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Emotional labour in the Childcare Crisis: Collective solutions to the 

way ‘feeling alone’ is built into social reproduction in neoliberal 

Britain  
 

Introduction:  

The unstable situation for childcare workers, parents and carers and young children in the Covid-19 

era in the UK has been one of rapid changes, pressurised off-the-cuff decisions (Berry, 2020), and 

‘making do’ childcare options alongside seemingly unending and unpredictable policy shifts for care 

providers and parents, and grandparents alike (Hill, 2020) . It has been an incredibly difficult time for 

those with caring responsibilities at a point in history when parents, and mothers in particular, were 

already feeling over-stretched and overburdened (English et al, 2020). The (neo)liberal feminist 

response to the women who feel overwhelmed with the tasks associated with childcare and general 

‘life work,’ referred to by Marxist-Feminists as social reproduction, is to posit that perhaps they are 

doing too much ‘emotional labour’ (Broadbent 2018; Hartley 2017; Marcoux, 2019; Toler 2018)- but 

what does this term mean in neoliberal times? The unsettling transference of the term ‘emotional 

labour’ from workplace setting to that of interpersonal relationships in the home has been disputed 

by Hochschild, the term’s originator, (Hochschild in Beck, 2018) but, the term now has a life of its 

own.  

This paper seeks to argue that the state has actively reduced the welfare that carers need to such a 

level that individual women and carers feel they are responsible for all aspects of domestic 

reproductive labour with little or no state support, and for many women no community support 

either. This lends itself to the middle class, individualising, often racialised discourses of ‘emotional 

labour’ that assume you can remedy your problems by ‘training your partner to notice when the 

washing up basket is full’ or ‘hiring a cleaner’ (Hartley, 2018), or strategies of individualist ‘selfcare’ 

like putting Epsom salts in your bubble bath so that you can ‘finally relax’ (Costa, 2020). This paper 

will argue that the neoliberal feminist mobilisation of the term emotional labour is a distraction from 

the collectivising processes that carers actually need to enjoy their participation in social 

reproduction to its fullest extent. 

Arlie Hochschild has questioned the use of the term emotional labour to describe the gendered 

division of labour within the home (Hochschild 2019), but despite this, contemporary definitions of 

emotional labour proliferate. From the examples of marginalised individuals catering to the needs of 

more privileged others in the workplace to neoliberal feminist solutions in which couples rebalance 

household task division- often relying on the labour of poorer, racialised women (Olufemi, 2020). 

This article seeks to situate the experience of caring, care work and social reproduction in the 

neoliberal context where the private-public divide has largely dissolved, leaving primary carers –- 

especially mothers –, describing many aspects of social reproduction as ‘work’ or, in the case of 

many ‘emotional labour’ (English et al 2020). When understood in this way, the term ‘emotional 

labour’ functions differently to the way that childcare workers and nannies mobilise the term –- and 

there are important discussions to be had about the differences between feeling alienated from the 

work you do in your own home with your own children, and the alienation experienced as part of 

the wage relation., Tthis paper will attempt to understand some of these divisions and the overlaps 

between them.  
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These problems have not gone unnoticed, and collective organising, comprised of those who need 

childcare and those who provide it, is emerging to forge a new path for childcare in the UK.  In June 

2020, a collective campaign currently known as ‘Fight for Childcare1’ or FFC was launched, the details 

of which will be outlined in detail below. Whilst this paper is very much written from the perspective 

of a parent or carer, rather than a nursery worker, I hope that some of the reflections in this paper 

on the neoliberalisation of care and the way this produces tensions between workers and parents 

will be useful, and that the difficulties and rewards of forming collective projects of this kind will be 

recognisable to parents and workers, who also feel emotionally exhausted by the labour they have 

been undertaking in recent times.  

This paper is largely based on autoethnography, and participatory observation of my time with Fight 

For Childcare and the Women’s Strike Assembly UK, as both organisations seek to centre the 

importance of care in their political work and to plan for a world that values (and redistributes) this 

kind of labour differently. Following Gatrell (2004), the paper also draws upon a database of 

qualitative netnographic (or internet-based) research. It analyses netnographic narratives that 

mothers write about their own lives, hosted by sites often referred to as ‘mummyblogs’ or the 

‘mamasphere’ (Wilson et al 2017) to map the lineage of the individualising patterns of family life 

that have continued or newly emerged in the post-industrial period (Brown, 1995, 2015; Fraser, 

2013; Milburn, 2019) when the concept of emotional labour was popularised. As these collective 

projects and indeed the outcomes of the Covid-19 epidemic are still very much in movement, many 

of the research questions around care and organising across differentially distributed vulnerabilities 

are also in their infancy. The paper maps some of the important feminist insights into what can be 

gained via collective consciousness raising projects (Baumgardener and Richards 2000; Carden 1974; 

Firestone 2015; Fisher 2009) as a way of understanding the work of care in its social context and 

mobilising these understandings to transform the shared conditions of those performing the 

(sometimes emotional) labour of care. My hope is that these ideas will go on to shape a meaningful 

project that transforms neoliberal notions of care into collectivised models of care that will benefit 

all those who provide care and all those who need it.  

 

Research Context: 

Without a resilient childcare sector, progress towards gender equality within households and in the 

workplace will falter. It is critical to understand how we can support this sector during and beyond 

Covid-19 for children, families and gender equality (Tomlinson in Hardy, 2020).  

Over the past six  months, academics, workers and childcare activists have been drawing attention 

to the oncoming likelihood that the provision of childcare in the UK may not be the same, or even 

comparable to what it was like before COVID-19 (Penn, Simon and Lloyd, 2020). According to a 

survey of more than 6200 registered childminders, carried out by the Professional Association of 

Childcare and Early Years, nearly half of childminders expect to stay closed for up to a year following 

the epidemic, and nearly a third think it is unlikely they will reopen at all (Gaunt, 2020). According to 

a survey of more than 3000 nurseries, preschools and childminders by the Early Years Alliance, one 

in four say they will have to close permanently within the next 12 months due to financial problems 

(Gaunt, 2020). There is increasingly little job security for those who work with children.  This can be 

understood as a sped-up process of what was already happening in British childcare.- The latest data 

from Ofsted indicates that over 500 nurseries, pre-schools and childminders have closed each month 

                                                            
 

Commented [am3]: Good clear statement of intent. 



3 
 

between April 2018 and March 2019 (Hall, 2020) due in part to an untenable model of childcare 

relying on 30 ‘free’ hours of childcare being subsidised at a pittance by the government to the point 

where remaining open became unfeasible for many providers –- requiring what some childcare 

workers have been referring to as magically providing ‘Champagne Nurseries on Lemonade Budgets’ 

(Marcus, 2016). 

In 2019, there were 24 000 nurseries and preschools providing one million childcare places and 35 

000 childminders delivering 231 000 early years places (Thomas, 2020)., Ssociety relies on and 

functions as a result of childcare provision (both in institutional settings and in the home). The main 

institutional alternative to using a registered childminder to take care of your preschool children in 

the UK tends to be places in private nurseries, as state funded provision (through the nurseries 

attached to local schools) are only open until 3:30pm, making them an unfeasible option for many 

working parents. These private nurseries operate in an environment of sporadic funding models that 

rely on paying minimum wage, requiring their staff (very often poorer racialised women) to work 

long hours with increasing numbers of children to care for per waged adult (Reid, 2020). The 

national funding under the ’30 free hours’ model is so limited that nurseries now very often charge 

extra for what used to be considered the basics of care, food and nappies.  

 Early years provision in the UK is amongst the most expensive in the world., Pparents pay an 

average of 27 per cent of their wages on childcare costs (Harding et al, 2018), while childcare staff –- 

overwhelmingly working-class women –- are some of the lowest paid workers in society. 84% of 

childcare is now run by private providers (Penn, Simon and Lloyd, 2020) as successive British 

governments (perhaps most prominently Tony Blair’s ‘professionalisation’ of childcare in the late 

1990s, see Faulker et al 2013) have deliberately promoted the marketization of childcare as part of a 

narrow regulatory framework and funding model that leaves workers particularly vulnerable to 

market declines of the kind we are presently seeing.  In addition to this, 13 per cent of private 

nurseries in the UK are internationally owned, and with global markets in flux it may not possible to 

guarantee funding for nurseries from international avenues in the same way as before the epidemic. 

On top of this, at present, childcare providers are not entitled to small business grants if they are 

based in premises that don’t attract rates relief –- such as community centres (Hill, 2020). 

As workers and parents adapt to changing childcare provision in a pandemic, it is important to notice 

the growing industry of digital platforms such as Care.com, Handy, Taskrabbit and Helpling, designed 

to mediate the care ‘gaps’ presented by working  parents in the lead up to the pandemic. These app 

workers were increasingly emerging as the neoliberal solution to the childcare crisis in recent years 

as those seeking carers could pay by the hour, at the last minute, at the lowest rate (Hall, 2020). The 

privatisation of childcare is a booming market;, Forbes estimates the market size of this “new mom 

economy” stands at $46 billion today (Klich, 2019). 

 

Stronger together 

In June 2020, activists from the Women’s Strike Assembly along with other key groups organising the 

childcare sector including the New Economics Foundation, and the Nanny Solidarity Campaign 

formed a steering group, and  helped to launch a collective campaign known as ‘Fight for Childcareiii’. 

The group, comprised of parents and carers, nursery workers and nannies, teachers, union 

organisers, researchers and people involved in running co-operative and parent-run nurseries, all 

came together to understand the problems with childcare as it currently stands, and to imagine 

solutions to these shared (though differentially experienced) problems. Inspired by the growing self-

organisation of childcare workers, including the newly founded Childcare workers branch at United 
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Voices of the World, the Nannies branch at the International Workers of Great Britain, and the 

Nanny Solidarity Network,iii there was a real effort across different subjectivities to begin to 

understand exactly why care has been ignored, undervalued and relegated as a ‘private problem’ or 

‘a choice’ for carers and workers alike rather than seeing these struggles as a sign of systemic failings 

by the state.   

Many of these groups were already long active in advocating for the rights of carers, workers and 

parents. The Nanny Solidarity Network is a group of nannies who noticed that when the Corona 

Virus broke out, the most marginalised women were the ones who suffered. Migrant nannies, often 

without access to regularised ways of working were sacked on the spot, with no recourse to public 

funds. A crowd funder was started, stating ‘The money donated to the childcare workers solidarity 

fund will provide immediate financial support for the most vulnerable childcare workers, and enable 

them to stay home and healthy - protecting themselves, their families and their communities while 

slowing the spread of coronavirus’ (Nanny Solidarity, 2020). This kind of solidarity will be seen as the 

basis for exploring how the problems inherent in the racialised and gendered world of childcare 

might be transformed. 

The Fight for Childcare campaign was cohered to explore the good, the bad and the ugly of the 

childcare provider and childcare ‘service user’ relationship. It is only then that those who participate 

in this sometimes warm, often ambivalent, sometimes outright conflictual set of relations can work 

together to imagine new ways of caring. We are all overworked, and if equality has come so far, then 

we want to know why. The answer posed by neoliberal and individualist forms of feminism is to 

mediate this overwork, by changing interpersonal dynamics in the home and the workplace (I’m 

reminded of neoliberal feminist Gemma Hartley’siv suggesting that we resolve these feelings of 

inequality and burnout by asking our husband to hire an hourly paid cleaner), of course what this 

means is outsourcing tasks considered ‘domestic drudgery’ to women of colour (Olufemi, 2020 p.4). 

What scholars of social reproduction offer us (Barbagallo and Federici, 2012; Bhattacharya, 2017; 

Hester 2018) is the possibility of collectivising the work that makes women feel so isolated and 

overburdened.   

 

Attempting to make a space to discuss the nuances of the care relations present in Fight for 

Childcare, the Women’s Strike Assembly (a feminist collective that organises around striking from all 

labour on March 8 each year) is working towards running a combination of workers enquiries and 

consciousness raising discussions early in 2021 so that we can make sense of the way that this work 

is currently organised, express how we feel about it and attempt to situate the inadequacies we’re 

facing in a systemic context so that we can work out how to transform them. This means changing 

both how we all conceive of work, but also imagining better set- ups, community- run childcare 

provision that parents contribute their time and energy to, demanding a liveable wage for nannies 

and childminders and making the grey economy that drives down migrant wages through the use of 

apps like care.com accountable. 

Literature Review 

Emotional Labour 

The original definition of emotional labour comes from Hochschild’s 1983 workplace ethnography 

that makes the claim that certain kinds of work colonise an individual’s personal feelings and 

expressions whilst claiming it is simply ‘part of the job’. She uses this to explain the pressure on 

frontline service workers like waitresses and receptionists to be ‘nicer than necessary’ or ‘nastier 
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than necessary’ in order to do their jobs (Hochschild in Beck 2018). Macdonald and Siranni refer to 

those who find the majority of their work relies on this kind of emotional performance as’ 

‘emotional proletariat’ (1996) as they are very frequently in low paid, and under recognised 

professions. In Labour Process Theory this term relates to the management of human feelings during 

social interaction within the labour process, as shaped by the dictates of capital accumulation 

(Taylor and Bain, 1999; Brooks, 2009), in short that capital accumulates wealth through the curated 

emoting of employees. Emotional labour within the workplace also differs in individualist and 

collectivist cultures, according to Mastracci and Adams, who argue that collectivity makes emotional 

labour less fraught (2019 p325). They define emotional labour as the effort to suppress 

inappropriate emotions or express appropriate emotions within oneself or towards another person, 

where “appropriate” and “inappropriate” are dictated by the demands of the job, alongside cultural 

factors (2019, p325). This paper argues that, in line with the changing conditions of neoliberal 

rationality and the marketisation of society, where every ‘field of activity… and entity (whether 

public or private, whether person, business, or state) is understood as a market and governed as a 

firm’ (Brown, 2015) emotional labour and the associated gendered expectations may begin to ‘feel 

like’ work, and that this is felt in a specific way by those carrying out care work, warranting the need 

for further academic investigation.  

 

Neoliberalism and Care in a post-industrial economy 

This article seeks to build a structural critique of why mothering continues to be so arduous in spite 

of the increasing social equality across society according to many measures. Wilson and Chivers 

Yochim’s book on mothering and precarity, published in 2017, argues that as safety nets, social 

security and public infrastructures that historically have propped up nuclear family life , have been 

continuously eroded, resulting in mothers coming to inhabit the ‘precarious ordinary’ (Stewart, 

2007) at work and at home. The shift away from work that relied on ‘male breadwinners’ and ‘stable 

jobs’ gave way to new conditions of precarity in both employment and reproduction (Fraser, 2013, 

p.111). This arguably shifts concerns about economic security (previously guaranteed by permanent, 

reasonably paid work –- at least for some members of the working and middle classes) to a 

precariousness that permeates all areas of life, to precarity as a ‘structure of feeling’ (Orgad, 2018).  

This precarity is of course gendered, raced and classed. According to Dalia Gabriel, it is neither a 
secret, nor an accident that the ‘gigification’ of care disproportionately impacts migrants and those 
from migrant backgrounds, making them more easily exploitable. Gabriel claims, ‘Governments and 
companies can get away with poorer treatment of the socially marginalised, because the rest of 
society is less likely to vote or act in solidarity with them’ (2020). Alongside racialised 
impoverishment in casualised employment and draconian immigration policies, migrants and people 
of colour have ‘fewer employment options than ever, forcing them into working conditions abhorred 
by workers of other subjectivities. This economic exploitation is made easier by increasing political 
and social disenfranchisement (Gabriel 2020) of minority groups across the western world that 
comes from having work opportunities and a feeling of power systemically withdrawn or attacked, if 
either were ever present in the British employment market to start with. 

This article seeks to connect this feeling of precarity to the increasing individualisation of 

responsibility, leading carers or those participating in mothering work to understand unequal and 

exploitative aspects of gendered labour in the home as simply the ‘emotional labour’ that goes along 

with the job. The mummybloggers I drew on in order to understand the current usages of emotional 

labour see that having to ‘balance’ part time and precarious work with reproductive tasks is 
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emotional labour because it  feels emotional, and it feels like work (Broadbent, 2018; Hartley, 2018; 

Marcoux, 2019; Toler 2018).  This poses an interesting conjuncture, or opportunity for organising, for 

the feminist movement. The answer posed by neoliberal and individualist forms of feminism is to 

mediate this overwork, by changing interpersonal dynamics in the home and the workplace (Hartley, 

2019; Sandberg, 2013), almost always by outsourcing tasks considered ‘domestic drudgery’ to 

women of colour (Olufemi, 2020 p.4). What scholars of social reproduction offer us (Barbagallo and 

Federici, 2012; Bhattacharya, 2017; Hester 2018) is the possibility of collectivising the work that 

makes women feel so isolated and overburdened. 

As argued by Laura Briggs, the privitisation of care has meant a growing wage gap produced by 

fewer benefits, attacks on the power of trade unions, regressive tax policies, and the concentration 

of wealth and adequate care provision in the hands of those who can afford it (2017). Nancy Fraser 

has similarly argued that post-industrial labour relations caused not only the kind of gendered 

poverty that emerges when families cannot survive on a single wage, but that this was indicative of 

the trend away from public assistance, collectively paid for, as a right of all, towards punitive ideas of 

dependency that rendered all those reliant on welfare as having ‘problem[’s]’ be they biological, to 

do with their upbringing or even their neighbourhood (2014, p111).   

Social Reproduction and Collectivising Care 

The problem with both mothering work and childcare is not that it is never enjoyable, it often is, the 

trouble is who it is we find always doing this labour and the conditions/labour relations in which it is 

done, in short: the problem is not care, it is its distribution (English et al. 2020). Social reproduction, 

also known as ‘life work’, relates to ‘activities and attitudes, behaviours and emotions, 

responsibilities and relationships directly involved in the maintenance of life on a daily basis, and 

intergenerationally’ (Farris, 2015). Rottenberg reminds us, in many ways the idea of work-life 

balance is a myth that relies upon certain women, usually poorer racialised women taking on white, 

richer women’s socially reproductive tasks so those with better access to structural power can work 

more, get paid better and therefore feel that work is ‘fairer’ without the workplace changing at all 

(2018). It is on this basis that a kind of imbalanced ‘balance’ is met allowing the ‘super mums’ to 

‘lean in’ or get ahead (Sandberg, 2013). By exploring the social context which produces a culture of 

‘leaning in’ and corporate feminism alongside a sustained a distaste for ‘stay-at-home mothers’, 

‘working mothers’ and care providers alike, it is possible to see how this shapes the way that carers, 

especially women feel about the care they give, and how care workv is denigrated as a result.  

Methodology 

In order to try and understand the current conditions of those doing the social reproduction of child 

rearing in both a paid and unpaid capacity, this ongoing project makes strategic use of a combination 

of qualitative methods that draw on the tradition of critical ethnographic research (Madison, 2005) 

including the reflexive elements of critical autoethnography (English, 2017; Graeber, 2004; Land et 

al, 2014; Reedy et al, 2016), sometimes called activist ethnography (Tuhiwai Smith 1999). Following 

Gatrell (2004), the paper also draws upon a database of qualitative netnographic (or internet-based) 

research. It analyses netnographic narratives that mothers write about their own lives, hosted by 

sites often referred to as ‘mummyblogs’ or the ‘mamasphere’ (Wilson et al 2017) –- the purpose of 

which is to form community around motherhood and increasingly to create space to make sense of 

why mothers are feeling overwhelmed, though the advice is often in terms of individual family based 

changes (see examples such as: Broadbent, 2018; Hartley, 2018; Marcoux, 2019; Toler 2018). I am 

also using netnographic means to understand the current conversations between parents and 

childcare workers taking place online, on social media (mostly Instagram and facebook) such as 
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‘Champagne Nurseries on Lemonade Budgets’, Pregnant then Screwed ‘save our nurseries’ 

campaignvi, and the Nanny Solidarity Network.  

Following other activist ethnographies of motherhood and the labour of care, this research follows 

the work of anti-prison activist Ruth Wilson Gilmore whose work examines the collective organising 

of the mothers of prisoners and local people opposing prison expansion (2007). The strength of this 

work is the focus on the ways in which collectivising aspects of social reproduction (the mother’s 

groups would do each other’s washing and cooking and care for each other’s children whilst others 

visited their children in prison or advocated for them at police stations) became a powerful part of 

their organising strategy. Similarly, beginning to imagine shared and collectivised processes of social 

reproduction are the basis upon which this research is carried out, in sharp contradiction to the 

individualised strategies of neoliberal feminist mothering’s focus on individual responsibility.  

This article also traces the use of the term emotional labour within and in relation to accounts of 

mothering and parenting in ‘mummyblogs’ including Motherly, Scary Mommy, and Good 

Housekeeping, and those written by mothers in Mel Magazine, Slate, Buzzfeed and Medium and 

compare this to any usage of the term in describing and analysing the work of childcare providers 

such as ‘Champagne Nurseries on Lemonade Budgets’, Pregnant then Screwed, and the Nanny 

Solidarity Network. By coding these netnographic insights (Gattrell, 2014) around themes related to 

work, individualism and care, I hope to be able to pinpoint the use of the term emotional labour and 

make sense of it within a broader feminist critique of neoliberalism. This may help to make sense of 

why carers are claiming emotional labour as term to describe their relationships in the private 

sphere and what is it that makes the tasks  associated with socially reproductive activities and 

familial ‘love’, in fact, feel like a ‘job’.  

 

 

Discussion 

Whilst the project is in its early stages, and thus, any outcomes are at this stage are a work in 
progress, it is worth noting that in the recent months the activity, energy and discussion within the 
Fight for Childcare campaign has declined as individuals and collectives involved with the project 
remain confused about the best ways to proceed with fighting to better both the conditions of 
reproduction in the home and those who work in the increasingly erratic funding environment that 
is the childcare sector. As pointed out by the Women's Budget Group, the November 2020 Spending 
Review did little to improve the situation of childcare workers, “There was some additional spending 
on childcare and social care, but neither received the investment and reform so desperately needed 
after ten years of austerity, exacerbated by the pandemic” (WBG Report 2020). Without being able 
to organise a demonstration or meet in person, campaign groups like FFC are seemingly struggling to 
know what to do beyond awareness raising techniques.  

Those FFC participants involved with the NGO sector such as the New Economics Foundation, have 
focussed on hosting public meetings and discussions entitled ‘Childcare Under Lockdown’ (2020), 
those involved with the Women’s Strike have hosted meetings where the meaning and context of 
the home was scrutinised ‘A red thread of care and resistance on International Day of Violence 
Against women’ (2020). In terms of more general trends in changing the environment of childcare, 
the United Voices of the World trade union has recruited two full time organisers to undertake 
unionisation work in the childcare sector (2020). Whilst all these activities continue despite the 
pandemic, as a participant it certainly feels like there is never enough being done to deal with this 
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incredible gap in care infrastructure, that leaves women trapped in their home, or working in 
someone else’s with very little choice, mobility or chance of a pay rise.  

In early 2021, The Women’s Strike Assembly is set to launch a Consciousness Raising project about 
care, and centring the subjectivities of those who provide it. The idea is that by inviting those who 
work as care providers and those who provide care in the home, we may begin to work out the 
barriers to syncretic organising (Wilson-Gilmore, 2007) or ‘organising across difference’ when it 
comes to reproductive labour. The basis using consciousness raising, is creating space where carers 

can voice their discontents – - at each other, at systemic injustices, and at societal attitudes more 
broadly. 

It is reasonable to ask why forming consciousness raising groups is the right next step for a group 
that wants a total reimagining of care and care labour in 2020. The callout posits that,  

This project comes from a desire to change the way we’re thinking about the world and 
about activism – to start from our experience and emotional states, to foreground issues like 
anxiety and stress, to make those things a key part of and starting place for our strategy, and 
to have that inform our actions. The best way to understand ‘care’ both in the ways it makes 
worlds and the ways it traps us in space, is to think about it together (Women’s Strike, 
forthcoming). 
 

This means changing both how gendered work is made sense of under neoliberal conditions, but 
also imagining better set- ups, that could include community, parent and worker run childcare 
provision, finding innovative ways to demand a liveable wage for nannies and childminders and 
challenging and making visible the grey economy that drives down migrant wages through the use of 
apps like care.com. This is a method of politics that originated in the Consciousness Raising (CR) 
groups of the Women’s Liberation Groups of the 1970s. The idea was that by creating a culture of 
shared vulnerability and reflection, that conditions could be better understood and then changed in 
activist communities and society more generally (English, 2017). These groups of no more than 12 
women met up regularly to discuss their lives, and according to Shulamith Firestone were the 
backbone of second-wave feminism (1970).  

According to feminist activist group Plan C, ‘CR groups provide a wide and thoughtful base of 
supporters and militants who examine their lives, take hold of their experiences, politicise them, 
develop theory based on them, and take action relevant to them’ (2015). Consciousness Raising 
groups were seen as key to the feminist movement, and were mobilised by many different feminists, 
according to Gail Lewis of the Brixton Black Women’s Group (Lewis, 2013). These ideas inspired a 
text by the Institute for Precarious Consciousness, that had tens of thousands of shares in 2014 
called ‘We are all very Anxious’ that advocated for a reinvigoration of CR groups in the UK.  This was 
in order to make sense of the particular affects associated with the neoliberal condition which will 
be discussed below. Consciousness-raising in the 1970s was not so much a ‘pedagogical method of 
disseminating already-constructed theory, but an intervention stating that women were actually the 
best ones to make sense of their own material conditions, and to work out how to challenge the 
structural powers that shaped them. Through a collective and sustained examination of the lives and 
experiences of those most affected, new worlds were forged (Plan C, 2015), Mark Fisher famously 
referred to this as ‘consciousness inflation’ (2016). The Institute for Precarious Consciousness, and 
the consciousness-raising groups connected to it, argue that emotions such as vulnerability need to 
be transformed into a sense of injustice, a type of anger which is less resentful and more focused, a 
move towards self-expression, and a reactivation of resistance (2014). An organisation’s strategy 
must always be based on collective discussions of the experience of life’ (ibid., 2014). For the 
Institute of Precarious Consciousness, creating spaces where these discussions can take place is 
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known as ‘creating a dis-alienated space’. This is what FFC is intending to provide in the groups 
commencing in early 2021. 

What we know, is that the meaning of care is changing, as it always has done, in connection with the 

material conditions of those experiencing them. Interestingly, what I have understood from my 

netnography and my time involved with the Fight for Childcare campaign is that the ‘gigification’ of 

childcare via the use of apps for example, completely changes the way that carers and recipients of 

that care understand what care can be. For those who work on an app, especially if that work is a 

one-off ‘gig’, according to a member of the Care collective in their Manifesto the Politics of 

Interdependence (2020), the priority is getting a good review, specifically a Five-Star rating. This 

anecdote goes to explain that the systems in place are not currently complex enough to ‘rate’ what 

caring for a child really looks like, which leads to unexpected consequences. In one instance getting a 

good rating meant never telling a child off for dangerous or unkind behaviour, and giving them as 

much ice cream as they wanted. It is questionable whether this is a recipe for a high level of care, 

which scholars of motherhood tell us depends on strong boundaries, building respect and 

attempting to provide nutrition –- even if one would prefer ice-cream. Essentially, the argument I 

want to make, is that by further atomising the experience of workers, we also rob children and their 

parents of the care that all of us deserve.  

Conclusion 

Briggs argues that women are worn out, lonely and emotionally exhausted because what is needed 

is a feminist vision of care where multiple kinds of households and communities collectivise their 

lives (2017). She suggests following the organisational strategies of collectives of single parents, like 

The Single Parents Liberation Movement that operated across the UK in the 1970s (Ryan, 2015), the 

Black Panthers Party Free Breakfast Program 1969-1980 (Pien, 2010), and the collective households 

of the gay liberation front (Briggs, 2017). But what is needed is a way to collectivise the situation of 

people who have been systemically isolated from each other through the neoliberal process of 

bettering individuals at the cost of the many.  

The next stage in my research will be to better understand the interventions being made in to care 

provision at the current time, including such examples as Ireland’s migrant founded and led worker-

owned social care business called the Great Care Co-op. Maria Jikijela and other carers came 

together through the Migrant Rights Centre of Ireland because they felt they could provide social 

care more efficiently and oriented around the needs of those who require care and also those who 

work in care. According to Jikijela, those who work in the organisation have equal stake and there 

are no shareholders. Unlike in their previous roles they have sick pay, holiday pay and pensions- 

challenging the for- profit model of professional ‘care’.  

Propping up private providers that many parents couldn’t afford before the economic downturn is 

not an answer on its own. Now is the time to guarantee free universal childcare, to stimulate the 

economy, save parents’ jobs and ensure that all children are able to catch up on the crucial early 

years support they missed during lockdown. It is time for overworked and under recognised 

mothers, parents and carers to receive the dignity in work they deserve, because offloading their 

‘emotional labour’ on to those with fewer opportunities needs to be seen as a strategy of neoliberal 

feminism that cannot deliver the world we all deserve.  
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