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During the 1990s, both federal and state governments paid increased attention to child care policy issues, evident in the increase in funding, legislation, and innovative state initiatives launched during this period (Cauthen, Knitzer & Ripple, 2000; Cohen, 2001).  In part, this is a result of changing demographics, which produced rising rates of maternal employment among women with young children and an increased need for non-parental care of young children while their mothers work (Phillips & Adams, 2002; U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).  This attention may also be due to a growing research base indicating that the quality of care and education young children receive can make a difference in later academic outcomes by affecting children’s development, school readiness and school achievement (Barnett, 1985; 1996; Campbell, Pungello, Miller-Johnson, Burchinal, & Ramey, 2000; Cost Quality and Child Outcomes Study Team, 1995; 1999).  

Regardless of the root cause, this growth in national focus on child care during the 1990s coincided with important shifts in the balance of federalism within social policymaking, which combined to characterize child care policymaking as a truly intergovernmental policy area.  Fueled by a policy ethos from the 1970s and 1980s that supported policy devolution, a major theme of federal legislation across policy areas was the transfer of federal decision-making power to states (Nathan, 1996).  This is especially true for child care funding streams which were developed, increased, and devolved during the 1990s.  After years of contentious debate and failed proposals at the federal level, general federal child care assistance was passed into law in 1990 as a part of the 1991 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (P.L. 101-508), which created the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG), a dedicated block grant to provide child care assistance to low-income families (U.S. Ways and Means Committee, 2004).  The legislation established a five-year, $2.5 billion block grant program to the states to enhance the availability and quality of child care services (mostly through subsidies) to low-income families (Conlan, 1998).  This structure represented a compromise between the Bush administration, which opposed creating a new federal aid program for child care, and congressional Democrats who preferred a categorical program that included national child care standards (Cohen, 2001).   

This federal child care assistance was expanded further as part of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1995, signed into law in August of 1996 by President Clinton.  This welfare reform legislation eliminated the AFDC entitlement to support stay-at-home mothers caring for their own children and replaced it with a time-limited, work-focused program (see U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Ways & Means, 2004) generating an increased need for child care for low-income mothers.  The legislation consolidated the CCDBG and other more structured federal child care programs (e.g., JOBS, transitional child care) into one flexible block grant – the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF).  The CCDF granted states much more discretion with regard to the administration of the child care programs, as well as greatly expanded the actual dollars available (up to $20 billion over a 6-year period) to fund child care subsidies for low-income families.  As a result, some states chose to provide very generous subsidy policies with high income eligibility levels, large reimbursement rates to child care providers, low co-payment rates for families, and additional state investment to supplement the federal funding stream.
  Yet, other states choose different mixes of these policy options.  

Another related, yet distinct, area of state child care policymaking is regulation of child care providers.  Regulation or licensing requirements intend to “insure that the child care provided is good enough to do no harm to children – that the building is safe and sanitary and that adequate learning experiences and caring relationships are provided to children” (Azer, Morgan, Clifford & Crawford, 2002).  Research has documented relatively low levels of basic quality in child care across the United States (Cost, Quality, and Child Outcome Study, 1995), which compromises children’s optimal development.  In addition, research identifying higher quality and better child outcomes in settings with smaller child-to-staff ratios and group size, better staff education and, safer environments (see Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000).  Despite these findings, the issue regulations had been a controversial point in federal policy debates.  Numerous attempts by advocates and some policymakers to establish national child care standards failed.  For example, a failed proposal in 1988 would have established national child care standards, but was opposed by the administration, the nation’s governors, and congressional conservatives, who charged that they would create “another money-eating bureaucratic sinkhole.”  This requirement for uniform health and safety standards was eliminated from the bill the ultimately passed in 1989.  In this version, states were required license, regulation, or register providers funded by federal child care block grant dollars.  In addition, states were required to establish and enforce their own standards, but were free to set as strict regulations as they desired.  In response, states developed regulations, which varied dramatically with regard to the burden placed on providers (e.g., number of providers per children, training and education requirements).  Also, states vary on the degree to which they regulate and license care in family child care homes caring for only a few children and the degree to which they exempt religious providers or other categories of care providers (NCCIC, 2003).  

In this paper, we focus on these two areas of state child care policy, for which the federal government has left all or much of the decision-making to the states: (1) implementation of federal child care subsidy programs for low-income families and the (2) regulation of the child care market.
  In each, we see tremendous variation among state policy choices.  For example, in 2002, only four states allowed families with incomes up to the maximum level allowed under federal law to qualify for child care subsidy assistance, while in two-fifths of the states, a family of three earning $25,000 a year was not eligible (Education Week, 2002).  Similar variation is seen in child care regulation policy, with child-to-provider ratios for infants ranging from 3 children to 6 children.  Similarly, 15 states require at least 20 hours of teacher training prior to employment and with 30 states not requiring any teacher training at all (Education Week, 2002).    

This variation among states’ policy choices is not surprising since state flexibility is both a critical component and a rationale for devolution.  Yet, this variation is cause for concern since it may create structural variation in the institutions and contexts supportive of children’s healthy development and school readiness, leading to unequal access to services that fuel later educational inequities and affecting the ability of parents to find quality child care while they work (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2002; Vandell & Wolfe, 2000).  In addition, this variation may raise questions about the use of block grants, state-developed regulations, and devolution itself, given that these policy strategies may lead to significant inequalities among the states.  

In order to fully understand and assess the devolution of child care policymaking, we should consider why different states may choose different policy approaches.  We focus on the political context as an important influence since, despite the “resurgence of the states” (Bowman & Kearny, 1988) in political power, policy responsibility and institutional capacity, variation persists among the states in their capacity, political structure, and political will to administer federal programs (Hamm & Squire, 2001).  The importance of this variation has been heightened by the last decade of devolution (Mead, 2002).  In order to fully understand how federalism affects child care policymaking, it is important to also understand which elements of a state’s political context are shaping policy decisions and how this devolution process may be affected by federal policies such as welfare reform.   

This study draws on the state politics literature in order to address questions about state variation and policy change, which are of primary concern to the early education field.  Yet, this study is also designed to contribute back to the policymaking literature.  Specifically, this study has the potential to inform the broader study of state politics and policymaking by taking a broad and multi-dimensional view of political contexts and applying it to more detailed measures of state policy in this important policy area.  This approach is different, yet complementary, to the approach taken by landmark state politics studies such as Erikson, Wright & McIver’s (1993) Statehouse Democracy in which they focus on ideology, demographic, and partisan determinants and then consider the effects of those determinants on a broad, aggregated policy outcomes (in their case policy liberalism).  In contrast, we explore the effect of a wider range of policy determinants on focused (and relatively technical) measures of policy choices in order to better understand how determinants affect different elements of policy liberalism.  We believe this approach provides additional information on the ways in which the political context shapes state policymaking and adds to our collective understanding of this process.

Although child care policy is not an area often studied by political scientists, we argue that it is an interesting policy domain in which to consider theories of federalism and state policymaking since these policy decisions are tied in with broader debates on welfare, education, health, government involvement, religion, taxation, and regulation in the states.  Gormley (1995) acknowledges this cross-cutting nature of child care policy, which he says “is especially vexing and perplexing, to both analysts and parents…it is a labor problem, a social problem, a regulatory problem, an intergovernmental problem, an administrative problem, a community problem, and, of course, a familial problem” (p. 32).  It is expected that child care policymaking would be aligned with more general measures of policy liberalism, but may operate differently as greater authority is devolved to states and greater national attention is paid to the issue.  In addition, unlike long-standing policy areas (e.g., education and welfare), child care has emerged more recently as a primary focus of state government and can be studied in an earlier stage of development, avoiding some of the path dependency problems associated with analysis of education and welfare policy.  

POTENTIAL POLICY DETERMINANTS OF CHILD CARE POLICYMAKING

Little research has been conducted on the policy determinants of child care policymaking.  Our most insightful sources regarding potential policy determinants come from a few case studies (e.g., Herk, 1993; LeFloch, 2000; Raden, 1999).  These cases highlight the importance of the states’ economic and political contexts.  These findings are supported by more than three decades of comparative political science literature focused on the policymaking process in the states, which provide additional support that these types of contextual political and economic conditions within a state have the capacity to form “a milieu of needs and boundaries of acceptability out of which policy options develop” (Rinquist & Garland, 1999, p. 270).  Below, we present a brief rationale for the consideration of five policy determinants particularly applicable to state child care policymaking: (1) ideology; (2) economic resources; (3) partisanship; (4) party competition; and (5) female elected officials.  The effects of these determinants on state child care subsidy and regulation policies will be tested in the empirical portion of this paper.

Ideology:  A primary theme across case studies of child care policymaking was the importance of political ideology, especially regarding the proper role of government in the provision and regulation of services for young children prior to school entry, in shaping policy outcomes (Cohen, 1996; Cohen, 2001).  At the end of her case studies, Herk (1993) suggests that we view political ideology as a “probabilistic explanation of policy outcomes – a sort of environmental ‘risk factor’ hanging in the atmosphere of the policymaking process; one which increases the likelihood of certain outcomes – by affecting the nature of public institutions or the type of people that fill them” (p. 293).  Commonly, ideology is defined in relationship to liberalism/conservatism, often on a uni-dimensional scale, which draws on the Downsian economic model that assumes voter preferences can be arrayed on a single ideological continuum, from the political left to the political right with rational citizens voting for the candidate closest to their own position (Downs, 1957).  Using this definition, ideology has been found to vary significantly between the states in ways related to meaningful policy differences (Brace, Arceneaux, Johnson, & Ulbig, 1999; Erickson, Wright, & McIver, 1993; Godwin & Shepard, 1976; Plotnick & Winters, 1985; Weber, Hopkins, Mezey & Munger, 1972; 1973; Weber & Shaffer, 1972).  Similar findings were seen in a more recent analysis focused on specific welfare policy choices conducted by Gais & Weaver (2002) who found that state welfare policy decisions were not generally related to the severity of social problems in the states, but to ideological or demographic factors.  Norrander (2001) also noted a positive correlation between conservative ideology and public support for decreasing spending on child care that ranged from .41 to .50 based on the ideology measure utilized.
  
Economic Resources:  Case studies of state child care policymaking also identified an important role for economic resources.  The case studies examined, consistently emphasized that economic resources were essential, but not sufficient to create policy change.  Their findings echo earlier policy science work analyzing state policy variation that concluded that socio-economic and demographic variables such as state wealth and urbanicity determine the relative liberalness of policy choices (Dye, 1966; Gray, 1974).  This included work on welfare generosity, which found that wealthier and more urban states were more likely to offer higher welfare benefits (Cnudde & McDone, 1969; Dawson & Robinson, 1963; Hanson, 1983; Plotnick & Winters, 1985).   This literature on economic resources often focuses on spending variables, with less focus on regulatory policy or structural rules such as eligibility.  For these reasons, we are uncertain how influential economic resources will be in predicting subsidy generosity and regulation stringency.  Another factor influencing the degree of economic resources available to states is the shifting economic conditions in the nation, as well as the degree to which the business cycle has impacted that particular state.  The nation-wide economic growth during the late 1990s allowed states to begin and expand programs (Gray, 1999).

Partisanship:  Across the case studies of child care policymaking, the elected officials who supported increased governmental role in child care and early education were often Democrats.  Similarly, research in other policy areas has also found a partisan dimension to policy choices and preferences.  Comparative research on taxation and spending policies find that partisan control of the state government is a determinant of the increase in state government growth, with Democratic legislatures more likely to increase the scope of government spending than were Republicans who produced policy changes that reduce the scope of government, all other things equal (Alt & Lowry, 2000; Barrilleaux & Brace, 1995; Lowery & Gray, 1999).  Similarly, a recent survey of state legislators conducted by the Mellman Group for the National Center for Children in Poverty found a significant role for partisanship in structuring legislators’ priorities related to child and family policy.  Republicans accord somewhat lesser a priority to helping low-income families with children, helping vulnerable families with children, reducing child poverty, and reducing the number of people on welfare.  Across six policy areas targeted to low-income children, the largest gap was seen between Democrats and Republicans on the issue of child care (with 37% Democrats and 19% of Republicans stating that it is one of the most important issues).  A smaller partisan gap was seen for prioritizing health insurance, reducing child poverty, helping low-income families, reducing hunger, and housing (NCCP, in press).   Evidence that the partisan affiliation of the governor impacts child care policy specifically was found in a recent analysis of child care eligibility policies post-welfare reform (Levy, 2000).  However, Conlan (1998) notes in his history of intergovernmental policymaking, that Republican governors were very involved in the crafting of the 1996 welfare reform bill and may be quite supportive of efforts to implement child care subsidy programs that would promote its success.  Scholars have identified the role of political parties as important.  Specifically, state with high levels of party competitions have been found to offer expanded government services in an attempt to attract voters (Key, 1949; Holbrook & van Dunk, 1993). 

Party competition:  Although it is expected that Democratic strength is associated with more generous subsidy policies and more stringent regulation policies, a competing hypothesis argues that the overall degree of party competition in a state will increase the congruence of policy to opinion by making elected officials more responsive (Berry & Berry, 1990; 1992; Holbrook & van Dunk, 1993; Key, 1949) especially since elected officials have an incentive to produce policies in alignment with the ideological preferences of their constituents (Mayhew, 1974).  Supporting this argument, state with high levels of party competition have been found to offer expanded government services in an attempt to attract voters (Key, 1949; Holbrook & van Dunk, 1993). 

Female Elected Officials:  Another important characteristic of state-level elected officials is the proportion of them who are women.  Currently, 1,648 (or 22% of 7,424) state legislators are female, which varies greatly across states
  and has changed over time (Center for American Women and Politics, 2003a).  Although not highlighted in the case studies, this variation has been found to make a difference for policy issues related to women, families, and children.  In a study of women and men in state legislatures in twelve states, Welch and Thomas (1991) found that female legislators were more likely to have an affinity for, and promote, legislation dealing with issues of women, children, and families, while men are more likely to promote business and economic issues.  Female legislators were more likely to consider representing women a very important part of their job, took greater pride in bills passed concerning women, children, and families, and prioritize bills pertaining to children’s issues, including early childhood education.
 Although not investigated in that study, it is likely that female governors would be more likely to consider child care and other child related policies, as argued above for female legislators.
  Yet, there is also some evidence that child care is not a “women’s issue.”  An analysis of voting behavior among Members of Congress from 1989 through 1994 by Norton (1999) concluded that although there were two distinct dimensions driving voting patterns: ideology and gender consciousness, votes regarding child care were the only “women’s issue” that did not load onto the gender dimension, but seemed to be more driven by liberal vs. conservative dimensions of ideology.    
METHODOLOGY

In order to test the effects of these potential policy determinants both across states and over time, we use a pooled cross-sectional time series design with state-years (e.g., Alabama 1994) as the unit of analysis.  Pooled cross-sectional designs are well-suited to examine both the effect of the political and economic context on the overall level of policy across all fifty states and the ways this linkage may vary over time or in states with differing characteristics (Ringquist & Garand, 1999) since year- and state-specific data are compiled into a single dataset for analysis.  However, due to the absence of annual child care policy data, we are not able to conduct analysis of annual policy change and instead focus on periods of policy change.  In order to compare state policies preceding, immediately after, and five years after welfare reform, we use policy data from 1994, 1998, and 2002.  These data are pooled to generate a dataset with N=150 (i=50, t=3).  In order to predict these policies in each of these years, we use independent variables (e.g., per capita income) averaged over the previous four years with a one-year lag (e.g., 1991-1993 to predict policy in 1994).  Although less optimal than an annual data set, this approach still allows for comparison of state policymaking during three distinct time periods in the 1990s – pre federal welfare reform (1991-1993), period of federal welfare reform (1994-1997), and post-federal welfare reform (1998-2001).  Child car e policies in 1994, 1998, and 2002 allow for estimates of the policy outcomes of each of these periods.      

The determinants on subsidy and regulation policy are considered in separate analyses since, although these two policy areas are correlated (r=.45; see Figure 2), each represents a distinct policy choice that elicits a different debate over the role of government in children and families’ lives, the appropriateness of early maternal employment, the regulation of private homes and business, and the use of limited government funds.  Subsidy policies are often developed as a part of welfare legislation aimed to increase employment among welfare mothers.  These policies are redistributive focusing on only low-income children and are highly influenced by the changing federal context over welfare reform during this time point.  In contrast, regulatory policies are often administered through a department of health, focus on broader populations including all children in public or private, non-profit or for-profit child care, and even extend to the regulation of families homes (if they are providing child care).  It would be expected that regulatory policies would be driven by different politics as argued by Lowi (1964; 1972) who argues that this distinction is important since “a political relationship is determined by the type of policy at stake, so that for every type of policy, there is likely to be a distinctive type of relationship” (p.688). 

Dependent Variables: State Child Care Policies

State child care subsidy policies are measured on a unidimensional scale of subsidy generosity and regulation policies measured on a similar scale of regulation stringency.  Both measures are constructed as relative standardized scores, which include multiple dimensions (described below).  In order to generate a score that is comparable across states and over time, these scores were generated for the full sample of state-years (N=150).  For this reason each state-year score is relative to other states and other points in time allowing for tracking change across the decade.   The descriptive statistics for the policy dimensions that constitute each score and for the overall scores are listed in Table 1.  In addition, they are described in the following narrative section.   

Child Care Subsidy Generosity:  Data on state child care subsidy policies are drawn from state surveys of child care administrators conducted by the Children’s Defense Fund (CDF 1995; 1998; 2003).  In 1998 and 2002, these surveys focus on the administration of the CCDF subsidy program.  However, in 1994, prior to the creation of the CCDF, states were administering a range of federal child care subsidy programs.  Most of these had federally determined structures and left little state discretion.  However, the general child care program (non-JOBS, non-transitional) did allow states to set eligibility, reimbursement, and copayment levels.  It is policies related to this pre-CCDF program that are used to estimate state child care subsidy generosity prior to welfare reform and creation of the CCDF.  In order to generate a measure of subsidy generosity, we created an equally-weighted measure that incorporates four dimensions of state policy that affect families’ access to and use of these subsidies.  It is the combination of these four dimensions that determine the generosity of the subsidy program.

1. State supplements to child care subsidy program:  For the 1998 and 2002 values, we use the state investment in the CCDF above the mandated match.   For the 1994 value, which was prior to the creation of the Child Care Development Fund, we use the state’s federally mandated maintenance of effort (MOE) requirement, which provides an estimate of state spending on child care programs similar to the CCDF in FY 1994 or 1995 prior to welfare reform.  These dollar values are presented per child 0-5 living in the state and averaged $133 (SD=$117) across all fifty states and three time points (1994, 1998, 2002).  These dollars allow states to provide more generous subsidies or to offer these subsidies to more families for this reason, more investment is determined to be more generous.   

2. Income eligibility levels for family of three, which averaged $27,098 (SD=$6,455) across all fifty states and three time points.  Since higher eligibility levels allow more families to have access to the subsidy and also allow families to continue to use the subsidy as their income rises, higher eligibility is determined to be more generous.  

3. Monthly reimbursement rate to child care providers for a four-year old in a child care center, which averaged $485 (SD=$132) across all fifty states and three time points.  Since larger reimbursements rates increase the value of the subsidy to the family and make providers more likely to accept the subsidy, higher reimbursement rates are deemed to be more generous.

4. Monthly co-payment charged to families with incomes equal to the federal poverty line, which averaged $55 (SD=$53) across the states and years.  Since a smaller co-payment creates less financial burden on the family, smaller co-payments are deemed to be more generous.  For this reason, the co-payment values were reverse coded prior to combining the four dimensions into a single scale.

All monetary data in adjusted for cost-of-living variation using the index developed by Berry, Fording, and Hanson (2000) and adjusted to 2002 dollars using the CPI.  In order to generate a measure of subsidy generosity that equally weighs the four dimensions, we generated standardized scores for each of the four subsidy policy areas. These relative scores were summed for each state-year then transformed into a standardized score in order to ease interpretability.  This subsidy generosity score ranges from -2.70 to 2.83 (M=0, SD=1).  As illustrated in Figure 1, the mean subsidy generosity varies over time with a dramatic change from 1994 (M=-.53; SD=.95) to 1998 (M=.21; SD=.94) and a more gradual change between 1998 and 2002 (M=.32; SD=.90) 

Child Care Regulation Stringency:  Data on state child care regulations are drawn primarily from annual surveys conducted by the Children’s Foundation (1991a, 1991b, 1994a, 1994b, 1998a, 1998b, 2002a, 2002b).  In addition, the data on teacher education requirements for 1998 and 2002 are taken from tracking documents conducted by Whelock College since they provided additional information and clarity.  The strength of state child care regulations is a function of the strength of the standards they set and the types of providers whom they regulate.  There are many potential measures of regulation stringency.  In this paper, we focus on three dimensions (described below) on which data is available across the 1990s and which contribute directly to the quality and nature of care provided to children.  Although other regulations may also affect the quality of care, these represent the higher-visibility regulations that are often debated and discussed.    

1. Child-to-teacher ratios for child care centers:  These ratios are set by the state and apply to all licensed child care centers.  Research on child care quality have identified these ratios to be important structural elements related to the quality of care and the developmental progress of the children in care (NICHD, 1999).  These ratios are set by age with an average of 4.6 (SD=1.4) for children less than 1 year of age, an average of 5.7 (SD=1.74) for children age 1, an average of 8.1 (SD=2.4) for children age 2, an average of 11.1 (SD=2.04) for children age 3, an average of 13.0 (SD=3.2) for children age 4.  The ratios for each of the five ages are equally weighted in the ratio score, which then constitutes one-third of the overall score.  Since smaller ratios allow for more teacher-child interaction and represent a greater burden on the child care center, we characterize smaller ratios as stronger regulations.  For this reason these values are reverse-coded prior to being included in the regulation stringency scale.

2. Education requirements for teachers in child care centers:  The preparation of the caregivers or teachers in child care centers has been found to relate to the quality and nature of care, as well as the outcomes for children.  Two elements are important.  (1) Preservice requirements, which average 30.7 (SD= 57.31) hours, and are required of teachers prior to their employment; (2) Inservice requirements, which average 11.3 hours (SD=7.9).  If a state does not require preservice or inservice training, this is coded as zero hours.  These two dimensions are equally-weighted in the measure of education requirements, which then constitutes one-third of the overall score.  Higher education requirements are deemed to constitute stronger regulations. 

3. Licensing requirements for family child care homes:  Since many children are not cared for in child care centers, but in the homes of a caregiver, it is also important to consider whether the state requires licensing for small family child care homes.  In order to measure this regulation, we use the threshold, which is the minimum size of a family child care home that is required to be regulated.  If a state does not require for family child care homes to be licensed, we coded them as a 13, which is the maximum that any state allows.  The average threshold is 4.5 (SD=3.0), which indicates that a caregiver caring for fewer of that number of children, would not be required to be licensed.  A lower threshold requires regulatory involvement in a greater number of family child care homes.  For this reason, a lower threshold is considered a stronger regulation so this measure is reverse-coded prior to being included in the regulation stringency scale.

In order to generate a measure of regulation stringency that equally weighs the three dimensions, we generated standardized scores for each of the three regulation policy dimensions.  These relative scores were summed for each state-year.  Then the sum was transformed into a standardized score in order to ease interpretability.  This regulation stringency score ranges from -3.34 to 2.99 with a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1.  As shown in Figure 1, there is little change among the regulation scores across time with the average score being -.09 (SD=.94) in 1994 and .12 (SD=1.05) in 2002.  

Independent Variables: Policy Determinants

In order to predict policy in 1994, 1998, and 2002, independent variables are averaged over the previous four year-period with a one-year lag before the policy measure.  To predict the 1994 policy value, we use the average of the values from 1990-1994; for the 1998 policies, we use the average of the values from 1994-1997; for the 2002 policy data, we use the average of the values from 1998-2001 whenever data on all years was available.  Whenever monetary variables are used, they are adjusted to represent 2002 constant dollars (using the CPI), as well as for cost-of-living variations among the states (using an index developed by Berry, Fording, & Hanson, 2000).  Descriptive statistics on the various independent variable measures are listed in Table 2 and described below.

Ideology:  Ideology is operationalized on a liberal-to-conservative unidimensional score as developed by Erikson, Wright, & McIver (1993).  This data was developed by pooling data from a number of public opinion polls to generate state-level measures of the liberalism of each state.  This data series has been extended to 1999 and provides an average ideology for each state-year.  Since data on 2000 and 2001 are not yet available, the average state ideology score for 1998 and 1999 are averaged in order to predict the 2002 policies.  The measure ranges from -.33 to .10 (M=-.014; SD=.09) with larger values indicating more liberal public opinion.

Economic Resources:  State economic resources are measured using state per capita income in $1,000 averaged over the four years before the policy measure.  For the 150 state-years focused on in this paper, the minimum state per capita income in $1,000 was $19.7, while the maximum was $36.4 (M=$26.5, SD=$3.2).  These values come from the Statistical Abstract of the United States. 

Party Competition is measured using the political competition index developed by Holbrook

 and Van Dunk (1993).  In their measure, each state has one constant value for the degree of political competition between the parties, which ranges from 9.26 to 56.58 with a mean of 39.03 and a standard deviation of 11.21.  Since no value was provided for Louisiana, we set their value at the mean.

Partisanship:  Two measure of partisanship are used: Democratic governor and Democratic legislature.  Both are drawn from data from Klarner (2003) who developed a careful and comprehensive measure of the partisan balance in state governments based on review and validation across numerous data sources.  The governor Democrat variable is coded 1 if governor is a Democrat, .5 if the governor is an independent, and 0 if the governor is a Republican.  The values for the four years preceding the policy score are averaged.  These values average .46 (SD=.44).  Similarly, Klarner codes both the upper and lower house of the legislature as 0 if Republican controlled, .5 if split control, and 1 if Democrat controlled.  We took the average of the control of the upper and the control of the lower house across the four years predicting the policy change, assuming .5 for Nebraska.  This measure averages .59 (SD=.40).  

Female Elected Officials:  Data from the Center for American Women and Politics (CAWP) on the percent of state legislators who are women in each state for each year is used. This percent is averaged across the four years (M=20.6%; SD=7.6%).

Analytic Strategy

The analytic strategy uses two major approaches in order to consider related, yet distinct, questions.  The first approach considers the between-state variation and the second analyzes the within-state variation.  It is expected that some policy determinants (e.g., ideology) may be more helpful in describing between-state variation, while other determinants (e.g., female governor) may be more related to variation within individual states. 

In order to analyze the between-state variation, we used a between-effects linear model to regress the mean state policy (averaged across 1994, 1998, and 2002) on the independent variables.  This analysis considers the mean state policy across the time period rather than at each point in time.   This approach allows for the identification of policy determinants that shape (or constrain) the overall level of state policy over time.  It is these results that may be more interesting from a federal policymaking perspective and can shed light on the state characteristics that may determine state responses to additional federal devolution.  

When considering this between-state variation, we include variables in stages in order to consider the relative impact of each set of variables.  The first model predicts average state policy levels by the average ideology, per capita income, and party competition in the state during the time period of study.  The second model adds variables identifying female elected officials and Democratic governmental control.  The third through sixth models interact the female elected official and partisanship models to identify ways these variables may moderate each other’s effect.  We then compare the models of between-state variation on child care subsidy policies with those for child care regulation policies in order to determine whether different elements of the political context shape these distinct policy choices.

In order to analyze the within-state variation, we used a least squares dummy variable, fixed effects model.  Robust standard errors are used to account for clustering by year.  These analyses answer questions that may be more interesting from a state policymaking perspective since they can identify the roles that changes in the state policymaking context may play in determining policy outcomes.  Another advantage of within-state analysis is that it allows for consideration of year effect, in which state policies preceding, immediately after, and five years after the federal welfare reform may differ.  We test for this by including dummy variables for year in the within-state analysis.  For comparability, the variables are added in the same model sequence as described for the between-state analyses.  

DETERMINANTS OF CHILD CARE POLICIES

In bivariate correlations (see Table 3) associations were seen between policy choices and proposed policy determinants.  Significant bivariate correlations between child care subsidy generosity  and the independent variables (N=150) indicate that more generous subsidy policies are found in more liberal states (.33), wealthier states (.55), states with greater party competition (.30) and states with greater percentage of female legislators (.27)..  For regulation policy significant bivariate correlations between child care regulation stringency and the independent variables (N=150) indicate that stronger regulations are found in more liberal states (.55), wealthier states (.28), states with greater party competition (.29), states with greater percentage of female legislators (.34) and in states with Democratic legislatures (.18).  

Modeling Between-state Variation

Beginning with subsidy generosity scores, Table 4 presents results from the between-state analyses.  Using a between-effects, linear model, we regressed the average of each state’s policy across 1994, 1998 and 2002 on the average of that state’s independent variables.  These independent variables were entered in stages in order to isolate the effects of each group.  Model 1 considers state ideology, per capita income, and party competition – finding both income and party competition positively associated and explaining 38.6% of the variance among states.
  Additional explanatory power is gained by including variables on female elected officials and Democratic officials.  Negative associations were seen between subsidy generosity and both female governors (B=-1.284, se=.701) and Democratic governors (B=0.305, se=.279), which is surprising.  To investigate this further, Model 3 interacts female governor with Democratic governor, which is insignificant and also does not eliminate the negative coefficient for female governors.  Other interactions (see Models 4-6) are not significant either.

Table 5 presents the results of the between-state analyses for regulation stringency.  Using the same method as above (a between-effects, linear model), we regressed the average of each state’s regulation policy across 1994, 1998 and 2002 on the average of that state’s independent variables.  These independent variables were entered in stages in order to isolate the effects of each group.  Model 1 considers state ideology, per capita income, and party competition – finding ideology as a major predictor of regulation stringency between states (B=7.150, se=1.869).  Per capita income and party competition were not significant.  Together these three variables account for 33.5% of the variance across states in regulation stringency.  Model 2 identified Democratic legislatures and Republican governors as associated with stronger regulations.  In Model 3, these associations were further clarified by interacting female governors with Democratic governors and finding a positive association (See Figure 3).  The coefficients in this model for female governors (now interpretable as Republican female governors) has a larger, negative coefficient.  Similarly the value for Democratic governors (now interpretable as Democratic male governors) is negative and larger.  The interesting result of this finding is that Republican male governors also have a positive association with regulation stringency.  We also consider interactions between % female legislators and Democratic legislature, between Democratic governors and legislatures, and between female Governors and legislatures but these are not significant.

Considering the between-state analyses on both subsidies and regulations, we identify differences in the political determinants associated with variation among states on each policy.  Subsidy generosity is associated with greater state wealth and electoral competition, as well as negatively associated with female governors and Democratic governors.  In contrast, regulation policies are positively associated with ideology, Democratic legislators, and Female, Democratic governors.  

Modeling Within-state Variation


In order to consider how changes in the state-level political determinants might affect the subsidy and regulation policies within the state, we conducted fixed effects analyses.  Beginning with subsidy policies, we ran a null model and found that state and year fixed effects (not shown) absorbs a good deal of the variation (r square = .7888, adjusted r square = .6788).  This was even more true for regulation policies, in which the null model predicts most of the variance (r square = .9737, adjusted r square = .9600).  This is not surprising since (as illustrated in Figure 1) subsidy generosity has changed more than regulation stringency over the time period studied.   For this reason, the between-state analysis for regulation stringency is more informative and these analyses should be considered in that light.  


Table 6 presents the results of the fixed-effects, within-state analysis for subsidy generosity.  Model 1 indicates that these within-state changes seem to be driven by national changes over time rather than changes in state political context.  The positive, significant coefficient for 1998 (B=.489, se=.169) indicates a significant overall increase in subsidy generosity right after welfare reform.  A slightly larger coefficient for 2002 (B=.437, .432) is not significant.  Ideology and per capita income are not significant.  Adding variables related to the composition of elected officials (Model 2) identifies a positive significant coefficient for female governor (B=.477, se=.106).  This associations remains when interactions are added to distinguish among Democratic and Republican female governors.  In addition, the interaction between Democratic Governors and Democratic Legislatures is positive (See Figure 4).

Table 7 presents parallel results for fixed-effects, within-state analysis for regulation stringency.  Unlike subsidy generosity there does not seem to be a time pattern to the within-state variation, nor is this variation associated with ideology.  However, state per capita income is positively associated with regulation stringency (B=.046, se=.010).  In Model 2, we add the variables measuring partisanship and female elected officials and find a positive association for Democratic legislatures (B=.132, se=.028) and a negative association for Female Governors (B=-.019, se=.046).  This positive association for Democratic legislatures is fairly consistent across the various models.  In fact, the only time the coefficient is not significant is in model 4 when it is interacted with the percentage of legislature that is female.  In this model, the interaction is positive indicating that the positive association for Democratic legislatures is even larger when a legislature consists of a greater proportion of females (See Figure 5).   However, Democratic legislatures without female legislators would have a negative association.  The other significant interaction is negative between Democratic governors and Democratic legislatures  (See Figure 6) indicating that the positive association between Democratic legislatures and regulation stringency change is negatively moderated by also having a Democratic governor.  This finding is further supported by the positive coefficient in Model 5, which shows that a Democratic legislature without a Democratic governor continues to have a positive association with regulation stringency change within a state.

The comparison of the fixed effects models for the two policy areas indicate that different elements of the political context influence within-state change on subsidy and regulation policies.  Specifically, subsidy generosity was expanded in 1998 after welfare reform, as well as during time periods with a female governor or unified Democratic control of the state government.  In contrast, regulation generosity changed little, with some changes occurring at points in which state per capita income was higher, times with a Democratically-controlled legislatures (even more so with greater proportion of female legislators and when there was a Republican governor).

DISCUSSION 


The determinants of child care policymaking include a mix of economic resources, state political actors, and federal policy developments.  These factors operate differently for subsidy and regulation policy, as well as for determining between-state variation vs. intra-state change.  Below we summarize the findings and provide some thoughts on their interpretation.


Subsidy Generosity.  Average level of the state subsidy generosity is associated with per capita income suggesting that more wealthy states have more generous subsidies over the entire time period.  A similar finding was seen for party competition with greater competition associated with more generous subsidy levels over time.  Yet, these factors
 were not associated with generosity in the within-state analyses indicating that state wealth determines differences between states, but a change in state wealth does not produce a change in subsidy generosity within that state.


The role of partisanship in determining state subsidy generosity is less clear with few significant coefficients
 in the between-state analyses indicating that the variation among states may be driven by factors other than party control.  In contrast, the analyses of within-state variation found a significant interaction between Democratic governors and Democratic legislatures suggesting that states’ increased the generosity of their subsidies during time periods with greater Democratic control.  The same model (Table 6, Model 5) indicates that a Democratic governor without a Democratic legislature may lead to less generous subsidy policies.  


The role for female elected officials also differed between the two types of analyses.  Overall, states with female governors have less generous subsidies.  However, the within-state analyses indicate that subsidy policy change is associated with female governors --  with states increasing generosity during time periods with female governors as compared to the same states under male governors.  Interactions between female governors and Democratic governors were insignificant indicating that female governors of both parties are associated with more generous policy changes.  These conflicting findings can be interpreted to indicate that within a state the gender of the governor is associated with generous policy changes, but that the state’s tendency to have female governors is related to less generous subsidies.  It is more likely that the state’s tendency to have female governors is related to an omitted variable association with both subsidy generosity and the tendency to have a female governor.  If this is so, the fixed-effects, within-state analysis is more reliable since it controls for omitted variables by absorbing state characteristics in the state dummy variables.  A third interpretation is that since subsidy policy has changed significantly during the time period, the within-state analyses are more informative.  (The opposite would be true for regulation, which has remained quite stable over the decade.)


Lastly, the role of timing (most likely related to federal policy developments such as welfare reform) are significantly associated with subsidy generosity.  State generosity was much greater in 1998 than in other time periods indicating an expansion of subsidy generosity in the period right after welfare reform.  This federal policy influence seems to be one of the main determinants of state subsidy generosity policy.


Regulation Stringency.  Average levels of regulation stringency over the time period are highly related to levels of ideology with more liberal states having more stringent regulations.  The variation between states is not explained by per capita income.  In contrast, the within state analyses indicate that ideological changes (which shift slowly) do not affect regulation policy changes within a state.  But, per capita income is positively associated with within-state policy change suggesting that states increase the stringency of their regulations during times with greater state wealth.  


Partisanship seems to play a bigger role in regulation policy than we saw with subsidies.  Democratic legislatures are associated with both within-state and between-state levels of regulation stringency.  However, Democratic governors are negatively associated with variation between states.  This negative association between Democratic governors and between-state regulation stringency is moderated by the gender of the governor with Democratic, female governors associated with more stringent regulations.  In contrast, both Republican, female and Democratic, male governors are associated with less stringent regulations between states.  A similar moderating effect was seen in the within-state models with a significant interaction between Democratic legislature and the proportion of the legislature that was female.  These legislatures with greater female representation and Democratic control were associated with increases in regulation stringency.  In both between- and within-state analyses, a negative coefficient was found for the interaction between Democratic governors and Democratic legislatures.  This was surprising due to the fairly consistent positive association for Democratic legislatures.  This may indicate that child care regulations are a compromise position chosen under divided control.  It is also possible that this is a policy issue of interest to the legislature and less a focus for the governor.  A third possibility is that during periods of united Democratic control, states are focusing more on subsidy policies and less on regulatory change.


These analyses indicate important roles for both relatively stable characteristics of the state government (e.g., ideology) and for the elected officials who make these policies.  This mix of politics within state political contexts generates vastly different policies across the states.  Despite this general conclusion, these analyses present a mix of ways in which policy determinants shape different types of child care policy choices AND explain the variation between vs. within states.  This variation is important to incorporate within theories of state policymaking to extend beyond the core set of determinants, which are known to shape policy liberalism.  By investigating how ideology, wealth, party competition, and the characteristics of elected officials affect specific policy decisions we can develop more nuanced theories of state policymaking.  We hope that this paper contributes to that collective effort.  

CONCLUSION


These analyses allowed for comparison of policy determinants across two related policy areas: child care subsidy generosity and child care regulation stringency, as well as for the comparison of determinants that affect the variation between states (where states rank) versus the change within a state.  Variation among state subsidy generosity is most highly related to state wealth and party competition, while change in subsidy generosity is most related to timing of federal policy developments, the gender of the governor, and whether there is united Democratic control of the government.    Regulation stringency varies significant among the states and is most highly related to ideology and partisanship, with some interactions between partisanship and gender.  The within-state change in regulation stringency (which is rare) is related to state wealth, partisanship, and gender.  These findings indicate that state policymaking is constrained by state characteristics such as state wealth, ideology, and party competition, which are relatively stable but shape the options available to state policymakers.  Yet, it is not these stable elements alone that shape policy choices.  Representation (partisanship and female elected officials as explored here) also determine the policies in a state confirming that those in power shape policy choices.  
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	Table 1: Descriptive Statistics: Dependent Variables (N=150)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Subsidy Policies
	
	
	
	

	State CCDF Funding
	11.00
	626.00
	132.63
	116.72

	Eligibility level
	14427.63
	47925.51
	27097.76
	6454.85

	Monthly Reimbursement Rate
	279.00
	895.76
	484.80
	131.88

	Copayment Rate
	0.00
	303.70
	54.81
	53.07

	Relative Subsidy Generosity
	-2.70
	2.83
	0.00
	1.00

	Regulation Policies
	
	
	
	

	Teacher-to-child ratio (age 0)
	3.00
	12.00
	4.59
	1.36

	Teacher-to-child ratio (age 1)
	3.00
	12.00
	5.67
	1.74

	Teacher-to-child ratio (age 2)
	4.00
	13.00
	8.09
	2.35

	Teacher-to-child ratio (age 3)
	7.00
	17.00
	11.06
	2.04

	Teacher-to-child ratio (age 4)
	8.00
	20.00
	13.01
	3.15

	Preservice Ed Requirements (center teacher)
	0.00
	190.00
	30.74
	57.31

	Inservice Ed Requirements (center teacher)
	0.00
	40.00
	11.29
	7.94

	Family Child Care Threshold
	1.00
	13.00
	4.50
	3.04

	Relative Regulation Stringency
	-3.34
	2.99
	0.00
	1.00

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 2: Descriptive Statistics -- Independent Variables (N=150)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Ideology
	-0.33
	0.10
	-0.14
	0.090

	State per capita income (in $1,000s)
	19.70
	36.36
	26.46
	3.21

	Democratic legislature
	0.00
	1.00
	0.59
	0.397

	Democratic governor
	0.00
	1.00
	0.46
	0.442

	% female legislators
	4.30
	40.00
	20.58
	7.616

	Female governor
	0.00
	1.00
	0.06
	0.210

	Party competition 
	9.26
	56.58
	39.03
	11.208

	Note:  Independent variables are averaged over 1991-1993; 1994-1997; or 1998-2001; except for party competition which is a constant


	Table 3:  Correlations among Policy Scores and Independent Variables (N=150)



	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	1.  Subsidy Generosity Score
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.  Regulation Stringency Score
	0.45
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.  Ideology
	0.33
	0.55
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.  Per Capita Income
	0.55
	0.28
	0.42
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	

	5.  Democratic Governor
	-0.15
	-0.14
	0.10
	-0.06
	1.00
	
	
	
	

	6.  Female Governor
	-0.04
	-0.03
	0.13
	0.11
	0.08
	1.00
	
	
	

	7.  % Female Legislators
	0.27
	0.34
	0.47
	0.35
	-0.03
	0.13
	1.00
	
	

	8.  Democratic Legislature
	0.02
	0.18
	0.05
	-0.12
	0.17
	-0.18
	-0.32
	1.00
	

	9.  Party Competition
	0.30
	0.29
	0.38
	0.11
	-0.08
	.002
	0.38
	-0.36
	1.00

	
	
	

	Note: Bold correlations are significant at p<.05


	Table 4:  Policy Determinants of Between-State Variation among State 
	
	
	

	Child Care Subsidy Policies, 1994-2002  (N=50)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Independent Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	Ideology
	1.412
	 
	0.931
	 
	1.118
	 
	0.580
	 
	0.967
	 
	0.831
	 

	
	1.490
	
	1.633
	
	1.660
	
	1.706
	
	1.634
	
	1.654
	

	Per Capita Income
	0.134
	***
	0.158
	***
	0.161
	***
	0.156
	***
	0.155
	***
	0.068
	***

	
	0.048
	
	0.046
	
	0.046
	
	0.046
	
	0.046
	
	0.049
	

	Party Competition
	0.018
	*
	0.021
	**
	0.022
	**
	0.018
	
	0.095
	*
	0.023
	**

	
	0.009
	
	0.010
	
	0.010
	
	0.011
	
	0.010
	
	0.011
	

	% Female Legislators
	
	
	0.009
	
	0.006
	
	-0.008
	
	0.007
	
	0.003
	

	
	
	
	0.016
	
	0.016
	
	0.027
	
	0.016
	
	0.018
	

	Democratic Legislature
	
	
	0.456
	 
	0.439
	 
	-0.243
	
	0.742
	*
	0.485
	 

	
	
	
	0.313
	
	0.315
	
	0.975
	
	0.427
	
	0.319
	

	Female Governor
	
	
	-1.284
	*
	-1.867
	*
	-1.188
	 
	-1.281
	*
	-2.475
	 

	
	
	
	0.701
	
	1.046
	
	0.716
	
	0.701
	
	2.111
	

	Democratic Governor
	
	
	-0.305
	*
	-0.357
	 
	-0.279
	 
	0.145
	 
	-0.293
	 

	
	
	
	0.279
	
	0.289
	
	0.283
	
	0.536
	
	0.282
	

	Female Governor X Democratic Governor
	
	
	 
	 
	1.055
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	1.401
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	% Female Legislators X Democratic Legislature
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.033
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	0.043
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Democratic Governor X Democratic Legislature
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	-0.767
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	0.781
	
	 
	

	Female Governor X              % Female Legislature
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	0.056
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	0.093
	

	Constant
	-4.054
	**
	-5.113
	***
	-5.093
	***
	-4.622
	**
	-5.076
	***
	-5.393
	***

	 
	1.510
	 
	1.588
	 
	1.597
	 
	1.723
	 
	1.589
	 
	1.667
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	9.630
	
	6.010
	
	5.280
	
	5.280
	
	5.380
	
	5.230
	

	R-squared (between groups)
	0.386
	 
	0.501
	 
	0.507
	 
	0.508
	 
	0.512
	 
	0.505
	 

	Note: The dependent variable is the state mean subsidy level (averaged across 1994, 1998 & 2002).  These scores are relative, standardized measures of child care subsidy policy generosity which equally weights: state investment in the CCDF, eligibility levels, reimbursement rates, and co-pays charged to families.  Cell entries are unstandardized linear, between-effects regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses underneath.

	* p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01.  All tests of statistical significance are one-tailed.
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 5:  Policy Determinants of Between-State Variation among State 
	
	

	Child Care Regulation Policies, 1994-2002  (N=50)
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Independent Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	Ideology
	7.150
	***
	5.680
	***
	6.259
	***
	4.933
	**
	5.684
	**
	5.368
	**

	
	1.869
	
	2.053
	
	2.012
	
	2.116
	
	2.078
	
	2.032
	

	Per Capita Income
	-0.032
	 
	-0.004
	 
	0.006
	 
	-0.007
	 
	-0.004
	 
	0.027
	 

	
	0.060
	
	0.058
	
	0.056
	
	0.057
	
	0.059
	
	0.060
	

	Party Competition
	0.005
	
	0.011
	
	0.012
	
	0.004
	
	0.011
	
	0.018
	

	
	0.011
	
	0.013
	
	0.012
	
	0.014
	
	0.013
	
	0.013
	

	% Female Legislators
	
	
	0.024
	
	0.015
	
	-0.011
	
	0.024
	
	0.007
	

	
	
	
	0.020
	
	0.020
	
	0.034
	
	0.020
	
	0.023
	

	Democratic Legislature
	
	
	0.875
	**
	0.823
	**
	-0.613
	
	0.901
	
	0.967
	**

	
	
	
	0.393
	
	0.382
	
	1.209
	
	0.544
	
	0.392
	

	Female Governor
	
	
	-0.334
	 
	-2.140
	*
	-0.129
	 
	-0.333
	 
	-4.052
	 

	
	
	
	0.881
	
	1.268
	
	0.888
	
	0.892
	
	2.594
	

	Democratic Governor
	
	
	-0.703
	*
	-0.866
	**
	-0.648
	*
	-0.662
	 
	-0.666
	 *

	
	
	
	0.351
	
	0.350
	
	0.351
	
	0.682
	
	0.346
	

	Female Governor X Democratic Governor
	
	
	 
	 
	3.272
	*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	1.698
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	% Female Legislators X Democratic Legislature
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.070
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	0.054
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Democratic Governor X Democratic Legislature
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	-0.070
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	0.994
	
	 
	

	Female Governor X            % Female Legislature
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	0.174
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	0.114
	

	Constant
	1.650
	 
	-0.199
	 
	-0.136
	
	0.845
	
	-0.196
	
	-1.072
	

	 
	1.894
	 
	1.997
	 
	1.936
	 
	2.137
	 
	2.022
	 
	2.048
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	8.530
	
	5.430
	
	5.520
	
	5.040
	
	4.640
	
	5.190
	

	R-squared (between groups)
	0.358
	 
	0.475
	 
	0.519
	 
	0.496
	 
	0.475
	 
	0.503
	 

	Note: The dependent variable is the state mean regulation level (averaged across 1994, 1998 & 2002).  These scores are relative, standardized measures of child care regulation policy strength which equally weigh the state regulations on center teacher education, child-to-provider ratios, and exemptions for small family child care homes. state investment in the CCDF, eligibility levels, reimbursement rates, and co-pays charged to families.  Cell entries are unstandardized linear, between-effects regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses underneath.
	

	* p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01.  All tests of statistical significance are one-tailed.
	


	Table 6:  Policy Determinants of Within-State Variation among State 
	

	Child Care Subsidy Policies, 1994-2002  (N=150)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Independent Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	1998
	0.489
	***
	0.509
	***
	0.515
	***
	0.509
	***
	0.529
	***
	0.508
	***

	
	0.169
	
	0.181
	
	0.180
	
	0.178
	
	0.192
	
	0.186
	

	2002
	0.437
	 
	0.412
	 
	0.418
	 
	0.409
	 
	0.454
	 
	0.410
	 

	
	0.432
	
	0.421
	
	0.423
	
	0.415
	
	0.426
	
	0.425
	

	Ideology
	-1.730
	
	-1.901
	
	-1.824
	
	-1.872
	
	-2.050
	
	-1.904
	

	
	1.408
	
	2.039
	
	2.093
	
	2.038
	
	1.816
	
	2.045
	

	Per capita income
	0.085
	
	0.109
	
	0.107
	
	0.113
	
	0.095
	
	0.109
	

	
	0.088
	
	0.066
	
	0.067
	
	0.070
	
	0.065
	
	0.066
	

	% Female Legislators
	
	
	-0.023
	
	-0.023
	
	-0.015
	
	-0.016
	
	-0.023
	

	
	
	
	0.019
	
	0.020
	
	0.016
	
	0.017
	
	0.020
	

	Democratic Legislature
	
	
	0.166
	 
	0.136
	 
	0.507
	
	0.058
	
	0.167
	

	
	
	
	0.375
	
	0.406
	
	0.818
	
	0.379
	
	0.375
	

	Female Governor
	
	
	0.477
	***
	0.335
	 
	0.490
	***
	0.458
	***
	0.545
	 

	
	
	
	0.106
	
	0.239
	
	0.109
	
	0.070
	
	0.703
	

	Democratic Governor
	
	
	-0.097
	 
	-0.114
	 
	-0.106
	 
	-0.351
	*
	-0.096
	 

	
	
	
	0.131
	
	0.102
	
	0.147
	
	0.191
	
	0.145
	

	Female Governor X Democratic Governor
	
	
	 
	 
	0.229
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	0.375
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	% Female Legislators X Democratic Legislature
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-0.015
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	0.028
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Democratic Governor X Democratic Legislature
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	0.423
	***
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	0.089
	
	 
	

	Female Governor X            % Female Legislature
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	-0.003
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	0.029
	

	Constant
	-2.791
	 
	-3.051
	**
	-2.989
	**
	-3.346
	**
	-2.841
	**
	-3.069
	**

	 
	1.931
	 
	1.291
	 
	1.316
	 
	1.578
	 
	1.308
	 
	1.300
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared (adjusted)
	0.679
	 
	0.679
	 
	0.680
	 
	0.676
	 
	0.6762
	 
	0.6764
	 

	Note: The dependent variable is the states' deviation from the state mean.  These scores are relative, standardized measures of child care subsidy policy generosity which equally weights: state investment in the CCDF, eligibility levels, reimbursement rates, and co-pays charged to families.  Cell entries are linear fixed-effects regression coefficients with state effects absorbed and robust standard errors underneath.

	* p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01.  All tests of statistical significance are one-tailed.
	
	
	


	Table 7:  Policy Determinants of Within-State Variation among State 
	
	

	Child Care Regulation Policies, 1994-2002  (N=150)
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Independent Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	1998
	-0.046
	 
	-0.021
	 
	-0.023
	 
	-0.021
	 
	-0.026
	 
	-0.029
	 

	
	0.036
	
	0.044
	
	0.044
	
	0.041
	
	0.043
	
	0.052
	

	2002
	-0.016
	 
	0.020
	 
	0.018
	 
	0.022
	 
	0.012
	 
	0.010
	 

	
	0.048
	
	0.061
	
	0.062
	
	0.056
	
	0.059
	
	0.073
	

	Ideology
	-0.208
	
	-0.295
	
	-0.322
	
	-0.316
	
	-0.261
	
	-0.309
	

	
	0.507
	
	0.449
	
	0.454
	
	0.468
	
	0.520
	
	0.455
	

	Per capita income
	0.046
	***
	0.043
	***
	0.043
	***
	0.040
	***
	0.046
	***
	0.046
	***

	
	0.010
	
	0.013
	
	0.013
	
	0.013
	
	0.012
	
	0.017
	

	% Female Legislators
	
	
	0.002
	
	0.002
	
	-0.004
	*
	0.000
	
	0.002
	

	
	
	
	0.005
	
	0.005
	
	0.002
	
	0.005
	
	0.005
	

	Democratic Legislature
	
	
	0.132
	***
	0.143
	***
	-0.112
	
	0.157
	***
	0.135
	***

	
	
	
	0.028
	
	0.024
	
	0.123
	
	0.043
	
	0.023
	

	Female Governor
	
	
	-0.019
	***
	0.030
	 
	-0.029
	 
	-0.015
	 
	0.333
	 

	
	
	
	0.046
	
	0.076
	
	0.053
	
	0.038
	
	0.346
	

	Democratic Governor
	
	
	0.015
	 
	0.021
	 
	0.021
	 
	0.073
	 
	0.021
	 

	
	
	
	0.047
	
	0.042
	
	0.046
	
	0.072
	
	0.041
	

	Female Governor                       X Democratic Governor
	
	
	 
	 
	-0.080
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	0.080
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	% Female Legislators X Democratic Legislature
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.011
	*
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	0.006
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Democratic Governor X Democratic Legislature
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	-0.097
	**
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	0.042
	
	 
	

	Female Governor X                         % Female Legislature
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	-0.014
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	0.013
	

	Constant
	-0.218
	***
	-1.298
	***
	-1.319
	***
	-1.086
	***
	-1.346
	***
	-1.388
	***

	 
	0.283
	 
	0.225
	 
	0.241
	 
	0.328
	 
	0.212
	 
	0.318
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared (adjusted)
	0.960
	 
	0.959
	 
	0.958
	 
	0.959
	 
	0.958
	 
	0.959
	 

	Note: The dependent variable is the state’s deviation from the state mean (averaged across 1994, 1998 & 2002).  These scores are relative, standardized measures of child care regulation policy strength which equally weigh the state regulations on center teacher education, child-to-provider ratios, and exemptions for small family child care homes. state investment in the CCDF, eligibility levels, reimbursement rates, and co-pays charged to families. Cell entries are linear fixed-effects regression coefficients with state effects absorbed, with robust standard errors in parentheses underneath.

	* p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01.  All tests of statistical significance are one-tailed.
	
	
	
	


[image: image1.emf]Figure 1: State Subsidy and Regulation Policy Change
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Figure 2:  Correlation between Average State Regulation and Subsidy Policies (1994-2002)
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[image: image2.emf]Figure 3: Variation Among State Regulation Stringency By Governors' Gender and Party

(See Figure 5, Model 3)  
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[image: image3.emf]Figure 4: Subsidy Policy Change by Partisanship 

(See Table 6, Model 5)
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[image: image4.emf]Figure 5: Regulation Stringency Change By Legislative Composition

(See Table 7, Model 4)
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[image: image5.emf]Figure 6: Regulation Stringency Change by Partisan Control of State Government

(See Table 7, Model 5)
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� Some of this investment was with state funds, yet many states choose to use excess TANF funds which they were allowed to transfer up to 30% of.


� In addition, there are multiple other areas of state child care and early education policy variation that are important to consider.  Most notably are state innovations, such as the creation of a state child care tax credit to refund a portion of working families’ child care costs and the creation and expansion of state prekindergarten programs.  The policy determinants for this variation in state innovation are considered in a separate paper.


� It is important to note that a similar size correlation was found for a number of other policy issues known to be ideologically driven (e.g. abortion legality, affirmative action, spending on the environment, and defense spending), but no correlation was found between ideology/public opinion and support for education spending.  This indicates that “child care” is more ideologically polarized, than “education,” despite the overlap between care and education for young children (Bowman, Donovan, & Burns, 2001).


� Thee states with the highest representation by women are: Washington (36.7%), Colorado (34%), Maryland (33%) and the lowest are South Carolina (9.4%), Alabama (10%) and Oklahoma (11.4%; Center for American Women and Politics, 2003a).


� 42 percent of women legislatures had at least one priority bill dealing with issues of women, children, and families compared to only 16 percent of men (Thomas, 1994).


� It is still quite rare to have female governors.  Currently, there are six governors (4 Democrats and 2 Republicans), which is doubled since 1990 when two Democratic and one Republican women were holding the office of governor (Center for American Women and Politics, 2003b).


� In a model without party competition, ideology is positively associated with subsidy generosity before adding in measures of partisanship or female elected officials.  


� Since the party competition measure was a constant, it could not be included in the fixed-effects model.  In addition, as defined it does not change over time and therefore could not create change in state subsidy generosity.


� Table 4 shows one significant positive association for Democratic legislature (Model 5) and one significant negative association for Democratic governor (Model 2)
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