
federal or state level should push or require people to care for children if they do
not want to be providers” (Galinsky et al. 1994, 6). Thus the welfare-to-work pro-
gram cannot, in itself, produce enough child care workers or providers to meet the
increased need TANF itself has generated.

Quality and Coordination

The supply of child care is, of course, closely linked to its quality, and vice versa.
When the supply is low and/or the variety of settings limited, parents may be com-
pelled to settle for provisions with which they do not feel comfortable, that do not
suit their child rearing preferences, or leave them feeling uneasy for any number of
reasons. When, in addition, parents lack purchasing power, as do TANF recipients
restricted by low rates of state reimbursement, their choices become even more
limited. As noted above, prior to 1996, the quality of child care varied widely, with
poor and low-income children more likely to be placed in low-quality settings.
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More recent studies confirm that this is still the case, particularly for former welfare
recipients who no longer receive child care subsidies (Fuller and Kagan 2000; Schu-
macher and Greenberg 1999).

Again, the paucity of federal funds for improving quality is partly responsible for
this situation, but other factors feed into it as well. For example, child care facilities
receiving TANF funds may have difficulty tapping into other funding streams or co-
ordinating their services with those offered through other federal or state pro-
grams. The most obvious example of this problem is Head Start. Many low-income
children participate in Head Start, the federally funded program of “compensatory”
preschool education that had been in place since the mid-1960s. Beginning in 1990,
appropriations for this program more than tripled, from $1.235 million in 1989 to
$3.981 million in 1997, and enrollments nearly doubled, from 451,000 in 1989 to
794,000 in 1997 (LS. House of Representatives 1999, 395, table 637). Explicitly
designed to emphasize cognitive, social, and emotional development, Head Start
programs are generally high in quality according to prevailing early childhood edu-
cational standards. But they usually run for only part of the day and thus cannot fully
meet the child care needs of parents who work full-time or on irregular or night
shifts. Moreover, income ceilings for Head Start families are extremely low—Dbelow
what a parent might earn working full-time in a minimum-wage job. Thus, although
both funding and enrollment in Head Start have increased since the implementation
of TANF, the program is not ideally situated to address the new child care needs
created by this policy.

Child care centers seeking to access Head Start funding or expose their charges
to the benefits Head Start has to offer must not only meet cumbersome require-
ments but may also find that some of their families exceed income eligibility limits.
In an effort to take advantage of Head Start for those of their children who do qual-
ify, some centers transport them to Head Start classrooms for part of the day and
offer “wrap-around services” during the remaining hours. Such plans are, however,
awkward for staff and disruptive for the children involved. Centers attempting to
coordinate their services with state-initiated prekindergarten programs for children
of low-income families encounter similar problems. As of 1998-99, forty-two
states had such initiatives, with a total of $1.7 billion in funding, but these served
only about 725,000 children—approximately one-third of those eligible (Blank,
Schulman, and Ewen 1999).

A final quality issue has to do with the lack of federal standards for federally
funded child care. Long a bone of contention among child care advocates and their
opponents (see Michel 1999, chap. 7), this issue predictably raised the hackles of
proponents of devolution and never made it into the final legislation. Moreover, be-
cause policymakers’ primary goal was moving welfare recipients into employment,
they were not concerned when quality issues fell by the wayside. While licensed
child care providers and centers must comply with state regulations, these vary
widely, and weak enforcement often renders them virtually meaningless (Blank and
Poersch 1999).
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Gonclusion

Although more public funding is available than ever before, the gap between the
supply of child care and demand for it is, if anything, widening as the number of
TANF applicants and recipients continues to grow, and rates of employment among
moderate to high-income mothers remain steady or even climb (Children’s Defense
Fund 2001).”* The obvious conclusion to be drawn is that while more funding is
necessary, it will not be sufficient to carry out the task of meeting these new needs
(though less funding would obviously make it even more difficult). States must be
willing to loosen regulations, rationalize the organization of child care and facilitate
access to it, and spend more of their own money in order to draw down maximum
federal funds. While this last decision depends specifically on states’ own fiscal ca-
pacity, all of these moves require a generally favorable and constructive attitude to-
ward poor and low-income citizens. State-level decision making often founders on
the paradox that the very political forces that are intent on reducing welfare rolls
(primarily conservative Republicans®) are also opposed to both expanding govern-
ment services and encouraging maternal employment. It is thus difficult to mobilize
political support and funding for the very programs that are needed to make work-
fare succeed even in its own terms.

At worst, the supply of child care will continue to fall short of demand, causing
TANF recipients to renege on their employment and training responsibilities. Un-
der pressure from state bureaucracies and politicianc to meet quotas, caseworkers
will deny or terminate benefits rather than place blame where it belongs—on the
child care crisis—and join clients in calling for appropriate responses. Only slightly
better will be a kind of “gray” solution in which parents and children secking child
care circulate in a maelstrom of irregular, ad-hoc provisions, settling for arrange-
ments that may be inadequate or shifting children around in an attempt to find bet-
ter provisions and maximize child care dollars, while providers themselves cycle in
and out of business, quitting when they can no longer afford to subsidize the state
with their own labor and capital and/or when they find more lucrative jobs. Both
scenarios are exacerbated by the fact that states are more or less on their own in set-
ting criteria and regulations for most aspects of public child care, and that parents’
employment status, rather than children’s needs for developmental and educational
services, have become the paramount factors in setting policy.

To move beyond either scenario, the federal government must itself be willing
(or must give states incentives) to improve the quality and supply of child care and
the working conditions of those who provide it. Obvious measures might include
offering or earmarking funds for start-up costs for new child care centers; setting
minimum salaries and funding mandated benefits for workers; and creating pack-
ages of liability insurance and benefits for independent providers, coupled with
much more stringent regulations and oversight for such provisions.” States might
make it more feasible for TANF recipients and other low-income individuals who

|
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want to go into child care (and this option should by no means be imposed on them)
to receive training by providing tuition money, adequate living stipends, and bene-
fits (including child care, of course) while they are preparing themselves.?” In addi-
tion to sufficient funding, all of these measures require political predisposition and
administrative capacity.\While administrative capacity is probably best (and perhaps
only) built up at the subnational (state) and local level, federal incentives, standards
and regulations will undoubtedly be required to overcome local impediments and
provide the necessary momentum when political predisposition is lacking.*®

There is, of course, always the danger that such measures will tranform some-
thing that has usually been considered a social good—a boon to both parents and
children—into an instrument of punitive control over women. In the feminist view,
child care is an essential element of social citizenship; along with paid parental
leaves and other policies allowing “time to care,” it should be part of any social
structure that allows women to choose freely whether to work or pursue education
or care for family members. But feminists also believe that child care should never be
used to compel women to work.?” One is reminded of Jane Addams’s comment,
made in 1905, that the day nursery (as child care centers were called then) “is a
‘double-edged implement’ for doing good, which may also do a little harm. . . .
(quoted in Michel 1999, 72). Indeed, today’s public child care system may be used
to do more than a little harm to poor mothers, but in the current political climate,
there seems to be little hope of turning back policymakers’ commitment to work-
fare, at least not for the time being. Perhaps the best that feminists can hope for—
and certainly what they should work toward—is a greatly improved system of
public child care, one that provides poor and low-income families with convenient,
affordable, high-quality care of the types they prefer. Only with such a system in
place will TANF applicants and other women who must work outside the home be
able to avoid making a Solomonic decision between leaving their children in ques-
tionable circumstances in order to comply with work requirements or staying at
home to care for their children and sacrificing the wages and benefits they need to
support them. And perhaps with the addition of federal standards and an extended
sliding scale, such a system could come to constitute the basis for a universal system
of provision in the United States. But this may be too optimistic.

Notes

1. In 1999, the U.S. rate was 60 percent, compared to 59 percent in Canada, 48.9 per-
centin Japan, and 58.5 percent in Sweden (van der Lippe and van Dijk 2001).

2. In theory, consumers of both public and private provision have “free choice” as to the
type of child care they access for their children, but in fact, in both sectors, parents are con-
strained by what is available and what they can afford; poor and low-income parents gener-
ally have the fewest “choices.”

3. As Jennifer Mittelstadt (2001) has recently shown, the idea of using public policy to
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help poor women become self-sufficient actually had its roots in legislation passed in 1956,
but implementation did not really get underway until the 1960s.

4. For a cogent critique of this term, see Young (forthcoming).

5.These included the Children’s Caucus, led by Senator Christopher Dodd (D-Con-
necticut) and the Select Committee on Children, Youth and Families, led by Representative
George A. Miller (D-California).

6. Another controversy arose around the issue of funding child care that included reli-
gious instruction. Republicans opposed any provision that would not fund child care spon-
sored by religious institutions, arguing that since most of the existing nonprofit centers fell
into that category, excluding them from federal funding limited the available supply of child
care and restricted parental choice.

7. Seventy-five percent of the funds was to be used for this purpose, while the remaining
25 percent was to be spent on quality improvement activities (5 percent), development of
early childhood education (18.75 percent), and other quality-related activities (1.25 per-
cent).

8. An alternative, less optimistic, interpretation is that devolution facilitates resolution
by significantly reducing the power of diffuse interest groups such as poor families (Winston
1999).

9. The maximum time allowable is five years, but states have the option to reduce this,
and many have.

10. Had PRWORA not been passed, maximum allocations for 1997 would have been
$1.4 billion for the Title-IVA programs and $935 million under CCDBG (Long and Clark
1997, 2).

11. These include, for each state, the proportion of children who are under five, how
many children receive free or reduced-rate school lunches, and the average per capita in-
come. Thus, both overall wealth and the gap between rich and poor are taken into consider-
ation.

12. For example, in 1994, Massachusetts, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, and
Washington state all drew down 100 percent of their federal funds, while Louisiana drew
down none, Mississippi 5 percent, and Tennessee 27 percent. Alabama, however, received 95
percent of its maximum.

13. For example, by failing to appropriate child care funds for 1997, only Arkansas, Mis-
sissippi, and New Mexico would end up with more money for child care than they had in
1995, while in most states, the amounts would range from 23 to 50 percent less (Long and
Clark 1997, 4).

14, In 1997, the average SMI was $38,370, but this varied from just under $25,000 in
West Virginia to just over $52,000 in Connecticut.

15. In 1997, the federal poverty level for a family of three was $13,330 ($1110.80 per
month) in all states except Alaska and Hawaii, where it was $16,670 and $15,330 respec-
tively.

16. Consensus has formed around the idea that “affordable” child care should take up no
more than 10 percent of a family’s total annual income; this percentage is, of course, far

more onerous for a family earning $12,000 per annum than one earning $50,000 or more.
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17. Many states already attempt to discourage additional births through the use of “fam-
ily caps” that deny benefits to children born to parents while they are receiving assistance.

18. It should be noted that in 2000, Ohio finally decided to reallocate funds, transferring
more than $77 million, or 11 percent of its TANF funds, to CCDF.

19. These projected increases in need were paralled by equivalent, if not greater, decreases
in the TANF caseload; for fiscal year 2001, for example, Governor George Ryan requested
an additional $66 million to cover a projected 12 percent increase in child care need, while
calculating that the state would save $76 million from a projected 16 percent decrease in
caseloads, a savings of $10 million. Other indicators, however, contradict the aforemen-
tioned signs of Illinois” generosity; according to Douglas and Flores (1998), the state is 33rd
in child poverty, 8th in per capita income, and only 35th in fiscal effort (8, table 2). Indeed,
for 2002, Ryan has drastically reduced his budget request for child care (Day Care Action
Council 2001).

20. Negative administrative orientation has been flagrant in other areas of Illinois’ wel-
fare bureaucracy, as {llinois Welfare News (2000c) has demonstrated consistently since TANF
went into effect. Its March 2000 column “Let’s Get It Right” documented in detail one case
of application delay and one of improper processing of appeals. Illinois Welfare News is pub-
lished by the National Center on Poverty Law, which works with the Legal Assistance Foun-
dation of Chicago and Prairie State Legal Services to advise TANF clients and assist them in
making appeals.

21.The classic study of such arrangements is Stack (1974).

22. Assuming this was their preference; many women in these neighborhoods preferred
placing their children in the care of coethnics rather than in formal centers that they per-
ceived as sterile or culturally alien (Uttal 1998). For a historical perspective on this, see
Lemke-Santangelo (1996).

23.The Tilinois program requires the sponsoring child care program as well as the recip-
ient to pay part of the cost; the sponsoring program must also provide release time and
“agree to award the recipient either a bonus or raise at the end of the scholarship year.” Stu-
dents pay up to 20 percent of expenses; in return, they must “agree to remain at the spon-
soring center, or continue to operate their center or home, for at least one year after the
term of the scholarship and remain in the early childhood field in Hlinois for an additional
year” (TLE.A.C.H. n.d., 3-4).

24. 1t is not yet clear what impact, if any, the economic downturn of 2001 will have on
these trends.

25. Indeed, many conservative women, with the support of their menfolk, have mobi-
lized a back-to-the-home or mothers-at-home movement which is, among other things,
adamantly opposed to child care (Michel 2000).

26. Americans might look to the French system for an excellent model of family child
care, in which providers are linked into a local or neighborhood center that they visit regu-
larly for advice and assistance with “problem” children, bringing their charges along with
them to be supervised while they are attending sessions. Centers also loan toys, equipment,
and other supplies (Richardson and Marx 1989).

27. As of March 2001, Democrats on the Senate Finance Committee, which oversees
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welfare and child care legislation in that body, were considering proposing legislation to ac-
complish just these goals (Democratic Staff 2001).

28. Indeed, the history of federal programs like certain parts of Social Security should
have taught us that certain states cannot be relied upon to make fair and equitable provisions
for all of their citizens (Mettler 1998, 6-7 and passim).

29. Consider, for example, calls for nighttime child care to enable women to work the
“swing” or “graveyard” shift. (This often becomes necessary because office cleaning, one of
the few occupations open to unskilled entrants to the job market, is usually done at night.)
On the one hand, such services enable women to take jobs, but on the other, they also dis-
rupt children’s routines and probably lead to exhaustion for mothers who have no time to
rest during the day. See also Arlie Hochschild’s (1995) comments about “hot” and “cold”

modern relationships between work and family.
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