Chapter 3

Affordable, Good-Quality
Child Care: A Cornerstone
to Working Women

You cannot have a contended mother working if she is worrying
about her children and you cannot have children running wild in
the streets without a bad effect on the coming generations.

Federal Legislator testifying in front of the Senate Committee on
Education and Labor, 1943.

One of the major trends characterizing the demographics of the Ameri-
can work force from the 1900s to the present is the gradual increase in the
number of working women. In 1900, 20 percent of all American women age
ten and over were employed.! By 1940, the percentage of employed women
age 14 and over had risen to 25.8 percent,? and by 1955, the portion of
women who were in the work force accounted for 35.7 percent of all female
population age 16 and over.? Thirty years later, in 1985, 52.9 percent of all

1See Child Care Action Campaign, A Timeline History of Child Care and Early Educa-
tion. FEarly 1900s. Document no longer available online. Child Care Action Campaign is
the name of a non-profit organization that worked for 20 years to raise awareness around
child care issues. The organization closed its doors in May 2003.

2See Child Care Action Campaign, A Timeline History of Child Care and Early Edu-
cation. World War II. Document no longer available online.

3See Child Care Action Campaign, A Timeline History of Child Care and Early Edu-
cation. The Postwar Boom. Document no longer available online.
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American women were employed, * and by 1997, this share had increased
by almost seven percentage points.’

Since 1900, the participation of mothers, and of single mothers in par-
ticular, has been inextricably linked to the demand for affordable, quality
child care. According to the Child Care Action Campaign, the demand for
affordable child care slots on the part of working mothers increased through-
out the early decades of the 1900s.5 The United States’ entrance into World
War II exacerbated the demand for labor force to be employed in the heavy,
war-production sector. In 1942, the War Manpower Commission (WMC),
a federal agency responsible for the allocation available work force to the
different areas of production related to the war effort,” estimated that about
two million Americans were in need of day care. Also, in 1942, the WMC
reported that female absenteeism and high turn-over rates had become se-
rious problems in the war production sector, and that lack of day care for
the children of working mothers was at the very core of these issues. One
year later, in 1943, working mothers’ need for child care became even more
urgent. During a hearing held by the Senate Committee on Education and
Labor in 1943, a series of alarming reports surfaced in which children of
employed mothers were described as “being left alone or locked in cars in
parking lots[,]” while their mothers were at work.®

By the end of World War II, 13 percent of women with children under
six years of age and 31 percent of women with children age six to thirteen
worked outside the home.? In 1985, 50 percent of mothers of preschoolers,

4See Child Care Action Campaign, A Timeline History of Child Care and Early Edu-
cation. The 1980s. Document no longer available online.

®See Child Care Action Campaign, A Timeline History of Child Care and Early Edu-
cation. The 1990s. Document no longer available online.

5See Child Care Action Campaign, A Timeline History of Child Care and Early Edu-
cation. Early 1900s. Document no longer available online.

"Created by President Roosevelt with an Executive Order on April 18, 1942, the War
Manpower Commission (WMC) was an agency of the federal government. As such, the
WMC was responsible for the planning of domestic placement, training program review,
labor utilization, and other selective services functional to the war effort.

8See U. S. Congress, Senate Committee on Education and Labor, Hearing on Care and
Protection of Children of Employed Mothers 78th Cong., 1st sess., June 8, 1943, quoted in
A. J. Cohen, “A Brief History of Federal Financing for Child Care in the United States,”
The Future of Children 6 (Summer/Fall 1996): 26-40, 29. One federal legislator testified:
“You cannot have a content mother working in a war factory if she is worrying about her
children; and you cannot have children running wild in the streets without a bad effect on
the upcoming generation.” Cohen, “A Brief History of Federal Financing for Child Care
in the United States,” 29.

9See Child Care Action Campaign, A Timeline History of Child Care. World War II.
Document no longer available online.
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and 60 percent of mothers of children under age 18 were employed. During
that same year, only 14.6 percent of the preschool children were cared for in
centers, while 43.8 percent of them were cared for in the home of a relative
or of a non related provider.!?

In 1997, 59.8 percent of all American women were working.!' According
to the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations
(AFL-CIO), during that same year, 71.9 percent of women with children
under 18 years of age, 77.9 percent of women with children ages six to 17,
and 64.8 percent of women with children ages six or younger were in the
paid labor force.'?

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA) of 1996' required former recipients of Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) to move out of the welfare rolls and into the
labor market, thereby increasing the child care needs of single working moth-
ers dramatically. With over 70 percent of American mothers currently in
the paid labor force, the demand for affordable, quality child care is at an
all-time high.' In the fall of 1994, a study conducted by Jean Kimmel, an
economist with the Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, concluded
that in the years prior to the Welfare Reform, efforts to “make work pay”
for mothers on AFDC had often failed because recipients’ wages were too

9Tbid.

"Tbid. Moreover, statistical data from the AFL-CIO concerning the state of working
America for the period 1996-97 shows that between 1989 and 1995 women accounted for
85 percent of the total increase in the number of workers with more than one job, and that
47 percent of all multiple jobholders in 1995 were women. See L. Mishel, J. Bernstein, and
J. Schmitt, The State of Working America, 1996-97 (Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe, Inc.,
1998), quoted in American Federation of Labor—Congress of Industrial Organizations,
Fact Sheet. Facts About Working Women.
Available at http://www.aflcio.org/issuespolitics/women/factsaboutworkingwomen.cfm

12Gee United States Department of Labor, Employment Characteristics of Families in
1997 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1998), quoted in AFL-CIO, Fact
Sheet. Facts About Working Women.

13 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act. Public Law 104-
193, 104 Cong., (August 22, 1996).

14See National Women Law Center, Cuts in Child Care Funding Would Harm Women

and their Families, Says NWLC. 27 March 2001.
Available at http://www.nwlc.org/details.cfm?id=654&section=newsroom The United
States Department of Labor estimates that women are projected to account for more
than half of the net growth in the labor force between 1998 and 2008. Over this period of
time, around 9.7 million women are expected to get employed. See United States Depart-
ment of Labor, Women’s Bureau, Labor Force Highlights (Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 2000).
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low in comparison to child care costs.'® Kimmel estimated that in 1994,
day care expenditures for one child accounted for eight percent of the an-
nual earnings of a two-parents family, and for about 25 percent of the yearly
income of a single working mother.'® For example, according to Kimmel, a
single mother of one who in 1994 earned between $8 and $9 an hour, was
likely to spend between 14 and 22 percent of her annual income on child
care, depending on both her salary and the kind of child care arrangement
that she chose.!” Former recipients who joined the labor force because of
the welfare-to-work-requirement implemented by PRWORA typically earn
hourly wages that are lower than $8 an hour.'® In 1994, Kimmel predicted
that for these women child care expenditures could account for up to 28 per-
cent of their yearly income, once again depending on differences in salaries
and type of child care arrangements.

Over the past 65 years the federal government has provided funding for
child care and early education programs in fits and starts. Financing has
been very gradual, often inconsistent in purpose, and has widely fluctu-
ated in amount, thereby reflecting a long-standing cultural tension existing
between public and private responsibility for the care of young children, as
well as a generalized adversion for other-than-mother care. Furthermore, the
importance attributed by society to hard-core American values and beliefs,
such as individual freedom and the freedom to raise children without gov-
ernment’s interference, has deeply influenced public perception of subsidized
child care services as inappropriate and unnecessary.?’ Finally, widespread
opposition to maternal employment has undermined government’s repeated

15See J. Kimmel, “The Role of Child Care Assistance in Welfare Reform,” Employment
Research 1 (Fall 1994): 1-4, 1.

'%Ibid.

Ibid.

®Ibid.

19Tbid. Child care expenditures as a function of yearly incomes become even more
alarming when considered in connection with data reflecting the growing number of female-
headed families. In 1997, 12.8 million families — or 18.2 percent of all American families —
were headed by single women, compared with 5.6 million — or 10.8 percent of all families —
in 1970. See K. Bryson and L. M. Casper, Household and Family Characteristics: March
1997 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1998), P20-509; and United States
Census Bureau, Type of Family. Families (All Races) by Median and Mean Income: 1947
to 1996 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1997), table 7-A, quoted in
AFL-CIO, Facts About Working Women.

29Individualism and its compendious belief in the autonomy of the family have supported
a position envisioning the federal government as an appropriate source of help only if
families find themselves in a critical situation. See Cohen, “A Brief History of federal
Financing for Child Care in the United States,” 27.
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efforts to create a consensus around the issue of federal funding for child
care.

According to Abby J. Cohen, a nationally renowned child care law and
policy specialist, hostile attitudes towards subsidized child care have some-
what softened over the last 60 years, as an increasing number of upper-
and middle-class American mothers have entered the work force.?! In 1990,
for example, when about 60 percent of all mothers with children aged six
or younger worked outside the home, the idea of a publicly funded child
care system gained widespread public support; at the same time, subsidized
child care started being considered a necessary response to the basic eco-
nomic needs of all American families.??

Also, starting with the 1960s, growing concern around issues such as
equal opportunities — in particular, the importance of helping indigent chil-
dren escape poverty through education — sex discrimination and equality
between the sexes “broadened the costituency for”?? public support of sub-
sidized child care services. The concept of gender equity started gaining
momentum in the United States in 1920, when laws were passed granting
women the right to vote. Gender equity then became a national priority first
in the 1960s, when Congress passed the Equality Pay Act?* and Titles VII
and IX of the Civil Rights Act,?> and then again in the 1980s when a report
titled Child Care and Equal Opportunities for Women was issued.?® In that
report, the Commission on Civil rights recognized the existence of a direct
link between the availability of affordable child care to working women and
gender equity.?”

21Gee Cohen, “A Brief History of Federal Financing for Child Care in the United States,”
27.

22Gee U.S. House of Representatives, Ways and Means Committee, Overview of En-
titlement Programs: 1994 Green Book (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1994), quoted in Cohen, “A Brief History of Federal Financing for Child Care in the
United States,” 34.

23Cohen, “A Brief History of Federal Financing for Child Care in the United States,”
28.

* Bquality Pay Act, U.S. Code, vol. 29, sec. 206(d). The Equality Pay Act (EPA)
is currently administered by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, and pro-
hibits gender-based discrimination when men and women perform under the same working
conditions and in the same employment setting.

25 Civil Rights Act, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 2000-e17. Titles VII and IX of the Civil
Rights Act prohibit employment discrimination based on color, race, sex, religion and
national origin.

26House Commission on Civil Rights, Child Care and Equal Opportunity for Women,
Clearinghouse Publication 67 (1981), quoted in Cohen, “A Brief History of Federal Fi-
nancing for Child Care in the United States,” 28.

27See House Commission on Civil Rights, Child Care and Equal Opportunity for Women,
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3.1 Federal Financing for Child Care: A Historical
Overview

So far, the United States government has failed to establish a set of legal
principles legitimizing a publicly funded child care system. The American
public still struggles to grasp the importance and advantages deriving from
a cohesive child care system and from subsidized, quality child care arrange-
ments available to all families. In fact, the United States government has
long viewed child care as an emergency measure; a political move necessary
to solve a specific and pressing societal need or to guide the nation through a
difficult historical, such as the Great Depression or World War I1.2% To date,
every piece of child care legislation passed by Congress has served the sole
purpose of addressing or alleviating an immediate crisis. For example, in
1942, following the United States’ decision to take part in the ongoing world
conflict, child care served the purpose of encouraging maternal employment
in the heavy war-production sector. Similarly, in the 1960s, the government
strongly promoted child care services in the hope of improving school readi-
ness and to protect young children from abuse and neglect. Finally, in the
1990s, child care was praised by policy-makers for its ability to compensate
for or reduce single mothers’ reliance on welfare checks. Notably, once the
period of national crisis that child care was supposed to mitigate ended so
did the funding.?? As pointed out by Cohen: “The [American| child care
system that has evolved [over the past 65 years] is really no system at all, but
rather a collection of funding streams that requires no uniform standards of
care and provides no uniform administrative structure for services.”3°

3.1.1 The Beginnings of Other-Than-Mother Care: Day
Nursery and Nursery School Movements

In the United States, non-parental care started being provided to children
of working mothers long before the federal government recognized a public
need for such a service.3! The day nursery movement developed in industrial

quoted in Cohen, 28.

28See Cohen, 26. The periodization presented in this section of the chapter follows the
one set forth by author Abby J. Cohen in her article “A Brief History of Federal Financing
for Child Care.”

29Gee Cohen, 26.

39Cohen, 26.

31For the purpose of this chapter, child care is here defined as non-parental care for
children aged zero through 13, and including different services, such as day care, child de-
velopment and early education programs and after-school activities for young adolescents.
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cities throughout the United States between 1850 and 1880 with the purpose
of securing care for the young children of wage-earnign mothers. Faced with
the harsh reality of male unemployment, low male wages, and high rates of
divorce, destitution, and abandonment, indigent women of the Progressive
Era3? had to decide between working for wages and the possibility of losing
their children to social services. Nonetheless, families of working mothers
were “held in grave suspicion”3? in the mid- to late XIX Century. In fact,
a large portion of the American public still considered the promotion and
maintenance of traditional male-headed families, with their sole male bread-
winner, of paramount importance for the society as a whole.?

Day nurseries were early day care centers. Largely run and operated by
middle- and upper-class women, these facilities varied in size — some of them
were caring for up to 60 children® — and were free of charge. Day nurseries
were subsidized mainly through private contributions and in some instances
through state funds. In an effort to satisfy the child care needs of a growing
number of employed mothers, day nurseries opened their doors very early in
the morning and remained opened until after 6:00 p.m. Children ages zero
through eight were cared for at day nurseries. School children usually spent
only before- and after-school hours at local day nurseries.

In the early XX Century a second movement, the nursery school move-
ment, took form in the United States. Its main objective was to educate the
“whole child” — that is to focus on the impact that early education can have
on a child’s intellectual, physical, social, and emotional growth. Nursery
schools, which can be viewed as direct predecessors of today’s early educa-
tion programs, such as Head Start,3® admitted children aged two to four.
Contrary to day nurseries, nursery schools served mostly children belong-
ing to middle- and upper-class families, and were funded mainly parents’
fees. However, in some instances, nursery schools were sponsored by a local
university. Educational methods used at nursery schools emphasized tech-
niques such as personalized instruction, creative and manual arts, and group
discussions.

32Gee supra, 10, 18.

33A. Durst, ““Of Women, By Women, and For Women’: The Day Nursery Movement
in the Progressive Era United States,” Journal of Social History 39 (Fall 2005): 141-159,
142.

#4Ibid.

35Tbid., 141

368ee infra, 3.1.5, 93.
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3.1.2 Child Care in the Years Following the Great Depres-
sion: 1933-1943

In 1933, in the hope to provide paying jobs to armies of unemployed teach-
ers, cooks, nurses, janitors, and carpenters, the federal government started
allocating higher amounts of funding to child care services. During that
same year, Harry Hopkins, Head of the Federal Emergency Relief Adminis-
tration — a government agency later known as Work Progress Administration
(WPA)37 — announced the creation of a $6 million emergency nursery pro-
gram.38

Although only children belonging to families on home relief — a precursor
to what later became AFDC?? — were eligible to participate in the emergency
nursery program, in 1989 the National Center for Children and Poverty esti-
mated that over the decade 1933-1943, between 44,000 and 72,000 children
aged two to five were enrolled in the program each year.?® Unfortunately,
WPA funding for child care services did not continue past the Depression
years. By 1943, with the WPA officially abolished by presidential procla-
mation and with unemployment rates finally on the rise, the majority of the
WPA nursery schools created only ten years earlier closed down.*!

3"The largest and most important of the New Deal cultural programs, the Work Progress
Administration (WPA) was a massive employment relief program launched in 1935 under
the direction of Harry Hopkins. The WPA’s intent was twofold: To put unemployed
citizens back to work in jobs that served the public good; and to conserve the skills and
self-esteem of millions of unemployed workers throughout the country.

38When publicly announcing the implementation of this unprecedented program, Harry
Hopkins declared: “young children...are suffering from the conditions existing in the
homes incident to current economic and social difficulties. The educational and health
programs. . . can aid as nothing else in combating the physical and mental handicaps being
imposed upon these young children. Furthermore, the nursery school program include
the participation of parents...[I]t serves to benefit the child from every point of view
and parents are...relieved from their anxieties resulting from the worry of inadequate
home provisions for their children.” H. Hopkins, “Announcement of Emergency Nursery
Schools,” Childhood Education 10 (1933): 155, quoted in Cohen, 28.

39Gee supra, footnote 52, 23.

19Gee E. Cahan, Past Caring: A History of Past School Care and Education for the
Poor, 1820-1965 (New York: National Center for Children and Poverty, 1989), quoted in
Cohen, 28.

41See Cohen, 29.
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3.1.3 We Can Do It! But Not Without Child Care: Working
Mothers and the War Effort, 1942-1946

In 1942, the United States’ entrance into World War II generated an unprece-
dented demand for women’s labor in the heavy, war-production industries.
All of a sudden, the same women who had been lectured for almost a century
about their responsibilities as wives and mothers and about the ills of paid
employment needed to be recruited. The United States’ government found
itself in the unlikely position to have to recast the image of women as po-
tential workers. In order to achieve such a goal, in 1942 the War Manpower
Commission (WMC)*? engaged in a series of recruitment efforts that used
propaganda movies, billboards, posters, and radio personalities to glamorize
the role of wage-earning women.*> Whether fulfilling their duties in facto-
ries, offices, or in the military, women were portrayed by the government
propaganda as attractive, confident, and resolved to do their part to win
the war.

In May 1943, Norman Rockwell created for the cover of The Saturday
FEvening Post what became the icon of the government propaganda: Rosie
the Riveter. Rockwell’s Rosie, the first of many Rosies to come, was a burly
woman dressed in overall and seated on a wooden stool, the American flag
swaying in the background. Rockwell’s Rosie had her face mask resting on
her forehead, her riveting tool on her lap and both her feet solidly placed
upon a copy of Mein Kampf.** This patriotic image quickly ignited the imag-
ination of a whole country and Rosie’s posters started to plaster the walls
of buildings all across America. Two weeks after Rockwell’s illustration was
published, stories started to appear in the press, praising the accomplish-
ments of working women, such as Rosie Hicker.*> A real person, Hiker was
a worker at General Motors’ Eastern Aircraft Division in Tarrytown, New
York, who made the front page for driving a record number of rivets into
the wings of a Grummar “Avenger” bomber.?® At the same time, legendary

42Gee supra, footnote 7, 82.

43See Appendix A.1, 297.

4 The original Rockwell’s image of Rosie the Riveter is available at
http://www.curtispublishing.com/images/Rockwell /9439529.jpg
Curtis Publishing is the exclusive licensor of Norman Rockwell’s artwork as published in
the The Saturday FEvening Post and The Country Gentlemen, and including more than
400 of Rockwell’s most famous and beloved illustrations.

45See B. Orbach Natanason, Rosie Pictures: Select Images Relating to American Women
Workers During World War II. Additional Information and Bibliography.
Available at http://www.loc.gov/rr/print/list/126_rosi.html#add

45Tbid. For a detailed description on an Avenger bomber see
http://www.acepilots.com/planes/avenger.html
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Rosies were also celebrated in movies, such as “Swing Shift Maisie,”*” and
in songs, such as “Rosie the Riveter” and “We’re the Janes Who Make the
Planes,” which became instant hits.*®

The government recruitment’s efforts paid off and the number of Ameri-
can wage-earning women — three fourths of whom were married — rose from
nearly 12 million in 1940 to 18.6 million in 1945.%° Between 1942 and 1946
alone, almost three million women acquired men’s jobs at war-production
plants.”® Women who had previously held pink-collar, low-wage industrial
jobs, traditionally reserved to female workers, flocked to the war-production
sector attracted mainly by the prospect of higher salaries and by the oppor-
tunity to learn new, valuable skills. During the war, female workers replaced
men in shipyards, steel mills, aircraft factories, and ordnance plants.’! For
their labor, women were granted war-time wages, decent working conditions,
regulated working hours, meals at the factory’s canteen, and child care sub-
sidized through Lanham’s Act money.??

Subsidized Child Care Under the Lanham Act

Congress passed the Lanham Act in 1940. This piece of legislation autho-
rized the release of grant and loans to private and public agencies for the
purpose of maintaining and operating existing public works.?® Shortly after
the passage of the Lanham Act, the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds — a federal, administrative agency responsible for the implemen-
tation of the Act — broadened the definition of public works contained in
the Lanham Act itself to include child care facilities.?® Consequently, in

47See G. Riley, Inventing the American Woman: An Inclusive History (Wheeling, IL:
Harlan Davidson, Inc., 1995), 279, quoted in Electronic New Jersey: A Digital Archive of
New Jersey History. We Need Women!

Available at http://www.scc.rutgers.edu/njh/WW2/ww2women /needwomen.htm

*Ibid.

49Gee Orbach Natanason, Rosie Pictures: Select Images Relating to American Women
Workers During World War II. Additional Information and Bibliography.

509Gee Riley, Inventing the American Woman: An Inclusive History (Wheeling, IL: Har-
lan Davidson, Inc., 1995), 279, quoted in Electronic New Jersey: A Digital Archive of New
Jersey History. We Need Women!

51See Orbach Natanason, Rosie Pictures: Select Images Relating to American Women
Workers During World War II. Additional Information and Bibliography.

52See Riley, Inventing the American Woman: An Inclusive History (Wheeling, IL: Har-
lan Davidson, Inc., 1995), 279, quoted in Electronic New Jersey: A Digital Archive of New
Jersey History. We Need Women!

%3 Lanham Act of 1940, Public Law 76-862, 76 Cong., 3rd sess. (1940). See also Cohen,
29.

54See Cohen, footnote 26, 38.
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the summer of 1942, Congress reallocated $6 million in funding, previously
earmarked to finance the activities of the now waning Work Progress Ad-
ministration (WPA), to sponsor the construction of new child care facilities
nationwide.?® All mothers employed in the war-production sector, as well
as mothers on home relief, became the primary beneficiaries of Lanham Act
subsidized child care.

The child care program implemented through the Lanham Act was in
operation for a total of four years: From 1942 to 1946. Over this period of
time, allocations under the program underwrote construction and operation
expenses for 3,102 child-care centers nationwide, serving a total of 600,000
children in need.?® Overall, between 1942 and 1946, 47 states received over
$52 million in federal funds, matched by over $26 million in state funds.?”
The bulk of Lanham’s Act funds went to California, home of the greatest
share of national war-production industries.?®

Lanham Act’s child care facilities served children of all ages. Most impor-
tantly, they allowed working mothers to stay employed and demonstrated
that women could be extremely productive workers once they no longer
had to worry about leaving their children unsupervised; a notion, the latter
that had been heavily questioned in the past.®® Also, despite the fact that
quality of care varied widely from facility to facility, Lanham Act’s centers
contributed greatly to children’s intellectual and emotional growth.%°

All positive outcomes notwithstanding, the child care services funded by
the Lanham Act remained limited in scope and temporary in nature.’’ In
fact, even at the height of the program’s implementation, Lanham Act’s
centers served only 13 percent of all children in need.5?

55Gee Cahan, Past Caring: A History of Preschool Care and Education for the Poor,
1820-1965, quoted in Cohen, 29.

56See Cohen, 30.

5Ibid.

8Ibid. To the present day, California has maintained its network of war-time child
care centers. According to the Information Management System Database of the National
Child Care Information Center (NCCIC), in 2004 California had a total of 14,637 licensed
child care centers, and 44,800 licensed family child care homes.These facilities are currently
administered by the California Department of Education (CDE), which requires a welfare-
type means test to determine eligibility for services.
See http://nccic.org/statedata/statepro/display.cfm?state=California

59Gee Cohen, 30.

Tbid.

%1 Ibid.

52Gee Cahan, Past Caring: A History of Preschool Care and Education for the Poor,
1820-1965, quoted in Cohen, 29.
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3.1.4 Child Care as a Response to War: A Summary

In 1942, the United States’ decision to take part into the ongoing conflict
created a situation of national emergency. Amidst such climate, the federal
government felt a growing responsibility to secure the implementation of all
measures necessary to sustain the war effort. At that particular point in
time, the construction and maintenance of child care centers was considered
of paramount importance to meet the pressing war-time need to expand day
care options for the children of working mothers. In 1943, an official of the
Federal Work Agency (FWA) — a government agency established in 1939,
and temporary in charge of administering Lanham Act’s funds, declared:

We are not subsidizing an expanded education program, nor a
federal welfare program. .. we are making money available to as-
sist local communities in meeting a war need for the care of
children, while their mothers are engaged in war production.53

Only one year later, with the end of the war approaching and the situa-
tion of national emergency relenting, the idea of a publicly funded child care
system lost its appeal. As a consequence, government allocations to child
care services started to wane, until in 1946 Congress decided to discontinue
funding for Lanham’s Act programs all together. In the absence of federal
support, the majority of child care centers established during the war years
had to close down, thereby leaving working mothers with no choice but to
resign their war-time, high-paying jobs.%* For example, it is estimated that
shortly after war’s end, women’s lay-off rates in the war-production sector
was double that of men.5?

After 1946, some child care programs continued to exist at a local level
in the states of California, New York and Washington.®® However, a survey
conducted by the Children’s Bureau in 1948 indicated that up to 94 percent
of all American wage-earning mothers relied on relatives and friends to look

53Senate Committee on Education and Labor, Hearing on Care and Protection of Chil-
dren of Employed Mothers, 78th Cong., 1st sess., 8 June 1943, quoted in Cohen, 30.

54In January 1946 alone, a total of 332 California child care centers closed down due to
lack of funding. See Assembly Interim Committee on Social Welfare, Report on Child Care
Center Program, California Legislature Assembly, January 1951, 287, quoted in Cohen,
31.

55See K. Anderson, Wartime Women: Sex Roles, Family Relation and the Status of
Women During World War II (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1981); and D. K. Goodwin,
No Ordinary Time: Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt: The Home Front in World War II
(New York: Simon & Schuster, 1994), quoted in Cohen, 30.

56See Cohen, 31.
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after their children during working hours and that only two percent of all
employed mothers relied on some form of group child care.5”

By the early 1950’s, non-maternal child care was again being perceived
as unnecessary and, in some instances, even as harmful to children.5

3.1.5 Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty and the Head Start
Program

During the 1960s, a renewed consensus around the necessity and importance
of subsidized child care started to form. Such a change in public opinion
was mainly due to the results of a recent body of research demonstrating the
crucial role played by child care and early education for a child’s intellectual
and emotional development.%? In line with these findings, in 1964 federal
investments in child care services started focusing on ways to enhance the
well-being of young children.

The Head Start program began in the summer of 1965 as an eight-weeks
program for preschoolers. Initially, its daily operations were placed under
the supervision of the Office of Economic Opportunities. Created under
the Economic Opportunity Act™ as part of President Johnson’s War on

57See Child Care Action Campaign, A Timeline History of Child Care. The Post-
war Boom. The Children’s Bureau (CB) was created by President Taft in April
of 1912. The stated purpose of the Bureau was to investigate and report “upon
all matters pertaining to the welfare of children and child life among all classes of
our people.” Social Security Administration, The Children’s Bureau. Available at
http://www.ssa.gov /history/childbl.html. Initially part of the United States Department
of Commerce, the Children’s Bureau was transferred to the United States Department of
Labor in 1913. In 1935, a large part of the recently enacted Social Security Act (SSA)
was dedicated to finance and address the programs of the Children’s Bureau. More specif-
ically, Title V of the SSA, titled Grants to the States for Maternal and Child Welfare,
was established to finance Children’s Bureau’s activities. In 1968, the Bureau became
part of the Social and Rehabilitation Services. In 1970, it was merged into the newly cre-
ated office of Child Development and later, in the 1970s, the Children’s Bureau became
part of the Public Health Services. See Social Security Administration, The Children’s
Bureau. Today the Children’s Bureau is part of the Department of Health and Human
Services” Administration for Children and Families, Administration on Children, Youth
and Families. Currently, the Bureau is responsible for assisting states in the delivery of
a wide range of child welfare services. Through grants to states, Tribes and communities
the Bureau funds the implementation of child protective services, as well as foster care,
adoption services and independent living. See Administration for Children and Families,
Children’s Bureau. Available at http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/cb/index.htm

58See Cohen, 31.

%9See M. Steinfels, Who is Minding the Children: The History and Politics of Day Care
in America (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1973), quoted in Cohen, 31.

™ Economic Opportunity Act, Public Law 88-452, 88th Cong., (20 August 1964).
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Poverty, Head Start was based on the notion that early education programs
could increase indigent children’s chances to escape poverty in the future.
According to this notion, Head Start was intended to serve disadvantaged
children ages three to five and to foster their learning skills and physical
well-being.™

Today, Head Start is a year-around program that provides a wide ar-
ray of services designed to meet children’s educational, social and medical
needs. For example, Head Start’s health programs are extensive and pro-
vide children with immunizations, medical and dental routine check-ups and
nutrition services.

Funding for Head Start programs is awarded by the regional offices of the
Administration for Children and Families (ACF) directly to school districts,
community-based and non-profit children agencies. Head Start services are
free to parents. However, the ACFEF’s funding guidelines require that 90
percent of the children served by each agency belong to families’? with
annual incomes below the federal poverty line.”

Currently, Head Start programs operate in all 48 contiguous states, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the U.S. territories, and through a
wide-spectrum range of services, Head Start tries to be responsive to the eth-
nic, cultural and linguistic needs of children belonging to minority groups.
For example, the American Indian Head Start Program, started in 1965 and
currently administered centrally from Washington D.C. through the Ameri-
can Indian/Alaska Natives Program Branch (AI/ANPB), supports the rich

"1See Cohen, 31.

"For Head Start eligibility purposes, the word “family” is designed to encompass all
persons living in the same household who are: (1) supported by the income of the parent(s)
or guardian(s) of the child enrolling or participating in the program; and (2) related
by the parent(s) or guardian(s) by blood, marriage and adoption. See Code of Federal
Regulations, vol. 45 at sec. 1305.2(e).

"3Children are eligible to participate in Head Start programs if they belong to low-
income families or if their families are eligible to receive public assistance, such as TANF
or Supplemental Security Income (SSI) — a federal income supplement funded by general
tax revenues, and designed to provide the elderly and people with physical and cognitive
disabilities with cash benefits. The Head Start Act — Head Start Act, U.S. Code, vol.
42, secs. 9831-52a — establishes income eligibility ceilings for participation in Head Start
programs based on the poverty guidelines updated annually by the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS). In 2001 income eligibility ceilings for Head Start were set in
the 48 contiguous states at $11,610 for a family of two and at $14,630 for a family of three.
Alaska’s and Hawaii’s eligibility ceilings differed considerably from the ones established
for the rest of the country and were set at $14,510 for a family of two, and at $18,920 for
a family of three in Alaska; and at $13,360 for a family of two and at $16,830 for a family
of three in Hawaii. See Federal Register 66 (33) (16 February 2001).

Available at http://www.headstartinfo.org/publications/im01_03a.htm
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and unique legacy of Native American cultural and linguistic heritage. Sim-
ilarly, the Migrant Head Start Program provides the same comprehensive
services to children of families who follow seasonal agricultural work. Addi-
tionally, migrant programs provide extended care service — usually up to 12
hours a day — seven days a week during the peak of the harvest season.”

According to ACF, over the past 40 years, Head Start has granted early
education, health care, nutrition, and social services to over 22 million of
the nation poorest children.”™ Research has clearly demonstrated that early
education programs such as Head Start can help children develop a sense of
self-esteem and the cognitive skills necessary to avoid a future of poverty.
For example, a 1995 review of 36 studies investigating the long-term effects
of early childhood care and education (ECCE) found that ECCE produces
“large effects on 1Q during the early childhood years and sizable. persis-
tent effects on [school] achievement, grade retention, special education, high
school graduation, and socialization.””® The same study also found that
the magnitude of the above cited effects can have a impact on the lives of
low-income children. For example, for many children living in poor neigh-
borhoods, early education can mean the difference between needing or not
needing special education, avoiding or not avoiding delinquency and drop-
ping out or graduating from high school.””

Unlike the Lanham Act’s child care programs which did not outlast
the war period, Head Start has been now reauthorized for more than four
decades. However, despite continuing funding, so far Head Start has failed
to become an entitlement program.”™ Abby J. Cohen argues that such fail-
ure may either be due to a lack of consensus around Head Start’s importance
or it may reflect public concern about “the price tag of a Head Start that
would serve all eligible children.” ™

7 Administration for Children and Families, Head Start Bureau, Head Start Fact Sheet.
Fiscal Year 2003 Available at http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/hsb/research/2004.htm

Tbid.

763, W. Barnett, “Long Term Effects of early Childhood Programs on Cognitive and
School Outcomes,” The Future of Children 5 (winter 1995): 25-40, 43.

""See Barnett, “Long Term Effects of early Childhood Programs on Cognitive and School
Outcomes,” 43.

"8A federal program that guarantees a certain level of benefits to persons or other
entities who meet the requirements set by law and that does not need to be reauthorized by
Congress every few years. See http://www.purepolitics.com/edu/mrsmith/puregloss.htm

™Cohen, 31.
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3.1.6 ‘A Matter of Right’: Child Care Between 1971 and
1988

At the beginning of the 1970s, representatives of different interest groups —
such as supporters of early education programs and affordable non-parental
care — united to lobby for the enactment of an unprecedented piece of legis-
lation. The Comprehensive Child Development Act (CCDA) of 1971 intro-
duced the notion of child development programs as a matter of right to all
children, regardless of their economic and social backgrounds.?” Despite the
bipartisan support gained by CCDA, when the Act came before President
Nixon he vetoed it declaring:

For the Federal Government to plunge headlong financially into
supporting child development would commit the vast moral au-
thority of the National Government to the side of communal
approaches to child rearing [ ] against the family-approach.5!

In 1975, 46.3 percent of all American women were employed and 36
percent of these wage-earning women were mothers of preschoolers.®? While
the Head Start program was providing a considerable number of low-income
families with free child care services, low-income working parents were still
struggling to find affordable arrangements for their children. In fact, in
1975, only 14.6 percent of all preschoolers were cared for in centers, while
43.8 percent of them were cared for in the home of a relative or of a non-
related care provider.8?

On January 2, 1975, as a response to the growing need for subsidized
child care services on the part of low-income working families, Title XX was
signed into law as part of the Social Security Act (SSA).3* Title XX allowed
states to receive grants from the federal government to subsidize social ser-
vice programs.8® It was established as a capped entitlement program and it
expanded the scope of federal assistance to all low-income families, including

80See Cohen, 32.

81Text of President’s Nixon Veto Message of the Child Development Act of 1971, Con-
gressional Record (December, 1971), 46057-59, quoted in Cohen, 32.

828ee Child Care Action Campaign Timeline. The 1970s.

831hid.

84 Social Security Act, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 2001.

85Title XX money could be used to sponsor child care services, protective services for
children and adults, adult day care, employment services, referrals and counseling, meal
preparation and delivery, family planning, health support services, and other services
designed to meet the special needs of children and adults who were alcoholics, drug-addicts
or suffered from physical and cognitive disabilities, as well as the elderly.
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the working poor and former or potential welfare recipients. In many states,
Title XX soon became the only source of public funding for subsidized child
care. Between its enactment in 1975 and the next major legislative change
— which took place in 1981 — Title XX was amended several times to both
increase funding and mandate various crucial requirements for participating
states, such as staffing ratios and incentives to child care centers that hired
welfare recipients as providers.

In 1981, under the leadership of President Reagan, Title XX was re-
placed by the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG). This piece of legislation
streamlined Title XX funding for social services into a block grant to the
states that removed federal mandates and matching requirements. SSBG
allocations to states were overseen by the federal government and deter-
mined on the extent of the service population. States were allowed to set
their own eligibility ceilings and to decide, on the basis of local needs, which
communities to serve and what kind of services to provide. As a result,
reporting requirements were reduced, leaving both the government and the
public with little information on how federal resources were utilized by the
states.®6 However, there is no question that spending on child care services
decreased dramatically after the passage of SSBG.87

3.1.7 Reversing Direction on Public Financing for Child
Care Services: The 1980s

In the political and social climate that characterized the 1980s, public sup-
port for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)®® started to
erode. Critics of welfare assistance viewed dependency on public aid as
voluntary and pointed at families who had been on welfare for generations
as examples of how cash benefits prevented recipients from becoming self-
sufficient.

At the same time, public support for maternal care also started to
erode, especially after the American public started to realize that the
AFDC population was increasingly constituted by single mothers and chil-
dren born out of wedlock.?? As a result, in 1988 both policy-makers and the
public were ready to reform the welfare system, so much so that commen-
tators labeled widespread support for welfare-to-work requirements as “the

865ee Cohen, 32.

57Ibid.

88See supra, footnote 52, 23.
89Gee Cohen, 33.

PThid.
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new consensus.” !

In 1988, the Family Support Act (FSA) was passed.”? Primarily aimed at
moving welfare recipients out of the welfare rolls and into the labor market,
and at providing recipients with the services necessary to make this transi-
tion, FSA required many welfare recipients, including most welfare mothers
with preschool children, to participate in education and training programs
or to get employed. In accordance with this request, FSA instructed each
state to set up a Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) training pro-
gram by October 1, 1990, and to implement it by October 1, 1992. States
were asked to include specific components in their JOBS programs, includ-
ing high-school or high-school equivalent education, basic literary education,
education in English as a second language, job-skills training, job-readiness
activities, and job-development and job-placement activities. In addition,
each state program had to feature at least two of the following activities:
Job search — with clients required to bring in weekly proof of job-seeking
contacts with privates employers and companies — on-the-job training and
work supplementation activities. Subsidized jobs had to be made available
to welfare-reliant women but states were allowed to decide whether their
JOBS programs offered vocational or technical training or college education
as an option to their clients.

Significantly, FSA became the first open-ended, child care entitlement
program in U.S. history. In other words, families that met FSA eligibility
ceilings were automatically granted child care subsidies. Prior to the pas-
sage of FSA and since 1962, child care subsidies had been available to AFDC
recipients who participated into job-training programs. However, such sub-
sidies had been used only by a small fraction of the welfare population, since
prior to 1988, mothers of preschoolers were exempted from job-training re-
quirements. By contrast, child care subsidies were essential to the success of
FSA. In fact, the Act mandated participation in “self-sufficiency” activities
for all mothers with children age three or older.”® Furthermore, the Act also
allowed states to mandate the same kind of participation for mothers with
children age one.”*

9See M. B. Katz, In the Shadow of the Poorhouse (New York: Basic Books, 1996).

92 Family Support Act, Public Law 100-485, 100th Cong. (13 November 1988).

9In FY1993-94, eleven states mandated participation in job-training programs for
mothers with children age three and over. See United States Department of Health and
Human Services, Characteristics of State Plans for the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills
(JOBS) Training Program, 1993-1994 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1994), quoted in Cohen, 33.

94Gee United States Department of Health and Human Services, Characteristics of State
Plans for the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) Training Program, 1993-1994,
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Most importantly, FSA mandated two additional programs: The Aid to
Families with Dependent Children Child Care (AFDC-CC) — which was in-
tended to facilitate recipients’ participation into state Job Opportunities and
Basic Skills (JOBS) programs? — and the Transitional Child Care (TCC)
program — which was aimed at helping former recipients to stay employed
by providing them with child care subsidies for up to one year after leaving
welfare.%

Under FSA, entitlement to child care subsidies extended only to fami-
lies who were either on welfare or leaving welfare.”” Families living under
comparable economic conditions but without previous or present history of
welfare dependency were not entitled to FSA subsidized child care services.”®
Many perceived this discrepancy in treatment as unfair, and observed that
apart from further impairing working poor families, such discrepancy was
responsible for discouraging AFDC families from transitioning off welfare.?”
Another major flaw attributed to FSA was its lack of regulation concerning
the quality of the child care services and the absence of provisions encour-
aging the provision of non-standard-hours child care; the demand for which
was on the rise.

FSA’s intent to reduce the number of people relying on public assistance

quoted in Cohen, 33.

9The Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program was an employment and
training program implemented by the Family Support Act (FSA) with the purpose of
moving families off welfare and into the labor market. See D. Blau and E. Tekin, “The
Determinants and Consequences of Child Care Subsidy Receipt by Low-Income Families,”
in B. Meyer and G. Duncan ed. The Incentives of Government Programs and the Well-
Being of Families (Chicago, IL: Joint Center for Poverty Research, 2001), 1.

9 Transitional Child Care, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 701. To be eligible to receive TCC
subsidies a former welfare recipient must (1) have stopped receiving public assistance due
to employment, higher child support payments; (2) have voluntarily ended assistance;
(3) have a child aged 13 or younger; (4) have received welfare benefits for three out of
six continuous months in the period prior to discontinuance of public assistance; (5) have
an annual income up to 200 percent of the state standard income. An individual will not
receive TCC unless she or he applies for it. TCC subsidies can be used to pay a wide
variety of services, including licensed center-based care and family day care. A relative
or a friend do not have to be a licensed child care provider in order to get paid through
TCC subsidies. Also, the provider’s home does not have to be inspected by social services
prior to the provision of care. However, in order to qualify for TCC subsidies, family
care providers must be over 18 years of age, and live at a different address than that of
the parent and child. Further, the Department of Social Services requires family care
providers to fill out a form every six month. The purpose of this form is to allow HHS to
monitor the conditions under which child care services are provided at any given home.

97See Cohen, 33.

%®Ibid.

91Tbid.
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remained largely unfulfilled. The primary cause for this failure lied in FSA’s
erroneous premises; which historian Michael Katz has defined as “a historic
dissociation between welfare and the labor market in the American social
policy.” 109 FSA’s sponsors wanted welfare recipients to earn living wages,
but ironically they did not engage in the creation of new jobs. Instead,
policy-makers simply assumed that those jobs were already available in the
labor market. Similarly, FSA’s sponsors erroneously assumed that one year
of employment coupled with the receipt of TCC subsidies provided former
AFDC recipients with enough resources to successfully make the transition
from dependency to self-sufficiency. By contrast, since former welfare recip-
ients are usually hired in low-wage jobs, the one year term set by FSA for
the receipt of TCC subsidies was unrealistic at best.

3.1.8 The Need for Universal Subsidized Child Care Ser-
vices: The 1990s

In 1990, two major pieces of child care legislation were passed: The Child
Care Development and Block Grant (CCDBG) and Title IV At-Risk Child
Care.'®! These new laws resulted from the recognition on the part of the
American public that all families needed affordable child care.'%? In fact, by
1990, low-income families’ wages were in serious decline due to structural
changes in the labor-market economy. Such precarious economic conditions
sparked the campaign to support the passage of the CCDBG which fo-
cused mainly on securing subsidized child care services for all families.!%
Moreover, starting with 1990, the political pressure exerted by middle- and
upper-middle class women played a key role in the passage of CCDBG.!04
As Mary Frances Berry, former U.S. Commissioner on Civil Rights wrote in
1998: “[C]ontinuing concern about poor children and welfare women under-
scored the issue, but it was the increasing number of divorces, female-headed
households, and middle class wage earning white women that ignited the
child care movement.” 0%

The CCDBG became “the most far-reaching attempt to finance child

100K atz, In the Shadow of the Poorhouse

101gee Cohen, 34.

192Thid.

1931bid.

104Tbid.

105N\, F. Berry, The Politics of Parenthood: Child Care, Women’s Rights and the Muyth
of the Good Mother (New York: Vintage/Penguin, 1993), 172, quoted in Cohen, 34.
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» 106 7

care and it served more low-income children than any program before.!”
However, the program benefitted primarily children of parents who were
working, seeking employment, or participating in education or training. The
statutory scheme of the original CCDBG allowed states to apply for federal
funds to subsidize child care.'® Significantly, the CCDBG was fully funded
through federal money, and therefore required no matching funds from the
states.!'%? The amount of funds allocated to participating states depended
on the number of children under the age of five residing in each state, on
the number of children who were receiving free and reduced-price school
lunches in each state, and on the state per-capita income.''® To qualify
for subsidized child care, a child had to belong to a family with a yearly
income below 75 percent of the state median income (SMI),!!! be thirteen

106 A dministration for Children and Families, ACF Child Care Programs Serving Children
and Families, Fact Sheet 2 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1993).

1073ee ibid.

198 Child Care Development Block Grant, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 9858m(a), (b). Three
percent of the funds were set aside for Native Americans, and 0.5 percent were allocated
for the territories. The District of Columbia and Puerto Rico were considered states for
the purpose of the Act. See C. Huntington, “Welfare Reform and Child Care: A Proposal
for State Legislation,” Cornell J. L. & Pub. Pol’y (fall 1996): 95-140, 113.

109G6e Cohen, 34.

YO Child Care Development Block Grant, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 9858m(b)(1)-(4).

1 This innovative way of setting eligibility ceilings allowed states to provide subsidized
child care to all families living below the federal poverty line, including the working poor.
States were not given the option to establish higher ceilings, and when allocating subsi-
dies they had to prioritize children living in families with very low-incomes. Child Care
Development Block Grant, U.S. Codes, vol. 42, sec. 9858c (3)(B)(i). Significantly, the
CCDBG allocating system acknowledged the existence of regional differences in poverty
levels. More importantly it did not follow the outdated system used by the U.S. Census
Bureau to measure poverty. See Huntington, “Welfare Reform and Child Care: A Pro-
posal for State Legislation,” footnote 87, 113; and footnote 162, 127. In fact, Patricia
Ruggles, a researcher with the Urban Institute, maintains that the poverty index used
by the Census Bureau underestimates the actual number of people living in poverty, be-
cause it bases its assessments on 1950’s living standards. See P. Ruggles, Drawing the
Line (Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute Press, 1990). Ruggles points out that “con-
sumption’s patterns and community’s expectations on what is necessary for decent living
have changed, yet the poverty index relies on what a family needed in 1955.” Ruggles,
Drawing the Line, quoted in Huntington, Welfare Reform and Child Care: A Proposal
for State Legislation, footnote 162, 127. Moreover, child care was not considered a basic
necessity in the 1950s when the majority of American mothers were yet employed. Today
however, child care accounts for the largest chunk of a family annual expenses. See P.
Ruggles, Drawing the Line; and Child Care Law Center, Working for Change: Child Care
as Welfare Prevention, (Washington, D.C.: Child Care Law Center, 1995), 5, quoted in
Huntington, Welfare Reform and Child Care: A Proposal for State Legislation, footnote
162, 127. Other scholars have criticized the accuracy of the Census Bureau’s poverty line
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or younger and live with a parent who worked, attended a vocational or
educational program or received protective services.'!?

The CCDBG was a discretionary, non-entitlement program and had to
be authorized after five years.!'® The CCDBG set forth “vague, minimal
health and safety criteria for care”!'* and left all remaining regulatory as-
pects to the states.''® However, it required states to set aside 25 percent
of their total federal funding to improve the quality of existing programs
and to expand the supply of early childhood education programs and pro-
grams for school-age children.'' States had considerable discretion over the
type of improvements that they wanted to make. For example, they could
independently access necessity, thereby promoting programs responding to
specific local needs.!1”

According to Claire Huntington, Associate Professor of Law at the Uni-
versity of Colorado at Boulder, the “child care choice” debate of the 1980s
played a key role in shaping the CCDBG.!® In the 1980s, when discussing
the form that public funding for child care services had to take, advocates
called for the implementation of a parental choice scheme “as opposed to
the government-controlled contracted care system.”'? Under a parental
choice scheme, the government provides parents with vouchers that can be

index as a measure of poverty. For example, W. H. Scarbrough argues that the poverty
index is not a reliable indicator of poverty because it does not account for differences in
income levels and number of years lived in poverty. See W. H. Scarbrough, “Who Are
the Poor? A Demographic Perspective,” in J. Chafel ed., Child Poverty and Public Pol-
icy (Washington, D.C.: Urban Press Institute, 1993), 55, quoted in Huntington, Welfare
Reform and Child Care: A Proposal for State Legislation, footnote 162, 127.

12 Child Care Development Block Grant, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 9858n (4)(A)-(C)(i)-
(iii), quoted in Huntington, Welfare Reform and Child Care: A Proposal for State Legis-
lation, 113.

133ee Cohen, 34.

14Cohen, 34.

115866 Cohen, 34.

16 Child Care Development Block Grant, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 9858f(a), quoted in
Huntington, 113.

17 Permissible improvement’s activities included (1) establishing, developing, expanding,
operating or coordinating resource and referral services, (2) providing grants or loans
to help providers meet state and local standards, (3) monitoring compliance with set
standards, (4) providing training and technical assistance in health and safety, nutrition,
first aid, child abuse, detention and prevention, care of children with special needs, and
(5) improving salaries of full and part-time staff in the facilities. Child Care Development
Block Grant, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 9858¢e(1)-(5), quoted in Huntington, footnote 92,
113-14.

118Gee Huntington, 114.

19 untington, 114.
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used to purchase child care either from a center of from a family child care
provider.'?? In a “contracted care system,” the government signs a con-
tract directly with child care centers and requires them to provide child care
to a specific number of low-income children, thereby strongly limiting par-
ents’ ability to choose among different providers.!?! The CCDBG struck a
compromise between these two schemes. Under the CCDBG parents could
either enroll children at centers contracting with the government or opt for
vouchers and purchase child care directly from eligible providers.!??

The second piece of child care legislation passed in 1990, Title IV-At-Risk
Child Care, limited eligibility for subsidized child care services to the working
poor, or to working families who “would be at risk of becoming eligible
for [AFDC]...if...[at risk child] care was not provided.”'?3 Still enforced
today as a capped entitlement program, Title IV-At-Risk Child Care does
not not have to be reviewed by a Congress Budget Committee each year.
However, states are required to provide matching funds — a requirement
that has significantly limited local utilization of this program.'?* Moreover,
its narrow eligibility criteria cause serious discontinuities in the child care
arrangements of parents who suddenly lose their jobs.!?®

3.2 Current Types of Child Care Arrangements

Between 1990 and 1999, the number of children cared for in child care cen-
ters or enrolled in early education programs increased dramatically before
decreasing again in 2005. For example, according to the National Center
for Education Statistics, the percentage of preschoolers ages three to five
who were enrolled in center-based education programs increased from 53
percent in 1991 to 60 percent in 1999, before dropping to 57 percent in
2005.126 Furthermore, over the period 1990-2005, some segments of the pre-

120Gee Huntington, 114.

21 Tbid.

122 Child Care Development Block Grant, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 9858c (C)(2)(A)(i)-
(iii), quoted in Huntington, 114. Eligible providers included child care centers, group
homes, licensed family child care providers, and family members who met state standards
for care. Child Care Development Block Grant, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 9858n (5)(A),
quoted in Huntington, 114.

123 Pitle IV-At-Risk Child Care, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. 602 (I) (1), quoted in Cohen,
35.

12486e Cohen, 35.

125Tbid.

126Gee United States Department of Education, National Center for Education Statis-
tics, The Condition of Education 2006, NCES 2006-071 (Washington, D.C.: Government
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kindergarten population had higher rates of participation in center-based
programs than others. For example, between 1990 and 2005, a higher per-
centage of preschoolers belonging to mid- to higher-income families were
enrolled in center-based early education programs than children belong-
ing to indigent families each year.'?” Similarly, in 2005, the difference in
center-based programs participation rates between children living in poor
and non-poor families was 13 percentage points.'?

Unfortunately, since 1990 finding high-quality child care arrangements
has become increasingly difficult, especially for low-income, working parents.
Lack of affordable, good-quality care may be one of the reasons why indigent
children are less likely to be enrolled in center-based programs than children
belonging to wealthier families. When looking for child care arrangements,
parents are often faced “with an almost bewildering array of choices”!??
which include “kith and kin” care, friends, neighbors, relatives, family home,
and child care and early education programs. Also, a 1996 study conducted
by Sandra Hofferth, a Professor for Family Studies at the University of
Maryland, has shown that as parents choose care for their children they
have to take into consideration factors such as affordability, quality, and
convenience.!®® The same study has also shown that when faced with the
impossibility to afford care for their children, parents can become extremely
flexible and successful at finding viable alternatives.'?! For example, some
parents, especially mothers, can take care of the children themselves because
they work form home.'2 Other parents can either take their children to
work with them or share child care responsibilities with their spouses or
partners.'33 Oftentimes, grandmothers and aunts provide what is commonly
known as “relative care,” while friends and neighbors can provide more
“informal care.”'* Finally, some parents may decide to hire an “in-home

Printing Office, 2006), 29

27Ibid.

1281n 2005, 47 percent of children living in poor families and 60 percent of children living
in non-poor families were enrolled in center-based early education programs. See United
States Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, The Condition
of Education 2006, 29.

1299 1. Hofferth, “Child Care in the United States Today,” The Future of Children 6
(Summer/Fall 1996): 41-61, 41.

139See Hofferth, “Child Care in the United States Today,” 42.

131Tbid.

32 1bid.

133 Tbid.

34Informal care can be provided in a friend’s or in the child’s own home and can be
remunerated through reciprocal exchange or on a fee-for-service basis. See Hofferth, “Child
Care in the United States Today,” 42.
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child care provider,” i.e. a non-relative caretaker.'3® By contrast, if parents

can afford it, they will almost always rely on more formal types of child care
arrangements, such as family child care homes or center-based education
programs. These arrangements are dubbed “formal” because depending
on the state in which they are offered, they can be strictly regulated and
required to comply with minimum standards for health and safety.!36

3.2.1 Family Child Care

The definition of family child care differs across the states. However, the
term most commonly refers to a particular setting in which a neighbor or a
friend provides day care to unrelated children in her own home.'37

Regulation of family child care is discretionary and varies from state to
state. Generally speaking, the provision of family child care is controlled
through licensing and registration procedures.!?® Licensing implies compli-
ance from the part of family child care homes with state minimum standards
of health and safety.'® Registration is a less strict type of procedure that
requires or simply encourages providers to obtain certification. 40

The operational aspects that family homes’ standards and requirements
regulate also vary across the states. However, according to Hofferth, state
regulations usually cover one or more of the following: Minimum number
of square feet designated to indoor and outdoor activities; minimum age
of providers; minimum number of children permitted per provider; train-
ing requirements for caretakers; criminal background check for providers;
immunization for all children prior to enrollment; prohibition of corporal
punishments; and parents’ right to visit family homes during their hours of
operation. !

Family child care offers numerous advantages for both the owners of the
family home and the parents who opt for this type of arrangement. For

135See Hofferth, “Child Care in the United States Today,” 42.
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example, family child care costs relatively little and has low maintenance
costs. 42 Also, family homes usually have more flexible hours than child care
centers, thereby allowing parents to opt for and keep jobs with non-standard
hours.!#3 A 2001 study conducted by the International Center for Research
on Women (ICRW) has shown that women who opt for home-based care
and work non-traditional hours are able to work more, miss work less and
increase their annual incomes considerably.!** Finally, parents who opt for
home-based care are more likely to experience piece of mind, knowing that
their children are cared for by someone who belongs to the same community
or neighborhood.!%3

3.2.2 Center-based Care

There are three basic types of center-based child care: Child care centers,
pre-school nurseries, and Head Start programs.

Hours of operation, age of children enrolled, and parental income levels
can vary from center to center but, for the most part, child care centers
are open from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. five days a week.!46 They usually
provide day care services to infants — children ages six months to one year
— toddlers — children ages one and two — and preschoolers — children ages
two to five.'4” Because of their standard business hours, child care centers
constitute a suitable kind of arrangement only for parents who hold jobs
with traditional hours.!48

Nursery schools and Head Start programs “are primarily part-day, part-
year programs for three- and four-year olds.” 4 However, they can also be
part-week and offer enrollment for only two or three mornings a week.!%0
Traditionally middle-income families have enrolled their children in nursery
school programs, while low-income parents have primarily taken advantage

142Gee International Center for Research on Women, “Investing in Child Care: A Critical
Step to Improving Family Well-Being,” Information Bulletin (November 2001): 1-4, 3.
The International Center for Research on Women (ICRW) is an advocacy organization that
partners with individuals, governments, businesses, foundations, and communities around
the world to promote gender equity and reduce female poverty. For more information,
visit the Center’s Web site at http://www.icrw.org/html/about/about.htm
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of child care development services offered by the Head Start program.!!

All child care centers, nursery schools, and Head Start programs are
subject to some sort of state regulation. As far as child care centers are con-
cerned, the operational aspects most commonly subject to state regulations
as the same as for family homes.'®? The aspects of operation generally reg-
ulated by the states are the same as for family child care homes. However,
child care centers are subject to stricter regulations than nursery schools and
Head Start programs. For example, child care centers tend to be inspected
by state licensing authority more often than nursery schools or Head Start
facilities.!®3 Also, in some states inspections are mandatory before child
care centers can begin to provide services to the public.'?*

Statistical data on enrollment rates shows how differences in the choice
of care depend largely on parental employment, age of children at enroll-
ment, family income, and parental education.'® For example, preschoolers
are more likely to be cared for in centers that infants and toddlers.!%6 Also,
children belonging to higher-income families are more likely than disadvan-
taged children to be enrolled in center-based programs.’®” Finally, between
1990 and 1999, children of mothers holding a bachelor’s degree were more
likely than children of mothers who had not gone to college to be enrolled
in center-based education programs — 74 and 40 percent respectively.!®®

3.3 Assessing the Overall Need for Child Care Ser-
vices Between 1990 and 1996

Was there a shortage of child care services in the years prior to the pas-
sage of the Welfare Reform bill in 19967 There are two different ways to
answer this question.' First, one could compare the total number of child
care slots available to families between 1990 and 1995 with the total num-
ber of children in need of care during those same years.!50 Unfortunately,
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although straightforward this way of looking at demand and supply within
the child care market is overly simplistic.!! For once, it ignores the impor-
tance of matching child care slots in centers or programs nationwide with
specific children’s and parents’ needs and expectations.'®2 For example,
slots available in early education programs in Beverly Hills can hardly be
afforded by families living and working in South Los Angeles.'63 Similarly,
slots in preschool programs are of no interest to families seeking day care
for infants.!%4 Also, families who would have to pay a debilitating amount
of money for center-based care are more likely to opt for a more informal
type of child care arrangement, such as a friend or relative.'%® Finally, slots
available in low-quality settings are not appealing to any working parents,
regardless of their levels of income.'%¢ Therefore, a second, more compre-
hensive way to answer our question is one that takes into consideration
the interplay of key variables, such as availability, affordability and quality
within the child care market.!6”

3.3.1 Availability of Child Care Services: 1990-1995

In FY1993, the availability, affordability and quality of child care were lim-
ited, especially for welfare-reliant families and for the working poor. In fact,
the demand for subsidized child care services among these families far exceed
the supply. According to Clare Huntington, “[W]hile an estimated 7,700,000
children needed child care subsidies, the federal government [financed] care
for only 1,398,847 children. .. California [was serving] only 14 percent of all
eligible children; no family in Illinois had moved off a waiting list for child
care in over one and a half years; and Michigan and South Carolina serve[d]
only five percent or fewer of all eligible children.” 68

The Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG) of 1990 helped
provide child care to an unprecedented number of families in need. For
example, under the CCDBG many states, such as Florida, broadened their
eligibility ceilings by cutting the income-level cut-offs.!%9 Other states, such
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as Colorado, allowed both one-parent and two-parent families to receive
child care subsidies.!™

Despite state efforts to increase their service population, overall CCDBG
funding for child care services was insufficient to satisfy the growing demand
for subsidized child care services on the part of indigent families and the
working poor. As Helen Blank, a nationwide expert on child care legislation
and the CCDBG, noted in 1993: “These examples of dramatic progress in
extending child care assistance to low-income children and [their| families
are [testimony] both to the ability of the states to handle rapid expansions of
their child care systems, and to the immense scope of unmet need for child
care. . . as low-income parents struggle to work and care for their children.” '™

Between 1990 and 1995, the availability of all kinds of subsidized child
care services was limited. However, the supply of non-standard hours care
was particularly low.'™ According to a study conducted by the Depart-
ment of labor in 1990, a total of 7.2 million mothers with children ages zero
through 15 worked full- or part-time during non-standard hours.!”™ Ac-
cording to the same study, in 1991, one-third of all full-time employees who
worked non traditional hours were women.'"

In the years leading up to the passage of the Welfare Reform bill, parents
working the night shift had serious difficulties finding care for their children,
and center-based care in particular. As shown by a study conducted in 1991
by a group of researcher with the National Association for the Education of
Young Children (NAEYC), while about eight to nine percent of all American
mothers worked at night in 1990, only three percent of all child care centers
nationwide offered evening or night care, compared to 13 percent of all
regulated and 20 percent of all unregulated family homes.!
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Overall, low-income parents are more likely than higher-income parents
to work non-traditional hours, nightshift and weekends. For example, ac-
cording to Hofferth, in 1990 almost half of the working parents earning yearly
income under the federal poverty level worked on a rotating and changing
schedule, compared to only one-quarter of working and middle class moth-
ers, and one-third of working and middle class fathers.!”® Similarly, Hofferth
observes that according to the 1990 National Child Care Survey, in 1990
one-third of low-income working families and one-quarter of working class
mothers worked on weekends.'”” By contrast, during that same year, only
ten percent of child care centers and six percent of family child care homes
nationwide offered care services on weekends.!™®

In their 1997 book Making Ends Meet,'™ authors Edin and Lein report a
very interesting interview with a single mother working non-standard hours.
During the interview, the single mother had talked to the authors about
both the difficulties that she encountered when trying to arrange care for
her child and the creative solution that she had devised in order not to leave
her child at home unsupervised. In fact, some time prior to the interview,
this single mother had enrolled her four-year old son at a subsidized child
care center which closed at 5:00 p.m. However, the mother’s shift at work
ended at 7:00 p.m. Therefore, this single mother had decided to hire a taxi
driver to pick up her’s and other children living in the same neighborhood
from the center at 5:00 p.m. Then she had arranged “to have her son dropped
off last, so [that] he [had to] spend only a few minutes home alone” before
his mother came back from work.'® Taxi drivers who provided this type
of service in this and in other communities studied by Edin and Lein would
charge mothers between $15 and $20 dollars a week to pick up their children
from day care, thereby making “school taxi” an affordable alternative to lack
of non-standard hours care.

Parental income is another factor that greatly influences access to child
care services for low-income working families. Many services and businesses
tend to be scarce in low-income communities and a comparative study con-
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ducted in 1996 has demonstrated that child care services do not represent
an exception to this discouraging trend.'®! In fact, findings from this study
revealed that the number of state regulated child care slots available to low-
income parents nationwide is extremely small.'®2 The same study also re-
vealed that one of the main reason for the scarcity of child care among these
communities was the implementation of the CCDBG’s voucher program.'®3
In fact, despite its initial success, the voucher program failed low-income
working parents in two ways. CCDBG’s limited funding prevented states
from making adequate investments in parental counseling.'® In turn, inade-
quate counseling drastically reduced parents’ ability to make informed child
care choices. However, counseling could have been relevant and effective
only if options were available for parents to choose from. Unfortunately, the
CCDBG failed to ensure that parents would have those options. Because
the CCDBG did not require states to maintain adequate contracts with
providers in low-income neighborhoods, some states allocated only limited
resources to the maintainment of child care facilities in poor communities.
Limited funding forced the majority of child care centers located in dis-
advantaged neighborhoods to close down, thereby reducing the number of
participants in the CCDBG’s voucher program and the number of options
available to indigent parents dramatically.!8?

Limited access to referral services was one last factor that influenced
the availability of subsidized child care services to low-income working par-
ents between 1990 and 1995. Generally speaking, referral services provide
low-income families with precious advise on eligibility criteria for subsidies
and with assistance on how to locate and contact available providers. As
pointed out by researchers with the NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund

181See B. Fuller and X. Liang, Can Poor Families Find Child Care? Persisting Inequali-
ties Nationwide and in Massachusetts (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Child Care and Family
Planning Project, 1996), quoted in Hofferth, 52.
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(NOWLDEF) in 2000, “the question of whether families [were] given notice
of child care subsidies for which they may be eligible, [was] closely related
to the question of whether families [were] inappropriately losing benefits be-
cause they could not find child care.” '8 Two studies conducted in 1997 have
shown that under the CCDBG the majority of low-income single mothers
entitled to receive publicly funded child care services did not know about
their rights and therefore did not apply for subsidies.!®” More specifically,
in 1995 only less than 20 percent of all former welfare recipients enrolled in
job-training programs in California knew about the existence of child care
subsidies and about their potential eligibility to receive such subsidies.'®3
Similarly, in Georgia less than 50 percent of all former recipients transition-
ing from welfare to work in 1995 were aware of the existence and potential
availability of Transitional Child Care (TCC), while only 35 percent of all
eligible individuals actually received child care subsidies.'®® Finally, in 1997,
Welfare Department caseworkers in New York City routinely misinformed
welfare-reliant women about the existence and availability of child care sub-
sidies.’ According to a survey conducted by researchers with the Center
for Law and Social Policy (CLASP) in 1997, among New York City’s welfare
recipients, 50 percent of the respondents had never heard about publicly fi-
nanced child care, while the other half of the interviewed mothers believed
that they would lose their benefits if they could not find adequate child care
arrangements for their children in a timely manner.'?!
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Parents on Public Assistance About Their Child Care Rights (New York: NOW Legal
Defense and Education Fund, 2000).

187See M. Meyers and T. Heintze, Subsidies Shortfall: Are Child Care Subsidies Working
for Those Working their Way Off Welfare? (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
1997); and L. Miller and K. Barnes, “Parents Need Transitional Child Care,” Child Care
Action News (November/December 1997), quoted in Powell and Cahill, Nowhere to Turn.
New York City’s Failure to Inform Parents on Public Assistance About Their Child Care
Rights.

188See Powell and Cahill, Nowhere to Turn. New York City’s Failure to Inform Parents
on Public Assistance About Their Child Care Rights.

'#9Tbid.

190Gee M. Green, Welfare Child Care: What About the Children? (New York: Center for
Law and Social Policy, 1997), quoted in Powell and Cahill, Nowhere to Turn. New York
City’s Failure to Inform Parents on Public Assistance About Their Child Care Rights.

1bid.

112



3.3.2 Affordability of Child Care Services: 1990-1995

As discussed in the previous section of this chapter, over the quinquennium
1990-1995 economic and administrative issues limited center-based and reg-
ulated family-home child care to low-income working parents. By contrast,
over the same period of time, the number of slots available in the informal
child care market appeared to be greater and therefore better suited to meet
the child care needs of lower-income working families.

The fact that informal child care arrangements were more readily avail-
able to lower-income parents did not mean that those parents could afford
them. Similarly, the fact that parents who could not afford care in regu-
lated family homes could always opt for “kith and kin” child care did not
mean that they were happy to do so. Statistics show that between 1990
and 1995 child care expenditures represented a financial burden for a large
percentage of all American working families, and for one-parent families in
particular. For example, in 1991 families of two headed by a wage-earning
mother were spending an average of $72 per week — or $288 a month — on
child care.'¥? Two years later, in 1993, the same family was spending $78
per week — or $312 a month — on child care; an increase of ten percentage
points.!?3 Statistics also reveal that in 1993, poor families paid about $25
less a week for child care than non-poor families — $50 versus $76.'°* How-
ever, child care expenditures represented an especially large share of poor
families’ yearly incomes.!? In fact, indigent families spent about 18 percent
of their annual income on child care compared with only 7 percent for non-
poor families.'96 More specifically, low-income families with annual incomes
below $14,400 and no right to receive subsidies spent up to 25 percent of
their yearly earnings on child care, compared to only six percent or less for
families with annual incomes of $54,000 or more. 97

Once again, the book Making Ends Meet provide excellent insight into
the lives and child care choices of welfare-reliant mothers and mothers em-
ployed in low-wage jobs. For a start, in their book authors Edin and Lein
often underline how mothers belonging to both these groups agree on the
fact that “working [does not] pay economically [and often it is not] man-

192Child care expenses are calculated in 1993 dollars. See L. M. Casper, “What Does It
Cost to Mind our Preschoolers?” Current Population Reports P70-52 (September 1995):
1-6, 2.
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ageable logistically;” 198 at least not until their children are in school or old

enough to take care of themselves during after-school hours and all day long
during the summer.!'” Overall, 72 percent of Edin and Lein’s respondents
had no child care expenses and only five percent of the women that the au-
thors surveyed paid formal market rates for either day care or after-school
care.?Y The remaining 33 percent of the respondents was composed almost
exclusively by working mothers who had found informal and therefore less
costly child care arrangements. Among the respondents that did not have
to pay for child care, some women received child care subsidies and others
worked from home or had jobs with flexible hours. The rest of the mothers
interviewed by Edin and Lein had school-age children and left them home
alone during after-school hours and during summer vacation.

Although the majority of both working and welfare-reliant mothers re-
ceived some sort of occasional inexpensive care from friends and relatives
or from unregulated home providers, all women agreed that cheap, good-
quality child care was extremely hard to come by. For example, only a
small percentage of wage-earning mothers declared that they knew someone
that they regarded as both “available and suitable;”?°! while a substan-
tial number of the working mothers interviewed by Edin and Lein stated
that “kith and kin” arrangements often turned out to be “short-lived and
unreliable.” 202

Edin and Lein also found out that mothers regarded the possibility of
leaving their children in the care of mothers on welfare as a non-option. Ap-
parently, welfare-reliant women were concerned that neighbors or acquain-
tances might report them to the Welfare Department for “working off the
books and without a license.” 2% However, some employed mothers declared
to have found welfare-reliant women who would accept to take care of their
children in exchange for groceries and cigarettes instead of cash. One work-
ing mother described this type of arrangements with these words:

“My kids stay with a friend of mine who is at home because she
gets welfare. If she is not available I try to find someone who
doesn’t need to be paid, but will accept a favor in return.”204
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Moreover, Edin and Lein observed that although harder to come by,
friends and relatives represented a preferred alternative to informal, home-
based child care; and that although working mothers seldom paid friends
or relatives in cash, these arrangements still implied some sort of payment
and therefore were not considered by the respondents to be free of charge.
For example, one of Edin and Lein’s respondent explained to the authors
that her mother had agreed to look after her child but expected to be taken
out shopping or on other errands in return. Another respondent, Barbara
Church, who had a six-year-old daughter, had recruited a neighbor to take
care of her child from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. In return, Church’s neighbor who
worked non-standard hours had asked Barbara to take care of her children
overnight and to drive them to school in the morning.

All women surveyed by Edin and Lein agreed on summertime being a
particularly difficult time in terms of child care options. In fact, it appeared
that informal care was particularly hard to find during the summer months.
In order to overcome this problem, some wage-earning mothers told Edin
and Lein that they had decided to leave their twelve-month jobs and look
for a nine-month one instead. For example, one respondent explained that
she had quitted her year-round clerical job for a nine-month job at the
local Head Start center. That way, the respondent could be free during the
summer and take care of her children herself. The woman declared:

“Now my pay is lower but my hours are about the same as my
children’s. That’s one reason why Head Start came in handy,
because you don’t work in the summer. And I am able to be at
home with my kids.”2%

Other mothers told the authors that when faced with lack of afford-
able, informal arrangements they had opted for jobs that allowed them to
work from home or to take their children to work with them. One woman
explained:

“I had a better job, an office job, but I left it for a job as a
salesperson for a chemical manufacturer’s rep — it was a perfect
job because I did not have [supervision]. My boss was in Atlanta
and I was here. So when the kids were real sick, I would stay at
home with them. If they were medium sick I could take them
with me in the car and drive around. When they started school
I was there to meet their bus everyday. Whatever paperwork or
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anything T did at night. It did not pay well, about $5, but it
gave me an opportunity not to have my kids feel abandoned.”206

Finally but not surprisingly, Edin and Lein discovered that working
mothers of young children who were not eligible for subsidies could not
stay employed for long unless these women were able to afford care for their
children. One working mother stated:

“I pay the woman down the street $100 a month to watch my
son. She is not licensed so I do not have to pay her much. Besides
he is in school and she only watches him for a few hours a day
[every] week so she doesn’t feel it’s worth it to get a license.”207

3.3.3 Quality of Child Care Services: 1990-1995

Researchers and evaluators measure the quality of child care services by ana-
lyzing and ranking some structural indicators, typically associated with high
quality programs and good child development.?’® These indicators include:
Low ratio of children to staff; smaller group size; degree of training and edu-
cation of child care providers; stability of care — i.e. little or no change in the
number of child care arrangements per child, and low turnover rates among
child care providers — degree of parental involvement; compliance with safety
regulations; and presence of activities that stimulate children’s intellectual
and emotional growth.2?? Generally speaking, child care programs featuring
higher staff to child ratio, smaller group sizes, and staff who is well trained
in child development, earns good salaries, and receives competitive benefits,
have consistently been evaluated as high quality programs.?!?

According to Hofferth, in 1990 group sizes and staff to child ratios in
child care centers serving children ages three and four “were in the upper
ranges of those recommended by the National Association for the Education
of Young Children (NAEYC).”2!! In the case of centers serving children ages
one and two, the ratio far exceeded the levels recommended by the NAEYC,
suggesting that limited supply of care for infants and toddlers may have
forced parents to opt for lower-quality arrangements.?'? Similarly, in 1991,
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the average group size for centers serving one-year-olds was ten. By contrast,
the NAEYC recommended six to twelve.?!3 Moreover, the average staff to
child ratio for centers serving one-year-olds was one to six or seven, while
the NAEYC recommended one to three or four.?'* Between the mid-1970s
and 1990 the average number of children per group enrolled in center-based
care increased by 16 percent, while natiowide staff to child ratios decreased
by 25 percent.?!®

As far as group size is concerned, the situation was far from different,
especially in family homes, the number of which had greatly expanded be-
tween 1975 and 1990.2'6 In fact, in 1990, the average number of children
per group in regulated family homes was six, compared to an average of four
children per group in 1976.217

In 1990, almost 50 percent of all center-based child care providers had a
four-year college education or better, while about 13 percent of all center-
based providers had a two-year college degree.?'® Also, between the mid-
1970s and 1990, the level of education and training of child care providers
increased in both center-based settings and family homes.?'? For example,
in 1976, only 29 percent of teachers working in child care centers had more
than a high school diploma, compared to at least 63 percent in 1990.220

In light of this data, Hofferth observes that when considering teachers’
education without examining data regarding other factors it is possible to
conclude that the quality of child care improved substantially over the pe-
riod 1976-1990.22! However, when other factors, such as stability of care,
are taken into account, data may quickly lead to opposite conclusions. In
1990, for example, changing child care arrangements was all too common an
experience for the majority of children enrolled in child care programs. In
fact, on average children would spend no longer than 12 months in the same
formal kind of child care arrangement.??? The duration of care in informal
arrangements, featuring friends and relatives as caretakers, were even less
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stable. According to the 1990 National Child Care Survey conducted by
Hofferth et al., half of “[all] infants under age one entered a non-parental
child care arrangement during their first year, and of these, ten percent
changed arrangement during [that] same year.”?23

When examining other key factors, such as teacher’s turnover rates, the
1990 National Child Care Survey concluded that between 1976 and 1990
turnover rates had increased “from 15 percent to 19 percent per year for
comparable full-day centers.”??4 Later on, between 1990 and 1993, the av-
erage center lost 25 percent of its care givers within one year,??® compared
to six percent of teachers lost by public schools and ten percent of employees
lost by business nationwide.??6 Also, turnover rates seemed to vary consid-
erably among different child care settings. For example, in 1990, turnover
rates for Head Start programs averaged around 20 percent, compared with
14 percent for public schools and 39 percent for non-profit organizations.?27

All the data discussed so far suggests that between 1990 and 1995, chil-
dren cared for in family homes and in center-based programs were regularly
exposed to unstable conditions and supervised by multiple providers.??® The
same data also suggests that the number of children whose intellectual and
emotional growth may have been impaired by precarious care conditions
increased substantially between 1990 and 1993.22° In the years between
1990 and 1995, low salaries were the main reason for high turnover rates
among child care providers. For example, in 1990, the annual income — ex-
pressed in 1990 dollars — of a center-based child care provider was around
$12,390, compared to $14,180 in 1975.23° Similarly, in 1990, teachers in
center-based child care programs around the country earned around $7.49
an hour, thereby averaging yearly salaries of $11,500.23! Regulated home-
based child care providers earned around $4.00 an hour in 1990, while non-
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Issues and Prospects (Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 1992), quoted
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regulated providers earned only $1.25 an hour.??? As a result, in 1990, the
annual income of a regulated family child care provider was $10,944, while
a non-regulated family child care provider earned around $4,275 a year.?33
Compliance with state’s minimum standards for health and safety also
had a big impact on the quality of the child care arrangements available be-
tween 1990 and 1995. For example, differences in the quality of care provided
by licensed and unlicensed child care homes were remarkable.?3* Licensed
family child care homes provided children in need with relatively high-quality
care.??> By contrast, unlicensed family members provided children with the
poorest-quality care available.?36 According to a study conducted in 1994,
relatives and family members tend to provide the poorest-quality care avail-
able on the market because this category of providers usually do not choose
or volunteer to be caregivers, but do so in order to help the mother.?37
Despite the undeniable correlation between quality of care and licensing
procedures, between 1990 and 1995, both state and federal governments did
not seem to be concerned about the impact of unregulated care on the health
and development of young children. For example, in 1994 the Government
Accountability Office exempted 82 to 90 percent of all family care providers
nationwide from licensing.23® A year earlier, in 1993, 29 states had already
exempted family child care providers caring for more than three children
from licensing.?? Some states like South Dakota and Idaho had gone even
further and had exempted family child care providers caring for up to 12
children from compliance with minimum health and safety standards.?4°
Finally, prior to 1996, those states that had opted for the enforcement
of some sort of child care regulation did not impose tough health and safety
requirements on the providers operating on their territories.?*! For example,
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California, which exempted only caregivers who were relatives from licens-
ing, only required that family child care providers attended an orientation
seminar prior to the provision of service.?*? Additionally, in 1993, as many
as 20 states did not conduct criminal background checks on potential fam-
ily child care providers, while in 29 states inspectors visited family child
care homes once or less per year.?43 Moreover, in ten states inspectors vis-
ited only a sample of homes each year, while in six other states inspections
did not take place at all.?** Alarmingly, in 1993, one million children were
cared for in family child care homes located in states that had inadequate
minimum health and safety standards in place or did not enforce child care
regulation requirements.?4>

According to Claire Huntington, although the Child Care Development
Block Grant (CCDBG) helped improve the overall quality of child care in the
United States, it left some fundamental issues unaddressed. For example, on
one side the CCDBG allowed states to use 25 percent of their set-asides to
create referral services for both parents and caregivers, reduce staff to child
ratios and to increase the number of training opportunities for child-care
providers. On the other hand, and possibly due to limited funding, states
failed to address two issues of paramount importance for child-care quality:
Low caregivers’ compensation and lack of regulations for family child care
providers.

Nearly all states used the CCDBG’s set-aside to train child care
providers.?46  Such an investment was desperately needed, since prior to
the implementation of the CCDBG only half of the states provided minimal
training to caregivers.?4” Similarly, state decisions to use CCDBG set-asides
to reduce staff to child ratios in both center-based and home-based settings
did contribute to improve the overall quality of care available to children.?4®
For example, according to a study conducted in 1995, when Florida im-
plemented regulations to reduce staff to child ratios and improve teaching
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front Welfare Reform Plans (Washington, D.C.: Government Accountability Office, 1994),
quoted in Huntington, 104.

#41bid.

245See Huntington, 104.

2461hid., 108.

247Qee H. Blank, Investing in Our Children’s Care: An Analysis and Review of State
Initiatives to Strengthen the Quality and Build the Supply of Child Care Funded through
the Child Care and Development Block Grant (Washington, D.C.: Children’s Defense
Fund, 1993), ix, quoted in Huntington, 118.

248See Huntington, 118.

120



methods, the state achieved a dramatic improvement in the quality ratings
of all its child care providers.?*? However, despite the widely acknowledged
correlation between low caregivers’ compensations and child care quality, in
1993, states spent only one percent of their CCDBG set-asides to increase
providers’ salaries.?’? Also, in 1993, at least 40 states used their CCDBG
set-asides to improve both licensing and monitoring of regulation enforce-
ment.?”!  Nevertheless, enforcement of child care regulation requirements
remained sporadic, especially among family child care providers.25?

Claire Huntington argues that the structure of the CCDBG may have
been partly responsible for the limited amount of funding used by the states
to increase caregivers’ salaries and to enforce compliance with child care reg-
ulations. In fact, the 25 percent set-aside was intended to finance primarily
quality improvements and to increase the availability of certain types of child
care arrangements through construction of new facilities and restoration of
existing ones.??> Huntington concludes that as a result of these spending
guidelines, many states “may have opted for quantity instead of quality.”2%*

3.3.4 Summary of Child Care Availability, Affordability and
Quality Between 1990 and 1995

In the early 1990’s, child care arrangements available to low-income, working
families at a price that these families could afford were limited. In partic-
ular, families living in disadvantaged neighborhoods, seeking day care for
infants and toddlers, and working non-traditional hours struggled to find
arrangements that matched their needs and financial resources.

Once low-income parents found an arrangement both suitable to their
schedules and to their levels of income, they were often confronted with low
quality standards of care. A 1995 nationwide study of child care centers and
family child care homes conducted by the Cost, Quality & Child Outcomes
Study Team at the University of Colorado at Denver showed that between
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Facilities (Washington, D.C.: Government Accountability Office, 1994), 3, quoted in
Huntington, 120.

253Gee Huntington, 117.

24 Huntington, 117.

121



1990 and 1995, the quality of most available child care was abysmal.??®
According to the study, only one in seven centers nationwide provided care
that enhanced child development; while seven in ten centers provided care
that could compromise a child’s future learning abilities.?’® The study also
showed that one in every eight family child care homes provided care that
was harmful to children’s health and threatening to children’s safety.25”

When considering children’s age groups, the Cost, Quality & Child Out-
come study concluded that between 1990 and 1995, only 12 to 14 percent
of all American preschoolers were cared for in high-quality settings, while
21 percent of all preschool children were enrolled in low-quality child care
programs, which were considered unsafe and harmful to the children’s future
development.?®® Statistical data concerning infants and toddlers were even
more alarming. In fact, quality of care appeared to be lowest in facilities
serving this category of children. Once again, according to the Cost, Quality
& Child Outcome study, between 1990 and 1995, forty percent of all infants
and toddlers were cared for in facilities that could potentially compromise
their health and safety, while only one in ten of the available center-based
providers offered care that would facilitate and enhance infants’ and tod-
dlers’ intellectual and emotional growth.?%?

While many centers and scarcely regulated family child care homes gener-
ally offered low-quality care, unregulated family child care providers offered
the lowest-quality care available.?% Significantly, between 1990 and 1995,
children who were cared for by friends and relatives in unregulated homes
were far more likely to belong to low-income families than children who were
enrolled in center-based programs or cared for in regulated family child care
homes.?! Because of their limited income, low-income parents often had to
opt for the cheapest type of care that they could find on the informal child
care market.?62 Moreover, since the availability of subsidized center-based
care was extremely scarce in poor neighborhoods, low-income parents often
had no choice but to leave their children in the care of a friend or a rela-
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tive.263 As a result, in 1993 more than 50 percent of all low-income children
nationwide were cared for in unregulated family child care homes.?%* This
data point is particularly alarming, since the consequences of inadequate
child care are particularly harsh for children belonging to indigent families
and living in violent environments.263

The Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG) of 1990 required
states to set aside 25 percent of the funding that they received from the
government to finance quality improvements. Although this requirement
helped to increase training opportunities for child care providers, and facili-
tated the creation of referral centers for both parents and caregivers, it failed
to address two fundamental issues: Higher salaries for child care providers
and lack of regulation of family child care homes. Failure to address these
two key factors compromised the CCDBG’s attempt to improve the overall
quality of all available child care arrangements.

3.4 Welfare Reform and Changes in Federal Fi-
nancing for Child Care Services

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA) of 199626 fundamentally altered the landscape of public as-
sistance. By revoking the existing Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) program, PRWORA provided block grants to the states, and di-
rected them to institute welfare-to-work requirements and to limit receipt
of public benefits for a maximum of five years. Also, the Act fundamentally
changed the nature of the federal financing for child care services. First of
all, PRWORA eliminated entitlements to publicly subsidized child care and
streamlined the exisitng funding sources for federally financed child care
services — Aid to Families with Dependent Children Child Care (AFDC-
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CC);257 Transitional Child Care (TCC);?%® At-Risk Child Care (ARCC);26?
and the Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG)?™ — into a single
block grant to the states: the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF).

Prior to 1996, the AFDC-CC program?”! provided AFDC recipients en-
gaged in work or work-related activities with entitlements to child care ser-
vices. Similarly, the TCC program?7? offered assistance to families who
were leaving welfare to join the work force, while the ARCC program?®™ es-
tablished capped grants to the states to assist low-income working families
who were at risk of becoming dependent on welfare. Under Title IV-A of
the Social Security Act (SSA), all three of these programs required states to
provide matching funds. Finally, prior to 1996, the Child Care Development
Block Grant (CCDBG)?™ provided states with federal funding to finance
child care services for low-income children and to improve both the supply
and the overall quality of local child care programs.

The changes in the provision of subsidized child care brought about by
the Welfare Reform were designed to achieve several goals. For once, and
in line with the main intent of the Welfare Reform, the changes in fed-
eral financing for child care services were intended to promote recipients’
self-sufficiency through employment.?”® For example, after 1996, child care
assistance programs such as TCC and ARCC followed new criteria to calcu-
late eligibility and time limits for the receipt of subsidies and implemented
welfare-to-work requirements.?’ Furthermore, the streamlining of multi-
ple sources of funding into the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) also
served the purposes of reducing the number of conflicting rules and of over-
hauling the fragmented financing system of the past.2’” As a result, today,
families do not have to switch to different programs as their economic situ-
ation changes.?’® Finally, changes in child care financing system introduced

267See supra, Section 3.1.7, 99.

268 Transitional Child Care, U.S. Code, vol. 42, sec. T01.
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by PRWORA had the intended effect to increase the decisional power of the
states.?™ For example, states are currently allowed to divert up to 30 per-
cent of their Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) block grants
from cash assistance to child care services.?®® Also, since the passage of
PRWORA, regulations governing health, safety, group size, and providers’
training have been entirely determined at the state level. Finally, the Wel-
fare Reform bill allows states to contract directly with child care centers and
family homes to purchase child care slots that are then redistributed among
eligible families.

The child care financing system devised by the CCDF is highly inno-
vative. Under the CCDF, funds are divided into three main categories:
Mandatory funds, matching funds and discretionary funds. All states are
entitled to receive a portion of the mandatory funds without being required
to provide matching funds.?8! Matching funds are made available to states
that maintain their previous Title IV-A levels of spending.?®? In 1996, both
mandatory and matching funds were first appropriated for the period 1997-
2002.283 Later on, the appropriations for both of these types of funding were
extended through March 31, 2005.2%* Finally, PRWORA also authorized $1
billion each year in child care discretionary funds. This specific portion of
CCDF funding needs to be appropriated by Congress annually.?®® Rules
regulating the distribution of discretionary funds among states echo the
guidelines for the allocation of CCDBG funds. Under the CCDBG, allo-
cations were based on the state per-capita income, the number of children
under age five residing in each state, and the number of children receiving
free or reduced-price school lunches in each state.?86

Since 1996, states can use mandatory, matching, and discretionary funds
to subsidize child care services for families with incomes up to 85 percent
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of the state median income (SMI).?8” Families receiving child care subsidies
under the CCDF are required to be either employed or participating in job-
training programs. However, the law does not require parents to comply
with PRWORA’s welfare-to-work requirements if parents are unable to find
adequate child care for their children.

As far as eligibility requirements are concerned, the law requires that pri-
ority for CCDF funds be given to indigent families and to children with spe-
cial needs. More specifically, the law requires states to use at least 70 percent
of their mandatory and matching funds to subsidize child care services for
welfare-reliant families, low-income working parents at risk of becoming de-
pendent on public assistance, parents involved in work-related activities, and
families transitioning off welfare. These requirements assure that the three
main categories of indigent parents previously served by AFDC-CC, TCC
and ARCC continue to receive child care subsidies. Finally, the law requires
states to use a substantial portion of the discretionary funds and the remain-
ing 30 percent of their mandatory and matching funds to serve low-income
working families at very high risk of becoming welfare-dependent, thereby
providing the segment of the population previously served by CCDBG with
child care subsidies.

In FY2000, available funding for child care services totaled $3.45 bil-
lion.?®® During that same year, 14 percent of all eligible children — or 2.25
million out of 15.7 million eligible children — received child care subsidies.?%?

3.5 Characteristics of the Child Care Market Af-
ter the Passage of the Welfare Reform Bill

Since 1996, the welfare-to-work requirements implemented by the Welfare
Reform bill have been pushing former welfare recipients out of the welfare
rolls and into the labor market. At the same time, an unprecedented number
of welfare-reliant women has enrolled in job-training programs. If these
women are to find a job and to stay employed and if they are to be hired in
higher-paying jobs as a result of their participation in job-training programs,

28THowever, states are currently allowed to set lower eligibility ceilings as they find
suitable.
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former recipients need to be able to purchase good-quality care for their
children at a price that they can afford.

3.5.1 Availability of Child Care Services Between 1996 and
2001

Despite a $1.55 billion increase in federal funding for child care over the
period 1997-2000,2°° millions of American families are still struggling to
find day care arrangements for their children. Wage-earning, single moth-
ers are the segment of the population who is struggling the most to find
child care arrangements that are suitable to both their financial resources
and their children’s needs. More specifically, affordable child care slots re-
main extremely scarce in low-income neighborhoods, for low-income moth-
ers working non-standard hours, and for women seeking care for infants and
toddlers and after-school programs for school-age children. Similarly, the
number of referral services providing parents with information about child
care arrangements and child care providers remain rare. For example, it
has been estimated that in 2000, only 14 percent of all low-income, working
families had access to some kind of referral service.2?!

In 2000, the National Women’s Law Center (NWLC), a non-profit or-
ganization that since 1972 has worked to protect women’s civil rights, es-
timated that the total number of subsidized child care slots available to
children from low-income working families was inadequate to meet the cur-
rent demand.?”?> In California, for example, only one state-regulated child
care slot in five was reserved to preschoolers belonging to low-income work-
ing families in 2001,2%% while only four percent of all center-based programs
did offer subsidized care to indigent infants and toddlers.??*

For low-income people it is almost impossible to find licensed day care
within their own communities. Statewide surveys conducted between 1996
and 1998 in Illinois and Maryland by the National Center for Children in
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Poverty and assessing the supply of licensed child care in both states con-
cluded that the number of regulated child slots in low-poverty areas was
much higher than in high-poverty areas.??> A second survey, conducted in
1997 by a group of researchers at the University of California at Berkeley
revealed that in Los Angeles, wealthy parents were twice as likely to find a
licensed child care slot in their communities than indigent parents.?’® Simi-
larly, according to a 1999 report published by the United States Department
of Health and Human Services (HHS), only one in ten children belonging
to low- and moderate-income families eligible to receive child care assis-
tance were granted subsidies in FY1998.2°7 The same report also concluded
that inadequate federal and local funding for child care services, and lack
of information about eligibility criteria, prevented nine out of ten of those
eligible children from receiving assistance.?’® Furthermore, a second report
released by the HHS in 2000 showed that because of insufficient funding,
only 12 percent of the 15 million federally eligible children received assis-
tance in FY1999.2% More specifically, in FY1999, only “1.8 million children
in low-income families were receiving federal child care subsidies on an aver-
age monthly basis;” a slight increase if compared to the 1.5 million children
receiving child care assistance in FY1998.3%0

A number of studies conducted by the Children’s Defense Fund has re-
vealed that as of 2001, all but four states denied subsidies to families with
incomes below 85 percent of the state median income (SMI),3! and that in
some states, the income eligibility ceilings were so low that only the poor-

2958ee L. Kreader, J. Brickman Piecyk, and A. Collins, Scant Increases After Welfare
Reform: Regulated Child Care Supply in Illinois and Maryland: 1996-1998 (New York:
National Center Children in Poverty, 2000), quoted in National Women’s Law Center,
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est families could qualify for child care assistance.3%? For example, in 2001,
a family of three earning $20,000 a year, and residing in either Alabama,
Arkansas, Iowa, Missouri, South Carolina, or Wyoming, could not qualify
for assistance.?3 Similarly, as of February 2001, due to insufficient funding,
a substantial number of states were turning away eligible low-income work-
ing poor families, or putting them on waiting lists.3%4 In Texas, for example,
41,000 children were put on the state waiting lists in 2001 alone; while in
Florida the number of children waiting to receive child care subsidies was
44,000.3%5  Unfortunately, the Head Start program did not constitute an
exception to this discouraging trend. During the first quarter of 2001, Head
Start was serving about 867,000 low-income children 3% — or 3 out of five
federally eligible children.307

In the years following the passage of the Welfare Reform bill, the avail-
ability of non-standard-hours care too remained low. For example, in Illinois
and Maryland, the supply of non-standard-hours care remained scarce for
families at all income levels, although it was particularly scanty in low-
income neighborhoods.?*® According to the United States Bureau of Labor
Statistics, in 1997, one in seven women working full-time outside the home
was engaged in non-traditional shift work — meaning jobs with evening or
nightshifts or irregular schedules.??® Furthermore, nationwide data on the
incidence of non-standard-hours employment among former welfare recip-
ients collected in 2001 showed that, during that same year, at least one
quarter of all former welfare-reliant mothers held jobs that required them
to work between 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.?!? Finally, the portion of single,
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low-income mothers working irregular hours in 2001 was substantial, espe-
cially if compared to the 17 percent of higher-income working parents who
declared to hold evening or overnight job during that same year.3!!

Under the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program,
mothers of small children are required to be employed as a condition to
receive benefits. Also, TANF requires states to terminate assistance if re-
cipients fail to meet welfare-to-work requirements. However, considering
that waiting lists for subsidized child care are long in the majority of the
states, that care for infants and toddlers is extremely scarce, that slots in
low-income neighborhoods are almost inexistent, and that indigent moth-
ers are very likely to be employed in non-traditional-hours or shift jobs,
it is realistic to assume that many women cannot comply with PRWORA'’s
welfare-to-work requirements because they cannot find “other-than-mother”
care for their children.

Luckily, federal law does not allow states to terminate welfare assistance
if recipients have a child under the age of six and if recipients can demon-
strate that they cannot be employed or participate in job-trainaing programs
due to: (1) unavailability of child care within a reasonable distance from
home or work; (2) unavailability or unsuitability of informal child care by a
relative or by other arrangement; or (3) unavailability of appropriate or af-
fordable regulated child care.3'? This clause is reinforced by Sec. 409(a)(11)
of PRWORA 313 which establishes that states will be subject to penalties
if they sanction a mother of a preschooler for not finding appropriate child
care.

In 1997, researchers at NOWLDEF predicted that “[considering] prior
experience with states’ notice to recipients about their child care rights, there
will probably be serious deficiencies with the process of informing mothers
regarding their right not to be sanctioned.”3'* A survey conducted by the
same group of researchers later that year confirmed these concerns. The
study revealed that the City of New York was consistently infringing upon
recipients’ rights and ignoring those provisions put in place by PRWORA
and aimed at protecting women against failure to comply welfare-to-work

tance for Needy Families,” 34 Clearinghouse Rew (2001): 527, quoted in National Women’s
Law Center, 8.

31 Tbid.

312 personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, U.S. Code, vol. 42,
sec. 407(e)(2).

313 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, U.S. Code, vol. 42,
sec. 409(a)(11).

31 Powell and Cahill, Nowhere to Turn. New York City’s Failure to Inform Parents on
Public Assistance and about their Child Care Rights.
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requirements.?'® A total of 92 individuals were interviewed during the survey
— 97 percent of which were women. The survey led to four major findings.
First, the vast majority of the respondents declared to be worried about
being sanctioned had they not been able to work, even if unavailability of
child care was the reason for it.3' Second, more than 50 percent of the
respondents declared that they did not receive any help or advice from
their welfare caseworkers in locating and contacting potential child care
providers.?!” The majority of parents who had found child care for their
children were relying on informal care.?!® Parents who had been unsuccessful
at finding child care were either planning to opt for informal care or had no
idea what to do.3!?

3.5.2 Affordability of Child Care Services Between 1996 and
2001

Since 1996, finding affordable child care has continued to represent a chal-
lenge for millions of American parents. The high cost of child care hits
low-income families the hardest. Nevertheless, those families often receive
little or no help paying for day care.

Following the implementation of welfare-to-work requirements in 1996,
the demand for affordable child care has been constantly on the rise. Also,
child care expenditures continue to account for a significant share of all
working families’ incomes. In this scenario, additional funding has become
essential to maintain and improve access to child care for all families, and
for low-income families in particular. According to the Census Bureau, in
2001, families with annual incomes above $61,900 listed child care as the
second highest monthly expenditure after housing.??° Similarly, middle-
and low-income families with children age three to five listed child care as
their highest expenditure after housing and food.??!

On average, low-income families spend less on child care than higher-
income families. However, when child care expenditures are calculated as a
percentage of a family annual earnings, lower-income families spend a much

315]bid.

316]bid.

317Tbid.

318]bid.
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320Gee United States Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 2000
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 2001), table 731, quoted in National
Women’s Law Center, 4.
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131



more substantial portion of their incomes on child care than higher-income
families.??? In some cases, even when low-income working parents receive
CCDF subsidies, the amount of these subsidies is so low that parents are
unable to find regulated arrangements that they can afford. For example, in
2000, the state of Connecticut did base the amount of its child care subsidies
on outdated numbers which did not represent the current market prices for
licensed child care services.>?® In other states, parents have to pay fees
and co-payments. As a result, child care expenditures represent a serious
financial burden for these families. For example, in 2001, a family of three
residing in the state of Nevada, earning $21,225 a year®?* and receiving
CCDF subsidies, would still spend 17 percent of their annual income on
child care.3?® Similarly, during that same year, in South Dakota, families
earning $21,225 a year were spending 19 percent of their yearly incomes on
child care.3?6

Former welfare recipients are often employed in low-wage jobs and there-
fore have very limited resources to pay for child care. In 1999, statewide
studies clearly indicated that oftentimes when former recipients could find
child care they could not pay for it.??” Consequently, for former recipients
inability to afford child care had become an obstacle to employment and
career advancement.??® In 1998, the median income of families headed by a
single woman was $21,962 — or less than half the $57,090 median income of
a two-parent family.3?? In 2000, the cost of child care ranged from $3,000
to $13,000 a year, depending on the provider’s location, the type of chosen

322In 2000, the United States Census Bureau estimated that child care expenditures
accounted for six to 35 percent of a family annual income. See K. Smith, “Who Is Minding
the Kids? Child Care Arrangements: Fall 1995,” Current Population Reports P70-70
(October 2000), table 14. quoted in National Women’s Law Center, 4.

Available at http://www.census.gov/prod/2000pubs/p70-70.pdf

323Gee H. Blank and N. Poersch, State Development in Child Care and Early Educa-
tion; 1999: Subsidy Reimbursements’ Rates (Washington, D.C.: Children’s Defense Fund,
2000), table 3, quoted in National Women’s Law Center, 5.

3241 2001, a family living in Nevada and earning $21,225 a year was living at 150 percent
of the federal poverty level. See Children’s Defense Fund, New Investments in Child Care
Needed, quoted in National Women’s Law Center, 5.

325Gee Children’s Defense Fund, New Investments in Child Care Needed.
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327See R. Schumacher and M. Greenberg, Child Care After Leaving Welfare: Early Euvi-
dence from State Studies (Washington, D.C.: Center for Law and Social Policy, 1999).
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1998,” Current Population Reports P60-206 (September 1999), table 5, quoted in National
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arrangement, and the child’s age.?3* In 2000, Karen Schulman, a researcher
with the Children’s Defense Fund, conducted a nationwide survey on the
cost of child care to families.?3! The list that follows outlines average an-
nual costs of center-based care for one preschooler that Schulman identified

for specific states, counties, and cities:33?

e Arkansas: $3,900

e California: $5,708

e Florida: $4,079

e Lousiana: $3,900

e Maine: $4,889

e Rockland County, NY: $8,060
e Boston, MS: $8,121

e Trenton, NJ: $5,252

Schulman’s survey also showed that although center-based care tends be
more expensive than family care, in 2000, in more than half of the surveyed
urban areas, the annual cost of home-based child care for a preschooler was
over $4,500.333

3.5.3 Quality of Child Care Services Between 1996 and 2001

Working parents need affordable child care that is safe and that enhances
children’s intellectual and emotional growth. Evidence shows that all Amer-
ican parents, and low-income female parents in particular, are more likely to
stay employed, work longer hours, and advance professionally if their chil-
dren are cared for in high quality child care centers or family homes.?3* Also,
research has shown a relationship between poor-quality child care and scarce

330Gee Children’s Defense Fund, New Investments in Child Care Needed, quoted in Na-
tional Women’s Law Center, 5.

331K, Schulaman, The High Cost of Child Care Puts Quality Care Out of Reach for
Many Families (Washington, D.C.: Children’s Defense Fund, 2000), quoted in National
Women’s Law Center, 3.
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334See National Women’s Law Center, 6.
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labor force participation of single and teenage mothers.?3® For example, the

Teenage Parent Demonstration Project that took place in New Jersey and
Illinois in 1999 revealed that one fifth of the participating teenage mothers
blamed both their inability to stay employed and their decision to reduce
or modify their working schedules on the unsatisfactory quality standards
of their child care arrangements.?36

Unfortunately the average quality of the child care arrangement currently
available in the United States is low. Only nine percent of all child care
slots available nationwide are considered to be of excellent quality,?*” while
thirty percent of all child care slots are rated good, 53 percent fair and eight
percent poor.?3® Also, children of former welfare recipients are more likely
than their peers to be cared for in low-quality settings, where educational
materials and development-enhancing activities are very limited and where
providers have little training and limited work experience.33?

In the years following the passage of the Welfare Reform bill, child care
providers have continued to remain one of the lowest-paid category of work-
ers in the United States. Because of their low-wages, only a small percentage
of providers has been able to afford to stay in their jobs for a considerable
amount of time. As a result, to this day turnover rates among child care
providers remain shockingly high, compromising and drastically reducing
the stability and quality of all available child care arrangements. Interest-
ingly, in 2000, about 97 percent of all child care providers nationwide were
women and more than one-third of them were women of color.?*? Child care
providers — approximately three million in 2000, including early childhood’s
teachers and teacher’s assistants, family child care providers and in-home
providers — are responsible for providing 19 million children with a healthy,
safe and nurturing environment in which to grow; yet caregivers are severely
underpaid.?*! For example, in 2000, the average hourly wage for a child care
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337See C. L. Booth et al., The National Institute of Child Care Health and Human Devel-
opment Early Child Care Study (Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Health, 1999),
quoted in National Women Law Center, 7.
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Florida. (Universities of Berkeley, Tampa and Yale, 2001).

3103ee Child Care Bureau, A Profile of the Child Workforce (Washington, D.C.: Child
Care Bureau, 2000).
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provider was $7.46.342 For a year of full-time employment caregivers’ wages
were ‘not much above the 2000 poverty threshold of $13,874 per year for
a mother of two children.”3*3 Similarly, in 2000, preschool teachers earned
$9.43 an hour — or $19,610 a year — while family child care providers earned
only $4.82 an hour.?** In the words of Judith C. Appelbaum, Vice-President
of the National Women’s Law Center (NWLC), in 2002, “[c]hild care work-
ers earnfed] far less annually than customer attendants [who earned about]
$24,790 [a year;] barbers [who averaged] $20,340 [a year;] and even pet-
sitters, [who earned] $17,000 [a year].”345

Benefits sponsored by providers’ employers are minimal and in 2001,
even for workers employed by child care centers the availability of health
care coverage was “inconsistent.”3%6 Because of their meager wages, in 2001,
many child care providers were forced to hold two jobs, live with relatives or
friends, or forgo health insurance or medical care.>*” Also, because of low
wages and poor benefits it was almost impossible for child care providers
to stay employed for very long. For example, between 1999 and 2000, the
average turnover rate for all child care staff in the United States was 30
percent.?*® Moreover, fifty-six percent of all child care facilities reporting
turnover to the federal government in 2000 indicated that they had difficul-
ties replacing the staff that they had lost.?*? Finally, seventy-six percent of
all teachers employed by child care centers in 1996 and 82 percent of all child
care staff providing care for children enrolled in early education programs
in 1994 were no longer earning a living as child care providers in 2000.3%°
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3.5.4 Summary of Child Care Availability, Affordability and
Quality: 1996-2001

The Welfare Reform bill of 1996 aimed at “ending the cycle of welfare de-
pendency”3®! that prevented indigent single mothers from achieving self-
sufficiency. To reach this goal, the Welfare Reform bill focused on shrink-
ing the welfare rolls, moving welfare-reliant mothers into the labor force —
thereby improving the economic stability of their households — and increas-
ing the number of subsidized child care slots. But is the Welfare Reform
delivering on its promises?

The government is requiring recipients to work in order to qualify for
temporary cash assistance. As a result, welfare mothers must now “juggle
the task of raising an infant or toddlers while holding down a job.”3%? Also,
the Welfare Reform bill has brought about significant changes in the way
that the federal government finances child care services. In 1996, PRWORA
streamlined four major funding programs for child care into the Child Care
Development Fund (CCDF) and then allocated an additional $4 billion to
child care assistance. Finally, the Welfare Reform bill increased state discre-
tion over spending: Currently, states are allowed to decide what percentage
of federal funding to earmark for child care subsidies and what percentage
to spend on quality improvements.

Since 1996, and despite increased funding for child care services, the
availability of child care slots has remained scarce, especially for families
seeking day care for infants and toddlers, living in low-income neighbor-
hoods, and working non-standard hours. Moreover, providers’ hours and
the limited number of available after-school programs often interfere with
single mothers’ ability to stay employed and with their desire to advance
professionally through education and training. For example, one mother
interviewed by authors Edin and Lein®? said: “I don’t think [I could ac-
cept a promotion|. I mean they have talked to me before about being a
manager, but I need the availability. See, I can only work weekdays’ nights
and weekends. They need someone to be there [whenever they need her|.
If T could get [my daughter] into subsidized day care I would take the pro-
motion.”3** Another of Edin and Lein’s respondents told the authors that
she would have liked to go back to school and become a registered nurse
(RN), but that she could not do so because of lack of affordable after-school

351Growing Up in Poverty Project, Remember the Children, 3.
3527y
Ibid.
353Gee Edin and Lein, Making Ends Meet.
3%41bid., 95.
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care in her neighborhood.?*® Similarly, without subsidized child care Dionne
Williams, mother of an 18-month old boy, could not have left welfare and
obtained the post-secondary degree that allowed her to be hired as a senior
secretary.356

Unfortunately, federal and state funding remains inadequate to meet the
child care needs of former welfare recipients — now required to spend their
days at work.?>” In 2001, NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund (NOWL-
DEF) estimated that only 1.5 million of the 9.9 million children eligible to
child care subsidies under their states’ eligibility guidelines were receiving
child care assistance.?>® Also, NOWLDEF estimated that TANF recipients
were often not notified about their right to receive child care subsidies and
to have their work requirements waived if their children were under six years
of age and parents could prove their inability to find affordable child care.3%?

Since 1996, child care expenditures have continued to account for a sig-
nificant portion of all working parents’ incomes. Yet, currently, the cost
of child care hits low-income families the hardest, obliging them to either
spend a debilitating amount of their yearly incomes on child care or to opt
for “kith and kin” care.

Finally, federal guidelines regulating states’ allocation to child care ser-
vices require states to spend only five percent of their federal block grants
on quality improvements. The five percent set-aside represents a serious
decrease in allocations, if compared to the previous 25 percent mandated by
the Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG) of 1990.

So is the Welfare Reform delivering on its promises? When analyzing the
effects of PRWORA'’s welfare-to-work requirements on the child care needs
of low-income working families and when comparing such needs with the
current availability of subsidized child care slots, the answer is undoubtedly
no.
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3.6 Effects of Child Care Shortage on Working
Families and Their Children

Research has shown that the shortage of affordable quality child care affects
parents and their children in three ways. First, it reduces parent’s ability
to get and stay employed. Second, the high costs of child care often prevent
low-income working parents from earning enough and stop relying on wel-
fare assistance. Third, lack of affordable, quality child care deprives young
members of society from the educational background that they need to avoid
welfare dependency and delinquency.

Historically, the absence of affordable, quality child care has represented
a barrier to parental employment. For example, in 1986 alone, one out of
four single American mothers was not employed because she could not find
affordable child care.3® The situation was even more alarming among low-
income mothers, 34 percent of whom were not employed due to child care
shortage.?6! In 1991, the Government Accountability Office estimated that if
all single American mothers worked full-time at their highest potential wage
rate, one-third of them would still live in poverty; if those same mothers
worked 36 hours a week, 70 percent of them would still be poor; most
importantly, after paying for child care, two thirds of all mothers who worked
full-time and three quarters of all mothers who worked part-time would be
indigent.362

Child care subsidies are essential if former recipients are to become eco-
nomically self-sufficient. A 1994 government report sponsored by the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office concluded that increasing the availability of
child care subsidies would boost the work participation rate of low-income
mothers from the 39 to 44 percent and the “near-poor mothers” work par-
ticipation rate from 43 to 51 percent.?63 Similarly, a 1995 study published

360Gee P. Cattan, “Child Care Problems: An Obstacle to Work,” Monthly Lab. Rev 114
(October 1991), quoted in Huntington, Welfare Reform and Child Care, 105.

361Thid. In 1991, lack of affordable, quality child care kept 42 percent of Illinois single
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by the National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCIP) revealed that 58
percent of America’s indigent children had parents who worked full-time.364
The same study also revealed that one factor contributing to the persistency
of poverty among low-income working families was the debilitating amount
of money those families had to spend on child care.3%

The declared intent of all provisions included in the Welfare Reform
bill was to provide former AFDC recipients with the support necessary to
transition off welfare while enhancing their children’s future. A survey, con-
ducted in 1995 by the Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association, showed
that because of an average 18-months waiting period, 80 percent of the fam-
ilies whose names were on the County’s child care waiting lists had decided
to pay for childcare out-of-pocket.3%¢ Because of this decision, seventy-one
percent of the families that participated in the survey incurred substan-
tial debt.?67 As a result of acquired debt, many of the surveyed families
had to file bankruptcy or to turn to welfare.%® Families who decided to
rely on public assistance may have been forced to make such a decision be-
cause they could not afford to pay the full cost of child care, because it
was impossible for the families to be granted child care subsidies within a
reasonable amount of time, or because Minnesota — like the majority of the
states — gives priority status for child care subsidies to families living on
welfare.3%? According to Claire Huntington, “this priority status creates a
perverse incentive for [low-income] working parents to quit their jobs and
turn to welfare.”37" Finally, the survey conducted by the Greater Minneapo-
lis Day Care Association also showed that after paying for housing, food,
transportation, medical expenses, and clothes, a parent earning $1,521 a
month had only $31 left to pay for child care.3"!

In addition to affecting parents’ ability to get and stay employed, short-
age of affordable, quality child care is associated with negative behavioral
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and educational outcomes for preschoolers, school-age children, and teens.
The findings of a four-year study conducted by researchers with the Univer-
sity of North Carolina Chapel Hill and investigating the effects of center-
based care on preschoolers have shown that children cared for in higher-
quality centers displayed “greater receptive language abilities, and pre-math
skills, view[ed] their child care and themselves more positively, hald] warmer
relationships with their teachers, and ha[d] more advanced social skills” than
children who are cared for in lower quality centers.’”? By contrast, a 2000
study conducted by the United States Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) has found that children enrolled in poor-quality center-based
care were “delayed in cognitive and language development, and display[ed]
less social competence and cooperation, and more problem[atic types of]
behavior.”3™ Finally, the study conducted by the researchers with the Uni-
versity of North Carolina has also showed that low-income children — histor-
ically considered at greater risk of not doing well in school — benefit much
more from higher-quality child care than children belonging to more affluent

families.3™

A study published in 2001 by the National Institute on Out-of-School
Time concluded that five million American children were being left unsu-
pervised after school each week.>™> According to the study, many of these
children were spending their afternoons in environments that did not favor
their cognitive development, because such environments lacked intellectually
stimulating activities.376

Environments that lack stimulating activities are particularly hazardous
for low-income children, who usually have little or no access to before- and
after-school programs and often live in communities riddled by poverty and
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crime.3”” Research has shown that limited access to after-school programs
can have a negative impact on both children and teenagers, and on low-
income children in particular.3”® Other studies indicate that school-age
children who are left unsupervised during after-school hours are at greater
risk of engaging in dangerous behaviors, such as truancy and substance
abuse, to suffer from stress, and to have difficulties in school.?™ Further-
more, additional data collected by researchers at the National Center for
Juvenile Justice in 1999 has shown that 19 percent of nationwide juvenile
crimes occur on school days between 3:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.?®0 For ex-
ample, more than one in seven sexual assaults perpetrated by youth occur
between 3:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m., with the time between 3:00 p.m. and 4:00
p.m. constituting the most likely time-frame for the crime to occur.?®' Sim-
ilarly, research has shown that serious violent crimes perpetrated by young
adults, such as robbery and aggravated assault, and the incidence of vol-
untary sexual intercourse leading to teenage pregnancy peak around 3:00
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