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Remember the éhildren

pelivering on Promises

In 1996 President Clinron added his voice o 2
growing chorus of policy makers and vorers, all
pushing to revelutionize Americas welfare sysrem.
Whether these reformers, almest four years larer,
have suengthened the lives of paor children remaing

an open question.

Hopss were high that summer of 1996. Congres-
sional Ieaders vowed to cad the “yele of welfare
dependence” that secemed to entrap poor parents and
their children from one gencration to the next. A

The policy revolutionarsies expressed a number of

goals. They would shrink cthe welfaxe rolls and

. thereby build scronger families. Working mothess, child care. These youngsters arc entering their own
‘moving into jobs, would offer scronger role models . 40-hour-a-week cxperience, being raised by new
for their children and greater cconomic seabilicy ' adules in new scwings. Whar is the qualiry of their -
for their houscholds. Child care programs would child cace? Do these scrings advanec orimpede .
grow in number and quality, supporting youngsers youngsters carly learning? How do ncighborhdods
carly development. In sherr, the reformers aimed 5] vary in prcvidj.ng organized child carc? These are
reduce single mothers’ welfare dependency and crucial questions if children’s w:i.Lb:mg is cruly cu:
boost children’s furures over time, fiest conerrn.

Buc is welfare reforrh delivering on its premises? Can

ing Up i Ve Project
we discern abscrable offeces from thase reforms on The Growing Up in Paverty Proje

young children® Does the welfare-to-work impesa- During the s:cond'half of 1998 aur rescarch weam,
tive aleey maternal practices, homes, or child are: working from Berkeley and Yale, randomly selected
sertings in ways that advance children’s well-being? . 948 single mothess with yoeung children. They live in
These are the care questions chat encrgize chis study, or near one of five cities: San Francisco or San Jose, -
. California; Manchester or New Haven; Copnecticus;
Young Children Enter a New Froritier * and Tampa. Flarida. The samples proved to be -

: ive of s cascload.
No onc daubrts thar we have embaried on 2 grand repiescntative af each area’s o

aational experiment. For the first ime government Participating wamen in California 1ad Florida had -
is seriously requiring thar single mothers with been enrolled for six months in new welfare pro-
preschool-age children ivprk to qualify for dme- grams. [n Connecricus, we compared experimantal
limived cash assistance, Women must naw jugele the and coptrol groups 18 manchs after they had

task of raising an infanc or :oddk:r wxr.h holding: catered the new or old program, _

down 2 job: This report derils major findings from the firsr

As 2 resuly, absur one mxﬂmn addicional children wave of data collection. Our easulrs stem from

now spend their days away from their mothers in  intepviews of the mothers, visies to their child are

eeakaey -valz E
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providers, both centers and individual carcgivers,
and assessments of children’s early language and
social dcvclcgmcnr. The median child was 30
months ald when we Fu:st mcemw:d che mgthz;;.

Ecanomic incentives, Persanal Resources,
-and Community Context .,

Welfare reform rests on the assumprion that by
aleering the econemic incentives and moral obliga-
tions attached te cash assistance, the lives of wamen
© and their children will improve. By serring tme
limits on cash 2id, expanding family supperes Like
child care, and raising tax benefits for the warking
paor, policy makers hope “ro make work pay” and

rmove single morhers from welfare ta work.

In this smdy, we move beyond the simple sconomies

" of women's lives to skerch their varied and complez
atuibutes, along with the characrez of their diverse
ncighborhaods. We inquire abour their households,
sourees of social suppart or degree of isolation, xad
their parenting pracricss, And for the chileen, we
assess the nawre and qualisy of their new child

care saTEngS.

‘We explore haw a neighborhood’s infrastructure—

especially che availebility of organized child care and

effeccive delivery of financial aid--—can mediate the
direct effect of welfare reform on children. |

Preseated bere are :hc/%a.jc.é findings chiax émcrgtd

from chis first wave of marernal interviews and child

carc assessments, The nma ch:pu.rs that follow
provide details.”

How Are Chddren Faring s.mdar Welfare Reform? |

i - H)ung children are moving inco law-gua[uy child
‘edre sem;-zg: ats heir mothers move from welfarc w0 wor

This ::.sulrs in part from welfare reform, sinee sing]

.mothers must quickly find a child care provides,

legally encidled. Qur abservadions of child carc
sermings revealed quite low quzllw. On avemge—

. often widhoue the finandial aid to which they are \

T4 GROWING UP IN POVERTY PROJECT &

s
—

WO

Buc low quahcywcompa:cd to-what? Earlier nauonal
ss:uc}ms ‘have revezled Unévenness in the qaligy of
centers and preschools-located in middle-class
communides. Comparing-our tslts to this cadier |
~ wark, % ﬁnd thar chzldxen in the new welfare
sysicm hiave earered centers. of even lower quality.
“~Educational marcrials often are scarce, Lirde r:admg
73: story telling was ebserved, and many children —
nypg:aﬂy spend the:u days wu:h an adult who ha.s o
onlya hxg,h school diplamna. ’ T

The wm study sites in California reprz:scn’t
imporrant exceptions: center-based programs in
San Franeisco and Senta Clara County exhibited -
fairy high quality. This is 2 glimmer of gond Dews.
+ It demonstraces thar well targeted subsidies o~
centess can memvc the quality of carefor childres”
(on ‘wdfa_rc. - [

3

This migridon of young children inte mediaerg '3"“‘ ‘ 9“}} |
- child edie also is driven by the robuse economy ad i
demand for semi-skilled workess. The new welfare
rules 35 Rot salely respopsible for ehis trend. Bus

- policy makers musr decide whecher ro.address the
.development of children with the.same intensi
* chat they display in maving smgh: mothers swi
mm ;obs -

,;J ut':v.q“' '! c{, )

P

\.
Mos: ' participating children were not placed in -
canters but in horne-based cate. By this we mean -
~lidefied farnily child carc homes or individual kin .
members or friends (kich and kin), who now qua]:fy
for child eare vouchers worth up to 35,000 per year.
These home-based providers fell below the average -
quality love] of center-based programs. We obs::ved
fewer educadonal macr'n:a.ls much greaver use of
tclevxszon :md vxd«:os :.nd U.ndcan faciliies. &

Lgd
s:;‘&
In shﬁn, we ﬁnd that cht: w:LFareowchrk push an :
single mothers is placing a growing aumber of -
children in mediocre and disorganized child ca.ré
sewtings. This representsd lost oppormniry, for we
also have [carned in récent yeass how high-qualiyy
 child care e effectively boost ‘cgrly leazning.

(n't f’k s frve of > |
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’lﬂéﬂx@zld' care ;ubstdm: rcd.c},t inequal fractions of paor
‘ ﬁmu[m mmf emkourage the wse of J;rdlcfﬁfcd care,

uaa,«a

The Sha.rc of%r;x?ntgx‘:a?n?thm ‘child ¢ i:c sub-

© sidy zangcd from just 13% in the Connéctiout
sample¢ 1o 50% in Florida. In all chree projest states,
women are cligible for ch:ld care aid while on

welfare and for ar least rwo yeass a.&crﬁnd.mga;ob

I R

dawn | in one key componrm: of welfaze rcfoan It
constituces a strong disincdfitive to wark Much |
policy attention has been paid ta inadequarts take-up
rates for Medicaid and foed sxamps. The siruazion
for child care subsidies, potentally a significant
income support, is even worse.

The propensity of women to utilizé child care
ecnters, as opposed to kith and kin, is highly corre-’

lazed with the supply of centers in their ncxghbor-éid(’r
&

-hoads. And whar's swiking is the magnimde of
inequalicy that characterizes the supply of centers
among the communities in ous mldy Dmgatmcs if

up}m_@g'gﬁf B Eenter slots per 100 young

ichildreminglampatosjust,1l-enrollment slats per-
capm:‘;m&mwcma Ccn.m Wix:h Limited supply-

of LT R A ‘<:ca:cc krovledge af
subsidicAmAn g e Rars: have f opdons.

B Yourg children’s sarly lrarning and developrent i
kimired by unesen }:a:rmrmg pracices dnd high rares of
materral dqoms.o;z

p _
. W faund that costain parenting practices, such as

:admg.&cqucmlyamrh,ongs.chddﬂo&m arctabeent

TR pr o PR RIEY Fugher
gumorhare, compaced.ro the .

%

c{»{ﬂ

J'g naviomakave - deasAnis E“é‘: 9
rﬁ‘b@f Maternal depressids(ie t:ouhlmg for two reasons: ic &€
constraifls women's loyabdsty md reduces theie o
dnldtcns adds of \:hzmng ; c@W

Mochc:s s wich: p:mchoobaz:chﬂd: 0. -»
!ushcn,lcwzls oiécpress;gn&r.dauvc 1o WO :

older youngsters.? Utilizing a sccond measure of

what doctors call “depressive symptoms,” abFE] bal?r.

of all p:u‘ncxpa.ung women in California and | Florida
dmplay:g_iﬁ.qugmga{ #@.Elid@

Both factors—disengaged pareniiing and dinical?
_ depression——can substandially retard infanc and

toddlers’ casly leaning? We detecxed delays in the
Zzoguage developmant of partcipating toddless in

}
This low isss of Sublidies fepresents a serious break- f"ﬂ YL California and Florida, selative to nadonal nopms. . .

These gaps are not necessarily arwibuzable to welfare
reform per s, And no significant differences in child
d:w:lcpmmt were found berween exp:nmcntz.l and
control graups in Connecticur.* :

Bue it remains unclear how welfarc refarm’s promisz

of advancing children's life chances will be mer undl .
thesé decper dynamics are recognized. With many
mothers dcbx_hmccd by mental health problems and a
‘wider range of women nox engaged in positive
developmantal practces ac home, how will the
welfare-to-work push alone advance childrens
well-being?

How Are Mothers Faring under
elfare Reform? :

A sizable share of women are mowm‘ inro jobs.

, Among all participating women in the thrce seates,
about half were working and bhed sclc::ed achild
care pr;owdcr for at least 10 houwss of caxc Pcr w::k
within. their inital months of welfare invalvement.
{Another share had sclected child case even \:hough
they were not employed.) ‘

Erom the Connecticut ekperimental data we sec t}iat :
invalvement in Jobs Firsc did encowage a higher rate
of employment—a 15% margin among mothers in

ba
} fs‘ﬁgc 7 the new pmgmm abave the conrrol group.

Manys WREL tusx.ung Poscsc:ondzry trainipg whxl: ‘
e g e T “tv-—

 drawinig" ish afsisance. And we found that mater-
x;;l education is anc of the most copsistent Prcdxc— -

. tacs of boch employment and positive parenting -
~ practices, similar to findings from carier srudies. © -

peRkeLsY - vaLs 1

© - —————



5

5

s el o3 E PAR 202 880 5873
JQN-”?-—2BEJB 18: 29

£

" EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .

DHHS/ASPA

202 2> Doy -

Al
N

g Wages are low and howsehold ccondmies

rernain :'mpavn-z'f}:ci.

The median Flanda womans “swhen most recently
employed, carned j just $5.45 per hour, yiclding 2
monthly income of $630. Average hously wages

*were higher in Cﬂfczﬁiif@ﬁﬂ@ and Copnecdeut
(87.24) before adjusting for the cost of Livitg. These
women repasted median menthly carnings of $700
and $799 in the nwo states, respectively,

Fragile levels of economic support direcdy touch the
lives of young children. Asked whn:ther they had

~ difficuley buymg enough food, 28% of the Florida |
mothers and 32% of Cahfomxa. mothers said often’
or somt:t'lmCs

W Levels of ceanomic and seeial support gained by the

wamm BT UNCVCTR,

Just 16% of participatng women in Connecticur

reported that chey lived with an adult who provided

cconomic suppore for their child, campa.rad to 36%

among women in Florida: About one-quarter of all
women appear o be sodally isolated, rasely seeing

* other adults. Ameng sampled women in Californis,
41% reported that they “feel nlon.c as a parcat.”

Obe fifth of the Florida mathers n:po;tcd that their

- houschold indudes one member with an alcchol ar
drug abuse problem. Such daily sources of stress
undereut the &mzlys stabiliy.

Nor da all mothers feel efficacious. abauc the chal-
lenge of raising 3 young child in poverty In Califor
aia, 39% of all women agreed with the scatement,

“At the ond of a tong day ] find it hadd o feel warm §

and lcvmg towa.rd my child.”

Takes together, these ﬁndings suggest thac mere
manipulation of economic incentives and penal-
V? ~ ties—rhe m:mu :.nd sticks strategy-—may be

-

“and their emotional health.

- The uncven availabilicy of child carc progmms is
another case of hew the facus un enginecred

B crowing up IN PoVERTY PROJECT B

‘;)-‘ﬁ insufficiene. This zPPmach “Hils o recagnize the force
of women's personal fsourcs, levels of sacial suPpurt,

incenuves misscs a lcz:y pnmt chom:i ccono;mc
calculations, these mochers are empowered of )
rrapped by their communicys resaurcas. They
bencfit from a human hand when cx:rcndcd by

local organizations. :

»

A Cautionary Note

These Wave 1 resuls offer a first snapshot of haw
mothers and their young children are faring. The

* findings should be eonsidered tencative] with emerg-

ing pacterns @ be ceamined over dime. To thar end,
we ace collecing Wave 2 informacion fram che same
familics, 18 months after Wave 1. A third round is
planned after the children enter school: -

Cautian is warranted in comparing findings zcross
the threc Project stares. The Conneeticur sample was

" drawn somewhar differently than the California and

Florida samples. Pardcipating women differ in theic” .
persanal characteristics. The sample of women in, .
Cennecticus, for instance, is beteer cducated than
wamen, in the other two states, We highlight below
where berween-state dxﬁexcaccs may be the raselr of
sampling procedures.

Companjon Research

This sepore is being published alongside two odier |
srudics. One is an evaluarion of che economic agfi

- etployment éffemts of Connecdeiad’s welfare

wcforms, authored by Dan Bloom 2nd othess ar the

Manpawer Demonstration Research Cerpogatian

(MDRC)} in New York. The sccand focuses on the
health of participating women, especially their
menzl health, and how such factors help to explain
employability and wage rates. It is suthored by Sarah
Horwiz and Bonnie Kerker ar Ya.l:s School'of
Public Healch.?-

Toocdmr, chese analyses begin to inform the pressing -
quc:scmm around how c.hxlcir:,n aze fa.rmo undcr

TOTAL P.o6
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Q: What is your response to the report on child care and Welfare reform?

A:  We agree with the authors of the report that quality child care is important for
low-income families, and with their findings that well-targeted subsidies can improve the
quality of child care. We've worked on these issues since taking office in 1993, and
that's why the President proposed a comprehensive child care initiative last year. The
President's initiative expands the Child Care and Development Block Grant to help -
working families by increasing funding for child care subsidies by $817 million in FY
2001, enabling the program to serve nearly 150,000 more children next year. These
new funds, combined with the child care funds provided in welfare reform, will enable
the program to serve over 2 2 mllllon chlldren in'2001, an increase of nearly one mrlllon
since 1997. . -

. . . \
And to ensure that chrldren have access to: early childhood programs that promote their
.cognitive development, the President's budget includes $3 billion over five years for the
- Early Learning Fund, to help improve child care quality and early childhood education
for children under five years old. The Early Learning Fund will provide community grants
for activities that foster cognitive development improve chrld care quality and promote
readiness for school. .

As for the effect of the 1996 welfare reform law the report says, welfare reform is not
solely responsible for the trends on child care. Problems with child care quality and
access have been around for a long time. We do agree that the availability of quality
child care varies dramatically from state to state. In fact, late last year we released a
report showing that only 10 percent of children eligible for federal child care assistance
-in 1998 received it. The percentage of children helped ranged from a low of 4 percent in
Mississippi to a high of 24 percent in West Virginia. That state variation -- in both
access and quality -- could be improved with the President's child care initiative.

Q: " _Has passage of the 1996 welfare reform bill made chrld care worse?

A: No. In fact, it has made it better The 1996 welfare law consohdated most .
federal child care funding, and increased federal child care funds available to states by
~ $3.5 billion. Those changes made it possible for states to serve 14.7 million children at
the federal limit of 85 percent of the state median income level. =

However, most states have set therr income caps well below the ceiling. Even though
states are continuing to use all the federal funds available to them for child care, large
numbers of children still go unserved. In fiscal year 1998, states spent $3.5 billion in
federal funds, including transfers from their welfare block grant, and spent $1.6 billion
from their own funds. In 1998, the number of chlldren served rose to 1.5 mrlllon up from
1.25 million in 1997.



The President's budget expands the Child Care and Development Block Grant to
help working families struggling to afford child care. The President's budget request will
increase funding for child care subsidies by $817 million in FY 2001, enabling the
erogram to serve nearly 150,000 more children next year. These new funds, combined
wrth the child care funds provided in welfare reform, will enable the program to serve
over 2.2 million children in 2001, an increase of nearly one million since 1997. The

~ t?lock grant is part of the Child Care and Development Fund, the primary federal subsidy
program that helps families pay for child care, thereby enabling low-income parents to
vyork Today, millions of families who are eligible for assistance with their child care
‘ costs do not receive any help; in 1999, only about 12 percent of the 15 million low-

income children ehgrble for assistance under federal law, received subsidies.

For America's working families to succeed in the workplace, they need quahty‘choices in
affordable and accessible child care. The President's initiative, with its combination of
increased subsidies for low income families and tax credits for moderate and middle
income families, will provide working parents the opportunlty to remain self-sufficient
and succeed both at home and at work.

Q: Dees child care qua! ty really matter?

A Yes. Recent research has demonstrated that the quality of care received in a
Chlld s earliest years can have a significant impact on his or her development.. The
NICHD has reported that higher quality child care for very young children (ages 0 to 3) .
was consistently related to higher levels of cognitive and language development. For
example when child care providers talk to children, encourage them to ask questions,
respond to children's questions, read to them, challenge them to attend to others'
feelmgs and to different ways of thinking--children's language abilities and thinking -
skills are better than under conditions that are less enriched.

T,o ensure that children have access to early chrldhood programs that promote their
cognitive development, the President's budget includes $3 billion over five years for the
Early Learning Fund to help improve child care quality and early childhood education for
eihrldren under five years old. The Early Learning Fund will provide community grants for
actrvrtres that foster cognitive development, improve child care quality and promote
readmess for school. Resources could be used to help child care providers get training
or certification, facilitate licensing or accreditation of child care centers, and reduce
chrld-to staff ratios -- factors associated with posmve developmental outcomes for
young children.

Q: . How is welfare reform going?

A: In 1992, Presrdent Clinton promised to end welfare as we know it, and more than
three years after the enactment of the welfare reform law, welfare reform is working.
We ve seen revolutionary changes to promote work and responsibility: welfare rolls are
down by more than half to their lowest level in 30 years, and millions are moving from




welfare to work - 1.3 million in just 1998 alone. All ﬂfty states are meetlng the law's
overall work requirement in 1998, and the percentage of adults still on welfare who were
workmg reached 27 percent -- a nearly fourfold increase over the 7 percent in 1992.
Census Bureau data show that the employment rate of people receiving welfare in the
previous year has increased by 82 percent since 1992. Numerous. independent studles
also confi irm that record numbers of people are' moving from welfare to work.




Record Type: Record -

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/ECP@EQP

ce: Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP, Cynthia A. Rlce/OPDJEOP@EOP Ann O' LearyiOPD/EOP@EOP
Ruby Shamir/fOPD/EOP@ECP
Subject: child care/welfare reform study i Y ' P ' ‘

You asked if we'd looked at the study reported in the NYT on 2/4 about the' |mpacts of welfare reform on
child care. We haven't seen-the full: ‘study yet, but below is 1) a summary ACF provided to Shalala for -
internal purposes and 2) HHS Q&As P e

Internal Summary = - - : - ;

This is to advise you that on either Frlday, February 4th or Monday, February 7th, a research.
«lreport concerning welfare reform and child care, Remember the Children, will be released by
Sharon Lynn Kagan of Yale University and Bruce Fuller of Univérsity of California at
l%erkeley We understand that the investigators are hosting a roundtable discussion of the
findings at the National Press Club on Thursday, February 3rd. The actual report is

embargoed until its formal release. W e w1 T o

P

The study on which the report is based looks at whe r welfare reform has led to.better
outcomes for low-income mothers and their ChlldI‘C While acknowledging that welfare
caseloads have dropped and many parents are now working, the researchers question whether
condltxons have improved., However, the actual findings of the report document the low

quahty of much of the chil are for lgw-income children, not the effects of welfare reform,
. PN o ML[,/,«J_ oA (A {n\&_f»//';
INFORMATION TEXT ‘\eswi e W e Pavununt 9 duddinen 1

| s e NgEN gl carl
The study 1nvolves 948 randomly selected single mothers with young children in or near San
Franc1sco or San Jose, California; Manchester or New Haven, Connecticut; or Tampa,
Florida. The samples are representative of each city’s welfare caseload. The Connecticut
s%mple is drawn from a study that involves families being randomly assigned to Connecticut’s
Job’s First or the old AFDC program. ~

In Callforma and Florida, Wave 1 data were collected during families’ first two to six months
in the new programs (although in California, rnany families were reapplying for welfare under
the new TANF program). Connecticut famxlles and child care settings were assessed 18
months after they had entered the experiment. - Data collection for Wave 1 occurred between
lu:ne 1998 and Ianuary 1999, Two addltlonal waves of data will be col]ected







into low-quality care and gaps in toddlers' language development, albeit in a slightly
toned-down manner from an earlier draft. However, these claims are not substantiated by the
data. For example, in Connecticut where there is an experimental group subject to welfare
reform and a control group subject to AFDC, there were no significant differences in child
care quality between the two groups cited in the report. In California and Florida, where the
language development delays were found, there is no comparison group at all, so there is no
empirical basis for asserting that the observed delays are not the same as would have been
found among low-income children before welfare reform. As you know, we have a number of
studies underway, including the Connecticut evaluation, which will assess the effects of
welfare reform on children in a methodologlcally rigorous way.

The Child Care Bureau, while not a primary,funder,- is listed in the acknowledgments as

having an “early and sustained interest” in the project. A small portion of the work underway
in the Bureau’s California based research partnership is related to the multi-year “Growing Up
in Poverty” project. Remember the Children is the first publication based on initial findings

'| from “Growing Up in Poverty.” We were given only a limited opportunity to review a draft,
and many of our comments were not adequately addressed in the final report, including the
concerns raised above. Additional reports are likely to be pubhshed in the future by the
investigators.

HHS Q&As

Q21. What is your response to the report on child care and welfare reform?

A21. We agree with the authors of the report that quality child care is important for
'low-income families, and with their findings that well-targeted subsidies can improve
the quality of child care. We've worked on these issues since taking office in 1993,
and that's why the President proposed a comprehensive child care initiative last year.
The President’s initiative expands the Child Care and Development Block Grant to help
working families by increasing funding for child care subsidies by $817 million in FY
2001, enabling the program to serve nearly 150,000 more children next year. These
new funds, combined with the child care funds provided in welfare reform, will enable
the program to serve over 2.2 million children in 2001 an increase of nearly one
million since 1997 '

And to ensure that children have.access to early childhood programs that promote their
cognitive development, the President's budget includes $3 billion over five years for

- the Early Learning Fund, to help improve child care quality and early childhood
education for children under five years old. The Early Learning Fund will provide
community grants for activities that foster cognitive deveIOpment improve child care.
quality and promote readiness for school.

As for the effect of the 1996. welfare reform law, the report says, welfare reform is not
solely responsible for the trends on child care. Problems with child care quality and
access have been around for a long time. We do agree that the availability of quality
child care varies dramatically from state to state. In fact, late last year we released a
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~ report showing that only 10 percent of children eliglble for federal child care assmtance

in 1998 received it. The percentage of children helped ranged from a low of 4 percent’
in Mississippi to a high of 24 percentin West Virginia. That state varlatlon -- in both
access and quality -- could be improved with the President's child care initiative.

Has passage of the 1996 welfare reform bill made child care worse?

No. In fact, it has made it better. The' 1996 welfare law consolidated most federal -

child care funding, and increased federal child care funds available to states by $3.5
billion. Those changes made it possﬂ)le for states to serve 14.7 million children at the
federal limit of 85 percent of the state median income level.

However, most states have set their income caps well below the ceiling. Even though
states are continuing to use all the federal funds available to them for child care, large
numbers of children still go unserved. In fiscal year 1998, states spent $3.5 billion in
federal funds, including transfers from their welfare block grant, and spent $1.6 billion
from their own funds. In 1998, the number of children served rose to 1.5 million, up
from 1.25 million in 1997.

The President's budget expands the Child Care and Development Block Grant to help
working families struggling to afford child care. The President's budget request will
increase funding for child care subsidies by $817 million in FY 2001, enabling the
program to serve nearly 150,000 more children next year. These new funds, combined
with the child care funds provided in welfare reform, will enable the program to serve
over 2.2 million children in 2001, an increase of nearly one million since 1997. The
block grant is part of the Child Czire and Development Fund, the primary federal
subsidy program that helps families pay for child care, thereby enabling low-income
parerits to work. Today, millions of families who are eligible for assistance with their
child care costs do not receive any help; in 1999, only about 12 percent of the 15
million low-income children eligible for assistance under federal law, received
subsidies. ‘



