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FOREWORD

In March 1972 the 0ffice of Economic Oppo;tunity opened a
Child Development Center (CDC) for its employees. The
Center, operated by Edufax Incorporated and supported by
. Research and Development Funds, has recently been eval-
uated by the Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation,

on the basis of the following criteria:

(1) The extent of the need for child s

- care services by, OE0 employees;

(2) The extent to which this need is
met by a center located near the

work place;
‘ ] *

(3) The factors which are important
to parents when selecting child

care;

(4) The amount parents are willing
to pay for an enriched child

development child care, and

(5) The economic benefits accruing to -

the federal government from such

ix




factors as decreased employee
absenteeism, tardiness and

turnover.

The Center was designed to accommodate sixty children in
two classrooms of y - 'ldren each. It opened with
an enrollment of thirty children and in its eight months
of operation has expanded to the present enrollment of
fifty children--which, because of space limitations in
one classroom, may be its opgrating canacity. Approxi- —=
mately twenty of the participants are children of OEO
employees; the remaining thirty are children of parents
from other federal agencies generally employed near the
Center. The chiidren represent a desirable mixture of
the sexes (twenty-five boys and-twenty-five girls) and
ages (7 two-year-olds, 17 threes, 15 fours, and 11 fives).
Seventy-seven percent of the families are black, and
family incomes range from $6,000 to over $20,000 per

year.

Although the investigation tends to confirm that the
children in the CNC are participating in a rewarding,
empathetic daily experience, the reader is cautioned
that the focus of this evaluation was on the parents,
not their children. Therefore, the findings presented
relate to administrative matters and parental needs,

not child development.




The study- is reported in two parts. The objective of
the foreword is to provide OEO management with infor-
mation that will assist them in deliberations concern-
ing refunding of the CDC. It was prepared by the
Evaluation Division/Office of Planning, Research and
Evaluation and focuses on the historical and opera-
tional aspec.s of the Center. The body of the report
prepared by Westat Incorporated, reports the results
of interviews with 180 OEO parents and CDC users.

The interviews were conducted in July 1972 approxi-
mately four months after the Center opened. Westat

was charged with the primary researéh objective of

this evaluation, namely, to evaluate parents' reactions
to and utilization of the Center. While the report

was written by separate organizations, it is intended to
serve as a unitary case study for individuals in other

agencies who are contemplating child care services for

children of their employees.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

1. The Statement of Work section in the contract between

OE0, Edufax, and the CDC operator details their goals:

" The 0fice of Economic Opportunity desires

to demonstrate that employees and employer
cooperating together can provide a daily




child developmental program in a stimulating,
safe and well supervised environment at a
reasonable cost which will allow parents to
engage in income producing employment ."
(Emphasis supplied by author.)

Stimulating Environment

It is our opinion that the children are receiving a
stimulating developmental program in a safe well-super-
vised environment. Eighty-four percent of the parents

K using the Center report they are "completely or very
satisfied" with the program. In addition, 88 percent
of the parents reported their children are very hcppy
with the program. The Center is licensed by the District

of Columbia and is in substantial compliance with the

1968 Federal Interagency Day Care standards.l

Employee-Employer Cooperation

The area with which parents report the most dissatisfaction

concerns parent participation in CDC policy and decision

making. The degree of successful cooperation between the

various individuals and parties (OEO, parents, and Edufax)

involved has been varied. Although there were attempts at
% participatory decision making during the Center's establish-

ment, the contractual arrangement between OEQ and Edufax

1 y, s. DHEW, OEO, DOL, "Federal Interagency Day Care
Requirements," September 1968,
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has limited the parents' role. Although a number of in-
dividuals (five-fifteen) represented parent interests in
the original planning and selection of the operating con-
tractor, an organized group of parents did not exist at
this time. Furthermore, it was very difficult for parents
to commnit themselves, and their children, to an idea--

*as contrasted to a concrete program. (I is imteresting

to notd that of these original parent representatives, only
one used the Center; several others did not have children

eligible and several chose+not to enroll their children.)

At present there is a parent advisory board composed of
seven parents representing users of the Center and four
members representing OE0 administration. This parent
board has made progréss in learning what role it can
play in the contractural arrangement between QOEQ and
Edufax. But still, attendance at parcnt meetings has

been and is spotty.

Reasonable Costs

During the months June through September, the Center's

average operating costs were between $250 and $300 per

child per month which, if continued over an entire year,
would equal $3,000 to $3,600 per child annually. (This
excludes most one-time costs encountered in establishing
the CDC.) Generally, parents interviewed expressed a

willingness to pay $¢50 to $100 per month per child. Less




than ten percent of potential users of the Center express a

willingness to pay over $200 per month for all of their children
Parents who can afford higher fees typically have i..gh
incomes and desire an at-home arrangement which includes
housekeeping services, 1Individual fees at the Center
range from $17 a month for families with annual incomes
below $5,500 to $130 for families with incomes above
$20,000. OEO employees using other centers in the metro-
politan area typically pay $50-$100 per month per child.
A survey, conducted by the Office of Planning, Research
and Evaluation, bf all centers in the metropolitan area
found that the vast majority of centers charge $80-$90
per month regardless of income. The child development
centers ;un by Headstari, Model Cities and National
capitoi Area Child Development Center Association and
other federal agencies report costs in the range of $150-

$250 per child per month,

A superficial analysis of costs indicates that it would
probably require a drastic change in the program (in kind

rather than degree) before income from parents would cover

a significant portion of operating costs. This analysis
also indicates that monthly per-child operating costs
will decline as the c;nter completes its break-in period.
Furthermore, in future contract negotiations, certain -
costs could be negotiated downward because of knowledge

gained in the first operating year.

xiv




At present, the Center operating costs are running

about $14,000 per month. Some belt tightening might
reduce the costs to $12,000 or $11,000 per month.
Parents' fees presently total about $3,000 per month.

1f fees were increased Zn)verage of $5 per week and
additional children were recruited to fill the Center

to design capacity, income would increase to approxi-
mately $5,000 per month. 'l‘ypically there are six to

ten children absent each day so that the Center could

be over-enrolled by another eight children. This would
increase income another $600 to $1,000 per month. There~
fore, conservatively, the minimum gap between parent
payments and expenses is $5,000 per month or an additional

$80-$100 per month per parent for a sixty-child center.

Allow Parents to Engage in \ 1 nt

We can find no evidenc; that the operation has had any
effect on whether parents work or not. The people using
the Center were working before and changed only the:l.r'
type of child care arrangement. The Center has not been
used in any way to promote employment of low income in-
dividuals at OEO or promote employment ~ .ow income in-
dividuals living in-the neighborhood surrounding the -CDC.
As best we can tell, new employees are only told about

the Center if they ask. Several employees who showed

early interest in the Center when later asked why they




had not enrolled their children replied that their wives

has not returned to work as expected. Apparently, child care
was not the major barrier to employment for those in- :
dividuals. It should be noted, however, that several of

the CDC users are quite concerned that they might not be
able to find adequate arrangements if the Center were

closed.

2. 1s this research and development project unique and

innovative?

- Although the Center is unique in that it differs from the
majority of day care arrangements because it focuses on
child development, it is typical of centers specializing
in child development. For example, there are several
government agencies in this area that have employee day
care centers. They are all very much the same in general ’
emphasis and have a similar pﬁrent, employer, contractor
relationship. The contractors differ somewhat in the
quality of service provided but generallx operate in the

$2,000-$3,000 per-chili-year cost range.

71n the early formative stages of planning certain decisions
had to be made in order to start the project moving.
The first of these was that there would be a center

operated near OEO. Given this decision, it was fairly
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difficult to be very innovative. Parent participation

also tended to lead the project toward traditional ways.

The CDC is not innovative in terms of demonstrating new
concepts in child care for OE0 (federal) employees or for
its clientele, the poor, nor ies there any evidence that

the parents it serves wish it to be.

3. what is the demand for care of children of OEO employees?

We estimate there are approximately 100 parents who need
full time care for their children ages two to six yeers
old, the age range restriction of the Center. As of
September 30 there were twenty OEO parents using the

Center, a participation rate of about 20 percent. Because

of various consumer preference factors, such as desire

for home care, convenience, availability of relatives, and
cost, we believe that at most 50 percent of parents need-
ing full day care would utilize center-type care. We
would think that an employment-based center care might
capture one-third to two-thirds of that or approximately
seventeen to thirty-four total user parents. (Fifty-five
percent of the 180 parents interviewed perferred to have
the Center within walking distance of work rather than
walking distance of home.) Therefore, we would conclude

that somewhat fewer OEO parents (twenty) are using the




Center than would be expected but that total utilization
probably would never reach fifty to sixty OEQ parents.
We believe the original projections of expected employee

utilization were unrealistically high.

In terms of the ut{lization by grade, we find the following

for OEO employees: e =

Grade

percent (of those
using CDC)

Some people would argue that it is inequitable to provide
benefits only to a special group of employees--in this
case, those who need full day care for their preschool
children while they work. We will not deal with that
argument here because it gets into the broader question
of employee rights and benefits which is not the focus

of this evaluation. It should be noted, however, if one

wishes to be equitable to.all those employees needing

day care for their children, that approximately 120 OEO
employees are excluded by the ages of their children
(ages under two and 'over six). These employees provide

potential for innovative programs such as employee vouchers.

The future OEO employee need will, of course, be affected
by the extent of regionalization and other reorganizations

which are planned. Decisions concerning the Center should
»
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take these plans into account. However, in actuality

the Center is no longer strictly an OEO center, but a

federal employees' center. There will always be suffi-
" cient federal employees to fill the Center, given its

present fee schedule.

4, What reasons do parents give for not using the Center?

We have two sources of data. In July 1971, a survey of

OEO employees was made by OE0O administration and 60 employees
expressed interest in the Center. 1In February 1972,

thirteen of those parents had enrolled their children in

the Center. We sent a questionnaire to the remaining

47 parents to determine why they had not enrolled their
children. Repeated follow-ups re-ulted in 4€ replies

summarized below:

No longer employed at OEO 10
Cuosts are too high 13
Ineconvenient location 8

Spouce did not return to

work 5
Child no longer in area 5
Children are not two-six

years old 4
Other reisons 16
Total responses 61*

* Since some respondents gave multiple reasons the total
is greater than 46,
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It is important to note thqtrnany of those responding to
the queqé@onnaire felt they had shown interest in but not
enrollmeiri commi‘men: to the Center. Unfortunately, it
appesr; that ORO administration interpreted the survey
results as & rather firm estimate of need for the Center--
£4 in fict, this may have been the reason for planning a center

2

with a sixty-child capacity. -

Seven of the 46 gave high fees as their only reason. We

will return to the fee schedule later.

In July 1972, Westat, Incorporated, under contract with
the Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluatio::linter-
viewed 180 employees. Thig interview group included all Y
users of the CDC plus all known employees with children in
the under six-year old category. Fifty-three individuals
who qualify for use of the CDC but who are presently using
other day care for their children gave the following answers
to the question:

"what are the one or two most important reasons

why you have decided not to send your children
to the OEO day care center?"

Do not like location/transportation problems 18
Prefer present arrangement 16
Too expensive 14
Child too young 13
Other _8

Total responses 69




When asked what changes might persuade them to iise the
Center, 19 responded: '"None, prefer present arrangement,"
and the other 34 responded in a manner consistent with

their previous answers.

We would conclude that satisfaction with present arrangements,
fees higher than what parents ar® willing to pay, and
locatio; near work rather than home are the prominent

_reasons why parents who use full time care have not

switched to the C(DC., We believe, moreover, that minor

changes in the present program or fess would not significantly
affect enrollment. Although changing the fee schedule

for the higher income employees and lowering the age of
eligibility might entice a few more OEO employees to use

the Center, it is doubtful that this would narrow the gap
between operating costs and parent payments. .The people

who most likely would be enticed into using the Center

by laweting the fee schedule are at the higher income

brackets. Reducing the fees for the higher income families

relative to lower income families would be contrary both

to the Office of Management and Budget policy and OEO
philosophy. We believe that if one wished to increase
the OEO demand for the Center, a more aggressive merchandizing:

program would probably be more cost-effective.

Two additional poir s zre worth noting concerniny what is

considered by many as a low response rate by OEO employees




toward the CDC. First, OEO administration has the sole

respongibility for recruitment. One can conjecture that

because of the American Federation of Government Employees’

(AFGE) demands for day care, the administration of OEO
assumed there was a backlog of employee demand for the
Center which would present itself without an aggressive
sales campaign when the Center opened. Whether the low
key enrollment campaign by administration or unrealistic
expectations by the union are the cause of the present,.
assessment is of little import now except as a cautdon

to other agencies contemplating centers. Such ag;ncies
should obtain as many firm commitments as possible and

have accurate estimates of the total number of employees
using full time day care. Attention must be focused on
those individuals rather than dissipated over the entire
agency through general employee information channels.
Secondly, since the (DC is near enrollment capacity,
deéisions must be made as to whether to try to increase
enrollment of OE0 employee children and as to what priority
OEO employees have over other agency employees who are
presently enrolled or might apply in the future. This
aecision assumes importance to the extent that the Center's
success is measured by the number of OEO employees whose

children are enrolied.




5. What factors are important to parents who must select

day care arrangements for their children?

Unfortunately, there is no simple answer to this question

because it is highly dependent upon the individual

family's circumstances and needs--both the parents and i
their children. OEO employees evidence a wide range of

circumstances. 1In terms of stated preference, three factors

stand out as veing important tc OEO parents when selecting

an jdeal day care arrangement; they are: 1) availability

of a formal education program; 2) affordable cost; and 3)

c6§ven1ent location. With respect to each of these factorc

each family views the CDC from a different perspective, gf’!
Furthermore, families do not appear to be necessarily

consistent in their implicit or explicit choices between

these and other factors. Chapter 7 and 8 deal much more

extensively with this question. It should be notcd “hat

a great deal of additional work will be requirediiefbre anyone

can predict with reasonable accuracy what parents will do

when confronted with a choice of day care arrangements.

6. What are the economic benefits to OEO (the federal

government), as an employer, accruing from the Center?

Before discussing our conclusions on this point, we believe
it should be recognized that there are several basic issues

which need to be resolved to put employer benefits in proper
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perspective. We will not resolve them, but only pose them
here. 1Is the CDC an employee benefit? 1Is it a gift from
the employer or a right of the employee? To be justified,

should the Center "pay" for itself?

Possible benefits to management are reduced absenteeism,
tardiness, and turnover, improved ability to hire, and

other public interest benefits such as increasing the

child's development and potzntial for future growth, plus
increasing another family member's potential for participating

in the labor force. N

Westat reports that under optimistic assumptions, the direct
benefits to OEO managem:nt might be in the neighvurhood of
$125 per employee involved in the CDC. Under pessimistic
assumptions, the tenefits might be negative: e.g., more
absenteeism because of lack of an arrangement when the
child is ill. We are inclined to believe that most likely
there is little difference in absenteeism, tardiness, and
so forth, whether the employee's children are or are not
enrolled in the Center. The evidence is "soft' but
supported somewhat by anecdotal observations. Further-
more, it should be noted that certain OEO "progressive"
decisions, such as allowing continued enrollment subse-
quent to termination of OEO employment, have lessened

the benefits to OEO which might otherwise be expected.
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About one factor there is little doubt: The participating

employees themselves feel they and their children are per-

sonally better off. One would assume this could lead to

a feeling of well being which might be translated into more
efficient effort on the employee's part--a very intangible
benefit at best. (Nine of 43 CDC users stated that use

of the Center had given them "peace of mind.")

The present study has answered certain research questions,
but an evaluation of this kind cannot state whether the
Center is & success or failure in an absolute sense. Still
less can it decide whether or not the Center should be con-
tinued. These decisions depend on the Judgments of the
interested parties and reflect the weight they give to

such issues as the quality of the care given the children,
the satisfaction of the parents, the Center's economic
viability, and its ability to serve as a gite for additional

]

research.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

This study leaves no reason to doubt that the Center is a
valuable resource for the participating families. Even if
the cost per child were less, however, OEO's commitment is

presumably limited to its further research interests, given
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the government-wide policy that day care is not among the
accepted federal employee benefits. As already noted, the
present Center cannot be called innovative, and 1l seems

* unlikely that the agency's_Epowledge of day care programs

for che poor will te significantly advanced by further
studying a Center for its own employees. As with any
research project, the agency-has an obligatior to phase

out its present gupport in such a way as to give participating
parents adequate time to make other arrangements. Although
OEO may be precluded from any indefinite comnitment of
financial support, there appears to be a basis for discussion

between OEQ management and the concerned parents on the '

future of the Center. Accordingly, the following recommendations

are offered:

1. We recommend that OEO management meet with participating
parents and other interested parties to make clear the extent

of OEO's future commitment to the Center. Presumably, it

should be possible for this commitment to include extension
of assistance in some form beyond the expiration of the con-

tract with Edufax on February 8, 1973, (Note, however,

that OEO must notify Edufax of its intentions in regard

to renewal of this contract by December 10, 1972.) Willingness
to extend this commitment should be based on evidence from
participating parents that they intend to take steps toward

making the Center independent of OEO support within a

reasonable time.



2, 1If parents indicate that they are prepared to work toward
making the Center self-sustaining (or independent of OEO),
they should naturally be given complete freedom in searching
out ways to do so. The limits on parental participation

in contract discussions should be removed.

3. The agency should be prepared to review suggestions

for aiditional research promptly, and to support them
according to their merits. Technical assistance in evaluating
research ideas should be provided, even if OE0O foresees

no prospect of providing financial support for the research

itself.

In brief, balarcing existing federal policy regarding ewployee
day care with OEO's commitment to its own employees, 1t4
seems important to open a dialogue as soon as possible on
whether or not the Center can be developed into a viable,

independent operation.

‘h‘J“hi;-- 'e:lFiln-

WILLIAM PROSSER

Evaluation Division

Office of Planning, Research,
and Evaluation

Office of Economic Opportunity




l. HIGHLIGHTS

The Office of Economic Opportunity (OEQ) sponsors a
Child Development Center (CDC) for its Washington, D. C. based
employees. Operation of the Center commenced in March 1972.
The primary purpose of this study was an evaluation of parents'’
reactions to and utilization of the Center.

At the time of data collection for this study (July,
1972) the center had 43 users -- 22 OEO employees and 21 employees
of other Federal agencies. At this time, OEO employed approxi-
mately 1,060 persons in Washington, D. C.; about 55% of the staff
were females and 45% were males. It was estimated that about 107
OEO employees had children eligible for enrollment in the CDC and
no spouse at home available for child care full time during
working hours. About 92 of these are estimated to be using some
type of day care full-time. Twenty-two (22) are known to use the
OEO CDC, while an estimated 70 OEO employees use some other type
of day care full-time.

In an effort to evaluate the reactions of OEO employees
to the CDC, interviews with all 43 users of the Center (22 OEO
employees and 21 employees of other Federal agencies) were conducted.
In addition, 137 interviews were conducted with other OEO employees
who are parents of young children but do not use the Center.

The primary focus of the study was on parents who had
a clear need for day care, i.e., parents who are currently using
day care full-time for at least one preschocl child. Ninety-seven
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respondents were identified as .being of particular interest for
in-depth analysis. They include:

Users of the OEO Center 43
Comparison Group I 54
Total 97

Comparison Group I consisted of 54 OEO employees who
had no spouse at home and who used day care for 30 hours cr more
for at least one preschool child. These 54 persouns represent an
estimated total of 70 OEO employees who could be expected to fall
in the same category (i.e., no spouse at home/full-time day care
for one or more preschool children) if a complete census of OEO
employees had been conducted.

For some special analyses it was desired to include in

the Comparison Group only those persons using full-time day care

for a child in the age range 2-5 years (the eligible age range for
the OEO CDC). Of the 54 persons in Comparison Group I, 48 were
found to meet this criterion. These 48 persons are referred to
throughout the report as Comparison Group II.

Several types of analyses were conducted, using the
various sample groups defined above.

A general profile was developed comparing OEO CDC
users to users of other types of day care, with
particular attention given to those characteristics
which might be related to the type of day care
used.

An estimate was made of the aniverse of need and
the effective demand for the OEO CDC.

Estimates were made of the economic benefit to OEO.




e An analysis of user satisfaction with the OEO CDC
was conducted and the results compared to the satis-
faction reported by users of other arrangements.

e A number of key factors affecting day care decisions
and the trade-offs among them were analyzed.

e A comparison was made of the results of this study
¢ and the evaluations of two other federally-sponsored
day care centers. The current study was also com-
pared to findings from the OEO national day care
survey of 1970 and to the Massachusetts Early Edu-
cation Project.

The major findings of the study are summarized in the
remainder of this section.

o e

1.1 Comparing Users and Non-Users (Demographic Variables)

Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the OEO-employed users
and eighty-one percent (81%) of the Comparison Group I members are
black; ninety-one percent (91%) of the OEO-employed users and
eighty-three percent (83%) of the Comparison Group I respondents
were females. The OEO-employed user group also included:

e Younger ages (46% under 26 vexrsus 26%)

e More solo parents (55% versus 31%); more single
adult families, i.e., respondents who live with
no other adults (32% versus 22%)

e Lower pay grades (74% in GS-7 or below versus 59%)

e Lower total family income (32% below $8,500 versus
22%; 64% below $10,500 versus 31%). . -




In this comparison of OEO employees who use the Child
Development Center versus those who use some other type of day
care, it should be noted that:

-

e In all, it is estimated that about 92 OEO employees
would fall in the target population, i.e., would be
found to use full-time day care (30 hours or more
per week) for at least one preschool child and to
have no spouse at home (unmarried or spouse who
works during the day). These 92 include the 22
current users of the OEO CDC; thus, an estimated,
24% of the target population is currently using
the Center. Of the 92, the approximate number
estimated to be in each of three categories of
total family income and the percentage of these
using the OEO CDC are as follows:

Number Percent

Under $8,500 23

$8,500 to $14,999 19

$15,000 or over 47
§‘§*

Thus, the middle income group has a higher rate of
use than either of the other two groups; in fact,

the OEO CDC is used by this group more frequently

than any other type of day care.

For the lowest income group, the type of day care
most frequently used is informal out of home care.
Fifty-two percent (52%) of this group are estimated
to use this kind of day care.

It is estimated that 46% of the high income members
of the target population use some type of day care
center (13% use OEQ CDC, 33% use other centers).
For this group, if the OEO users are combined with
users of other crenters, then day care cenhters are
the most frequently used type of arrangement.

High income parents use in-the-home arrangements

more frequently than either of the other two groups,
but it is still the least-used type of arrangement

at all income levels (19% of the high income group
Fnd about 6% of the other two income groups combined) .

+
A few persons did not give a response on family income.
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Overall, most members of the target group have only one
child under 6. This characteristic is somewhat higher for OEO
employees using the Center (86%) than for members of Comparison
Group I (76%). Similarly, the Center is used somewhat more fre-
quently by OEO employees in the target population having orly
preschool children (26% of them are estimated to be using the
Center) than by those having both preschool and school age chil-
dren (an estimated 18%).

Estimated Demand for OEO Child Development Center

e At the present time, the Child Development Center
has 43 users, 22 OEO employees and 21 employees of
other Federal agencies. It was estimated that the
maximum number of OEO employees with eligible chil-
dren and no spouse at home available for child care
full-time during working hours is approximately 107.
About 92 of these 107 are currently estimated to use
day care full time. The remainder are assumed to
be using day care for less than 30 hours a week.

Based on the assumption that one-third to one-half
of employees with eligible children represent the
pool for effective demand, an estimate of 45 OEO
users was developed as a more realistic upper bound
on potential demand.

Economic Benefits of the Child Development Center

e The maximum potential economic henefit to OEO for
operation of the CDC was estimated at $5,600 per
year. This figure was based on 45 OEO users.

Utilizing data from other studies, cost savings
from reduced turnover were estimated to be $45 per
user per year or $2,000 total annual savings.

Under certain assumptions, it was estimated that
the maximum potential savings from reduced absen-
teeism and tardiness would be $80 per user per
year or $3,600 total annual savings.

1-5
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Data obtained from OEO personnel records did not
provide any indication of cost savings to OEO due
to reduced absenteeism and tardiness for CDC users.

Some economic benefit to the Federal government
might accrue through the recruiting and training
of under-qualified personnel, particularly welfare
mothers.

Preference Versus Usage

Ninety-one percent (91%) of the OEO employees currently
using the OEO CDC named the Center when asked what their preferred
type.of day care arrangement would be.

Seventy-one percent (71%) of Comparison Group I respon-
dents who currently use a day care center said that dgy care
centers were their preferred type of day care arrangement,

Eighty percent (80%) of those using informal arrange-
ments in tggir homes named this same type of arrangement as their
preference. No one in this group stated a preference for the OEO
CDC.

Fifty-t-o percent (52%) of those using informal out-of-
home arrangehents would prefer a formal arrangement to the type
they are currently using.

Factors of Importance in Selecting Ideal Child Care
Arrangements

*
When asked to choose from a list of eight factors:

® Sixty percent (60%) of the user group and 46% of
those in Comparison Group I reported that availability

%




of a formal educatiqn was the most important factor
in choosing an ideal child care arrangement.

Twelve percent (12%) of users and 13% of Comparison
Group I called cost of child care the most important
factor.

Fifteen percent (15%) of Comparison Group I selected
having only one arrangement for all children as the
most impcrtant. °

Trade-offs in Factors of Importance

‘Respondents were asked to choose among three factors --
cost, formal program, and closeness to home or work --
as being first, second, and third in importance to
them.

Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the users and 69%
of Comparison Group II rated formal program above
closeness or cost as the most important factor in
child care arrangements.

Cost was réted first of the three factors by 12% of
users and 15% of Comparison Group II respondents.

Closeness was not rated first by any Center user.
Only 4% of those in Comparison Group II rated close-
ness as most important.

When the responses to this set of quest’ 1s are
compared to either actual behavior or the amount
respondents said they were willing to pay to obtain
various features in their day care, several kinds
of inconsistencies were found.

Satisfaction With the OEO Center

Users of the OEO CDC and users of other day care
centers were asked to rate their satisfaction with
each of 10 aspects of their centers on a six-point
scale.

I




® Users of the OEQO CDC and users of other centers both
expressed a high degree of satisfaction. Boih groups
had an average score on the ten specific fact.rs of
5.3 out of a possible 6.

Parent involvement, with an average score of 4.1, was
the source of the greatest dissati: “action for the
OEO CDC users.

Respondents were also asked to compare their previous
arrangggents to their current ones on 22 separate fea-
tures day care. The scale used was "better, the
same, Or worse." For purposes of analysis, the items
were grouped into four general categories -- center
organization, center program, parent cost/convenience,
and social benefits.

Using children enrolled in the OEO CDC as a base, we
found that the items included under the general cate-
gory of center organization were seen by the parents
as improved at the Center (as compared with previous
arrangements) on the average 65% of the time. This
same average (65%) held for the category of center
program. The category of social benefits produced
an average of 57% and the category of parent cost/
convenience was seen as least improved (41%).

Cost as a Factor in Making Day Care Decisions

® Thirty-three percent (33%) of users and 53% of Com-
parison Group II respondents currently pay for day
care an amount that is similar to what they believe
they are able to pay, while 50% of the users and 29%
of Comparison Group II respondents currently pay
less than they believe they are able to pay. About
equal percentages of the two groups (17%-18%) pay
more than they feel they are able.

' Cost was one of the reasons frequently cited by non-
users of the Center (29%) as a reason for non-use:

® About 11% of Comparison Group II respondents are now
paying approximately the SAME amount for child care
that they would pay at the OEO Center, 53% are paying
LESS and 36% are paying MORE than they would pay at
the OEO Center.




2. INTRODUCTION

The project described in this report represents one
part of a larger effort to evaluate a day care center operated
by the Office of Economic Opportunity for its Washington-based
employees. The center, hereafter referred to as the OEO Child
Development Center or OEO CDC, is actually used by both OEO
employees and employees of other Federal agencies (hereafter
referred to"as non-OEO employees). The center has been in opera-
tion since March 1972 and at the time of the data collection phase
of this project in July, 1972, 22 OEO employees and 21 non-OEO
employees were using the center. In all these 43 parents had 49
children enrolled in the center spanning the eligible age range
of 2-5 years.

Objectives

The primary purpose of the project was to gather data
through interviews with parents using the OEO CDC and with other
parents of young children employed at OEO. The major areas of
interest were the reactions of users and non-users to the éentet;
the preferences of users and non-users toward various types of
child care and their attitudes regarding the importance of various
factors involved in making decisions about child care arrangements;
and specific details concerning present and previous child care
arrangements.

From this type of information a comparison of users
vs. non-users; an analysis of key factors involved in making day
care decisions and the trade-offs among them; and an assessment
of user satisfaction were desired. In addition to these major
objectives, there was secondary interest in the application of




a previously developed model for assessing the economic benefits
of employer-sponsored day care and in comparing the results of
the present study with other existing data bases.

The Questionnaires

The personal interview questionnaires for this project
were developed by Mary A. Rowe and Richard R. Rowe of the
Massachuseétts Early Education Project. These instruments are
shown in Appendix C of this report.

Three separate instruments were used to obtain the
information from parents. The first was designated the OEO
questionnaire. It was designed to obtain information on number
and ages of children; to solicit general attitudes and opinions
regarding day care; and to obtain demographic or background
information of the respondents.

The second instrument was the Preschool Section. One
copy of it was to be filled in for each child 6 or younger. How-
ever, if it tungg out that a 6-year-old had already entered first
grade, the interview was switched from the Preschool questionnaire
to the third instrument, the Schoolchildren's Section.

The Preschool Section was intended to solicit fairly
specific information about the child's current child care arrange-
ment, a small amount of information on his previous arrangement
and the parent's opinions regarding comparisons of previous and
present arrangements.

The Schoolchildren's Section was much less detailed,
requiring only a small amount of information about where the child
spent -time before and after school during last school year and




what summertime arrangement had been made. Because the focus of
this study was on day care for children in the age range eligibfe
for the OEO center, no extensive analysis of the data from the
Schoolchildren's Section was conducted.

In addition to the personal interview questionnaires,
a telephone screening questionnaire was used in the beginning of

W

the project to identify potential non-user respondents. This
instr anent was based on a short mail questionnaire which had been
sent to all OEO employees by the Office of Evaluation in January,
1972. Out of approximately 1,100 employees, 732 respcnded to the
survey for a response of approximately 70%. A sample of 110 per-
sons drawn from a roste. of 328 non-respondents to this earlier

survey and 80 new employees whe joined OEO between January and
July 1972 was selected for telephone screening, as <xplained in
Appendix A. The telephone screening instrument is shown in
Appendix C.

2.3 The Sample

One of the important goals of the study was to contrast
users of the OEO CDC and other OE0 employees who were parents of
young children. Of particular interest in the case of non-users
were parents of preschool children; single parents or parents
whose spouses were nofiévailable for day care dv -ing working
hours; and parents currently utilizing full-time day care for at
least one preschool child.

All users of the center at the time of data collection
(22 OEO employees and 21 non-OEO employees) were designated as
respondents. In othex words, the users were not sampled but

were selected with certainty.




For purposes of sampling non-users, all potential
respondents were classified in the following way:

Spouse at No Spouse
Home at Home

Preschool age children only 1 4
School age only 2 5

Both preschool and school 3 6
age children

The potentia respondents were classified based on an
earlier survey conducted by OEO before the CDC was opened. A
sample of non-respondents to this earlier survey and a sample of
new employees were selected for telephone screening as the first
phase of the project. Telephone respondents were added-to the
sampling frame according to their classification in the scheme
shown above. Of the approximately 1,100 employees of OEO, classi-
fication data was available on 825 of them. About 600 of these
had no children under 15. 1In all, 241 respondents were classified
into the 6 cells above. These 241 persons constituted the non-
user sampling frame.

In drawing the non-user sample, there was considerably
more interest in those respondents classified in the right hand
column above (Cells 4-6) , who had no spouse available at home for
day care. All non-users in Cells 4 and 6 were designated for
interview. Non-users in Cells 1 and 3 were sampled at the rate
of arproximately 2 out of 3 and in Cell 5 at the rate of approxi-

mately 5 out of 7. No respondents were selected from Cell 2.

A detailed description of the sampling is provided in
Appendix A. 1In all, 201 respondents were designated for interview.
Interviews were completed with 180 of these. Of the remaining 21,
4 had children who were living with relatives outside the Washington




area and were not interviewed for this reason. Nine had terminated
or transferred from OEO and were also designated ineligible. This
left 188 eligible respondents. Two were not interviewed because
their schedules did not permit time during the two weeks of data
collection; six were on leave during the time interviewing was
conducted. The effective response rate was 180 out of 188, or

96%.

The sample available for amralysis consisted of 43 users
of the ¢DC (22 OEO employees and 21 non-OEO employees) and 137 non-
users. Of particular interest in the non-user group were those
persons using some type of day care on a full-time basis for one or
more preschool children. Fifty-four such persons were identified.
It is estimated that these 54 persons represent a larger group of
about 70 OEO employees using full-time day care for one or more
children. The basis for this estimate is explained in the last
few paragraphs of Appendix A, Sample Design. } e

For purposes of analysis, the total group of 137 non-
users was subdivided in a number of ways. The next section pro-
vides an overview of the analysis task and describes these

subdivisions.

The Analysis Groups

There were a number of classification variables which
were felt to be important in analyzing the data from the OEO
questionnaire. These included the dimension of user vs. non-user;
the age classification of the children (preschool only, school age
only, or both); the distinction between OEO-employed and non-OEO-

employed users; and the contrast of non-users who had a spouse

at home available to provide day care during the day and those
who did not.




In order to display the data from this small data base
against the many classification variables, and yet avoid tables
with very small numbers in the cells, it was decided to run two
separate sets of cross-tabulations of the OEO questionnaire data.
The banners for these cross-tabulations are described in Appendix
D. These tables gave us a means of studying overall response
patterns and helped in planning subsequent analyses. However,
some of the non-users included in these tables were persons whose
spouses were not working and who had no particular need for day
care. AOther non-users had only school age children who did not
require full-time day care. Therefore, it was decided to develop
a more relevant comparison group of non-users of the OEO CDC who

were users of other types of day care. The criterion for merber-
ship in this group was:

® No spouse at home available for day care during the
day.

® At least one preschool child in 30 hours or more of
day care.

Fifty-four such non-users were identified. They form
a group that is referred to throughout as Comparison Group I. A
second set of cross-tabulations was run comparing users of the
OEO CDC to members of Comparison Group I. For these tables, each
respondent was classified according to the primary arrangement

she used for her child that was in day care the greatest number
of hours per week.

A number of the special analyses discussed in this
report were relevant only to persons who had childrer in the age
range eligible for care at the OEO CDC (2-5 years). For these,
a second comparison group was developed. Basically, it consists
of 48 of the 54 persoas in Comparison Group I. fThe other six
were eliminated because their preschool children were either too
0ld or too young for the OEO CDC.
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The Organization of the Report

Project Procedures

Mos*+ of the procedural information concerning how this
study was conducted is contained in the appendices. Appendices
A and B present information about the sample and the survey
methodology, respectively. Appendix C is comprised of the
questionnaires.

Appendix D describes the complete set of cross-tabula-
tions that were produced from the data. Appendix E contains a
number of recommendations regarding the questionnaires based on
the exﬁeriences of this project in utilizing them.

In Appendix F the important response inconsistencies
are noted. These will be primarily useful to persons who work
with the cross-tabulations produced by the study.

Results

In the chapter following this one, a profile comparing
users and non-users is developed. This is followed by chapters
which estimate the total universe of need among OEO employees
and the economic benefit of the center to OEO. Key factors in-
volved in making day care decisions and certain tradeoffs among
them are discussed next, followed by a comparison of the results
of this project with other day care studies.




3. PROFILES OF USERS AND NON-USERS

comparisons of Users vs. All Non-Users - General Com-

position of the Samples

As described in Section 1, the total interview sample
consisted of 180 respondents. Forty-three (43) of these respon-
dents were users of the OEO Child Development Center (CDC). One
hundred and thirty seven (137) respondents were not users of the
OEO CDC. ’

Two break-downs of this total group are shown in Table
3-1. The total sample of 137 non-users consisted of several
subgroups which had been selected using varying sampling fractions
(see Appendix A). In order to make comparisons between the user
group and the total non-user group, the responses for each indi-
vidual should be weighted to take account of the differences in
the probability of selection for various respondents. However,
many of the non-users are persons who essentially have no need
for day care. For example, 38 of the 137 non-users (28%) have
no preschool children; 37 of them (27%) have spouses whose occu-
pations were listed as "Housewife;" and out of the 144 preschool
children belonging to the non-user respondents, 63 (44%) spend
most of their daytime hours at home with the respondent's spouse.

The initial analyses comparing the user group Vs. the
total non-user group were used to study overall response patterns
to the items in the questionnaires and to plan the subsequent
analyses. All further analyses of the data involved the users
and two specially-defined comparison groups who might be thought
of as potential users of the OEO CDC. These two comparison groups
are defined and discussed in the next two sections.




Table 3-1. Composition of the total interview sample

A. By place of employment and presence or absence of spouse in
home during respondent's working hours

Users

OEO Employees Non-OEO Employees Non-Users

No i No No
Spouse | Spouse Spouse |Spouse Spouse | Spouse
at at at at at at
Hcme Home Home Home Home Home

21 0 21 43 94

B. By age classification of children

Users Non-Users

ED

- Both
Preschool
Preschool and Preschool|School Age

Only School Age Only Only

34 9 68 38

Characteristics of lUsers vs. Non-Users: Comparison

Group I

Of the total sample of 180 respondents, 97 were selected
as showing need for some form of child care on a regular basis.
Criteria for need were established as (1) presence in the home of
at least one preschool child, (2) absence of spouse (no spouse,
or spouse not available for child care during the day), and (3)
use of child care for at least one preschool child 30 hours or

E




more per week. This group of 97 included the 43 CDC users and ¢
54 users of other types of day care. These 54 persons are here-
after referred to as Comparison Group I.

Each parent in Comparison Group I was characterized by
present day care arrangements. To do this, the child who was in
day care for the greatest number of hours was selected and the
primary arrangement1 for that child used to characterize the
parent. The groups resulting from this characterization were as
follows:

Table 3-2. Primary day care arrangements of relevant sample: OEO
CDC users vs. Comparison Group I

OEO CDC Users Comparison Group I

Formal Informal
OEO Non~-OEOQO Arrange-|Informal| Out
Employees |Employees ment at Home |of Home

22 21 17 10 27

*"Formal arrangements™ includes all other day care cen-
ters used by respondents; "Informal At Home" covers care in the
home by both relatives and non-relatives such as housekeepers or
babysitters; and "Informal Out of Home" covers those arrangements
made for child care at the home of a relative or non-relative.

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Table 3-3. presents comparisons of the User Group and
comparison Group I on several demographic variables. As may be

Ig&he arrangement in which the child spent the greatest number

of hours.
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expected; the sample is made up largely of females of child-
bearing age, since the working mother presents the largest cate-
gory of day care need. The CDC user group, however, with 51%
under the age of 26, is younger than the Comparison Group I, with
only 26% under the age of 26. The pProportion of females is also
somevhat higher in the user group.

Of particular interest is the comparison of household
composition of users and non-users of the OEO Day Care Center,
While almost half (47%) of the center users are single-adult
families (single-parent family not living with relatives), only
22% of the comparison group fall in this category (69% of them
live with spouses and 9% with one or more other relatives). It
would appear that the multi-adult family with its possibilities
of shared child care responsibility, offers a wider range of child
care alternatives. This point is discussed further in a later
section.

Definition of groups by educational level, pay grade,
and total family income (Table 3-4) also shows fairly predic-
table patterns.

An unusually high percentage of the persons using formal
arrangements other than the OEO Day Care Center come from the edu-
cation level "some college."” Whereas these persons represent 40%
of the total sample under analysis, they represent 65% of those
using non-OEC formal arrangements.

Proportionately more respondents with graduate and pro-
fessional degrees use at-home care. These persons represent 10%
of the total sample and 50% of the at-home care group. A number
of hypotheses might be suggested for this. At-home care is prob-
ably the most convenient type of day care while, in the case of
at-home care by non-relatives, it is often the most expensive,
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It may be that the group classified in the highest category on
education do not feel as great a need for obtaining educational
experience outside the home and are willing to pay the price for
maximally convenient day care.

A higher degree of correlation between pay grades and
total family income may be noted for users than non-users, which
can be attributed to the greater percentage of single~-adult
families in"the user sample. Here again, the larger income from

multiple sources1 of the comparison group provides greater possi-

gilities of alternative child care arrangements.

Total family income is ebviously an important factor in
child care arrangements. While 63% of OEO center users show total
incomes below $10,500, only 31% of the total comparison group
report incomes below this level, and only 18% of the compariscn
group using formal arrangements fall her=e. Eighteen percent of
center users report incomes above $15,000 Lut at least 59% of the
comparison group are above that level.

Another way to view the effect of family income on
choice of day care is to look at the percentage of persons within
each income category who use various types of day care. In making
this type of comparison, it is necessary to take account of the
" fact that all OEO CDC users were represented in the analysis,
whereas Comparison Group I rep: 1sents only a sample of OEO employees
who use full-time day care for at least one preschool child.

1 By definition, Comparison Group I included only persons with
no spouse available at home for child care. Therefore, it can
be assumed that the majority of two-parent families in this
group have two incomes.




The last few paragraphs of Appendix A, Sample Design,
contain an explanation of the fact that Comparison Group I repre-
sents an estimated 70 OEO employees who use dey care full-time
for one preschool child.

Table 3-5 sanows the percentage of persons withiu each
of three income categories who use the various types of day care.
Non~OEO employees are removed from this analysis and data for
Comparison Group I employees are weighted by a factor of 70/54 (the
estimated size of the population divided by the size of the sample).

Table 3-5. Primary type of day care used by family income ~

Number Informal
of OEO OEO Day
Employees | Care** |Other Formal] At |out of
Family Income |Represented*|Center |Arrangements|Home| Home |Total

Under $8,500 22.6 31s 12% 6% 52% 100%
$8,500-$14,999 19.4 ' 46% 13% ‘| 7¢ | 34% |1loo0%
$15,000 or over 47.4 138 33% 19% 35% 100%
No response 2.6 - - - -- 100%
Total 92.0 243 24% 14% 8% 100%

* Weighted totals. Each omparison Group member represents 1.296
personsa.
**0EO employees only.

Parents in the middle income range ($8,500 - $14,999)
show the highest rate 'of use of the OEO CDC (46%). Of those
parents using some kind of formal arrangement (either the OEO CDC
or some other formal arrangement) those in the low- and middle-
income categories are much more likely to use the CDC than some
other formal arrangement, whereas those in the over $15,000 category

3-10




are much more likely to be using a formal arrangement other thait
the CDC center. Since the majority of day care centers do not use
a graduated fee schedule based on income, these higher inrome -
parents may be purchasing day care more reasonably (or at the same
price but more conveniently) at other centers.

In-hcme arrangements are the least-used type of day care
at low- and middle-income levels; they are much more prevalent in
high-income families than in the other categories. If the per-
centages for the OEO center and other types of formal arrangements
are combined, then formal arrangements are the most frequently
used type of arrangement for the total and for the middle- and
high-income groups. Informal out-of-home care is the most’
frequently used type of day care for the low-income group, who
use this type much more frequently than either of the other twc

- income groups do.

3.2.2 Comparisons by Number and Age of Children

Child care arrangements will frequently vary according
to the number of children in a family requiring care, and their
ages. Table 3-6 shows the number of children six years of age or
under in each family by the primary day care arrangement used by
the family. ’

Looking first at the total column of Table 3-6, it can
be seen that in the total sample of persons using full-day care
for at least one child, 78% of the families have only one child
six or under. For the CDC users this percentage is somewhat
higher (86%) than for the comparison group (76%). Only 3% of the
families have three children six or under. (None of the 97 had
more than 3 children under six.)

3-11
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Table 3-7 displays these same data in another way.
From Tabie 3-7 it is possible to see the proportion of families
with only one child six or under who use the four different types
of day care, and so forth. As in Table 3-5, the data for Comparison
Group I has been weighted to allow for the fact that this is a
sample of a larger population. The OEO center has a higher usaga
rate (26%) for families with only ome preschool child than for
families with two or more (19%8). Conversely, twenty percent {20%)
of the families with two or more children use at-home care (16% of
the families with two and 33% of the families with three) as com-
pared to 13% of the families with only one child;

Table 3-7. Number of children six years of age or under in home
by day care arrangement used

Number Comparison Group I***
Number of of OEO -
Children Employees OEO Other |Informal] Informal
6 or Under|Represented*|CDC** | Formal] at Home |Out of Home| Total
1 72.1 26% 23% 13% 38% 100%
2 16.0 19% 243 i6% 41% 100%
°3 3.9 -- 33% 33% 33% 99%
Total 92.0 24% 24% 143 38% 100%

* Weighted totals.

** OEO employees only.

tx*Each of 54 sample respondents represents 1.296 full-time users
of other types of day rcare for one or more preschool children. -

Age of the children must also be considered. Where
there are school-age children requiring after-school care in
addition to preschool children requiring full-time care, an
arrangement which provides care for both would seem to have a
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definite appeal. Table 3-8 shows two categories of respondents --
those with preschool children only and those with both preschool
and school age children. Although the percentage of persons with
both preschooleand school age children is relatively small (22
out of 92, or 24%), it may be noted that there is a perceptible
increase in informal arrangements (particularly at home) and a
decrease in use of the OEO CDC, when families have children in
both age groups.

3.3 Comparison Group II

For purposes of certain analyses discussed in subse-
quent chapters, it was desirable to limit the comparisons to
those non-users using full-time dhy caré Ior children in the
eligible age range for the OEO CDC (2-5 years). Six of the 54
people in Comparison Group I did not meet this criterion, i.e.,
the preschool children for whom they were using full-time care
were either too young or too old tc ke in the OEO CDC.

Comparison Group II consists simply of the 48 persons
in Comparison Group I who met the above criterion. Since the
two comparison groups are largely the same, no demographic
comparisons between users and Comparison Group II, such as those
presented in the last section for users vs. Comparison Group I,
have been presented.

3-14
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4. ESTIMATED DEMAND FOR OEO CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER

One of the objectives of this study was to estimate the
potential demand by OEO employees for the Child Development Center.
At the time of the study (July, 1972), the CDC was used by 22 OEO
employees and 21 employees of other Federal government agencies.
The purpose of this chapter is to consider only the potential
demand for the Center by OEO employees.

The Center accepts children of ages 2-5 years, hence, the
number of potential OEO users with children in this age bracket is
desired. Data available from the OEO census of -all employees in
February, 1972, provides a starting point for the development of
an estimate. As discussed in Appendix A, the OEO employees that
responded were categorized into the cells displayed in Table 4-1.
If the characteristics of children's ages and status of spouse were
known for the 328 nonrespondents shown in Table 4-1, the universe
of OEO employees could be classified according to the parent
categories. Such an allocation of the nonrespondents over the
seven cells could be made on the basis of the respondents. For
example, 35 or 4.7% of the 732 respondents were ia the category
both ages/spouse at home. The assumption can be-made that the
nonrespondents are no different than the respondents with regard
to the characteristics under consideration which implies that 4.7%
of the nonrespondents would be expected to fall into the same
category.

As discussed in Appendix A, a sample of the 328 non- 5
respondents was drawn for telephone screening in order to supple-
ment the respondent list. The 828 nonrespondents were combined with
80 employees who joined OEO between February and June, 1972, and

a sample of 110 of these was screened by Westat to find the
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Table 4-1. Results of OEO census - February, 1972

Spouse at No Spouse
Parent Category Home - at home

Preschool only 26 43
Scﬁool-age only 44 50
Both ages 35 31
No children under 15 years
Total usable respondents

Nonrespondents1

Total OEO employees

1Includes some unusable responses.

number and ages of children. Completed telephone screening inter-
views were obtained from 93 of the 110 employees. Assuming the 17
who did not respond to Westat's screening interview are in- fact no
different with regard to the number and ages of children, the 93
respondents can be used to characterize the distribution of the 110
employees over the parent categories.

The percentage distribution of OEO employees by parent
category is shown in Table 4-2 for the original census, the tele-
t:-phone screening survey in June and the coﬁbination of the two
surveys.

Ingpection of Table 4-2 indicates that in the telephone
screening none of the 93 respondents were classified as parents
with children of both ages and no spouse at home. Consequently,
the combined results (distribution same as OEO census), appear

%




Table 4-2. Percentage distribution of OEO employces by
parent category

OEO Census |Westat Screen Combined
Parent Category - Number | Percent| Number} Percent | Number | Percent
Preschool only/spouse A
at home 26 3% 2 2% 28 3%
Preschool only/no
spouse at home 43 6% 7 1 ] 50 6%
School-age only/spouse
at home 44 6% 3 3% 47 6%
School-age only/no
spouse at home 50 7% 10 11% 60 7%
Both ages/spouse at
home 35 5% 6 6% 41 5%
Both ages/no spouse at
home 31 43 0 os 31 4%
No children under 13
years 503 69% 65 70% 568 69%
Total respondents 732 100% 93 1008 825 100%

to offer the most realistic distribution for allocation of the

original 328 nonrespondents to the parent categories. Based on
the combined distribution, Table 4-3 displays the allocation of
all OEO employees into parent categories. Table 4-3 provides a
snapshot of the OEO employees from which estimates of potential
demand for the CDC can be extracted.

The CDC accepts children in the age bracket 2-5 years,
consequently, only two parent categories contain employees with
eligible children, preschool only and both ages. Evidence from
this survey and others further suggests that those employees with




Table 4-3. Profile of OEO employees by parent category based on
census and imputation of nonrespondents - February,

1972
Spouse at No Spouse
Parent Category Home at Home Total
Preschool only 36 63 99
School-ageqonly 64 73 . 137
Both ages 51 44 95
No children under 13 years 729
Total OEO emgloyees 1,060

spouses at home are not primary users of day care. Of the 43 CDC
users only one has a spouse at home. Excluding the employees with .
spouse at home in the two categories with eligible children leaves
a total of 107 (63 and 44, Table 4-~3) OEO employees. Under the
assumptions, the 107 employees represent an upper bound on the
potential number of OEO users for the CDC. Clearly such a figure .
only represents potential demand and is certainly not a good
estimate of expected or effective demand. As found in the survey,
many employees preferred other day care arrangements rather than
the QOEO CDC. Ogilvie found in‘his survey that only one-third to
one-half ~f all eligible children would be expected to actually
enroll in an employee-spongsored day care center. Assuming a
constant number of eligible children per potenrial user, the same
percentages would hold for users which would yield a range of
estimates from 35 to 53 OEO users. The CDC currently has 22 OEO

1
Ogilvie, Donald G. Elo¥er—8ubsidized Child Care, Inner City

Fund, Washington, D. C. .




employees using their services. Perhaps doubling this number, or
45 OEO users, would be a reasonable estimate of the maximum effec-
tive demand that might be generated (with the present services and
policies) within OEO. Without changes in policies such as the fee
or other inducements, this growth would probably be slow ovér a

number of years.

Although not directly comparable, it is of interest to
compare these demand estimates with the findingé reported by
Ogilvie.: Utilizing national data prepared by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics and the Bureau of the Census, Ogilvie constructed a
profile of a typical large female work force indicating the number
of eligible children that would require day care. He estimated
that a work force of 1,000 females would have approximately 100
eligible children (ages 3-5). Considering the OEO female work
force of approximately 600, this would imply about 60 eligible
children in the ages 3-5 years. Ogilvie does not consider two-
year olds in his estimates but from this study about 43% more
children should be added to cover the range 2-5 years giving an
estimate of 86 eligible children. This would give estimates of
28 to 43 eligible children that might be expected to enroll in the
CDC. Using 1.14 eligible children per user (based on 49 children
for 43 CDC users), the estimated number of OEO users would be
25-38 employees. These figures are somewhat less than the estimate
of 35-53 OEO employees arrived at above. Both set of estimates
depend on the assumption that one-third to one-half of the eligible
users will in fact become actual users of the day care cente .




ESTIMATION OF ECONOMIC BENEFIT TO OEO

5.

The study design calls for the estimation of the potential
minimum and maximum economic benefits to the Office of Economic
Opportunity resulting from sponsoring day care for its employees.
The objectives most often cited for employersponsored child care
programs include reduced employee absenteeism, tardiness and turn-
over due to cnild care problems, enhancement of recruiting ability,
and, ultimately, improved employee productivity due to removal
of concern for child care problems.- Another objective that is
sometimes given is the removal of child care as an obstacle to
employment and occupational development. As related to economic
benefits, this latter objective is more at the societal level than
the individual employer level. In other words, the economic bene-

. fits may be considered to accrue to society as a whole rather than
to the individual employer. )

While the potential benefits accruing to an employer
that provides an adequate day care program may seem conceptually
sound, empirical evidence to support the assumpt’on of the bene-
fits is almost nonexistent. A recent study by Ogilviel is the
most extensive investigation of employer-subsidized child care
programs. The general methodology developed in that study for
estimating the potential economic benefits to be realized from
an employer-sponsored child care program was used in this evalua-
tion of the OEO program. The general approach was based on the
assumption that, in theory at least, employers should be willing
to subsidize child care services for an amount up to the potential
direct and indirect savings generated b&“%hese services. Cash

- — —sa&vings can be realized by reducing absenteeism, tardiness, and
turnover due to child care problems. Additional savings may also

' op. cit.
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result from an employer's ability to recruit individuals which
would not be available without suitable day care arrangements.
Each of these potential benefits will be discussed in terms of
the OEO day care center in.light of the model developed and- - -
presented by Ogilvie.

5.1 Employee Absenteeism

There appears to be a growing concern on the part of
industry for employee absenteeism. Recent accounts of this in-
creasing problem have been dramatized in the news media. Many
day care planners believe that inadequate child care arrangements
cause an appreciable amount of this absenteeism among female
employees. It is further hypothesized that employer-subsidized
child care programs will reduce child-related absenteeism.
Although this hypothesis may seem intuitively reasonable on the
surface, empirical evidence could not be ‘found by Ogilvie to
support it.

5.1.1 Analysis of OEO Personnel Leave Records

The potential savings from reduced absenteeism equals
the cost of an absentee day times the average number of days of
absenteeism that are avoided in a year. Ideally one would like
to have employee records that showed the amount of absenteeism
before and after the installation of the day care program. OEO
personnel records were analyzed in an attempt to identify the
-effect of the OEO day care program on the absenteeism of center
users. Since the Child Development Center sponsored by OEO
commenced operations in March 1972, leave data were collected for
a five-month period, April-August, for the current year 1972 as
well as the previous year 1271 for the OEO users of the center.



similar data were collected for a sample of non-users. The
rationale for investigating the leave records was to consider

the leave patterns of employees to determine possible effects of
child care. This was a difficult task due to the fact that OEO
personnel records, like most such records, indicate only annual
leave, sick leave and leave without pay with no reasons given as
to the cause of leave without pay. While it is acknowledged that
sick leave is not to be used except-in the case of employee sick-
ness, most would agree that probably some sick leave taken by.
working mothers is due to child care problems.

Cconsideration was given to the best method for
analyzing annual leave, sick leave, and leave without pay such
that potential benefits from the OEO CDC might be discovered.
Review of the OEO personnel records indicated that very few indi-
viduals take leave without pay and it is almost always for cases
of prolonged illness or pregnancy. Since annual leave is an en-
titlement whose cost accrues to the employer regardless of the
purpose for which it is used, its only real concern in a cost-
benefit relation in the present study would be based on patterns
of leave that may affect work loads and output in a particular
office. For this reason, use of annual leave as a gauge of
tardiness and absenteeism appears to have little validity except
possibly in the case of small amounts of unplanned leave taken,
which could interrupt the work process. Sick leave may be viewed
by some employees as a fringe benefit to be taken as earned whether
actually sick or not. Because this is not the intended use of sick
leave, absences due to sick leave were investigated for the users
of the OEO Day Care Center and a companion group of non-users.

The control group of non-users, labelled earlier in
this report as Comparison Group I, consisted of a sample of 54
OEO employees who currently have at least one preschool child
utilizing 30 hours or more of day care per week and have no spouse

E




at home. Table 5-1 compares the average number of hours of sick
leave .taken per pay period.(two weeks) per indaividual for ‘the

user and non-user groups over the same five-month period in 1971
and 1972. Records were not available on some OEO employees due
*c an audit that was being tak=n at the time of this investigation.
Others did not have 1971 records because they had joined the
agency since that date. Findings presented in Table 5-1 for the
year 1972 indicate that users take more sick leave (abser.ces)

than do ncn-users of the OEC chilu care program. When the sick
leave records for users during the five-month operating period

of the Center in 1972 are compared for the same time period in

the previous year prior to the opaning of the OEO Center, the

users appear to take more sick leave now. In summary, there was
no evidence from the sick leave data that the use of the CDC
reduces the amount of sick leave taken.

At tue outset of the investigation on the possible con-
_tribution of the OEO Center to reduced tardiness and absenteeism,
it was suggested that annual leave taken by -the two groups be
compared also. As alluded to above, it seemed inconsistent to
-expect an actual reduction in the total amount of annual leave
taken by CDC users. The amount of annual leave earned should be
greater in 1972 than 1971 because of the growth of earned leave
as a function of years of service. It was, therefore, decided
to review the annual leave taken in small amounts to test the
‘hypothesis that users have less requirements to take a few hours
of annual leave periodically as a primary indicator of possible
child care problems. In Table 5-2 the average number of hours
of annual leave taken in the amounts less than eféht hours at a
time per pay period pe. individual is shown for each grodp. The
average amount of all annual leave taken is also shown.

Employees of OEO using the CDC had more leave while
non-OEO0 employees using the Center took less leave than fer the




Table 5-1.

Comparison of sick leave taken during the period

April-August in 1971 and 1972 by users and non-users

L of OCEO Child Development Center

User Group

Non-User Group

OEO Employees

Non-OEO Employees

OEQ Employees

d Number of Employees

22

21

54

Year

1971

1972

1971

1972

1971 | 1972

Number of employces
whom leave records
available

10

15

16

33 39

Average hours of
sick leave taken
per pay period
per individual

2.91

4.58

2.14

3.36

2.811} 3.17

Average number of

- days per pay
period that sick
leave of less than
8 hours taken

0.46

0.76

0.44

0.68

0.45] 0.47

Percent taking sick
leave

100%

100%

100%

94%

87%

88%

g
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Table 5-2. Comparison of annual leave taken in the amounts less
than eight hours during period April-August in 1971
and 1972 by users and non-users of OEO Child Develop-
ment Center )

User Group Non-User Group

OEO Employees|Non-OEO Empluyees| OEO Employees

Number of Employees 22 21 54

Year

Number of employees
whom leave records
available

Average hours of
annual leave (less
than 8 hrs.) taken
per pay period per
individual

Average hours of
annual leave taken
per pay period per
individual




same period in 1971. Likewise, the same pattern was true for
all annual leave taken. The results presented in Table 5-2 are
diff.cult to interpret with regard to possible implications for
day care. There is no evidence that OEO users of the CDC are
absent or tardy less in 1972 than in 1971 before the CDC was in -
operation.

According to the Personnel Officer of one of the
Federal agencies other than OEO whose employees utilize the OEO
CDC, the pattern of taking annual leave as earned in small
amounts is typical of the younger employees. Probably only an
insignificant part of the total leave used in this fashion could
be attributed to child care problems.

Interview Responses

L

Another source of information on tardiness and absen-
teeism was the responses to the Westat interviews of users and
non-users. Each respondent was asked for the number of times
in the last two months that child care arrangements had caused
her/him to be late to work and absent to work (Questions C and
D on page 12 of parent questionnaire, Appendix C). As shown in
pable 5-3, less than 20% of absenteeism in a two-month period
due to child care arrangements. Assuming that an individual

late to work misses two hours and those absent are out for eight

hours, the total days per employee lost because of child care
problems for a two-month period are estimated in Table 5-4.
Realizing the shortcomings of this type of recall data by respon-
dents, it appears that the non-users of the OEO Center who have
other formal arrangements do much better in terms of less t1me

lost. The reason for this is unknown.
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The CDC is not equipped to care for sick children,
therefore a parent of a sick child must make other arrangements
sometimes at the last moment, or remain home with the child.
Consequently, the CDC would not be expected to reduce absenteeism.

KWhile the data presented in Tables 5-3 and 5-4 are not
very informative for our immediate quest to determine the economic
benefits that may or may not accrue to OEO due to reduced tardi-
ness and absenteeism, the findings give some indication, perhaps,
of the actual magnitude of these problems due to child care
arrangements.

5.1.3 Estimated Cost Saving

In conclusion, there is no empirical evidence that OEO
*benefits from the Child Development Center in the reduction of

tardiness and absenteeism. It should be recognized that this
conclusion is not based on high quality data since the personnel
records give no indication of time away from job due to child care
problems. As pointed out by Ogilvie, reliable data is not available
on the BIGFes of employee absenteeism. In his study all employer-
subsidized child care programs interviewed cited absenteeism as
one of the principal justifications for the_ program. However, none
had empirical data to verify the hypothesis that a day care program
reduces absenteeism.

Based on the above discussion, the minimum benefit to OEQ
in terms of cost savings from reduced absenteeism and tardiness in
sponsoring the Child Development Center is zero with some chance of
it actually being slightly negative. As in the case of other day
care centers, the parents are encouraged to participate in the
program as volunteers, and attend meetings at the centers. In the
past supervisors have gometimes let the employees engage in these




activities on the employer's time. A recent policy allows OEO

users of the CDC to take three hqurs of administrative leave per
pay period to participate in the child care program. This involve-
ment costs the employer in greater absenteeism from the job.
Perhaps, one could argue that the parent is more motivated during
the working hours because of the satisfaction and participation

in the child care program. Such intangibles are beyond the scope
of this investigation.

A difficult question concerns itself with the maximum
cost savings OEO could expect due to reduced absenteeism by CDC
users. In order to speculate on such a figure, it is useful to
consider the cost of absenteeism. From Table 5-1, the average
number of sick leave hours taken in 1972 for OEO employees (users
and non-users) is approximately 3.6 per pay period or about 94
hours per yéar. The median GS level of OEO CDC users was
Grade 6, $9,500 per year, or $4.62 per hour yielding an estimated
annual cost of absenteeism of $402 per employes. In a previous
chapter it was estimated that the maximum numbef of OEQO employees
that might be expected to use the CDC was 45. (Wwith a capacity
for 60 children the CDC can accomodate approximately 50 users.

An upward shift from the current 22 OEO users to 45 would imply

a reduction of non-OEO users from the current 21 users to 5
assuming the current CDC capacity.) Therefore, assume $402 times
45 OEO CDC users and the estimated annual cost of absenteeism
would be about $18,000. Although there is no evidence to suggest
that day care actually reduces absenteeism, if it could be reduced
by 20% the cost savings would be $3,600 annually under the above
assumptions. On a per user basis, the 20% reduction in absenteeism
would yield an estimate of roughly $80. From this exercise it
would seem that potential savings of $80 per user per year would
not be an unreasonable estimate.




Ogilvie1 repcrted on a survey of 29 corporations con-
ducted by American Management Association about the direct cost
of absenteeism. The survey reported absenteeism costs tended
to range between 1% and 6% of the direct annual wages paid to
employees with a median of slightly less than 3%. For an em-
ployee earning of $9,500, this would give an estimate of $285 per
year.

5.2 Employee Turnover

The second area of potential savings to OEO from the
oper&fion of the Child Development Center is employee turnover.
Cost of turnover include tangible costs such as recruiting, selec-
tion, placement, break-in, formal training, lost production and
extra employer taxes; intangible costs may include inefficiencies
caused by broken work teams, disruption of morale, and stimulation
of additional Lurnover. If child-related problems ancount for a ST
significant amount of all turnover, and if the OEO Center reduced
child-related turnover, then the potential savings could be high.

The OEO child care program has been in operation for
only six months, consequently sufficient data are not available
from ucers to determine the effect of the program on turnover.

- The OEO personnel office estimates annual turnover to be 25%.

Without data from OEO CDC users to indicate possible reductions

in turnover, it is only possible to speculate on possible benefits
from reduced turnover. Ogilviel reported that child care problems
appear to account for a small percentage of total turnover except
in a small number of companies with a large, predominately female,
labor force. He also concluded that employer-subsidized child
care does not appear to have a significant impact on turnover.

5-12




A study, prepared by the Administrative Management Society
and cited in Ogilvie suggested that a maximum of 10-15% of female
turnover could be caused by child-related problems. If the annual
turnover rate at OEO is 25%, then based on the above figures, it
would seem overly optimistic to expect the child care program to
reduce this annual turnover by more than about 3%. For a Center
with 45 OEO users the potential reduction would be from an ex-
pected 11 employees terminating to an expected 10 for one year.

In other words, for a center with 45 users the maximum number.of
annual turnovers that could be prevented might be 1. What would
this mean in terms of costs?

Few employers have suitable information to estimate turn-
over costs. The OEO Personnel Office does not develop turnover
costs. Ogilvie found some data on turnover costs with a single =pd
study by the Merchants and Manufacturers Association. Although
the study is referred to-as an "excellent” study, it was based
on a survey of 2,000 companies +ith a 16% response rate. Such a
low response rate casts considerable doubt on any statistical _
findings. Understanding the quality of the data, the survey found
the aberage turnover costs were $1,139 for office and technical
personnel and $3,667 for salaried exempt employees. These cost
estimates are derived from the cost of separations plus the cost
of a hire. The cost of a separation is the sum of administrative
costs, lost productivity and other miscellaneous costs. If one

i)

ie willing to accept that, on the average, a termination costs
OEO between $1,100 and $2,700, say $2,000, the maximum annual
benefit from reduced turnove. would be estimated at $2,000 based
on the reduction of turnover of 1 employee. This would yield an
estimate of about $45 savings per user per year based on 45 OEO
CDC users. ’

N
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The minimum potential annual cost savings due to turn-
overs is estimated at zero dollars. This figure was based pri-
marily on an interview with a member of the OFO Personnel Office.
The personnel officer could not recall a termination where child
care was given by the department employee as the primary reason
for leaving OEO. A policy which tends to affect some of the
potential savings that might accrue to OEO because of reduced
turnover for CDC users is the fact that as long-—as -terminated
OEO employees work for the Federal government the CDC is avail-
able to them.

5.3 Imp}oved Recruiting

Ancther major hypothesis used to support employer-
subsidized child care programs is that the recruitment ability
can be enhanced by attracting female employees who would not other-
wise be available. Day care could only have recruiting value to
OE0 in the situation where the work force is below the desired
level., 1If OEO was faced with the condition of not being able to
attract qualified female employees, a child care program could
improve recruiting. An agency or company operating with less than
the desired work force incurs an opportunity cost for each day of
production foregone. Such a cost can be estimated, at least
conceptually, in terms of output foregone. In the private secto.
- case the cost is generally measured in terms of profits foregone.
For an organization in the public sector such as OEO, the units
of measurement are more difficult. One possible measure might be
the amount of planned budget foregone. This assumes, of course,
that the budget was planned in light of specific output goals.

In an interview with an OEO personnel officer, it was
indicated that the OE0 Child Development Center was not used in an
active manner in OEO's recruitment. The program is explained to

i

%
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those interviewees who request such information. Evidently, the
personnel office does not view the child ca . program as a benefit
in the same sense as other employee'fringe benefits. Consequently,
the value of the OEO Center for recruiting purposes thus far is
negligible. 7

The labor pool in Washington, D. C. is adequate to supply
OEO with potential employees independent of child care facilities.
This is expected to remain true in the foreseeable future as well,
hence the Center can not be expected to accrue economic benefits to
OEO because of improved recruiting.

Thus far, the discussion has centered on potential
benefits to OEO. In the area of recruitment, one might argue tﬁat
OEO's hiring and training of underqualified typists and clerical
personnel has economic benefit to the Federal Government and society
as a whole. The OEO personnel officer indicated that OEO feels a
responsibility to recruit and train some reasonable numbers of such
individuals. Aé;ihéugh this represents a cost to OEO, it has an
economic benefituto society particularly in the case where the
newly-hired working mother is taken from the welfare roles.

From this study there is no satisfactory way to estimate
how many females not currently in the labor market could be attracted
into employment if adequate day care was available to them. Ques-
tion b of the OEO questionnaire concerned whether the respondent's

quate day care were available. Out of 46 employees who were asked
this question, 11 or about 25% indicated that their spouses would
go to work or work more. hours if adequate day care were available.
When asked what type of day care would be preferred, two of the

eleven respondents mentioned the OEO Center. Apparen’ .y there is

sope need for day care among the segment of employees with spouées




at home, but it is unclear as to the degree of need and what it
would take, in the way of day care, to motivate these spouses to
enter the labor market or increase their current participation.
In addition, 23 respondents. were asked whether relatives residing
in their household, other than spouses, would seek employment if
day care was available. Only one responded yes. Because of the
many uncertainties of the uriemployed spouses (and other relatives)
of respondents in our sample actually entering the labor market,
they were not considered in the potential demand.

R .
[

Estimated Total value of Day Care

In order to arrive at estimates of the minimum and maximum
potential economic benefits to OEO from operations of the child
Development Center, the individual estimates due to reduced absen-
teeism and tardiness, reduced turnover and the enhancement-to
recruiting must be aggregated. Considering in each case discussed
above the minimum expected benefit was zero dollars, then obviously
the estimated minimum for total benefit would likewise be zero.

In the case of maximum economic benefits, it was esti-
mated that potential cost savings of $80 per user per year might
be realized from reduced absenteeism and tardiness and about $45
per OEO CDC user from reduced turnover. These combined estimates
yield an estimate of maximum total potential economic benefit by
$125 per OEO &ser savings of about $5,600 per year for OEO.
Currently, 22 OEO employees are CDC users; at this level the
maximum annual cost savings would be estimated at $2,750. As
indicated above in the development of these figures, they repre-
sent speculative values based on little firm data.




Og.'l.lv.'l.el concluded that employers should have the
following characteristics to justify an employer-subsidized
child care center:

1, a large female lab«r force located in one geo-
graphical area; prcbably about 1,000 women,

2. a sustained need for add.tional female employees
in order to utilize the recruiting value of day
care, and

3. above average turnover and absenteeism costs.

‘OE0 does not meet the first reqiirement and it is ques-
tionable whether the second characteristic applies.

=
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6. SATISFACTION WITH THE OEO CHILD DEVELOPMENT
CENTER AND OTHER CENTERS

This chapter begins with a review of OEO CDC uscrs'
reported satisfaction with various aspects of the center and a
comparison of their satisfaction with the importance they attach
to various factors. Pollowing this, similar analyses are pre-
sented for members of Cumparison Group II who used other day
care centers.

In general, OEO CDC users were highly satisfied with
the center on 2lmost all counts. OEO employees using other day
care centers also reported high levels of satisfaction and it
should be noted that studies of two other federally-sponsored
day care centersl also showed high levels of user satisfaction
(see Chapter 9).

-

6.1 Satisfaction With Ten Aspects of the OEQO Center

Quéstion 29 of the OEO questionnaire required users
of the JEO CDC ¢t rate their relative satisfaction or dissatis-
faction with va.ious factors of the Center organization and _ -
proc am, using the following scale:

DON'T
SATISFIED DISSATISFIED KNOW
6 5 4 3 2 1 0 ‘
4

1 The Depa.cment of Labor anu the Department of Health, Education

and Welfare centers.







Ratings throughout tended to be high and, on most factors, a
relatively small number of users expressed degrees of dissatis-
faction (ratings of 3, 2, or 1), Table 6-1 presents an analysis
of the user ratings. With the éxception of the factor "parental
involvement,” the average ratings ranged from 5.3 to 5.9 (with
6.0 representing complete satisfaction). One-third of all users
expressed at least some dissatisfaction with parental involvement
at the Center. Twelve pércgn;ZLIZi)-uere dissatisfied with the
cost of the program.

Two factors, hours of operation and convenience of
location, received no ratings of dissatisfaction (3, 2, or 1).
~j?t is interesting to note that these are two aspects of Center
operation on which there was considerable parental involvement
in setting Center policy.

Satisfaction with Center aides showed the biggest
point spread between OEO employees and non-OEO employees,
although only one employee in each group actually expressed
dis'.atisfaction with the aides.

-

6.2 Comparison of Satisfaction and Importance of Various . -
Factors

Question 16 of the OEO parent questionnaire required
each respondent to rate 22 specific aspects of day care arrange-
ments as to their importance to the respondent in choosing a day
care arrangement. While these 22 items do not bear a ona-to-two

correspondence to the 10 aspects rated for satisfaction in
Question 29 (see Section 6.1), certain comparisons are possible,




I

*(poyzeTIve ATenerdmoo § ‘perIsTivsstp ATejerdmcd T) 9-1 eiwos,

!
i
1
9 - £y £y v's T - 1 1z
6°'s - £y | €y 6's| - 2 ¢4 12
£'s s 8¢ £y n.mﬁ, z 61 12
. ) vt 62 £y €y L "n 1z
€°s £ 9¢ 6€ €°s T . 91 8T
v's z ™ £y s°s 1 oz €4
_vs £ oy £y £°s z 61 €4
v's z ™ £y 0°s 1 oz €4
€°s € 6t 2 || es 1 oz 2
$°S z ov zy L's 0 oz
@31003 | POT3I8Y PoY3 |FIUODUST | 93058 | DOTIST 1373
_s°AY  |-3wssyq | -sTIvg| - -sey || 4-Ay | -3wssyg | -syjes
s4asn TVIOL SEFXOTAWE OFO-NON

L*s - 44 t 14 Ze3ue) JO UQTIWD0T
6°S - t 4 4 t 44 usdo Ie3jued sINOH
s € 61 t 44 azed JO IN0D
o'y L ST t 44 JIUSWIATOAUT JusINg
T°s 1 oz 1z plIe 03
juorjusaie TenprATPUR
| A1 1 ) £ 4 44 PITY® uo
wezboad jo 08331
y's 1 ) € 4 4 4 PITY® 303 weaboxd
9°g 1 84 t 44 sepIR I03UD
€S z 61 1z | or3vs TBUOWEI/PTIWD
T {114 Tt INJUSD JO I0JOXYQ
37133 P13 | TIUSPUSA
-398831Q -BEI0 . I.OE.
SIARXOTANR 030 peawy 1030wg

asjus) Juswmdorsasdg PITUD OHO YITA UOTIONFSTINS Jesn

‘T~9 STqwL




o

The following list shows a set of items that were
selected to compare to eight aspects of Question 29:

Satisfaction Factor
from Question 29

A. Director of Day Care
Center

B. Child/Teacher Ratio

C. Aides at the Center

E. Effects of this Program -

on Your Child

F. Individual Attention
that Your Child is
Receiving

G. Extent to Which Parents
Are Involved in the
Program

I. Hours the Center is Open

J. Convenience of the
Location

Importance Factor
from Question 16

F.

T.

An adult staff that
takes time to tell you
how your child is doing.

Staffed by adults who
are well trained.

Enough staff members to
provide my child with
individual attention.

Fewer than ten children —
per adult.

F. 4n adult staff that

takes time to tell you
how your child is doing.

Staffed by adults who
are well trained.

Helps children to get
along better with each
other.

Teaches children how
to mind and follow
directions.

»!

. Enough staff members t-

provide my child with
individual attention.

Fewer than ten children
per adult.

Involves parants.

Open convenient hours.

Within walking distance
of home.

Within walking distance
from work.
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Table 6-2 shows the results of these comparisons of
importance and satisfaction ratings. As in the case of the
satisfaction ratings from Question 29, the importance ratings .
given by the respondents tended to cluster at the high end of
the sev.en-point scale used for Question 16. Thus, most of the -
ratings indicated that the users felt the items were very
» important.

It is of interest to note that while 14 of the users
expressed cdissatisfaction with parental involvement at the Center,
3 of these (21%) did not find parentai involvement more than
o somewhat important.

The lowest ratings ofiimportance appggr for hours of
operation, where 23% found this only somewhat important, and
convenience of location, where 27 out of the 43 users (63%) found
this factor only somewhat or not at all important. All users
rated these two factors as satisfactory.

— - -

6.3 Satisfaction of the Crildren
- g

Question 30 of the OEO questionnaire asked users to
rate their children as very, fairly, or not verf happy with the
OEO program. Table 6-3 indicates that 82% of the CEO employees
and 95% of the non-OEO employees felt their children were very
happy, and 100% of both groups feit their childr¢.. were either
very or fairly happy at the Center.

=
m
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6.4 Comparison of OEQ Center With Previous Child Care
Arranggments

Question 51 of the preschool questionnaire required the
respondents to rate 23 items1 which are features of various child
care arrangements, comparing their current child care at the OEO
Center with previous child care arréngements used. Table 6-4

shows responses.by the following categories:

Center organization,

Center program,

Parent cost/convenience, and
Social benefits.

Since this analysis involved the preschool file, each
child is represented once and respondents who had more than onc
child enrolled in the center are represented more than once. ‘
This results in an N of 48 for Table 6-4.

The general category of center program shows the most
substantial improvement over previous arrangements. On the
average, center program fea. ures were reported to be improved
for 65% of the children and worse for only 1%. In particular,
the formal educational program is rated as improved in 81% of

the cases. : S

The factors listed under parent cost/convenience
showed the lowest average number of respondents reporting improve-
ment in their situation. Only distance from work and cost show

i Twenty-tv of ‘these 23 items were identical to the items

of Question 16, OEO questionnaire which parents rated for
importance. One additional item, "Cost to you," appeared in
Question 51 of the preschool questionnaire, but not in
Question 16 of the OEO guastionnaire.
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Table 6-4. Comparisons cf OEO Center to previous child care
arrangements for 48 children enrolled in center.*"

¥o
Category | Itea™ Better Same Worse D!éﬂhlllsenggnle
° - I O . {’“k O, [

Center nel n .starx 6 i3s [ 1 1)

Organiza~- | Staff reports to -~

tion parents 33 69¢ | 13 27 1 2% 1 2%

Well trained staff 33 698 ] 12 258 1 2% 2 4%
staff adequate for :
1 individual attention [28 588 | 13 27% S 10% 2 4%
Staff/child ratio
1/10 or better J24 . sos |14 208 | 8 1] 2 a8
Average 31 658 | 12 25% 3 68 2 4%
Center rormal educatimal
Program program 39 81 7 158 1 2% 1 2%
] Teaches social ad- . .
Justment 30 63s | 15 31 3 68
Teaches obedience
and understanding 24 508 | 23 48s | . __ 1 28
Average 31 658} 15 31s .3 18 1.7 3%

Parent within walxing dis-

Corc/ tance of sork 37 77s 4 8s 4 1] 3 (13
" _____ _Cunven- | Cost 33 69 7 15% 7 15% 1 2%
T ience Involves parents 23 48s | 21 448 2 43 2 4%

Dependable & reliable [20 428 | 25 52% 1 2% 2 4%
Open convenient hours:]20 - 428 24 508 2 4% 2 4%
| Safe and clean 19 408 | 26 548 3 68
" | Provides extra meal |19 408 | 22 46% 5 10% 2 4%
| Available year after
year 18 388 | 26 S43 | 1 2% 3 6%
Available day orx
night 12 258 ) 20 428 (12 25% 4 1
Within walking
distance of home 9 198 | 12 258 |22 46% 5 1lus
. All :g:ld::n of family
' together after ,
school*** 7 158 | 3 6% |'9 19%) 29 608
Average 20 418 |} 17 36% 6 12% S 1l
Social Racially integrated |35 738 ] 11 23% 2 43
Benefits | Child eager to attend |30 63% | 17  35% 1l 2%
. With children like
self 30 638 16 33% 2 43
staff of same ethnic
background 24 208 | 21 aas | S 08} 8 178
Average 27 S78 ] 16 35% 1 2% 3 (1]

* Includes response for sach of .48 children attending
— Center; parents with—two children represznied twice.

e Oufy abbreviated captions for the items are shown.
For original wording, see Appendix C.

¢ Thig question was acked only if the parent had both
preschool and schoolac: children. In 28 of the 48
cases, it was not aske.. There was one non-respondent.
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improvement for more than half of the children in the center,
with 15% showing increased cost and 8% increased distance. Day
or night availability, distance from home, and possibility of
keeping children togather all are rated substantially worse in
comparison with previous arrangements.

1 Individual itemg considered to be an improvement over
previous arrangements for 50% or more of the children are listed
separately in Takie 6-5.

The responzes to Question 51 involved comparisons of the
OEO center to a variety of different types of previous arrangements.
Of the 48 children enrolled in the CDC, 35 of them (73%) had
breviously been in informal arr:agements (63% outside the home;
10% in the home); ti.irteen of them (27%) had been in formal arrange-
ments (21% in other day care centers; 6% in nursery school and/or
kindergarten). Given that about three-quarters of the children
had previously ber in informal arrangements, it is not surprising
that the users as a gromp found improvements in the area of program
and some loss of convenience. '

The three factors in Table 6-4 which show the highest
number of responses indicating that the CDC is worse than the
previous arrangement are "within walking distance of home,"
"available day or night," and "staff/child ratio 1:10 or better."
The first two are not unexpected, given a comparison of predom-
inantly informal previous arrangements to a center located near
the place of work. Of the eight children for whom staff/child
ratio was reported to be worse in the OEO CDC than in their

previous arrangement, all had previously been in informal arrange-
ments -- four with relatives at other homes, three with non-

relatives at other homes, and one with a relative in the child's
home ., ;




Table 6-5. Pactors on which OEO Center is reported better than
. rrevious child care arrangement for more than 50%
e - of the children®

Percent of
Children for

Child eager to attend

Category - ’ Item** Which Center
. is Viewed
as Better
> Center Men included in staff _"“ 81%

- Organization Staff reports to parents 69%
Well trained staff 69%
sStaff adequate for
individual attention 58%
Fewer than ten children
per adult 50%

Center Program ‘éormal educational - L

. program 81s
Teaches social adjustment 63%

* Teaches obedience and
understanding 50%

Parent Cost/ Walking distance from
Convenience * work 77%
Cost to parent 69%
Social Benefits Racially integrated 73%
- With children like self €3%
63%

6-11

* Based on responses for each of 48 children attending; parents
with two children represented twice.

** Only abbreviated captions for items are shown. For original
wording, see Appendix C.



6.5 ° Importance of Factors at OEO Center Reported to be
Worse in Comparison With Previous Arrangements

To the extent that users found varicus aspects of the
OEO Center to be less satisfactory than their previous arrange-

* ments, there was an interest in knowing what importance they _

attached to the factors seen as less satisfactory. As reported
in the last section, users very infrequently said that the OEO
CDC was worae than what they had previously experienced. In

fact, on none of the 23 comparison items did a majority of the

users find the OEO CDC to be worse.

¥

The four factors most frequently noted to be "worse"
are shown in Table 6-6. For each factor, the degree of impor-
tance attached to it by the respondents considering it "worse"
is also shown. According to this table, the two factors with
the largest number of derogatory ratings do not seem to be of
great importance to these parents- finding them "worse" at OEO
CDC than in previous arrangements. Only in the case of "staff/
child ratio” do all of those finding it worse at OEO repe;t it
to be a very important factor. As noted in Section 6.4, however,
these parents had previously had their children in informal
arrangements where the ratio adults to children may be expected
tv be very favorable.

6.6 User Preference for Day Care Arrangements

A final measure of center user satisfaction may be

gained by a review of preferences for day care arrangements
expressed by current users. While 91% of the OEO employees

and 81% of non-OEO employees who use the Center reported the’

. OEO Center td be their choice for child care, two OEO employees
(9%) and four non-OEO employees (19%) indicated other forms of
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day care as their preference. A J.ocussion of these preferences
will be found in Chapter 7.

6.7 OEO Center Users Compared on Satisfaction With Users
of Other Centers

Sixteen non-users of the OEO Center in Comparison
Group II report use of formal arrangements (other day care
centers). Question 27 of the OEO questionnaire asked these
respondents to rate their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with
the same aspects of center care as were discussed for users in
Section 6.1. The average scores for the various factors as well
as the percentages of those reporting satisfaction or dissatis-
faction with them, are compared with those of users in Table 6-7.

There is relatively little difference in average ratings
or satisfaction for the OEO Center and other day care facilities
in most areas. Again, most respondents using other centers
expressed satisfaction with their centers. 1Individual attention
to the child, center-program, and cost of care scored the lowest
levels of satisfaction, in that order. However, these factors
are still highly rated and the percentages are based on very
small numbers where a shift of one or two people makes a fairly
—large difference. ) —

Parental involvément showed the biggest point spread
between the tws groups (OEO Center useérs 4.1 vs. users of other
centecrs 5.0' . with OEO Center users showing an appreciably lower
level of sat:sfaction (33% dissatisfied as opposed to 6% of the -
users pf other centers). 7
Individual attention to the child (user score 5.3,
users of other centers 4.8) was rated somewhat lower by users
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of other centers, 13% of whom wece dissatisfied as compared to
8% of the OE0 users.

Significance of the average ratings of users of the OEO
Center and users of other centers was statistically tested.1 No

statistically significant differences could be substantiated.

6.8 Satisfaction vs. Importance of Factors: Users of
Other Centers

A comparison was made between relative importance of -
the factors evaluated by users of other centers, and their
satisfaction and dissatisfactioh with them. As with the users
of the OEO Center, most respondents tended to consider all factors
very important as well as indicating a generally high level of
satisfaction.

hj

No statistical significance can be attributed to differ-
ences between the two groups in importance or satisfaction, and
indeed, distribution tends to follow the same patterns with
differences only of degree.

All of the users of other centers reported their
children to be "Very Happy" with the center they attend.

. A t-test of means demonstrated significance (p < .001) on the

two factors with the largest differences in average scores
(parent involvement and center hours). However, because of

the skewness of the distribution of ratings, the assumptions

of a t-test are not really met. For this reason, two nonpara-
metric tests were also used. The median test and the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov two-sample test failed to verify significant statistical
differences between tue two groups. These two tests pertain to
differences in central tendency and differences in total
distribution, respectively.

6-16




Comparison of Previous and Current Child cCare
Arrangements: Comparison Group II

Twenty-six of the 48 respondents in-Comparison Group II
(non-users of the OEO Center with a 2, 3, 4, or 5-year-nld in
full-time day care) compared their current and Previous child
care arrangements. (When the Previous arrangement had been with
the respondent or spouse at home, the question was not completed.)

Present arrangements of those responding showed far less
improvement over Previous arrangements than is shown by users of
the OEO Ceénter. These Comparison Group II responses, however,
represent changes from a variety of previous child care arrange-
ments to a variety of current child care arrangements. This
makes it much more difficult to interpret the results for
Comparison Group II than those for center users, who had
changed from a’'variety of Previous arrangements to the Center
in every case. Given the small number of Comparison Group
respondents on this item (N = 26), it is not possible to break
the data down by type of current arrangement to make a compari-
son with the users.




7. KEY FACTOR: PELATED TD CHOICE OF
DAY CARE ARRANGEMENT

Chapter 3 presented a number of comparisons of users
and non-users of the OEO CDC and discussed some of the descriptive
characteristics of the sample that might be related to type of day
care used. This chapter attempts to delve further into the issue
of what factors affect choice of day care.

Preferences

Question 9 of the OEO questionnaire asked, "Under present
circuhstances, if you had to choose among the various types of
child care shown on this card, which one would you choose?" The
alternatives were:

A. Spouse at home

B. Half day nursery school

C. OEO Day Care Center

D. Other day care center

E. Head Start program

F. Kindergarten

G. First grade

H. With relative at vour home

I. With relative at another home
J. With non-relativefat your home
K. With non-relativeiat another home
+ L. Other (specify)

Table 7-1 shows the results of this question for the
users and Comparison Group I. A chi-square (xz) test of sigai-
ficance was computed comparing all users to all members of Com-
parison Group I on this question. In order to do this, it was

[
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-
necessary to collapse the categories so that small frequencies
in the cells could be avoided. The results are shown in Table
7-2. The x° was equal to 48.38, which is significant with p < .001.

Table 7-2. Contingency table for chi-square test of preference
ve. user/non-user

‘| Comparison Group I|Total

At liome with spouse, rela- 15 16
tive, non-relative or
respondent

Half day nursery, Day care
center (not OEO) , Head Start,
kindergarten, first grade

With relative or non-
relative at another home

OEO Day Care Center

Total 43

* The one non-respondent shown in Table 7-1 was eliminated.

As indicated in Table 7-2, 37 of the 43 OEO CDC users
gave the center as their preferred day care arrangement. Two OEO-
employed users and four non-OEO-employed users did not. In order
to better understand why these six users do not give the center
as their preferred arrangement, we looked at 0.29, which required
each user to express their satisfacticn or dissatisfaction with 10
aspects of the center. The responses of the six users who did not
give the center as their preferied type of day care are diagrammed
in Table 7-3. Although most of the responses to specific factors
in the Center operation indicated a fair degree of satisfaction
only two factors (hours of operation and convenience of location)
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were completely satisfactory to all of these respondents, Parent
involvement produced the greatest variety cf opinion, ranging from
complete satisfaction to complete dissatisfaction. Other factors
rated with dissatisfaction (a rating of 3, 2, or 1) by at least
one of these six respondents included Child-Teacher ratio, Center
Program, and Cost to Parents.

It is of particular interest to note that of two respon-
dents- indicating a preference for another center, one expressed
complete satisfaction with all aspects of the Center, while the
other expressed dissatisfaction with child-teacher ratios and -
parent involvement.

Since dissatisfactioh;gith the OEO Center did not appear
to be a primary cause of most preferences by users for another
arrangement, other possible explanations were examined. Question

8 required respondents to choose from a list those factors which
were most important to them ir selecting an ideal child care

arrangement; Question 20 asked if the respondent could think of
anything that would improve the arrangements for their preschool
children. Responses to these two questions were tabulated for the
six users not preferring the OEO center as shown in Table 7-4.

In response to Question 18, a formal educational program
was cited by all six of the users who prefer another arrangement
as an important factor in selecting a child care program. Two-
thirds of these respondents considered it of primary importance.
The choices of child care arrangements of these six users are not

ntirely consistent with this pattern, since three of the respon-

. dents had indicated earlier (in Q.9) that they preferred an
informal arrangement, which would be most unlikely to provide any -
formal education benefits to the child.,
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The preferences of non-users shown in Table 7-1 were
also studied further. Table 7-5 presents an analysis of non-
users' preferred day care arrangement, reasons for not using the
center (Q.24 of OEO questionnaire) and changes which might per-
suade them to use the CDC (Q.25 of OEO questionnaire). Since six
members of Comparison Group. I did not have children in the age
range eligible for the OEO cDC, this analysis involved only members
of Comparison Group II. Since family income was shown earlier '
(see Chapter 3) to be an important factor in choice of day care,
Table 7-5 shows the results by level of income as well as by type
of arrangement primarily used.

In giving their reasons for not using the OEO center,
approximately one-third of Comparison Group II indicated that they
liked their present arrangement and nothing would induce them to
change. Location and cost were the two most important reasons
cited for not using the UEO Center by the other two-thirds, with
lower cost cited by 29% as the most important factor which would
. persuade them to use the Center. While the cost factor is cited
by users of all other arrangements as a deterrent to use of the
OEO center, it is an especially important factor for those using
informal arrangements, both within and outside of the home. It
is interes.ing to note that complaints about cost were more fre-
quent among families above the $10,500 income level. Thirty-two
respondents had family incomes of $10,500 or more; ten of them -
(31%) gave "too expensive” as a reason for not using the center.
This compares with 3 out of 14 resporndents (21%) whose incomes
were below $10,500,

Even though all the respondents in Table 7-5 had at
least one child in the eligible age range, 25% gave "Children too




+330 QR0 SN O3 PEAFIESINT PEER (D ONO NETER I8E 183 GUSETEI 387 puastle seeundsss SIAEIIH

n UL ] n n 714 e "©e 3 mn 3 ne {7 k124 e n kig nT 74 4 0Y 29T | oPur2E0 s2mnpuodssa (v 3¢
T ¥ T T v [] w L8 T v z T W [ T T 133 ] [i] 3 [
L] 1 T k1 T 1 T T senodasa oy
4 1 4 9 14 1 9 [ L4 < 1 T L4 € 4 1 n 000°'024 1840
1 1 4 L4 1} 1 1 1 1 14 < L T T 1 ] [ 4 114 666°61-000" £ T8
1 t T 1 T t T € 46°YT-005 0T | (vavepuodesa gy)
T 1 T L$ 1 1 T 1 T T 1] 66Y'0T-005's & eveesBuerary
4 € 1 T A ¢ 1 T 4 1 T 1 T 1 L} 4 ot 005 'es Iepug 1TV o T*Ie}
30T 101 301 01 g0t 30T 30€ x0T | 0w 10¢ 00 20y 301 08 201 »BU133D sauapusdeen 11% 3¢
[~ T T T T T T [§ T ¥ T v v T ' 1 of
1 N 1 T T * ¢ -
1 1 1 1 T 4 T 1 T 1 £ 1 < 000°0ZS %0
1 T 1 ¢ T T T 4 646°61-000°CT6 | (wawepuodenz o1)
1 1 1 T 1 S0 ¥T-005 ‘018 suog W
' - S6Y'0T-00C"8 ¢ JesmBenisy
1 % 1 1 1 005°es aepun [sarojuy
x5 ntr 24 91 26 29€ 214 % u«— U T p 49 UT % I p 714 2UT 2Lz | 91350 sruepuodeea [Iv o
1 [§ 4 [ T [ ] L4 ] € L] H [ L] T [ [] [] [] T
- asuedeez og
4 ' M 1 € 4 T 4 T 1 € T L] 000'0Ct Amap
T 1 T 1 T t 1 4 ot t 1 4 [ 666 Y1-000°51s | (s2uepeedena 37)
T 1 1 1 66567 ¥T-00C 0% mEg e IO
T 1 1 T T 1 1 T 1 [ 4 6V 0T-005°8 $ smsubunaxy
T € L4 L 1 T € 4 ¢ ¢ € 4 3 005*es avpun Touas ey
4] e $14 ¢ n 29 269 £ 14 e » % 213 » +9ST352 crmepusdena TR jeo
T T v ] 1 T of 3 [ T T 1 T C 1
1 T 1 T seusdssa og
T T £ T 1 u € [ ]
T T L4 1 1 1 T T 1 L ] 666°6T-000"CTS
A ¢ 1 1 1 666°Y1-005°018
T T 1 ¢ T SV 0T-006°0 § | (s3wepundons 91)
T t T t T t T 005'st sopua | JesusBusiry yEEIe)
sewndeny| anyao Jwem | oTqISITR|oTINtNITE| Peprasag|sareusing| Iwem d a3y pTO |Swneg | £agnatzanal sassusdsg] Jwem g| yeeamg]| owey | vwwy jusm  [3e3usp]eavepesdeny saeuy pesp
- ~aBunaiy| wenpTud| weapry)| weravaaod sewy | -Mumizy - oop | eay 4 00}, on A w | -stwsazy| omo | 3> e fyvny wembewiry
IseesAg 2ept0 | aslunoy|-ewwag ae IeeNexg IV} PrIND| -swwary 20 Imeeengl T RIeg oIy Lavugpag
savg wiIvde] wm S IR -3l TouINFuL 190
L N Ny |. "
2203800 QRO S #3 WATIWEIW] N »303003 0RO Pupen Jen 284 Sueevey Jeemeluvasy s39) v peaIvIeay

+smoouy ATywe; pue juswsbuexze Jussexd Aq rr dnoxp wostreduo) X037
2aD-030 SN O3 FSATIUSOUT puw ‘DAD-0FO HuUrsSn 30U I07 SUOERS? ‘aIwd Aep XOF FSDUNINIRAL  “S-L STARL




=

-

old" or "Children too young" as a reason for not using the center.l
Only 10%, however, cited expanded age eligibility as a factor en-
couraging use of the Center. Location and transportation also
follow this pattern: 38% consider location and transportation
difficulties a deterrent to use, but only 17% mention better loca-
tion or provision of transpcrtation as an incentive +-~ use the OEO
chila Development Center.

Fourteen percent (14%) of Comparison Group II (7 pe- uns)
gave the OEO Child Development Center as t.ieir preferred child care
arrangement. Their reasons for not using the Centér are tabulated
in Table 7-6. As may be noted, cost is the I;igest single Adeteirent
to those who prefer the center, cited by 4 out of the 7. Three
out of these four have family in~omes in the $15,000-$19,999
range.

In addition to their preferences regarding type of day
care, respondents who preferred any type of but-of—home arrange-
ment were asked, "For the type of child care that you chose, what
is the farthest distance from your home or work that it can be
located?" (Q.10, OEO questionnaire). - A chi-square (xz) test
indicated sign;ficant differences between users and éomparison
Group I on this question. The results aré shown in Table 7-7.

Overall, non-users seem less willing to travel to get
day care than users. Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the users
indicated that day care would have to be within 15 minutes of

1"rhis confirms the results discussed in Chapter 1 indicating that
parents are less apt to use the center when they have one child
eligible and others who are not.

7-10
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their home as compared to 45% of the users. The non-OEO users
are the most willing to travel with 40% of them indicating a

willingness to travel in excess of 20 minutes,

Ease of Setting Up Day Care Arrangements

Question 7 of the OEO questionnaire requested respon-
dents to rate their ease or difficulty in setting up day care
arrangements for their children. (See Table 7-8.) An overall
chi-square (xz) test of significance between users and non-users
was not significant. However, on this item there appears to be
more variation between OEO and non-OEO users and among non-users
using different types of day care than between the user/non-user

classification.

Sixty-eight percent of OEO employees utilizing the OEO
Child Development Center reported little or no difficulty in making
arrangements. Non-OEO employees utilizing the OEO Day Care Cen-
ter and users of other day care centers reported the greatest
difficulty in making arrangements, although over half of all
users rated it "easy" to "fairly easy." Informal arrangements,
both in and out of the home, appeared to cause the least. -

difficulty.

Question Q (page 14) of the OEO questionnaire asked if
respondents had a relative who could conveniently care for their
children. Table 7-9, which presents an analysis of this question,
may partially explain the greater ease with which respondents
using informal arrangements set up their day care arrangements.
Sixty percent_ {60%) of the respondents using informal at-home care
and 69% of tthe using informal out-of-home care reported avail-
ability of relatives who could conveniently care for their

children.
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Respondents' Ratings as to ziﬁgrtance of various Factors

in Choosing Child Care Arrangements

Question 16 of the OEO queationnaire required respon-
dents’ to rate, on a seven-point scale, the importance of each of
22 factors in choosing a child care arrangement. Using Comparison
Group I versus Users of the OEO Day Care Center, chi-square (xz)
tests were computed for all 22 factors. Twelve factors showed
significant differences oetween users and the comparison group.
The average ratings for users and comparison-group respondents
on these 12 factors are shown in Table 7-10. All 12 differences
are in the same direction; that is, the users rated each of these
12 as more important than the comparison group did. In fact, the
ﬁverage rating given by users over all 22 items in Q.16 was 5.95
as compared to an average rating of 5.42 for Comparison Group I,
The three factors showing the largest differences in mean ratings
were:

Men as well as women looking after children.

Within walking distance from work.

Racially integrated, with children of many
backgrounds.

Many of the items in Q.16 are factors which would be
difficult to achieve in informal arrangements. All but 16 people
in Comparison Group II were using informal arrangements. In
making ratings of importance in a situation such as this, respon-
dents may be reluctant to state that factors not present in their
current day care arrangements are things they consider to be
important in making ideal day care arrangements,

In addition to Questiop 16, another question was related
to the issue of which factors respondents reported to be impor.ant
in choosing day care. Question 18 of the OEO questionnaire




Table 7-10. Average ratings of users and Comparison Group I
non-users on twelve factors relating to factors
involved in making day care choices

Very Somewhat Not at all Don't
Important Important Important Know

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0*

Comparison
User N Group I

Open cofivenient hours 6.70  (43) 5.02

An adult staff that takes
the time to tell you how
your child is doing 6.86 (43) 6.61

Men as well as women
looking after the
children 5.84 (43) 4.56

Within walking distance
from work - 5.67 (43) 3.57

With other children
like yours 5.98 (43) 4.92

Where all your children .

could be together when

older ones are not in -

school 4.65 (34) 4.54

Racially integrated, with
- children of many
backgrounds 6.53 (43) 5.26

Helps children to get
along better with
each other 6.86 (43) 6.26

Staffed by adults who
are well trained 6.84 (43) 6.50

Available year after year 6.14 (43) 5.02

Teaches children how
to mind and follow
directions 6.40 (490) 6.15

Place that your child is
usually eager to attend 6.70 (43) 6.41

Average rating on all 22 items: 5.95 - 5.42

* Average ratings in this table do not include "Don't Know"
responses.

P00 00 e




required respondents to choose from a list the most important,
second most important, and third most important factors in selecting
an ideal child care arrangement. The factors on the list were as
follows:

The cost of the child care.

The distance of the arrangement from your home,
The distance of the arrangement from your wonrk.
Being able to have all your children together.

Having only one arrangement so that multiple
~ arrangements are not necessary.

The availability of a formal educational program.

Being in a home-type arrangement rather than a
center. .

Being in a center-type arrangement rather than
a home. - !

Other (please specify).

Table 7-11 presents a tabulation of the factors chosen
as first in importance by users and Comparison Group II non-users.
All groups except those currently using informal at-home arrange-
ments selected Factor F (the availability of a formal educational
program) most frequently. - Those non-users presently using informal-
at-home arrangements chose Factor F only 208 of the time and chose
Factor E (having only oné arrangement so that multiple arrangements
are not necessary) most frequently (30%) .

Using Comparison Group II, these same data were
reanalyzed to take account of factors chosen as first, second
and third most important. Table 7-12 shows the percent of respon-
dents in each major category who mentioned each factor‘as the
iirst, second or third most important. In addition, an average
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rating for each factor was computed by assigning a score of 3 for
each first choice, 2 for each second choice, aud 1 for each third
choice and then dividing by the total number of respondents. (This
procedure essentially gives a weight of 0 to those persons not
mentioning the factor.) These ratings are also shown in Table
7-12,

The largest differences occurred between users and non-
users on the"distance of the arrangement from home and the distance
of the arrangement from work. As might be expected, fewer users
(14%) than non-users (358) mentioned distance from home, while
mére users (44%) than non-users (17%) mentioned distance from
work,

There is also a noticeable difference between the two
Qroups in the average rating assigned to the availability of a
formal educational pProgram. While a high percentage of both
groups cited it as one of the three most important factors, users
were more apt to rate it first (see Table 7-11) and therefore
produced a higher average rating. '

Cost as a Factor in Making Day Care Decisibns

Cost has been cited a number of times in earlier sections
as a factor frequently mentioned by respondents as important to

~ their choice of day care. This section attempts to explore the

issue of cost more fully. Section 8, Trade-offs of Key Factors,
discusses the relative importance of cost, program and convenience.

Q.13 and 14 of the OEO questionnaire required users to
indicate how much their family would be able to spend each week for
all children and how much they now spend each week for all children.

Table 7-13 presents an analysis comparing the responses to these
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two questions. The entries enclosed in boxes represent those per-
sons who are now paying approximately what they say they are able
to pay. Ignoring those persons who gave a "bon't know" response
oh either question, 14 of the 42 users (33%) and 24 of the 45 com-
parison group respondents (53%) are enclosed in boxes, and may thus
be thought of as paying approximately what they feel they are able
to pay. All numbers to the left and below the diagonal represent
persons paying less than the} say they are able to pay (50% of the
users; 29% of the non-users). All numbers to the right and above
the diagonal indicate persons paying more than they feel they are
able (17% of the users; 18% of the non-users). In summary, then,
more users than non-users pay less than they feel they are able,
while more non-users pay about what they feel they are able.

In Section 7.1 the reasons non-u’ 2rs gave for not using
the OEO CDC were discussed and cost was one of the reasons fre-
quently cited. Table 7-14 presents an analysis of the month.y
cost respondents are presently paying for that child which is in
day care the largest number of hours versus what they would pay
monthly for one child at the OEO CDC center.1 Complete data was
available for 45 non-users on present cost and family income
(needed to determine cost that would be paid at the OEO CDC).
For each respondent, the cost was based on a child in full-time day
care; one child was in day care 30-39 hours a week, the rest
for 40 hours or more. N

) Of the 45 persons included in the analysis, five (11%)
are paying now approximately what they would pay at the OEO CDC.
These 5 are enclosed in boxes in Table 7-14. All persons shown

I_heSpondents reported cost data in weekly figures. These costs

were multiplied by 4.3 for purposes of comparing them to the
OBO CDC monthly fee schedule.

PR, 0 W11 g e
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to the-right and above the diagonal formed by -the boxes would

pay more at the CDC than they do now -- 24 of the 45, or 53%.

All persons to the left and below the diagonal pay more now than
they would at the CDC -- 16 out of 45 or 36%. This includes
several paying considerably more than they would pay at the CDC.
For example, of the eight persons currently paying more than $130

¥ a month, the range of current monthly costs is from $134.37 to

well over $400 a month, with 4 of the 8 paying more than $300 a

month. Six of these eight persons have informal at home

arrangements. One has a formal arrangement and one an informal

out-of-home arrangzment.

Of the twenty-four persons who pay less now than they
. would at the OEO CDC, it should be noted that 6 of them have
current day care arrangements which’have no cost associated with
them. Sixteen of the twenty-four persons who pay less now than
they would at OEO CDC fall in the two highest income categories
on the OEO fee schedule -- ten of them fall in the range from
$17,500 - $20,000 (fee of $121.33) and six in the over $20,000

range (fee of $130.00).

Returning for a moment to the analysis of reasons for

‘h“not using the center given in Section 7.1, 14 of the 48 respon-
dents in Comparison Group II cited "too expensive" as a primary
reason for not using the CDC. Data on current costs and income
are available for 12 of these. Table 7-15 shows a comparison of
their current costs to the charges they would pay at the center,

by income level.

: Two of the twelve pay more for their current arrangements
: than they would pay at the OEO CDC for one child. Both of these

: respondents have 3 preschool children and may find it less expen-
sive to arrange day care for all three children elsewhere. An-
other explanation may be that their response shculd be interpreted

U g

i
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Table 7-15. Current monthly costs for one child in full-time day
care vs. hypothetical cost at OEO CDC for 12 non-users
citing cost as reason for not using center, by income
level

Number of Would Pay )
Income Level Respondents at OEO Paying Now
Under $8,500 2 $47.66 $43.00, $75.25
$8,500 - $10,499 1 $60.66 $51.60
$10,500 - $14,999 1 $91.00 $51.60
$15,000 - $19,999 4 $112.50 - $121.33 | Nothing;

$55.90; $64.50
and $86.00

over $20,000 4 $130.00 $73.10; $77.40;
: $107.50; and
$180.60

to mean that the center is too expensive compared to other more
convenient kinds of day care.

Of the other 10, one currently pays nothing and the
remaining nine show payments ranging from about 40% to 90% of the
amount they would be charged at the OE0O CDC.

Eighty-three percent of the respondents finding CDC "too
expensive" pay an average of 61% of the CDC fees. In general, it
would appear that respondents in the lower income levels tend to
pay a proportionately higher percentage of the CDC fee than do
those in the upper incbme levels, )

Another way of looking at the issue of respondents'
attitudes toward day care costs is to examine the amount people
report they are able to pay as a percentage of their income. To
do this, respondents were grouped by income category, the amount
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each said she was able to pay weekly for all cthildren (Q.13, OEO
questionnaire) was annualized (multiplied by 52) and this was
divided by the reported family 1ncone.1 The average of these per-
centages for each income group is shown in Table 7-16. Overall,
users and non-users say they are able to pay about 118 and 10% of
their income, respectively, for day care. There is a tendency for
the percent of income persons say they are able to pay to decrease
with increased income. ’nowevar, this is largely caused by the
difference between the lowest income group ($4,000 - $8,599), who
are willing to pay 14% - 15%, and the other three groups combined.
In other words, the differential is not noticeable across the
full-range of income but only when comparing the lowest income
group to all others. T had

1 Actually we did not have exact income data, since Question 8

of the Statistical Section of the OEO questionnaire required
respondents to indicate a range of income. For purposes of

the analy. ‘s described here, the midpoint of the range was taken.
For the category "$20,000 or more," the "midpoint” was arbi-
-trarily set at $30,000. It should be noted that three persons
in Comparison Group II gave responses of over $100 as their
ability to pay. However, the card format allowed for only
amounts up to $99.99; in this analysis, these three persons

were treated as having reported $100 as their ability to pay.




Table 7-16 Average amount respondents say they are able to pay annually
- for day care for all children, by income level.
USE COMPARISON GROUP II
umber o % of Number of | ¥ of
Income spondents Income Respondents Income
$4,009'5,499 1 8.3%
$5,500-6,999 6 12.5% 2 17.4%
$7,000-8,499 8 16.6% 8 14.0%
Subtotal:
15 14.4% 10 14.73
$8,500-10,499 12 9.6% 4 12.3%
$10,500-11,999 3 10.8% 1 0.0%
Subtotal:
$12,000-14,999 5 12.4% 2 8.6%
$15,000-17.,499 2 4.8% 4 9.2%
$17,500-19,999 1 8.3% 11 6.4%
Subtotal:
$12,000-19,999 8 10.0% 17 _1.3%
$20,000 or more 4 4.6% 12 9.4%
Subtotal:
$20,000 or moreJ 4 4.6% 12 9.4%
{ TOTAL* 42 11,08 4 9.9%

*One user and four non-users had incomplete data
on income and/or reported ability to pay.
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8. TRADE-OFFS AMONG THE KEY FACTORS

In the last chapter, the responses to a number of ques-
tions concerning what respondents report to be important in making
day care arrangements were analyzed. 1In addition to the questions
in which respondents were asked to rate the importance of various
factors, there were a few questions in the interview which attempted
to "pit” one factor against another by asking respondents to indi-
cate the tradeoffs of the first factor vs. the second.

In this chapter, we discuss the responses to these
*trade-of f" questions and try to relate them wherever possible
to the results of Chapter 7.

8.1 Reported Importance of Formal Progvam vs. Cost vs.
Closeness to Home or Work

Questions 17A, B and C of the OEO questionnaire required
respondents to choose between cost and closeness to home or work:;
between formal program and closeness to home or work; and between
formal program and cost as being more important in choosing an
ideal child care arrangement. Table 8-1 shows the results of
this question for users and Comparison Group II.

There are six logical patterns of response to these three
questions. For example, if a respondent says in 17A that cost is
more important than closeness and in 17B that closeness is mors
important than formal program, then logically he cannot choose
formal program over cost in 17C. Table 8-1 lists each of the 6
logical patterns of response plus a category for respondents who

did not respond to one or more of the items and a category for
. persons who gave inconsistent or illogical response -3 defined
above.
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Tabie 8-1. Relative inporthnce of cost vs. formal program vs.
closeness in choosing ideal child care arrangement

Comparison
Pattern of Choicg Group II

Number of respondents ‘ 43 48

Cost > Formal Program > Closeness 7% 15%
_Cost > Closeness > Formal Program 5%:>>12‘ Ot::>15‘

Formal Program > Closeness > Cost 37% 42%
Formal Program > Cost > Closeness 40% >7" 27t> 69

HCIOseness > Formal Program > Cost 0&:;, 0% 0%::, 4
Closeness >,Cost > Formal Program 0s 43

One Oor more no response 7% 10%
Inconsistent pattern of response 5%:>>12‘ 2t:>’12‘

Total 1008 100% 1008 100s

In the second and fourth columns of Table 8-1, the 6
patterns have been combined into 3 based on the single most
important factor. Thus, the first entry in the second column
indicates that 12% of the users picked one of the two patterns
in which cost was the most important.

Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the users responded
using ocne of the two patterns in which formal program was most
important. Within this group, they were about evenly split on
cost and closeness to home or work as second choice. Sixty-nine
(69%) of the comrarison group chose one of the two patterns in
which .formal program was most important. Within this group,
considerably more chose closeness (42%) than cost (27%) as second
most important.

-
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Twelve percent:(12%) of the users and 15% of the
comparison group chose one of the patterns in which cost was most
important. None of the users and only 2 of the nonusers chose a 7
pattern with closeness to home or work in first place.

These findings are fairly consistent with those reported
in Table 7-11, which shows what factors respondents selected as
most important from a list of eight factors in Q.18. Formal pro-
gram was picked most frequently by both users and Comparison Group
I members (60% and 46%, respectively). For users, cost was the

second most frequently chosen factor (168). However, two users
named distance from home - work as most important in Q.18 whereas

none of them selected closeness over cost and formal program in

Q.17.

In Table 7-11 cost of care is the third most important

(Their second choice had

factor (138) for Comparison Group I.
Dis-

to do with having only one arrangement for all children.)
tance from home or work was most important to only 8% of Compari-

son Group I.

A further note on the issue of cldseness to home or
work -- Q.41 of the OEO questionnaire asked both users and non-
users if they would prefer the OE0O CDC to be located elsewhere.
Sixty-three percent (63%) of the users and fifty-two percent
(52%)‘of Comparison Group I said they liked the present location.

About egual proportions of hoth groups -- 21% of the
users, 22% of Comparison Group I -- said they would prefer it
closer to home. Sixteen percent (16%) of the users and 19% of
Comparison Group I said they would prefer it in some location
other than near home. Seven percent (7%) of Comparison Group

I respondents had no opinion on its location.




Reported Importance vs. Actual Behavior-

Using response patterns to Questions 17A, B and C,
comparisons were wade of the factors respondents say are important
vs. certain of their behaviors in making day care arrangements.
Throughout this section, where nonuser data are reported, it
pertains to the arrangement used for the greatest number of hours
for the child in day care the greatest number of hours.

Two persons in Comparison Group II named closeness to
home or work as the most important factor in arranging day care.
Looking at their primary day care arrangement, one has an at-home
arrangement and the other has an arrangement that the child walks
to.

Twenty persons in Comparison Group II gave closeness as
the second most important factor. Four (4) of these use at-home
arrangements. Three (3) have arrangements to which their children
walk, while #ix (6) others have arrangements which take less than
10 minutes to xreach. Of the remaining seven (7), four have arrange-

-ments taking 11-20 minutes, one (1) falls in the category 21-30
minutes ani two travel more than 30 minutes.

Respondents were asked how much extra they would be
willing to pay each week to have the arrangemenc they were using
within walking distance of home. Looking first at Comparison
Group II, the one person who rated closeness most important
indicated a willingness to pay $2-3 more per week to have the
arrangement with walking distance. )




Of the 13 non-users and 18 users who rated closeness
second, the responses were as follows:

Persons Rating Closeness Second:

Extra Amount Willing to Pay Weekly .

to Have Current Arrangement Within Comparison
Walking Distance Group II

Nothing more . 10
<$2 or more
$§2-$3 more
$4-$5 more
$6-§7 more

More than $16 more
No respcnsc
Tctal

The overwhelming majority of nonusers rating closeness
second in importance would pay nothing more to "ave the arrangement
within walking distance, while about one-half the users rating
‘closeness second would pay at least something. Considering that
all of the 13 persons shown in the right-hand column above rated
cost third, after closeness, it is surprising that 10 of them are
not willing to pay even a small amount more to have an arrangement
within walking distance. :

Questions 20 and 37 of the Preschool Questionnaire per-
tained to the amount of educational activity in the child care
arrangement. Thirty-three persons in Comparison Group II gave
responses indicating that formal program was more important to
them than the other two factors. Of these, about half (16)
answered yes to Q.20 or 37, indicating their arrangement pro-
vided educational activity. Of the remaining 17, six (6) use
at-home arrangements and were not questionned on this matter
while eleven (11) report no educational activities. The records
for the six who use at-home arrangements were examined to deter-
mine if they were using any kind of secondary arrangement involving

=
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a formal program, but none of the six reported a secondary arrange-

ment for their preschool child.

Respondents who used out of home arrangements which had

no educational component were asked how much more they would be

willing to pay to have educational activities (see Q.22 and 39 of
Looking at the eleven (1l1) persons

the Preschool Questionnaire).
vwho rated formal program as most important but reported no edu-

cational activity, their responses were as follows:

Extra Amount Willing to Pay ﬁeekly Number of
to Obtain Educational Program Respondents

Nothing more 5

- $1-$3 more 2
$4-85_more 1

More than -$16 2

No response 1

Total IT

Thus, about half of the persons reporting formal pro-
gram as most important and as currently lacking in their arrange-
ments are not willing to pay anything more to obtain educational
features, and about 70% are willing to pay less than $4.00. The

distribution of responses shows a pile-up at the bottom with two
"outliers” in the "more than $16.00" category. This pattern (most

respondents mentioning small amounts but a few respondents giving

large amounts) was observed in the response pattern to every ques-

tion in the interview which inquired how much more or less respon-
It is assumed that these

dents would pay for various features.
few "outliers" resulted when respondents indicated how much they

would be willing to pay in total rather than additionally.

Respondents whose arrangements included an educational

component were asked how much less they would expect to pay if
there were no educational activities (see Questions 21 and 38 of

=




the Preschool Questionnaire). There were 33 users and 15 non-
users who were asked Q.21 or 38 and who felt that formal program
was the most important factor of the three. The results for
these persons were as follows:

Amount Expect to Pay
Less Each Week if No Comparison
Educational Component Users Group II

Nothing less
Up to $5 less
$6-811
$12-815
No-sresponse
Total

?Hout one-fourth of the users and one-fifth of the
nonusers placing formal program first indicate they would not
expect to pay less if there was no educational component in their
day care arrangement. While the user group reported proportion-
ately smaller dollar amounts, it should be remembered that they
pay somewhat lower rates to begin with.

Five users and seven persons in Comparison Group II
reported that cost was the most important factor to them. The
actual weekly costs paid by these people for one child are as
follows: :

Current
Weekly Costs Comparison
For One Child Group II

Nothing

Up to $5.

$6-510

$11-$15

$16-$20

More than $20
Total




Although the numbers are small it appears that about
half the persons who are concerned about cost have managed to
arrange fairly inexpensive day care, while the others are paying
costs which seem about average.

Six of the members of Comparison Group II who indicated
that cost was the most important factor for them used out-of-home
arrangements. Questions 16A and 33A of the Preschool Questionnaire
asked respondents using out-of-home arrangements how far they would
be willing to go if the arrangement were free. The responses for
these six persons were as follows:

Distance Willing to Travel to Number of
Obtain Free Day Care Respondents

<5 minutes

5-10 minutes

11-15 minutes

16-20 minutes

More than 20 minutes
Total

All 6 of these respondents rated formal program second
and closeness third. Yet only 2 of them are willing to travel
more than 15 minutes to get free day care.

Five users also showed a pattern of response indicating
cost to be the most important factor. Four of them indicated
a willingness to travel more than 20 minutes if the arrangement
were free, while one responded in the 11-15 minute range.

In summary, then, if one examines respondents' actual
behavior in setting up day care, and the amounts respondents say
they are willing to pay to cbtain various features in their day
care arrangements, one finds that these do not always correspond
to attitudinal behavior (i.e., abstract judgments concerning rela-
tive importance of various aspects of day care). -About half of




the respondentsr who say formal® education is the most important
feature in day care do not use day care with any educational
component. - A small group of respondents naming cost as the

most important factor to them were asked how far they would be
willing to travel to obtain free day care and most of them are
not willing to travel very far at all. Of thirteen respondents
who rated closeness second in importance and cost third, ten

are not willing to pay anything more to have an arrangement within
wnlking distance. These a.d other inconsistencies would lead one
to be cautious in attempting to predict behavior from attitudinal
data concernihg what factors are important to parents in making
day care arrangements. ‘

8.3 " Cost vs. Distance

In additior to the comparison of reported importance
of cost and distance discussed in thc last section, the actual
cost paid for day care was compared to the distance actually
travelled. For users, the weekly cost and distance were taken
from the record of the youngest child in the center. For Com-
parison Group II, the data were taken from the record for the
child spending the greatest number of hours in day care. In
both cases, the distance data was taken from the question, "How
much time Aoes it take (Name) to get there?" (Q.14 and 31
of tue Preuchool Questionnaire). Persons who had indicated that
their children walked to the ar~angement (Q.10 and Q.27 of the
Preschool Questionnaire) are also -hown in the results, as are
thoce using at-home arrangements.

Table 8-2 presents the analysis of cost vs. distance.
There appears to be : noderate tendency for those paying lower
- fees to travel furtier than those in the highest fee category.
Thiz may be partly an artifact of the location of the center in
Northwes* Washington, D. C. -
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For non-users, the data are very scattered. The greatest
range on cost is found for those using in-home care. Most of the
people paying more than $25 a week havé day care located close to
home, but so do half the people payinqilessfthan $15 a week,

including those paying nothing.




9. A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE OEO
CHILD CARE DEVELOPMENT CENTER WITH THE HEW AND DOL CENTERS
AND DAY CARE CENTERS SAMPLED NATIONALLY

Several recent studies provide a basis for comparison of
our findings with those of others. Included in this catecory are
the national day care survey conducted for OEO in 1970, the
Massachusetts Early Education Project of 1972, and the evaluations
of DOL and HEW/SRS-sponsored day care centez:s.1

Since each study has a somewhat different form as well
as varying methods and scales for reporting data, little statis-
tical detail is possible, and most of the comparisons must be
general in nature.

Characteristics of Day Care Centers

The national study of day care centers divides day care
facilities into three categories, as shown in Table 9-1.

I_Dax Care Survey, 1970, Evaluation pivision, Offige of Economic
Opportunity, April, 1971.

Child care in Massachusetts, The Public Ressonsibilitx, a study
or the Massachusetts Advisory Council on E ucation, February
1972.

Final Report on DOL Day Care Center, December 1971.

gEvaluation of the HEW Day Care Center, Thiokol Chemical
cOrporatIon, SeptEESEr 1572.




Table 9-1. Categories of Day Care Facilities, National Sample

Category ‘ Percent

A. Custodial Day Care 26.3%
B. Educational Day Care 48.4%
C. Developmental Day Care 25,.3%
Total 100.0%

Approximately 61% of all centers are proprietary, and
these centers generally derive about 99% of their support from
parent fees.

As shown in Table 9-2, Type C centers tend to be larger,
to serve more minority children, and to be operated more often by
a nonproprietary organization than Type A and B centers.

Although all three of the government-sponsored centers
fall into the dévelopmental day care category of the national
sample and are thus to be compared with Type C centers, they vary
from normal patterns by being both proprietary and subsidized.
All three also show appreciably larger percentages of minority
group children than the national sample of Category C centers.

It should be noted, however, that the OEO Center shows a far

bettex racial balance than do HEW or DOL. The DOL evaluation in
particular notes some concern for the effects of the racial im-
balance of its enrollment, stressing the need for positive measures
to establish a better racial mixture.
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Characteristics of Parents

As seen in Table 9-3, Category C centers show more one-
The ratio of one- to

parent households than do A and B centers.

two-parent families is considerably greater for the HEW Center
The OEO Center ratio is

than for the Category C natioral sample.

double that of the Category C centers, as well as considerably
No comparable data is

higher than the ratio of the HEW Center.
available‘for the DOL Center.

Family Incomes

Data on family incomes have been gathered on different

scales, and furthermore, because of differences in time of data

collection during an inflationary period, do not permit accurate
It would appear, however, that total family income

comparisons.
of OEO Center users may be somewhat higher than that of the other

government-sponsored Center users.

Education of Parents

Data on education, while not available for the national

sample, may be compared with users of the HEW Center (Table 9-4).

The level of education of OEO Center users is consider-

ably higher than that of HEW Center users, with 65 percent of OEO
versus only 34 percent of HEW Center users having at least some

This probably explains, at least in part, the higher

college.
income levels of the OEO Center users.

UM iy oy,
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Table 9-4. Comparison of Respondent Education, OEO Center and
HEW Center

Education Level Completed OEO Center Users HEW Center Users.

High school incomplete 2% 43

High school graduate

Some college

College graduate

Graduate or professional
school

Satisfaction fwith Day Care Centers: OEO Center vs. HEW
and DOL Cente;§\~

Users at all three of the federal centers appears to be
generally satisfied with their day care arrangements, aithbugh
some dissatisfaction is expressed with particular local conditions.
Almost all users of the OEO and DOL Centers noted that their chil-
dren tend to be happy at their centers.

HEW Center parents are most satisfied with the conveni-
ence of their arrangement, which was attributed primarily to
reduced transportation problems. On the other hand, DOL Center
users find transportation one of their bigger problems. The DOL
users greatest area of satisfaction was the fact that their chil-
dren were well-cared for, usually at a lower cost than similar
facilities. They also appreciate the additional services, such
as health and educational programs, available there. HEW Center
parencs are also impressed with the educational benefits of their

center program, although it was easily mentioned as a selection
criterion.




OEO Center parents rate the formal education program as
the most important factor in their child care arrangements and '
their source of greatest satisfaction.

9.4 Factors of Importance in Choosing Child Care Arrange-
.ments: Governmeni-Sponsored Centers and Massachusetts
Parents

In comparing the Massachusetts child care study to the
evaluations of the three government-sponsored centers, it must be
remembered that the Massachusetts study involves a sample of the
general population of parents in Massachusetts whereas the evalua-
tion studies involve special purpose samples. In other words, we
are comparing two different tyres of samples drawn from two
different geographic locations.

In general, Massachusetts, parents want child care that
is:

® Pree, or inexpensive, relative to their budget;

® near their homes, especially if they have several
children:

e at the right hours for the richt length of time; and

@ of the "right"” kind, with respect to sponsorship,
facilities, program, personnel.l

Forty-seven percent of Massachusetts families with
young children mention “"close to home" as one of the three most
important factors in a child care arrangement. Given the choice

1 Child Care in Hassachusekts, The Public Responsibility, ibid.
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of ideal child care located next door at $15 per week, or free
but located one-half hour away, 58% chose "next door at $15."

In addition, 28% of those who chose "free and one-half hour away"
believe that generally, closeness is more important than cost in
selecting child care.

Convenience to work was the primary selection factor for
HEW Center users, but cost was the first consideration for users
at the DOL Center. Location of the center and trauspcctation to
it were the most frequently mentioned reasons for not using the
DOL Center, accounting for slightly over half the responses to
this question by eligible DOL non-users. Cost was the next most
frequently mentioned reason for non-use (16%).

A formal educational program was given top importance
by most OEO Center users, followed by cost of care. Of those
users selecting cost as the most inportant factor, all were willing
to travel at least 15 minutes for free care and four-fifths were
willing to travel more than 20 minutes for free care. Closeness
was not rated first by any OEO user, although 4% of the non-users
of Comparison Group I called it the most important factor.

9.4.1 Fee Schedules: HEW and DOL Centers vs. OEO Center

At both DOL and OEO, cost as a deterrent appears to be
more important in the upper income and grade levels. All three
of the federal centers discussed here operate on a fee scale based
on total family income. HEW and DOL utilize the same scale,
ranging from an annual fee of $52 (for incomes from si,ooo -
$4,000) to $1,560 (for incomes above $17,000). OEO Center fees
range from $208 (for incomes of $4,000 - $5,499) to the same high
of §1,560 (for incomes above $20,000). A comparison of fee
schedules is shown in Table 9-5.

%
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Table 9-5. Fee Schedules: Comparing HEW-DOL Center Fees with

OEO Center
Annual Fee
Total Family
Income HEW and DOL OEO
$1,000 - $4,000 $ 52 $§ 208
$4,000 - $5,000 156 208
$5,000 - $5,500 208 208
$5,500 - $6,000 208 364
$6,000 - $7,000 250 364
$7,000 - $8,000 364 572
$8,000 - $8,500 . 416 572
$8,500 - $9,000 416 728
$9,000 - $10,000 468 728
$10,000 - $10,500 572 728 .
$10,500 - $11,000 . 572 936
$11,000 - $12,000 676 950
$12,000 - $15,000 936 1,092
: $15,000 - $17,000 1,216 1,350
é $17,000 - $17,500 1,560 1,350
: $17,500 - $20,000 1,560 1,456
{ over $20,000 1,560 1,560

As may be noted, the OEO schedule shows higher fees

up to an income of $17,000, where they are further scaled up to

the maximum rate at incomes above_szo,ooo. HEW and DOL charge

the maximum fee for all incomes above $17,000.

A
TP O o 1  0 1
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In the DOL evaluation report of December 1971,  a re-
duction of fees for all incomes above $8,000 was proposed, with
the maximum fee lowered to $1,040, in an attempt to make the DOL
Center's fee scale more competitive with other centers in the

area,

% Final Report on DOL Day Care Center, op. cit.
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APPENDIX A

SAMPLE DESIGN

The primary purpose of the sample design was to develop
a sample of OEO empioyees who do not use the OEO Child Development
Center. This sample provided a comparison group; or control
against which to contrast the employees using the OEO Child
Development Center. All of this latter group, Center users, were
included for interviewing. The purpose of this appendix is to
describe in detail the sampling procedures used to select the
comparison group of non-users.

In February, 1972, OEO conducted a census of all
employees located in Washington, D. C., to collect certain basic
data on the potential use of a day care center. Questionnaircs
were sent to approximately 1,100 employees resulting in 728 usable
responses. The respondents were classified into groups useful in
conlide:ing the potential demand for day care. Results of this
OEO census are shown in Table A-l. -Nunbers in this tabl: riffer
slightly from figures provided originally by OEO, but were based
on Westat's classification of the respondents o the OEO census.

The sample design for the Westat survey of OEO employees
not using the Center was developed to draw representative samples
from each of the six cells classifying parents shown in Table A-1.
In addition, a sample of the nonrespondents to the OEO census was®
selected to supplement the original respondents. The orininal 328
nonrespondents, included 201 male employees and 127 females.
Between February and June 80 new employees joined OEO and were
added to the list of nonrespondents raising the total to 408
employees. fhe 80 new employees consisted of 29 males and 51
females. Because the primary purpose of thia sample-was to screen

A

X




Table A-l. Results of OEO Census-February, 1972

Spouse At No Spouse
Parent Category Home At Home

Preschool only 26 43
School~age only 44 50
Both ages i 35 31

No children under 15 years

Total usable respondents

Nonrespondents1

Total OEO employees

1Includes some unusable responses.

previous nonrespondents and new employees as potential users of
day care, it was decided to oversample females. A systematic
sample of 73 females was selected from the list of 178 and a sample
of 37 males was drawn systematically from the list of 230 males.
The 110 employees were screened by telephone in order to classify
them into the parent categories as potential respondents. The
results of the screening interviews are given in Table A-2.

J— ee— e 1R

The 17 employges with no sﬁou;é at home shown in Table A-2
were selected for interviewing. The remaining 11 individuals who
respondcd to the screening were added to the list of respondents to
the earlier OEO census. Users of the OEO Center were identified
and removed from the lists to be included for interviewing with
certainty. The resultipq sampling frame for selection of non-users
is shown in Table A-3.




Table A-2. Results of Westat screening interviews

Spouse At No Spouse
Parent Category Home At Home Total
Preschool only 2 -71 9
School-age only 3 10 13
- Both ages 6 0 6
No children under 13 years 65
Nonrespondents 17
Total 110
1Includes two users. T
Vs
Table A-3. Non-user sampling frame
Spouse At | No Spouse
Parent Category Home At Home Total
Preschool only 28 38 66
School-age Bnly 47 60 107
Both ages 40 28 68
Total 241




All 23 OEO Center users and 24 users from other agencies
were included for interviewing. For the non-users shown in
Table A-3, it was decided to exclude those employees with school-
age only children and a spouse at home and include all employees
with preschool only/no spouse at home and with both ages/no spouse
at home. From the three remaining cells in Table A-3, random
samples were drawn as follows:

18 of 28 preschool only/spouse at home
43 of 60 school-age only/no spouse at home
27 of 40 both ages/spouse at home.

Table A-4 shows the non-user sample.

Table A-4. Non-user sample

Spouse At No Spouse
Parent Category Home At Home Toval
Preschool only 18 38 56
School-age only 0 43 43
Both ages 27 28 55
Total 154

After the interviews were completed a number of
individuals were reclassified into different cells. This was due
to changes in children's ages as well as some changes in employers.
By the time interview; were commenced there were a total of 43
Center users, 22 OEO employees and 21 employees of other agencies.
Interviews were completed with all Center users. Hence, the
response rate was 100% for Center users. From the 154 potential
non-user respondents, interviews were completed with 137 for a

A-4




response rate of 89%. Combining users and non-users, a total of
180 interviews were obtained out of a potential of 201 interviews.
Nine of the 21 nonrespondents had terminated or transferred to
another Federal agency and four others were not eligible. The
remaining 8 represented valid nonrespondents yielding a response
rate of about 96% (180/188). .

The primary focus within the non-user group was on
persons using day care for preschool children. Fifty-four (54)
persons were identified in the analysis who use full-time day
care for at le?st one preschool child; these persons were used
as Comparison Group I in the analysis. Because all OEO CDC
users ‘tere interviewed but only a sample of persons using other
types of day care were intervigqwed there is some interest in
kncwing how many people the 54 persons in Comparison Group I
represent.

The original OEO survey conducted in February. 1972
indicated that about 108 of the OEO employees at that time had at
least one preschool child and no spouse at home. Assuming non-
respondents to be similar to respondents on this characteristic,
it was estimated that 107 out of the total OEO employees would
have fallen into these two categories.l We know that 21 of these
pzrsons are users of the 'OEO CDC (1 user was classified as having
a spouse at home). Therefore, our best estimate is that 85 per-
sons would have been classified as having preschool children and
no spouse at home, if complete data were available.

From Table A-4 it can be seen that 66 persons were
classified as having preschool children and no spouse at home (38

1 the results of our telephone screening lend justification to
the assumption made here.




with only preschool children; 28 with children of both ages).
These 66 might be thought of as representing the total of about
85 persons described above.

Assuming that for every 66 persons classified in the
two cells of interest, about 54 persons using full-time care for
at least one preschool would be found, one could estimate that
(54/66) X 85 = 70 OEO employees in all use some type of day care
full-time (other than OEO CDC) for at least one preschool child.
Therefore, the 54 persons in Comparison Group I might be thought
of as representing 70 persons who would have fallen in this group
if a complete census of OEO had been taken.

It should be noted that persons who are classified as
having p;aichool children and no spéuse at home do not auto-
matically fall® into the comparison group. Some respondents had
spouses working part-time and used some type of day care arrange-
ment while the spouse worked, but did not meet the requirement
of using day care for 30 hours or more a week which was required
for Comparison Group I members. Thus, the 22 OEO-employed users
plus the estimated 70 persons using full-time (30 hours or more
a week) day care do not add up to the 107 persons estimated to
be the universe of need in Chapter 4.




APPENDIX B

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Data collection for this study took place in July, 1972
and consisted of telephone screening and personal interviews. The
sample for personal interviews included both users and non-users
of the OEO center. The names of the non-users were drawn from a
1ist of OEO employees who had responded to an earlier questionnaire
in a survey conducted by OEO in January of 1972. Nonrespondents
to the earlier questionnaire and new employees since the time of
that survey were sampled for telephone screening to determine
eligibility for personal interviews. In addition to these non-
users, all users of the OEO Centervﬁere included in the sémple for
personal interviews. Center users included OEO employees (OEO
users) and employees of other federal agencies who were using the
OEO Center (non-OEO users).

*B.1l Telephone Screening

- Approximately 100 employees were contacted by telephone
to determine eligibility for the study. Telephone interviews were
conducted by a Westat interviewer. The screening instrument con-
sisted of several questions to determine the ages of the children
of employees and the type of child care used for children under
13 years of age. Employees found eligible using this screening
procedure were added to the list from which the sample for subse-

quent personal intervievws was drawn.




Personal Interviews

B.z

Personal interviews were conducted during the last two
weeks of the month of July. Five of Westat's interviewers worked -
full-time during this two week period to complete the on-the-job

interviews of OEQO employees and other center users.

Preparation of Interviewer Materials

B.2.1

Project staff reviewed the questionnaire which was pro-
vided by OEO for the study and made some suggestions for revision.
Since the study schedule was tight, no pretesting was conducted

and no extensive revisions were made.

The list of employees to be interviewed was prepared
and included such locating information as the name of the employee,
the administrative office where the employee worked, the office
telephone number, and the location of the office in the downtown
area. Information available concerning the ages of the children
of these employees and the type of child care used was also added
to this list. This latter information was necessary for scheduling
the interviews since interview length was expected to vary according
to whether or not an employee had preschool children and whether
or not the spoyse of the employee took care of the preschool chil-

dren at home.

B.2.2 Interviewer Training

A half-day training session was conducted by project
staff with five interviewers. The instruments were reviewed ques-

tion by question and a mock interview was conducted.

B-2




Procedures for locating respondents were discussed.
Interviewers were instructed as a general rule nét to make tele-
phone appointments with respondents. In a similar study of HEW
employees conducted by Westat, it was found that interviews were
easier to obtain if no attempt was made to contact the interviewee
by telephone in advance. Interviewers were told to contact the
employees on the job and to ask for permission of the employee's
supervisor (if appropriate) to conduct the interview at that time.
In addition, prior to the survey, a letter of authorization for
the interviews had been sent to the heads of each of the major
departments within OE. A list of employees to be interviewed .
from each office was attached to the letter of authorization.

B.2.3 Interviewer Assignment and Field Supervision

Westat was provided with an office in the Brown Building
which was centrally located for coordinating field efforts. The
office was used by Westat's field supervisor toﬁkeep close contact
with the interviewers during the two week field period. Inter-
viewers checked in with Westat's supervisor in the mornings and
dropped off completed questionnaires in the evenings. The super-
visor was also available during the day to assist the interviewers
in locating respondents or with any other difficulties they
encountered.

Interviewers were assigned employees who were clustered
as much as possible in the various OEO buildings to minimize time
spent traveling between interviews. One interviewer was assigned
all of the non-OEO Center users in the sample who were scattered
throughout several government buildings in the downtown area.




B.2.4 Data nandiing

B.2.4.1 Problems of Consistency and Missing Information

Completed interviews were edited by professional project
staff immediately and results fed back to the interviewers the
following day. In about half the cases, it was necessary to recon-
tact the respondents by telephone for missing information or to
clear up inconsistencies in responses. Particular problems with
inconsistency ogcurred in items pertaining to costs paid for day
care. Often the total costs reported for day care expenses in the
OEO questionnaire could not be reconstructed from the individual
costs given in the preschool and school children sections. One
source of the difficulty in obtaining consistent responses to cost
questions and questions regarding present day arrangements was
that some respondents had children in special arrangements for the '
summer. The school children's section provided for separate ques-
tions for school-year arrangements and summer arrangements, but
the preschool section did not. Where parents of preschool child-
ren gave responses for temporary summer arrangements, they were
recontacted to obtain information for permanent arrangements.

B.2.4.2 Coding and Editing

The coding procedures for all material contained in the
questionnaire are available in the documentation provided to the
Office of Evaluation, OEO. Certain coded material was added to
the file in addition to the items of the questionnaire. The first
addition was a group number assigned to each respondent on Card 1.




This number summarized the major classification data for each
respondent. Each respondent was placed in one of the following

0 e

groups:

" Non-User* Groups

Spouse No spouse
at home at home
all a 21

Preschool children only
12 b 22 b

School age children only
24 b

Preschool and school age

16 b 26 b

a = user of other day care
center

b = non-user of day care
center

User Groups

Spouse No spouse
at home at home
c 31 c 41

Preschool only
32 4

c 43
Preschool and school age

34 d

¢ = OEO employee
d = Non-OEO employee

This information was ascertained from the OEO question-
tionnaire; the age of the child(ren) from questions 2 and 6, the
use of a day care center (OEO or other) from questions 21 and 26,

.
A non-user for this purpose is an OEO employee who does not have
children enrolled in the OEO Day Care Center.




respectively; the question concerning the spouse's status from
J and K and their place of employment from the roster of center
users.

Certain information was derived and added to each of
the three files (one for each questionnaire). The following in-
formation was derived and added to each record in both the pre-
school file and the school children's file:

a. the numbér of preschool children in the family
b. the number of children from 7-12 on ‘the family
c. the total number of children from 1-18

the age of this particular child

the position of the child in the family (only
child; youngest; middle; or oldest)

the Group Number of the parent (as defined above)
for preschool children only: their primary day
care arrangement (that arrangement in which the

child spends the greatest number of hours per
week) .

As part of the coding proé?%s, the following information
was derived and added to the OEO file: )

Age of youngest child
Number of children under 3
Age of oldest child

Number of children under 10

At a later date, the information shown in Table B-1 was also added
to the OEO file. This information consists primarily of refor-

matted variables derived from other parts of the record in order
to facilitate some of the special analyses.

B-6
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Due to the size of thgﬁggpa bgge,:9d1t1q9 was done
manually by visual inspection of cérdiliétihgs. Each of the three
files was checked for internal consistency, and to insure that no
out-of-range codes were used. Also, checks were made across the
files in some areas, to guarantee agreement on such items as, for

example, the number and age classification of children in the
family.




Table B-1 Réformatted fields 6n Card 8%

Col. 21 - Q. 14 (OEO) New Codes

Code Nothing/No Cost
Less than $10
$10 - $14

15 - 19

20 - 24

25 - 29

30 - 34

35 - 39

40 - 44
$45 or more
DK/NA

+ OO I hWLWUN MO

(I O R I B AN A

L 3

Col. 22 Q. 15 (OEQ) New Codes

Code Less than 20 hours
20 - 29 hours

30 - 34 hours

35 - 39 hours

40 - 44 hours

45 - 49 hours

50 or more
DK/NA

a B o nouw u o

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
+

Col. 23, 24, - Q. 16 (OEO)

25, 26 The average of Q. 16

F
Q
M
B

A
5
5
5

4.5-5
5.5-86
6.5-17
DK/NA

4+ OID WO

A 000 11, 11




Card 8 (cont.)

- Col. 28 - Q. 17A, Q. 17B, Q. 17C (OEO)
NewCode1l = i, 1, 2
2 = 1,2 2.
3 = 21,1
> 4 = 1,1,1
5 = 2,21
6 = 2,2 2
7T = Any other comb. of 1 and 2
+ = Any DK/NA
r& y DK/
k 3 Col} 51 - Q. 8 (Pre-School)
| Col. 52 - - Q.; 26D (Pre-School) - .
E Col. 53 - Q. 43D (Pre-School)
| New ~odes for above questions
, Code 0 = Notbing/No Cost
| 1 = Less than $7
2 = $7-9
3 = 10-12
4 = 13-15 _
5 .= 16-18
6 = 19-21
; 7 = 22-24
- * 8 = 25 - 27
9 = $28 or more
+ = DK/NA
Col. 55 - Q. 15 (Pre-School) o
Col. 56 - Q. 21 (Pre-Schoolk
- Col. 51 - Q. 22 (Pre-School)
Col. 58 - Q. 32 (Pre-School) " -
o Col. 59 -~ - Q. 38 (Pre-School) -
e Col. 60 - Q. 39 (Pre-School) :
g !
;gz i
z B-9




- /
. Card 8 (cont, )
New codes for above questions
Code 0 = Nothing/No Cost

1 = Less than $2
2 = $2- 3
3 = 4- 5
4 = 6- 7
5 = 8- 9
6 = 10 - 11
7 = 12 - 13
8 = 14 - 15

. 9 = 818 or more
+ = DK/NA

] £ B-10
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APPENDIX C
Interviewing Instruments

® Telephone Screening Form . . . o~ . . . C-2
e Visual Aids for Personal Interviewer . . . C-3
o OEO Questionnaire . . . . . . . . . C-13

® Preschool Children's Section o e e e e Cc-30

® Schoolchildren's Section . . v+ . . . 6-45




Telephone Screening Form Study No. 0290

Hello. I'm ) from Westat, Inc. We're doing a
survey in connection with the development of new programs for children of
- OEO employees. I'd like to ask you a few questions. It should take less'than
five minutes.

1. Ineed to know how many children you have living with you who
are under 13 years of age. Please include your own children
who live with you as well as any for whom you are a guardian,
stepparent or foster parent.

(If none, thank respondent
and terminate)

Starting with the youngest, what are their ages? (Enter below)

AI B.
0-6 7 -12

(IF ANY IN COLUMN A) Who takes care of your preschool
children while you are 4t work? (If more than one arrangement,
who takes care of them most of the time?)

Spouse

Other
(IF ANY IN COLUMN B) Who takes care of your school age
children after school hours, while you are at work? (If more
than one arrangement, who takes care of them most of the
time?)

Spouse

Other

Thank you very much. We appreciate your cooperation. It may
be necessary to contact you again for additional information. May I please
have your building and room number?

Name Office Phone

Building Room Number

R o g




Vvisual Aids for Personal Interviewer
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A M

T 0 g

R

DIFFICULT TIME

PAIRLY DIFFICULT
NOT DIFFICULT,
FAIRLY EASY




I g

f

A R B e

I S O

SPOUSE AT HOME
HALE DAY WURSERY SCHOOL
osoﬂncnzcﬁ'rn
OTHER DAY CARE CENTER
HEAD START PROGRAM
KIKDERGARTEN

FIRST GRADE
VITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME

VITH RELATIVE AT ANOTHER HOME

WITH NON-RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME
WITH NON-RELATIVE AT ANOTHER HOME

OTHER (SPECIFY)




CARD ¢

" MEXT DOOR
LESS THAN 5 NINUTES .
5-10 NINUTES
11-15 MINUTES
16-20 MINUTES
WORE AN 20 WowTEs
OTHER (SPECIFY)

C-6




CARD D

7
VERY IMPORTANT

LT ——




THE COST OF 'THE CHILD CARE

TE DISTANCE OF THE ARRANGEMENT FROM YOU'R HOME
THE DISTANCE OF THE ARRANGEMENT FROM YOUR WORK
BEING Am.s TO HAVE ALL YOUR CHILDREN TOGETHER

HAVING ONLY ONE ARRANGEMENT SO THAT MULAIPLE
AKRANGEMENTS ARE NOT NECESSARY =~

THE AVAIIABILITY OF A PORMAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

BBMINAW—MBWMMMAW
BEING IN A CENTER-TYPE ARRANGEMENT RATHER THAN A HOME

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

T o o o




MORE OR LESS SATISFIED

MORE OR LESS DISSATISFIED

DISSATISFIED

0 N b 1

o

A b

TR

R 9




VERY SATISFIED

FAIRLY SATISFIED

MORE SATISFIED THAN DISSATISFIED

- T

MORE DISSATISFIED THAN SATISF IED

FAIRLY DISSATISFIED

VERY DISSATISFIED



G.

I.

J.

UNDER $4,000

$4,000 - 5,499
$5,500 - 6,999
$7,000 - 8,499
$8,500 - 10,499
$10,500 - 11,999
$12,000 - 14,999
$15,000 - 17,499
$17,500 - 19,999

$20,000 OR MORE

c-11
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CARD I

ARRANGEMENT IS FREE NOW
NEXT DOOR
LESS THAN 5 MINUTES
5-10 MINUTES
11-15 MINUTES
16-20 MINUTES
m THAN 20 MINUTES

OTHER (SPECITrY)

C-12
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PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

1.D. ¢

Nello, I'm from Westat Research
of Washingtor, D.C. We ere doing s study of the OEO
Chilé Development Center and we are interviewing (020
employees/OEO Center ussrs). We would very much like to
have your opinions.

READ
This study is being conducted for the Office of Zconomic

Opportunity and the {nformstion obtaismed will be very
belpful ia deweloping new programs for children.

All isformation 1s strictly confidentisl and will ocaly
be looked at with ‘nforzation for hundreds of families

together.

c-14




Pirst, hoir many children & ysars olé -/
or woder 4o you have living with you?
Plesse include only your own children THO.cossccccsed

or children for whom you ars vesponsible. THREE. .coocsse3
) POUR. cccecoceod

PIVB.coccacssed
[ 3+ S-SR 4
s BEBVEMceooscess?

A

ease tell me the name, age at last birthday, and sex of
ldren 6 years old nr lesa. Let's begin with the oldest.

sEX COL, 16 AGE coL. 13
Male.i ..l lorless 1
Pemale...2 200000000002
b JOPP.
@ececcscccccd

Gecccosscsssb
SEX COL. 17 AGE Cob. 18
Male.....1l 1 or less...l
Female...2 F ISP |

3eeccossccesd
[ TAP |
s----.l.....s
6....*.....6

sEX Con. 20 AGE coL. 21
-llio....i 1 or less...l
Female...2 2ecesssosceed
4 - FRp
[ R |
- - L AR

Gecoccccssssd -

SEX COL. 23 AGE cOL.-24 ——

Male.....1 1 or less...l
Pemale...2 2eceossscscsd

3..........-3

~

£.iceecccees d

- Geeoonioccech
SEX COL. 26 AGE col,. 27
Male.....1l 1 or less...l
Panale...2

.......3
- Qececcccscecd

[ S

1O Y,

| P

Gecocoocscesh
SEX COL. 29 AGE CoL. 30
Male.oooeld 1 or less...l
Female...2 2ececcscasead

Aicececneeedd

feccccccocacd

Beoococaess b
SEX Cou, 32 AGE COL. 33
Male.....1 1 or less...l
Pevale...2 - TP

U

A )nmvuwl

3...........3

Qecoccccccccd

Seieccenceadd

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




SIX COL_ 35  AGE COL. 36
MHale...e.l 1 of less...l
'nh.‘..z 2.---.......2

b [

Qecseccsicncd

| YOPRR ]

_ [ TP TTTTITN )

[ . AG CoL.
Nal®.....1 1 or less...l
Female.. .2 2eeeiionseeed

‘-cooocco-oo‘
’-.oooo.-o.-’

COL. 40 sxIF 10

1

-

Ny
a

3. Now,aside from these children (this s
child), do you have any children 6 L
years old or younger not living with you?

Is this because it is too YES--DAY CARE
difficult to £ind adequats

day care arrangements? w0
(roBE.) OTHER

;

B

(sPRC

J
&
:
3

In sddicion to these children 6

old or younger, how msny children
over 6 years of age do you have
liviag with you?! Pleass includa oaly
your o children or children for
whom you are yespomsible.

©
»

wouz
onz

™o
THREE
FOUR
rIVE
X
SEVEN
BIGHT
e

C L R N A

]
:

Could you plesse tall me the nsme,
age at last birthday and sex of each
of your children who ace 7-12 years
of sge. lat's begin with the
oldest.

R
i

E |

COL.43 SEX COL.&k
CHIID ¥o. 1 Male.....l
Female...2
&6 47
CHILD Wo. 2 m...-..l,
Pemals...2 —
o5
Hal@...s.l
'-Ill...z
. .53
Male.....1
Femals...2
.56
m‘-....l
Female...2
.59
|7y U §
Y-llc...z

5

.

8

8
13

is

8

|

r that you have been provided with children's sections and that
to be filled out for each child 12 years or younger. If & prrent
pre=school amd school-sge children, the following sectiom refers
ER $e pre-schoolers only. c-16 _—
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NAND RESPOMDENT CARD A.

g
:
3

7. HMany parents have s 4ifficult time A, DIFFICULT TINE
setting up child care arrangements 8. FAIRLY DIFPICULT 2
for their children. What have been C. NOT DIFFICULT/NOT EASY 3 ]
your experiences? Rave you had s D, FAIRLY EAZY 4
relatively difficult time or an easy g, EASY TIME S .
time setting up child care arrange-~
ments for your children? Looking
st this card, vhich stacement
letter best déscribes your
experience?
TAKE BACK CAND A.
BAND RESPONDENT CARD B.
- COL.62-69SKIP TO
8. In the last ysar which of A. SPOUSE AT NOME 0
these child care arrange- B. WNALP DAY NURSERY SCHOOL 2
sents have you used or C. OED DAY CARE CENTER 03
seriocusly considered D. OTHER DAY CARE CEWIER 06
using? Just tell me the E. NEAD START PROCTAN N
letters. P. KIMDERGARTEN 06
ORILTIPLE RESPONSES G. FIRST GRADE 07 9
PEMMITTED.) H. WITE RELATIVE AT YOUR NOME 08
) I. WITH RELATIVE AT ANOTIER 0
. NOME
J. WITE WON-REIATIVE AT 10
- YOUR NOME
K. WITH NON-RELATIVE AT 20
ANOTHER HOME
L. OTEER (SFECIPY)
- 001, 70-718K3P TO
9. Under present circumstances, A. SPOUSE AT NOME “or . T 16
if you had to choose among 8. FALF DAY NURSERY SCHOOL 02 10
the various methods of child C. OBO.DRAY CARE CEWFER 03 10
¢are shown on the card, D. OTHER DAY CARF CENTER 0% 10
which one would you choose? B. NEAD START PROGRAM ] 10
Just give me the letter. . KINDERGARTEN 06 10
G. FIRST GRADE 07 10 ,
B. WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR ROME 08 12
I. WITH RELATIVE AT ANOTHER ] ic
NE
J. WITH WON-RELATIVE AT 10 12 Bt
YOUR HOME
K. YUTH NMON-RELATIVE AT 20 10
ANOTHER HOME
L. OTHER (SPECIFY) 0 p L
TAKE BACK CARD B. - *
MAND RESPOMDENT CAND C.
- KIF 0 ——
10. Por the type of child care NEXT COOR xR mDD
that you choss, what is the LESS THAN 5 MINTES 2
furthest distance amay from 5=10 NINS. - 3
your home or work that it 11-15 NINS. 4
could be located? 16-20 NINS. P ] 11
-~ { IN TENIS OF TINE) NORE TWAR 20 MIs. 6
GHOSB-4P-IRK L J
OTHER (SPECIFY) T
BEENCE O C,




. cou11_ SKIP 70

11, Would you prefer that trans- WANT TRAKSPORTATION PROVIDED 1 .
portation be provided for PREFER TO PROVIDE OWN TRANS- 2 12
your childrea or would you PORTATION
peefer to provide your own OTMER (SPECIFY)
tion for them?
- SKIP 70 e

- 15. PFor the typs of child card WRITE IN DOLIAR AMOUNT 13

3 youngest child? (por week) -
T0
13. For the type of child care WRITE IN DOLLAR AMOUNT ° 14
you chose, how much would
your family be able to
spend each week for all s Tpex weak) goL.16-19
your children?
& o
14. Could you pleass tell me WRITE I DOLLAR AMOUNT 15
how such you now spend on
child care esch week for -
~ _all your children? $ [ 5 €oL.20-.,
. 15. Thinking of the type of child care that you chose, dwwimg what
hours would you want your children to spend there each day.
Let's begin with Mondsy. (REPFAT FOR EACH DAY OF THE WEEK.)
t ’ . an A
: MON. From m To py SOL: 26‘-31
AN AM .
TUES. ) m T°. " m', 32-39
AM AM
. WED. LAY ™ To P COL. 40-47
AM AM
TEURS. From m T ™ COL. 48-55
A AM -
FRI, From ™ T° P COL, 56-63
. AN AN -
SAT. From puls To e COoL. 64-71
AM AM
s, From m TO. pq SOL. 72-79
- .
GO TO 16 kS o
c~18
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NAND RESPONDENT CARD D.

16. People have many reasons for choosing one child care arrangesent over another.
I would like to resd some of thoss reasons to you. Tor esch one I read to you,
I would 1ike you to tell me how important or unimportant you consider it in
choosing a child care arrangement. By giving each a score from 7 to.l, you will
be telling me how important you consider each item. A score of 7 means you
mmtitvmmt,Mhamdlmmmucum
N unimportant to you.

Let's begin with this feature:

INTERVIEWER: APTER BEACH ITEM, ASK "NOW IMPORTANT OR UNIMPORTANT DO YOU FIND >
THIS PEATURE?" BEGIN WITH THE FIRST ITEM RELOW AMD ASK ALL ITEMS. ’
CIRCLE OME WMMBER FOR EACHN ITENM.

vERY SOMEWEAT WOT AT ALL DON'T
IMPORTANT IMPOCRIANT IMPORTANT KMOW COL. R
A. Providag anoither meal in addition 7 6 5 4 3 21 0 11
to sunch and snacks
8. Within walking distance of home 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 12
€. Open convenient hours 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 13
=D, Involves parents 7 6 S 43 21 2 1%
8. Teaches children colors, mmbe: 76 S 43 21 (] 15 —_—
the alphabst and reading
} P. An adult staff that taies the time 7 6 5 4 3 2) (] 16 .
to tell you how your child is
G. Available anytime, day or night 76 s 43 21 o 17
£ N. HNen as well as women looking 7 6 S 4 3 21 0 18
e after the children
£ I. Within wvalking distance from work 76 S 43 21 0 19
é; J. With other children like yours » 7 6 5 4 3 21 0 20 -
H y K- Where all your children could be tb~ 7 6 S 43 21 0 21
H gether when older ones are not in school
; L. Racially integrated, with childrea 7 6 5 4 3 21 (] 22
% M. Belps children to get along better 7 6 S 4 3 21 (] 23
£ ¥. A place that is safe and clean 76 5 4 3 21 (] 24
H O. A place that is dependable and 7 & s 4 3 21 0 2s
P. ftaffed by adults vho &re 76 s 43 21 o 2
£ B well trained
: Q. Mhsmtmtowm 76 S 4 3 2 1 0 27
I my child with individual attention
R. Staffed by sdults of the same 7 6 s 4 3 21 ) 28
ethnic background as my children
S. Availsble year after ysar ) 76 s 43 21 o 29
T. PFewer than 10 children per adult 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 (] 0
= U. Teachas children how to sind and 76 5 4 3 21 (] 31 o
E fo)low directions -
¥. Plrce that your child is usually 7 6 $ 43 21 (] 32
. sager to attend
) JAXE SACK CARD D. X )
c-19
) -
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17 A. Oenirsllp spesking, ia selecting an idesl COoBT
¢hild care arrangensat, wvhich is more impor- CLOSENESS
tant te you: the cest of the child cave or DON'T XBOW
hov clese the child care is to home or work?

(Assume the quality is equal ia beth).

Shild care sxvangement, hich {d wose imper- CLOSENESS
i tant to you: the aveilability of a formal PON'T KNOW
) oduceticnsl program for your child, or how -

close the child care is to homs or werk? :

. 17 8. c-omx,m fa salecting an 1desl TORAAL PROGRAM >

3 \ oL, 33 SKIP TO
- 17 C. -Gemexslly spesking, in selecting sm fdssl PORMAL PROGRAX 1
- ehild care arrsagement, which 1s mere impor-  COST >l¢
tant to you: the availabilicy of & formal DON'T XNGW

eoducational pregras for yeur child, or the
mtdﬁoeltuuut

- BAND DESPOWENT CAND §. . -
* ist 2nd i
18. 1leeking at this card could you plesse tall me NST - MOST MOST
8) vhich of these facters is most importsmt to DR~ nroR- INPOR-

you in sslecting sn fdesl child care arrange- JANT TANT H
ment? Just tell ms the letter.

X A . A o1 o1 a
$) Which factor 1is 2ad wost importaac? 3 02 P @
€) Which facter is 3vd mest impertant? c o o o
omeR (if specified) D 0% . o T K
| 4 o o -
4 06 - cé L)
¢ 0 °* o ”
| 08 o8 L
: 1 " 09— ”
MN'TENN 3 80 0 »
TAKE JACK CAYD §, . mrDY
‘ . gL 42 STIPT0
19. Would yeu sgree or disagree that the federsl AGIEE 1
govermment should sssist families with total DISAGREE 2 20
incomes belevw $8,500 samually is paying for DON'T KNOW ]
child eare? -
- BEEABMNODENIS:  COLAYAT SUIP 0
20. Can you think of saythiag that wowld CLOBER 70 WORK - P
improve the srrangensts for your pra- CLOSER T¢ NONE 02
sehool chiliren while you work? (PROSE) WITR EUCATIONAL 3
QWLTIFLE RRSPONSE PRACITTED) TROGRAN
—_— - - WIERE CHIID AN ) 21
. INTERACT WITH
OTUERS
o WITH A MROGRAM s .
- OF ACTIVITIES
TWAT M LESS [ ]
s IvE
. VIERE ALL PRI- o
SCHODL CRILDREN
AR TOCETHER
VITR WORE CONVEN- ®
IENT NOURS

OTMER (SPECIFY) o




" i ‘wﬁ‘qukﬁ

————

Bew, ) would like to ask you s fow questions about & specific child care arrsagement,
21. Do any of your chilirea attend the day ns 1
: csre program operated by the Office of M T 2 22
Becomowic pportwaity?
22. Nave you ever heard of this pregram =S 1
H befeore? 0 2 26
. DON'T KNG ] 2
s : 23. New femilfiar are you with 1t? Newe yeu ewer...
. &l'& SKIP T0 -
A. Visited there? s 233 - -
"0 2
—_— "L 51 SKIP YO
B. Talked to a friend weing the -118 1 ne
_ E ceatar? »o a2
C. Speken to somsene whe worked T me l>u
there? ° . 2
— CL.33-53 SKIP TO
34, What are the ose or .so most impertant ressons . - 28
you have decided not te send your chili(zresm) to
the 020 day care ceater? (MOBE)
-
— COL.56-58 SKIP TO
23. What changes might persvale you to wee the - 26
* OB0 day care ceater?! (PROSE) _
goL. 59 sKI? 10
.26. Do sy of yeur chilirem attead swether day s 1 27
eare center? ~— no 2 41
BAMD RESPONDENT CAXD P,
-
% c-21
Q §




27. Now I would like to find out how sstisfied or dissatiefied you are with variows
sspacts of the dsy ca%e center you use. For each ftem I vesd, I would like you
to tell me how satisfied or dissatisfied you are. A score of 6 mesns that you

are completely satisfied, while & score of 1 mesns that you are completely
dissatisfied. .

1at’s begin with this statement: -
INTERVIEVER: AFTER EACH ITEM, ASK: "NON SATISF'ED Ok DISSATISFIED ARE YOUT™
- CIRCLE ONE NIMBER FOR EACH STATEMENT.

poM‘t
SATISTIND DISSATISPIED DNM_ Cot,
Read each ftem:
. A. With the director of the say cars cemter 6 5 4 3 21 0 60
3. With the child/teacher ratio 6 5 4 321 0 61 .
C. With the aides &t the center 6-35 4 3 21 0 62
D. With the program for your child 6 5 43 21 0 63
E. With the effect of this programon your child 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 4
F. With the individual attentivn that yourchild 45 S5 4 3 2 1 ] 63
18 receiving
G. With the extent to which parents are favolved 6 S & 3 2 1 o ]
in the progrem
K. With what you have to pay for the program 6 5 4 3 21 0 67
I. With the hours the center is open 5 4 3 21 0 68
- * J. With the convenience of the locstion 6 5 4 3 21 0 (3]
s - .
o CARD SEI? 70 28
COL. 70 SKIP 7O
8. low happy do you thisk your child(ren) is wi* VERY BAPPY 1\
the program? Would you say very happv, fei-': FAIRLY BAPPY 2 s
happy, or mot very happy? WOT VERY BAPPY 3/
DON'T KNOW ]

MAND RESPONDENT CAND F,

29. %ow Iwould 1ike to find out how satisfied or dissatisfied you aTé with various
aspects of tie OEO day care center. For sach Atem I read, I would 1ike you to
tell me how satisfied or dissutiefied you are. A score of 6 means that you are

-—~——— completely satisfisd, while & score of 1 means-that you ars completely dissatisfied.

lat's begin with this statement: I .
INTERVTEWER: AFITER EACH ITEM, ASK: "NOJ SATISFIED OR DISSATISFIED ARE YOUT™ ’
CINCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH STATEMENT,
pon’T
SATISPIED DISSATISFIFD XNG4  COL,
" Bead sach item:

A.  With the director of the day care center b 2 1 ) n — et
3. With the child/teacher ratio 65 & 3 21 0 12 ]

C. With the aides st the ‘center 654 321 0 13

D. Vith the program for your child 65 e 321 ° 14

- E. With the effect of this programon your child 6 5 & 3 2 1 0 13

F. Vith the individual getention that your child 6 5 & 3 2 1 0 16

is receiving
€. Vith the extent to which parents ars fnvolved 6 3 4 3 2 1 0 17
- 4in the program

K. With vhet you have topay for the program 6 S & 3 2 1 0 18

I. With the hours the center is open 6 4 3 2 N 2 19
J.  Vith the convemience of the location 6 54321 ] 20 )

SKIP 70 30

c-22 ] .
9
— e

\‘Wh«wwmrrw .

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




JAXE BACK CARD ¥, ' .

€. 21 SKIPTO
30. Now happy do you think your child(ren) VERY MAPRY 1
1s (are) with the OE0 program? Would PAIRLY WAPPYL 2\31
you say very happy, feirly happy, or NOT VERY RAPPY 3/
oot very happy? DON'T XN [ ]
- coL, 22 K
31. Befors you decided to send your child to T8 1
B the OZ0 day care center, #1id you comsider no 2 3 -
: sny other centera? . DON"T KNOW [} 3
S .23-28 SXIP O
-~ - 32, Whysdid you decide sgainet tham? T00 EXPENSIVE
Q/ULTIPLE RESPONSE PERMITTED) DID WOT LIKE LOCATION 02 "
- TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS (1}
- TNCONVENIENT HOURS 0h
: 700 LITTLE DISCIPLINE, 05
: SUFIRVISION
: LACK OF EDUCATIOMAL PROGRAM 06
B LACK OF PROGRAX OF ACTIVITIES 07
JLACK OF TRAINED STAYY 08
: CHILD NOT ACCEPTED ] A
: OTHER (SPECIFY) 10 .
£ . coL. 29 SKIP TO
z 33. As you msy know, at the preseant time, part ws 1 3%
B of the tuition st the OED cefter is sub- "o 2 k]
H sidized by the government, Would you hawe DOM'T XWNOW 8 35
B preferred to take this subeidy and apply it -y
H agiinst the cost of some other srrangement? .
i BAKD RESPOMDENT CARD B.
£ —- COL.30-31 SKIP
£ 3. To what specific arrangemsmt A. SPOUSE AT HOME 01
H would you have preferred to 8. HALF DAY NURSERY SCROOL 02
H apply this subsidy? C. OEO DAY CARE CENTER 53
: D. OTHER DAY CARE CEKTER 04
£ E. HEAD START PROGRAM *
E ¥. KINDERGARTEN 06
z o G. PIRST GRADE 07
] - H. WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME 08 35 R
I. WITH RELATIVE AT ANOTHER 09
T = HOME
J. VITHE NON-RELATIVE AT YOUR 10
. < HOME
z K. WITH NON-RELATIVE AT 20
= AROTHER HOME
3 . OTHER (SPECIFY) 30
TAKE BACK CARD B,
: . > coL, 32 KIP TO ”
= 35. Have you ever spent & period of time -~ YES 1 36 -
£ 1ike over an hour or moré partic.sating %0 2 B -~
: -3 in the activities of the center? DON'T KNOJ s k]

c-23 ' -
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» ’ 33-36 SKIP To

36. What kind of activities? PARINT MEETINGS
QWLTIPLE RESPOMSE PERMITIED) HELPING IN CLASS 2
_ ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIRS 3
FIEID TRIPS 4
ROUTINE TRANSPORTATION 5 37
. . PARENT DIRECTORSHIP OR 6 e
’ . TRUSTEESHIP
OTMER (sPECIFY) 7
coL, 37 SKIP TOL
37. Row msay times have you participated 1
inthclutm_lonth.? WRMBER OF TIMES i
CoL, 38-61 SKIP TO
38. When you have questions or comments TEACHER 1
about your child, who do you talk ‘' AIDE 2
to at the center? DIXECTOR ) 3
QWLTIPFLE RESPONSE PEMMITIED) PROJECT MONITOR 4 9
) . SOCIAL WORKER s
PSYCROLOGIST 6
OTER (SPECIFY) 7
- - coL. 42 3KIP TO
39. Hae having your child(ren) in this s 1 &0
- day care centar affected your job n 2 41
or your work in any way? DOR'T XNOW ' 41 -
COL,43-45 SKIP TO
* . 40. In vhat wayst? FEACE OF MIND, FBVER N
: WORRIES ABOUT CHILD CARE
LESS ADSENTERISM 2
LESS TARDINESS 3 41
MORE ABSENTEEISM &
MORE TAKDINESS s /
OTHER (SPECIFY) 6
) coL. 46 sxIP TO
! 41. Thinking for & moment about the YES NEAR HOME 1 ‘L-.z
location of the OZO center, would YES IN SOME OTHER LOCATION 2 42
T you have preferred the OZO center KO LIKZ PRESENT LOCATION 3 43
located within walking distence DON'T XKNGW 4 43

of your home or in some other

location? )
‘ £OL.A47-50 SEIP TO
42, How wuch extra would you have been WAITE IN AMOUNT )
z ! willing to pay per child each week $ _
for the OE0 genter to be located (por week) 43
£ there? o
j:ig:
. L Cr24 —=
(=

e




goL. 51 sx1p %0

® we

G8-14 OR OVER

3. Do you belony to a Federal n3
Employees' Union? )

PO 1 1
a

ooL.. 16 ko)

¢ times have problems of babysitting - 9

¢hild cavre arrangements cawsed Bamber of times

€. In the past 2 mouths, sbout how meny
or a
you to b¢ late for work?

CoL.15 SKkir 10
B D. 1Ia the past 2 months, about how many times -
: have probleme of babysitting or child care
i arreagenents caused you to be Jmtandar work? 5
Number of times
COL. 16 SKIP TO -
3 8. Now do you usually get to WALK
z wosk each day? TAKE NS
4 . DRIVE MySzLr

PRIVE WITH FRIEND OR

Wi
v swe

SPOUSE DRIVES N
oTHEk (SPECIFY)

]
g C-25 -




g
3

euff

l| nno
3

|
g ’
L

o e
[ ]

41
3
3

i

BIXRL
v »

8

I ML M ORI ¢

E

. 1 L. Would you say that your spouse . 1
= T usually works full time ar PART TINE 2 Na
part time? OTHER (SPBECIFY) 3

T
yk

17
P. Does this kind of transportation affect YES
the kinds of child care arrangements that wn ]
you need? DON'T, X00M
Cot., 18:20
N " -
EAND RESPOMDENT CARD G. ’
N. On this scale, could you please VEKY SATISPIED -
tsll me about how satisfied you . PFAIRLY SATISFIED
o are with your present job. - MORE SATISPIED THAN
- - DISSATISFIED
o MORE DISSATISFIED THAN
SATISF1IED i
: FAIRLY DISSATISFIED
. VERY DISSATISFIED
: TAKE BACK CHMD G, -
3. Thinking now about your educatiom, OTH GRADE OR LESS
: t.was the highest grade or level HIGH SCHOOL IMCOMPLETE -
. t you comple®ed in school? RIGE SCHOOL GRADUATE
) : SOME COLLBGE
COLLEGE GRADUATE -
— GRADUATE OR PROFESSIONAL
T CRooL
. : . coL.. SKIP 0 . :
J. Aside from you and your children, SPOUSE 23 :
what other adults including your
spouss live at home with you? shuldatnl THER
: OIWLTIFLE RESPONSES PEMITTID) UNCLE
' 27 (it no . .
- FRIEWD spouse) ~
OTHER RELATIVE 29
BOARDER 20
: OTHER 3
. nowe 3 Xa -
: 33 SKIP T0
£ £. At the present time, is your spouse EMPLOYED l———1
E auployed, s student, & hous :-:le, U\EMPLOYED 2.~
] er something else? STUDBNT 3
5 IN TRAINING -
- = ) HOUSEWIFE - Mp
: ] OTHER (SPECIFY) ‘
FULL TIME

S ' ‘  - |
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coL.33 _ SsKIP 10

- Na. Does your spouss usually work 26 weeks 26 OR MORE/YEAR 1 N
or more, or less than 26 weeks per LESS THAN 26/YRAR 2 o
yoar? - |

Mb. Would he/she work more ocutside the home b1 2]
if you could find adequate child caxe? »o 2 ]
CoL. 37-39 !li T0
Nc. What kind of child care would that be?
_ CC.  SKIP T0
4. What kind of work would your spouse choose?
|
COL. 41 SKkIr 70
N. Thinking now about your spouse's 8TH OR LESS 1
education, vhat is the highest L INCOMPLETE 2
grade or level that he or she NIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE 3 0
completed in school? SOME COLLEGE 4
COLLEGE GRADUATE H

3
s
:
3

0. In your opinion is your spouse better Y8
able than you ave, to answer the n
questions in this questionnaire?

SKIP P LE SPOUSE 15 oamY OTHER ADUAT AT HOME
P. Are there any cther adults living with you
who are not working outside your home who
would be working outside your home if
more adequate day care were available?

8
2
8
3

288

L]

\7
©o

. ALk ReSPouIEVTS COL. 44 SXIP TO
Q. In your present circumstances do you now YES I
: hare a relative who could conveniently wo 2 R
care for your childzen? DON‘T XOW
HAND RESPONDENT CARD H.
COL.45  SKIP TO
R. Please look et this card and give me A UNDER 21 |
the letter of the group within which B 21 - 25 2 |
: your own age ‘group falls. C 26 - 30 3
- D 31 -35 4
. : B 3 - 40 L]
1 ; r 4 -4 6
H G OVER 45

W T

1t

ERI
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-’ COL, 46-4 SKIP 10O
8$. Por statistical purposes only, we A UMDER $4,000 1
need to know your total family in- B 54,000 5,499 02
come for 1971. Please look at the C $5,%00-6,99 03
bottom section of this card and - D $7,000-8,49% 04
give me the letter which covers your 2 $8,500-10,499 0s o
total family income before taxes. " P $10,500~11,999 06
Include all monies received by you G $12,000-14,99 07
or any member of your family. R $15,000~17,499 Os
I $17,500-19,99%% 09 -
. J $20,000 OR MORE 7]
TAKE BACKX CARD H.
s R LA 2.
. -
DO WOT ASK:

LI 1}
.

e Sl

Cc-28
1
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Preschool Children's Section




PRE-SCHOOL CHILDREN'S SECTION

8

(-

Name of child . . Child number

(" N
ove
OO~

INTERVIEWER: NOTE, the child mmber indicated here should e&nopond with the
child mmber indicated in the Listing Section. -

Mow, I would like to talk to you abcut each of your pee-school children separately
and about how each of them normally spends their time.

~

INTERVIEWER: ASK RESPOWDENT IF ALL PRE-SCHOOL CHILDREN HAVE THE SAME ARRANGEMENT
AT ALL TIMES. IF "YES,” COMBINE RESPOMSES POR ALL PRE-SCHOOL CHILDREM
ON OWE CHILDRER'S PAGE.

mmammm,mmmmm,
HOMEVER, BE TRAMSCRIBED OM A SEPARATE CHILD'S PAGE.

EACH CHILD SHOULD HAVE A SEPARATE, FILLED-OUT CHILDREN'S PAGE. N

coL. 12 sxIP 10
- 1. Pirst, talking about o does YES -1 2
- (name) o 2 S8
regularly spand any time OOMETIMES 3 2
(name)

awvay from home during the week, or in a
child care arrangement at home that is not
with either parent?

g
:
3

2. How many different arrangements do you o =
regularxly have for ™0
(name) THREE
during the week? POUR
PIVE

- QOW&UN"“

* Cc=-31

Q
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3. Where or with vhom does HAL? DAY NURSERY SCHOOL 02
regularly OEO DAY CARE CENTER oz\
nane) OTHER DAY CARE CENTER 04
spend time avay from your HEAD START PROGRAM 03
- home esch weak or in & KINDERGARTEN 06
child care srrangesent at FIRST GRADE 07 .
home that is not with WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME o8 40
either parent? WITR RELATIVE AT ANOTHER NOME 09 23
WITH NMOM-RELATIVE AT YOUR
READ: Please indicate that onas HOME 10 40
place or person vhere the WITH NON-RELATIVE AT ANOTHER
most time is spent. NOME 20 23
OTHER (SPECIFY) 30 Note A

Noie A: mcmmmmmm—mum&
OTHER OUT-OF-HOME ARRANGEMENTS == GO0 TO Q.23 .
IN-HOME ARBANGEMENTS -~ GO TO Q.40 »

USE SCHOOL CHILDREN'S SECTION INSTEAD

CURRENT YORMAL ARRANCEMENT

4. Where or how d1d you first learn
about this child care arrangement? 4ADIO

- {nane) 3 MO8, - 6 MOS.

1

2

nov been in this srrangement? 7M08. -1 TR, 3
MORE THAN 1 TR. &

DON'T XwoW 8

LESS THAN 10 HRS.
10 - 14 HrS.
15 - 19 ms.
20 - 29 ms,

|
l

8
2
R
>

6. About hov many hours per week doss

attend this srrangement?
(name)

ERIC
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30 - 39 8.
40 xS, OR MORE
DON'T KMNOW
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READ: oL, 20-22 SKIP T0
7. Does attend MORNTNGS OWLY 1
“(oame) AFTERNOOMS OMLY 2 .
this errangement...... BOTH MORMINGS AMD 3
APTERNOOMS

QWLTIFLE RESPONSES PERMITTED) nIcHTS s
VERKEWDS s

OTHER (SPECIFY) 3

. COL. 23-26 SKIP 10
. — 8. Mowv, approximately how much do you WRITE IN AMOUNT .

pay per week to send
(uns

to this program, excluding the cost $
of any bus or pick-up service you usel (per week)

INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT PAYS MONTILY OR
DAILY, CALCULATE YOURSELF THE

-

TOTAL WEEXLY FEE, FOR OME CHILD OMLY. -
CoL, 27 SKIP 10
9. Do you also regularly donats any goods or RS 1
services to this program? »n 2 (]
DOM*T XOW s
.. COL. 28 SKIP T0
10, Bow does get to PICKED UP BY SCHOOL 1 11
{oeme) GOES 3Y WS 2 11
this arrangesent each day? COES BY CAR 3 12
WALKS 4 16A
OTHER (SPECIFY) 5 11

COL. 29-32 SKIP 70

11. Now much do you pay for B , WRITE IN AMOUNT 14
trsnsportation per child each week? .

$
per wveek
COL. 33 SKIP 10
12, Who takes to this RESPONDENT 1 13
(nane) $POUSE 2 A
arrangement each day? RIED 3
RELATIVE &
GROUP OF FRIENDS OR 5 14
RELATIVES
OTHER CHILDREN IN MY 6
FAMILY
OTHER CHILDREN IN AREA 7
OTHER (SPECIFY) 9
COL. 3&_ SKXIP 70
13, How much extra time does it take you NOME 1
on the way to vork each day? LESS THAN S MINUTES z\
§ = 10 MINS. 3

11 - 20 MINS.

A 14
21 - 30 MINS. 5 /
MORE THAN 30 MINS. 6

C-33
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14, Bow much timc doss it take
to get thers?

T (name)

15. Adout how much extrs, 1f any, would
you be willing to ’u; each week/fozr M
this arrangement to be within $
walking distancs of your home? (per week)

BAND RESPONDENT CARD I

About how far would you be willing
to take for this WEXT DOOR
LESS THAM 5 MINUTES
arrangement 1if it wers free? 5 - 10 MINS,
(Distancs ia terme of time) 11 - 15 M1xs,
16 - 20 MINM8,
MORE THAN 20 MINS.
OTHEIR (SPECIFY)

DON'T KNOW

About how far would you be willing
tn take - for the
“(name)
arrangement you now have?
(Discance in terme of time)

CARD I

o>
A&

lovul):ymhmdly (oot counting
snacks) doas receive thers?

Can attend this

(name)
srrangsment vhen he/shs is mildly 1117

&
%
g
2

|
|

Approximatsly hov many children ars thers
at this srrangement for sach adule?

.uou‘7‘
\°

g
2
3

Does this child care arrangement include
s formal educational progres that teaches
ehildren numbers, the alphabet, or how

to resd?

.Nh‘l

NN
~ 0N




Bov much lass per child would you
sxpsct to pay each week if there
were no such program? -

(per week)

Bow much more per child would you WRITE IN AMOUNT
be willing to pay each week to
bave such & program?

(per *eek)._

AT ANOTEER ROME

Por how long has
name
now been in this srrangemsnt?

-Does " __attend this
(name)

SrTANgement...e. 00

(MULTIPLE RESPONSES PERMITTED)

26A. Do you pay this person or do you
do anything in return for having
your child cared for?

A
-

COL., 60-62 SKIP TO

263, What do you do in return for this 26C
person taking care of your child?

LRI
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26C. About how many hours each week

do you spend doing this?

Note B: IF PAY, ASK 26D. OTHERS GO TO 27.
26D. About how much do you pay esch

veek for this person to take
care of your child?

INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT PAYS

How does
name
this arrangement each dsy?

Bow much do you pay for
transportation per child
each week?

Who tskes
(vame)
arrangement each day?

Bow much extrs tims does it take you
oo the way to work esch dav?

Bow much' time doss it take

——____to get there?
(name)
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3.

About hov much extra, if any,
would you be willing to pay

per child each week for this
srrangement to be within walking
distence of your home?

33A. About how far would you be willing

to take for this
nARG

srrangement 1if it were _t'm‘t
(Distance in terms of tims)

335. About hov far would you be willing

to take for the

(name)
ercangement you novw have?

Hov many meals per day (not counting
snacks) does
(name)

receive there?

Can sttend this
{teme)

srrangement when he/she is

aildly 1117

Approximately how many children ere
there at this arrangement for each
adule?

Noes this child care arrangesent include
sny sducational activities that teach
children numbers, the alphabet, OF how
to read?
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Now much legs would you axp-ct to
pay per child each week if there
were 0o such activities?

lumehmovoﬂdmbcvulm
to pay per child each week to have
such activities?

Yor how long Las

(name)
20¥ been {n this srrangement?

About how many hours per week

is
st homs ia this
{nane)
ariangeasnt?

1s at home 1ia
(name)
this arrangesent......

QRLTIFLE RESPONSES PERMITTED)

Py this person or do you

Do you
douythtulnntmtormtum
your child cared for?

What do you do in return for this
person taking care of your child?
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43C. About how many hours sach wesk
do you spend doing this?

-
[

ote

“

C: IF PAY, ASK 43D, OTHERS, GO TO 44,

CoL. 40 SKIP
1-3ms. I -
‘-SN. 2
7 - 9 WS, 3
10 - 14 HRS. ¢ WteC
20 MBS, OR MCRE s N
DOW'T IONOW s

COL. &1-44 SKIP TO

43D, About how much do you pay each week WRITE IN AMOUNT
for this person to teke care of &
your child? $
7~ weaek
INTERVISVER: IF RESPONDENT PAYS
MONTHLY OR WEEKLY, .
CALCULATE YOURSELF THE
TOTAL WEEKLY FEE FOR
ONE CRILD OMLY
) COL. 45 SKIP TO
44, Does this pereon sleo do any housework for you TS 1 45
1ike cleaning, croking, irouning, or shopping no 2 474
st the same time he or she cares for your
child(ren)?
COL. 46-49 SKIP TO.
4S. Which of these things does this CLEARING 1
person do? COOKING i
TRONING 3 6
INTERVIEWER: READ THIS LIST; SNOPPING 4
ALLONW MULTIPLE RESPONSES OTHER (SPECIFY) S
COL. 50 SKIP TO
46, Yor sbout hov many hours does LESS THAN 5 WOURS 1
this person do these things S - 10 mS. 2\
each week!? 11 - 15 HRS. k) A N
1‘ - 20 HRS. ‘
21 - 30 HRS. 5 /
MORE THAN 30 HRS. 6
DON'T KNOW 8 -

PREVIOUS ARRANGEMENTS

oL, 51-52 $KIP T

AR 0 it 000 10

47A. Before you chose this child care 2

5 srrangement, vhat wves your previous WITH SPOUSE AT HOME 01 "

arrangement for this child? HALF DAY NURSERY SCHOOL 02

3 OEO DAY CARE CENTER 03

READ: Please indicate that one plsce OTHER DAY CARE CENTER 04 7

£ or person vhere the most time HEAD START PROGRAM 05

was spent. KINDERCARTEN 06

TIRST GRDE 07

3 WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME 08 = 47C

3 WITH RELATIVE AT ANOTHER HOME 09 — 478
E WITH NON-RELATIVE AT YOUR 10— &47C
£ HOME
;% WITH NON-RELATIVE AY ANOTHER 20 emee—— 473
£ HOME
[ 4 OTHER (SPECIFY) 30 ———— 478

£
=




. gl !! m !!
478. Wow much time 418 it take LESS THAN S NIWNUTES 1
to gst S - 10 MINS. 2
(neme) 11 - 20 MIMs. 3 47c
there? 21 -~ 30 MINs. 4
‘ MORE THAN 30 MINS. S~
CoL. 34-37 SXIP TO
47C. About how much 4:d you pay IRITE IN AMOUMT o
per child per vesk for that
arrsngemsnt? $
e e
0. 38 $xIP 0
48. Tor how long was your child in FENER THAN 3 MONTHS 1
this previous child cars 3 MOWTNS - 6 MONTMS 2
srrangement? 7 MUMTHS - 1 YEAR 3 49
MORE THAN 1 YRAR 4
DOM'T KMOW ]
=3
L. 39-61 sKIP TO
49. What s the most important reason that 0
you decid~d to switch to the child cars
srrengmar: that aow
goes t-? (name)
s 62 SXIP 70
0. Hov would you fsel about using your YOU WOULD LIKE TO 1
) previous arrangement again someday? YOU WOULD DO $0 OMLY 2
- Would you eay: IF YOU WD D
TOU WOULD WOT WANT TO 3 L)
IT I8 WO LONCER AVAIL~ 4
ABLE FOR THIS CHILD
DON'T XWOW ]
1
10

C-40




TDITEVIIVER: FILL TRIS OUT SEPARATILY FOR BACE CNILD UNLESS THR (PAR-SCHOOL)
CUILDREN WERE ALL IN THE SAME PREVIOUS ARRANGRMENT

Mow, I would 1ike to read to you ¢ 1ist of items that are features of various
¢child care srrangements. For each one I read, I would 1ike you to tell me
vhether your present child care srrangement for is better,

. ~ (oeme)

worss, or about the ssme as your previous arrangement on that feature.

PRESENT PRESENY
5 : 18 I8 NOT APPLICABLY/
READ EACH TTRM: nm VORSE _ DOW'T KKOW _ COL.
Provides another meal ia additiom to
lunch and snacke
Within walking distance of home
Opsn convenient hours
Involves parents
Teaches children colors, numbers,
the alphadet and reading
An adult etaff that takes the time
te tell you how your child e doing
Availabls anytime, day er aight
Men as well as vomen looking afcer
the children .
Within walking distsace from work
With other children liks yours
Where all your children could be togsther
vhen the oldér ones are mot im scheol
Racially integreted, with children of
nany backgrouads
Nelps chill.em to get aloug batter
with sach other
A place that is safe cad clean
A place that is dependable asd Telisdle
Staffed by adults who are well trained
Bacugh staff members to provide my child
with individual etteatiom
Staffed by adults of the same ethaie
as my children
Available year after yesr
Fover than 10 children per adult
Teaches chiliren how to miand and
follow directions
Place that your child is usually eager
to ettend
Cost to you

12
13
14
15

16

17
18

19
20
2
22
23
24
a3
26
27
28
29
k
an
2

3
34
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Aside from tha principal child care srrangement
that you are prasently using, do you have
another errangement that you wee for

during werking hours? (aame)




33A. What kind of srrengement is-it? SELY AT NOME 10\,‘ 62
SPOUSE AT HOME 01 """
MALF DAY NURSERY SCHOOL 02
7 ONO DAY CARE CENTER 03
- OTHER DAY CARE CENTER 04 38
, READ START PROCRAM os’,/”
KINDERGARTEN 06

WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME 08
WITH RELATIVE AT ANOTHER HOME 09
VITH WON-RELATIVE AT YOUR

34
NOME 10
WITE NOK-RELATIVE AT AMOTHER
ROME 20

OTHER (SPECIFY) 30

338, Bow did you first hear of NEWSPAPER 01
this srrangement? RADIO 02
TELEVISION 03
nIind 04
NEICEBOR 0s
' : REIATIVE 06
- ) AT WORK FROM CO-SORKER 07
, AT VORK FROM FORMAL .
- INFORMATICN PROCRAM 08
. OTHER (SPECIFY) o L,
DON'T KNOW 0 .
COL. 49 SKIP TO

-
(-]

/

g5y

- e
-

Poy
£s
SOOI 8 W ) =
\\\\a

»

S4.  About how many hours per veek does
spend in this child

-

uog
()
%

(nane)
cars srrsngement?

COL. 41-43 70
55. Does sttend MORNINGS 1 -
(nane) AFTERNOONS 2
this srrangement...... BOTH MORNINGS AND 56 (or 57
AFTERNOORS 3 if self
(MULTIPLE RESPONSES PERMITTED) WIGHTS & or spouse
WEEKEMDS 5 from S3A.
: OTHER (SPECIFY) 3
12
C-42




INTERVIEWER: DO NOT ASK ISG;M “SELF" AND "SPOUSE AT MOMZ" OW §33a.

s6.

s?.

60,

ERI

A ruitoxt provided by Eric:

Approximately how much do you pay
per week for this arrangement?

IP RESPONDENT PAYS MONTHLY
OR DAILY, CAICULATE YOUR~

SELF THE TOTAL WEEKLY FEE

FOR ONE CHILID OMLY.

INTERVIEIVWER:

Do you use more than one child cexe
arrangement becarse you like it chet
way, or becauss you can't find just
one that satisfies your needs?
(PROBE,)

COL, 44-47 gxIP TO
WRITE IN AMOUNT [ 3
‘—_
(pez wesk)
L. 40 SKIP TO

LIKB I7
CAN'T FPIND JUST OMB
T0 SATISPY NERDS

OTHER (SPICIFY)

DOM'T XNOW

ARRANGEMENT WITH PARENTS S

Have you ever used a child care arrangement
away from home or ome at

for

(nang)
home that is not with either parent?

What wvas the last child care

arrangement of this typs that

you used for ?
(name)

For how long was

- (name)
in this arrangement?

3 MOs. - & MOS.

7 MNo§, - 1 TR.

DON'T, XNOW
C-43
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ALL RESPONDENTS:

D' the child care arrangemant(s) for
vary from wesk to week

(name) »
or are they Yretty much the same?

If you were not able to use this
(thess) child care arrangement(s),
vhat other arrangement(s) would
yOU use?

14

C-44
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Schoolchildren's Section




Rame of child

INTERVIEWER:

CHILD number indicated ip the Listing Section.

w N -

|§

[_XT X 2
[ B B

NOTE, the child number indicated here should correspond with the

Mow, I would like %0 talk to you about each of your schoolchildren separately, and
about how each of them normally spends his or her time.

INTERVIEWER:

ASK RESPOROENT IF ALL SCHOOLCHILDREN HAVE THE SAME ARRANGEMENT AT

ALL TINES. IF "YES," COMBINE RESPONSES FOR ALL SCHOOLCHILDREN ON

OME CHILDREN'S PAGE.

UPON COMPLETION OF THE INTERVIEW, RESPONSES POR EACH CHILD SHOULD,
HOWEVER, BE TRANSCRIBED ON A SEPARATE CHILD'S PAGE.

EACH CHILD SHOULD HAVE A SEPARATE, PILLED-OUT CHILDREN'S PAGE.

PLEASE USE THIS FORM FOR ALL CHILDREN WHO ARE IN SCHOOL INCLUDING

FIRST GRADERS.

1.

ERIC
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rirst, talking about
(name)
where 4id regularly
(name)
spend time before or after school
during this past school year?
READ: Please indicate the one.
place or person where the
most time was spent before
or after school.

For how long was

{name)
in this arrangement?

Spouss, o home on
STAYED PRETTY MUCH ON HIS/HER
OWN OR WITH FRIENDS

DAY CARE CENTER

HEAD START PROGRAM

WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME

WITH RELATIVE AT ANOTHER
HOME

WITH NMON-RELATIVE AT YOUR
HOME

WITH NON-RELATIVE AT ANOTHER
HOME

OTHER (SPECIFY)

DON'T XNOW/NO ANSWER

LESS THAN 3 MONTHS
3 Mos. - 6 MOS.

7 MOS. - 1 YR.
MORE THAN 1 YR,
DON'T KNOW

C-46

€OL.12-13 sKip TO

34
10

3

04
05
08
09 Y
10

20

80 e 10

€OL.14 SKIP TO

o W W
w




w
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3. About how many hours per week did
attend this arrange-

wo
b po
-
RRER

o

(name)
ment during the school year?

33
Bauys
£
E
-
3

i

#
:
B
3

4. Did attend

(name)
this arrangement....

OWLTIPLE RESPONSES PERMITTED)

PR W8N

S. MNow, approximately how much did you
pay per week during the school year
to send to this

(name)
arrangement, excluding the cost of
any bus or pick-up service you use?

INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT PAYS
MONTHLY OR DAILY, CALCULATE
YOURSELF THE TOTAL WEEXLY FEE,
FOR ONE CHILD OMLY.

INTERVIENWER: POR OUT OF HOME ARRANGEMENTS ONLY:
PICKED UP BY CHILD
CARER OR PROGRAM
GOES BY BUS
GOES BY CAR

6. How did get to
(name)

this arrangement each day?

WALXS
OTHER (SPECIFY)

INTERVIEWER: DO NOT ASK FOR ONLY CHILD, OR WHEN ALL ARE IN SAME ARRANGEMENT:

COoL. 24
7. Was together with any/all
(nane)
of his or her brothers or sisters in this

program? )

LRI
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N R

PLEIYR

LT

Did the child care arrangement for
vary from week to week,
{name)
or was it pretty much the same sach week?

SAME
VARIES
DON'T KNOW

OTHER (SPECIFY)




€0L.26-28 SXIP TO
9. If you were not able to use this 10

child care arrangement, what other
arrangement would you use?

10. Mow thinking only about the summer
° months, does regularly
(name)
spend any time in a child care arrangement
awvav from home or in an arrangssent at home
that. is not with either parent?

J COL.30-31 SKIP TO
coL.30-31

11. Where, or with whom, does DAY CARE CENTER
regularly HEAD START PROGRAM 05
(name) WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME g:

spend time in this arrangement?

MAND RESPONDENT CARD A.

12. Did you have a relatively
difficult time or an easy time
setting up a summer arrangement
for your child?

TAKE BACK CARD A.

Do you prefer or would you have preferred to YRS
have just one arrangsmsent for o

(name)
susser and winter?

Now, approximately how much do you
pay per wsek to send
(name) s
to this summer arrangsment, excluding the (per week)
cost of sny bus or pick-up service you use?

INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT PAYS MONTHLY
OR DAILY, CALCULATE YOUR-
SELP THE TOTAL WEEKLY FEE,
POR ONE CHILD OWLY.

IR

I A s,

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR RELP!

ERI
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APPENDIX D

CROSS-TABULATIONS

All -of the cross-tabulations described in this section
have been delivered to the Office of Evaluation, OEO as part of
the deliverables of this project.

OEQ Questionnaire

Two sets of cross-tabulations were produced using the

complete sample of respondents to the OEO questionnaire. The
first set of cross-tabulations used the following column headings

or banner:

-

Users

OEO Employees Non-OEO Employees Non-Users

No Sub- No |Sub- No
Spouse{Spouse Total Spouse|] Spouse| Total | Spouse|Spouse
at at OEO at at |[Non- at at
Home | Home |Employees] Home | Home |OEO Home Home

1 20 21 0 21 21 43 94

1 One of the 43 users was not interviewed until after these tabu-
lations were prepared, so the total number of respondents in
these tables is 179, -rather than 180.




The other set of cross-tabulations used a banner
based on the age categories of the respondent's children:

Lf%
-
Users ) Non-Users
Both Sub-
Preschool |Sub- total
Preschool and total|Preschool|school Age|Both|Non-
Total Only School Age| Users Only Only Ages|Usersg
179 33 ‘9 42 68 38 31 137

Each item in the OEO Questionnaire was tabulated against
these two sets of banners. The two sets of cross-tabulations have
been delivered to OEO as one of the final products of the project.
These tables were used to plan subsequent analyses. They provided
a means for determining the numbers of respondents in yarious sub-
groups that could be used for comparison purposes and a means of
examining the overall response patterns to individual items in the
questionnaire,

However, the interpretations of these tabulations are
limited in several ways. They involve all non-users of the OEO
CDC in the interview sample. As such, they include a number of
subgroups who were sampled using different probabilities of
selection. 1In addition, there is no clear way to distinguish
between non-users who have a clear need for day care and those
who do not.

For these réasons, a specially-defined comparison
group was identified to provide a better basis for user/non-
user contrasts. Of the total sample of 180 respondents, 97 were

El'




selected as showing need for some form of child care on a regular
basis. Criteria for need were established as (1) absence of
spouse. (no spouse, or spouse not available for child care during
the day), and (2) use of child care for at least one preschool
child 30 hours or more per week. This group of 97 included the
43 CDC users and 54 users of other types of day care. These 54
persons were designated as Comparison Group I. ’

Each parent in Comparison Group I was characterized by
present day, care .arrangements. ' To do this, the child who was in
day care for the greatest number of hours was selected and the
primary arrangeméhtl for that child used to characterize the
parent. A set of cross-tabulations was produced with the following
banner:

Comparison Group I

~ [Informal
Formal out | Total

OEO Non-OEO Arrange~] At |of |Comp.
Employees|Employees ment Home| Home| Group

22 21 10 17 | 27 | 54

"Formal arrangements" includes all other day care centers
used by respondents; "Informal at Home" tovers care in the home by
both relatives and non-relatives such as housekeepers or babysitters:
and "Informal Out of Home" covers those arrangements made for child
care at the home of a relative as well of non-relatives.

1 ﬁhe arrangement in which the child spent the greatest number of
ours.




Subsequeﬁtly, a subse* of Comparison Group I was identi-
fied and designated as Comparison Group II. This designation
roferred to 48 of the 54 members of Comparison Group I who had at
least one child in the age range eligible for the OEO CDC (2-5
years). Comparison Group II was used for many of the special
analyses described in the report, but cross-tabulations comparing
users and Comparison Group II were not developed.

Preschool Questionnaire

There were 192 preschool questionnaires comp:eted. Each

child was then classified according to the arrangement where he -
spent the most time. The file was cross-tabulated against the
following banner: '

Informal Arrangement | With
Other Parent
Total Formal At Out of at
Preschool Arrangement Home Home Home

192 26 le 39 63

In the case where a child was primarily at home with
the parent, but spent some time in a day care arrangement, the
Jetailed section of the preschool questiohnaire was used to ques- -
tion the parent about the secondary arrangement. Therefore, in
the cross-tabulations, there are responses to questions about
formal and informal artrangements in the column "With Parent at -
Home."




D.3 School Children Questionnaire

There were 115 school children's sections completed.
Bach child was classified according to where he spent his time
before and after school during the last school year. The file
was then cross-tabulated against the following banner:

Informal Arrangement
- Spouse at
Total Formal Out of In Home or
School Age | Arrangement Home Home on Hig Own | Other
115 5 24 19 64 3

D-5




APPENDIX E

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE QUESTIONNAIRES

In general, the greatest difficulties with the question-
naires used for this project were experienced with questions
relating to costs. Recommendations relating to cost questions
will be presented first, followed by comments pertaining to
questions on other topics.

The OEO questionnaire asks the respondent how much she
now spends on child care each week for all children (Q.14). The
preschool Section and the School Children Section contain the
foliowing items, all of which may be considered to be elements
of the total cost:

e Preschool

Q.8, 26D or 43D - Cost per week for preschool child

Q.11 or 28 - Transportation costs for preschool

chila

Q.56 - Cost of secondary arrangement for preschool
1

child

e School Children

Q.5 - School year costs for school childl

Q.14 - Costs for summertime arrangement (may be one
week of summer camp or arrangement for.entire
summer)

I'Nc separate item on transportétion was included for secondary
: arrangements or for arrangements for school children. This
- situation should be corrected.

E-1l




It is not feasible for an interviewer to retain all these
separate elements of cost in her hcad and mentally check it agains:
the total cost in Q.14. Furthermore, even if the interviewer was
able to perform this mental feat, it would mean a good bit of back-
tracking at the end of the interview through all the different
sections to straighten out any inconsistencies of response,

It is recommended that a separate cost sequence be added
to the interview. The respondent should first be asked for fotal
cost and then ask for the itemization by child and by arrangement,
If there are discrepancies, these should be resolved immediately.
It is recommended that general information about type of arrange- -
ment and number of hours spent in each arrangement be collected
as part of the sequence. The interviewer could refer back to this
as she fills in the details on primary and secondary arrangements
later on. This would make the entire flow of the interview much
smoother for cost questions as well as other topics. (

A few further comments on specific questions relating
to actual or hypothetical costs are in order. Q.12 asks the.
respondent how much she is willing and able to pay for child
care for her youngest child; Q.13 asks how much she is willing
to pay for all children. The terminology should be the same in
both questions, whatever is desired.

Q.14 is skipped if the preferred day care in Q.9 is
"Spouse at Home." There is no particular reason.for this, as
some persons who prefer their children to be at home with their
spouse do'presently have day care costs.

If the questionnaire is again used in the summer, a
decision should be made as to what to do about temporary summer-
time costs for day camp and other spacial, relatively expensive
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arrangements. There would seem to be some merit in eliminating
arrangements which last less than say, one month in figuring
current total costs.

There are several questions concerning how much extra
a respondent would be willing to pay to obtain child care of a
certain type or how much less she would expect to pay if certain
features were removed from her current arrangements. It appears
that some respondents responded with the total amount they would
be willing to pay rather than the additional amount. If a cost
sequence such as the one described earlier were used and the
fesponses recorded on a separate chart that the interviewer kept
in front of her during the remainder of the interview, then the
interviewer could take the respondent's reply tc these questions
of additional cost and add it to the current cost and probe by
saying, "Then you would be willing to pay a total of §__ 2

In the preschool questionnaire, the respondent is not
asked for transportation costs if she reports that the child gues
to the child care arrangement by car. Our results indicate some
respondents are paying for car transportation and this skip

pattern should be modified.

One final comment on the issue of cost. There appear
to be some serious discrepancies between incomes reported by
users and fees reportedly paid at the OEO CDC. One possible
source for these discrepancies is the fact that the center defines
income as the "combined annual salaries of you and your spouse.”
The questionnaire definition asks for income received by any
member of the family. Given the high percentage of single parents
in the user group, some of whom were living with relatives, one
would expect the income reported to the center to vary somewhat
(and in some cases quite a bit) from that reported in the
interview. 1t is recommendéd that the questionnaire be made to

i
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conform to the definition used at the center. If desired for any
reason, a separate question on total family income could be asked,

too.

There are only a few recommendations on items other

than those pertaining to cost.

First, there is a general instruction at the bottom of
page 3 of the OEO questionnaire that says that if the respondent
has both preschool and school-age children, she should be
instructed to answer the rest of the questionnaire for her pre-
school children only. Our interviewers had the impression that
respondents with children of both ages did not really keep this
instruction in mind throughout the OEO qﬁestionnaire. Since most
respondents had only preschool children or children of both ages
(and only a few had school-age only children), it would have been
preferable to sprinkle the phrase "preschool children" throughout
the remainder of the questionnaire. Interviewers could then have
been instructed to omit the word "preschool®” when the respondent

had only school-age children.

Q.8 of the OEO questionnaire ask respondents to list the
child care arrangements they had used or seriously considered
using during the past year. Some respondents did not list arrange-
ments they later reported they were using. Others gave responses
which did not seem completely consistent with their subseqguent
responses. It is recommended that Q.8 be broken into two separate
questions. First, the respondent should be asked which arrange-
ments she has actually used in the last year. With the list still
in front of her, she should be asked if she has seriously

considered any of the others.

In Question 9 of the OEO questionnaire, respondents were
asked to choose the one type of child care they preferred. A

E~4




number of respondents felt they could not choose one because their,
preferences would vary by child. It would be relatively simple to
allow for this in the questionnaire and it would retain some
valuable information. The question of preferred child care could
be asked separately for each child (or for children in different
age categories). This procedure would encourage more multiple
responses, but the additional information is probably worth
knowing.

Question 1 of the preschool section needs a rehauling.
It is a very difficult question for respondents to understand and
our interviewers quickly learned that a "No" answer should not be
accepted at face value. A better approach would seem to be to ask
where the child is during most of the hours the respondent is
working. If "At home with spouse,” then the next question could
pertain to whether the cQ}ld is in this arrangement full-time or
whether any other arrangement is used.

The questionnaire sequence in the Preschool Section for
igformal arrangements in the respondent’'s home (Q.40-46) is very
sparse. Questions pertaining to existence of educational
activities and willingness to pay more (ox expectation to pay less)
for these should be added. A question could also be added on how
far the respondent would be willing to take the child if she could
obtain a similar arrangement at no cost (similar to 16A and 33a).

At present, the respondent is not asked how long it takes
for a child to get to his day care arrangement if he walks (Q.10
and 27). While it can be expected that all of these times would be
short, nonetheless a cleaner analysis of "distance to day care
arrangement” could be achieved if the question were asked.




APPENDIX F

RESPONSE INCONSISTENCIES

All questionnaires were reviewed by members of Westat's
professional staff. During this review, an attempt was made to
resolve all major inconsistencies in the interviews. This resulted
in recontécting about one-half the respondents.

Most of the difficulty revolved around the issue of
costs paid for day care. Table F-1 catalogs a number of cases
for which cost data could not be completely resolved. In each
case, the action taken is indicated.

Question 3 of the preschool questionnaire required the
respondent to indicate the arrangement in whi:h the child spent
the most time. The response dictated which section of the ques-
tionnaire was to be used to collect detailed information about the
brimary day care arrangewment. Subsequently, Q.52 asked if there
was a second arrangement in which the child spent time and, if so,
a short series of questions was asked about that arrangement.

In a number of cases, the number of hours reported for
the secondary arrangement was greater than the number reported
for the primary arrangemént. In classifying respondents according
to the primary arrangement used for the child in day care the
greatest number of hours, we used the arrangemen! associated with
the greatest number of hours. In a few cases, respondents did not
answer the detailed questions for this type of arrangement, but
for their secondary arrangement.

Question 26 of the OEO c(uvestionnaire asked if any of
the respondent's children attende¢ : day care center other than




the OEO center. Three members of Comparison Group I classified
as primarily using formal arrangements said "no"™ to this question.
In two cases the child was in a half-day nursery school, which
the respondents did not consider to fall within the definition

of day care center. 1In both cases the child was in a secondary
arrangement also so that the criterion of 30 hours or more a week
was met.

In one case, the child was temporarily away on vacatign
and the respondent said no to Q.26 because she was not presently
using a center. However, she answered the preschool section for
the arrangement she had been using before the child went on
vacation.

. Table F-1. Resolution of inconsistent response patterns on ques-
. tions of cost

Case # Problem Action

286308284 | Respondent has two children. Changed total in
Spouse works part-time. Pays Q.14 to $12.00.
housekeeper $40 for two da;s a
week. Prorated $12 for day care, |
remainder for housework. Gave
weekly costs of $6 each in child-
ren's section. Gave total of $40
weekly cost in Q.14.

999999907 | Respondent has two preschool Changed total in
children in center. Gave weekly Q.14 tc $§10.50.
costs of $7.50 and $3.00, respec-
tively, for older and younger.
Gave total weekly cost of $3.00
in Q.14.

423544434 | Respondent pays $30.00 a week plus |Changed total to
$10.00 transportation for one pre- |$77.50.

school child. Pays $37.50 weekly
for school age child during school
year; $60 a week in summer. Gave
total weekly cost of $100.00.

F=-2



Resolution of inconsistent response patterns on ques-

tions of cost (Continued)

Case #

Problem

Action

999999920

642201677

492262421 ,

388620591

801879526

Gave costs of $35.00 for preschool
child, $7.50 for school age child.
Gave total cost of $20.00. Could

not be reached for followup.

Two children in OEO CDC. Gave
individual costs of $8.00 anc
total qf $8.00.

Respondent has one preschool
child. Reported weekly cost of
$15.00 in Q.14; $17.50 in pre-
school section.

Respondent has three children.
Oldest child is in nursery school
30-39 hours at weekly cost of
$16.00. Spends remaining time
with housekeeper. Two younger
children with housekeeper full~-
time. Housekeeper is paid $90 a
week. Total cost given as $105¢

Two preschool children. One in
kindergarten part-time at $15.00
weekly cost. Babysitter paid
$17.00 a week as secondary
arrangement for older child, full-
time arrangement for younger.

Gave $34.00 total cost (apparently
did not consider kindergarten as
day care.

Eliminated total
cost from record.

Changed total to
$16.00.

Changed total cost
to $17.50.

Total cost coded
as $99.99 (maximum
allowed for in
coding). House-
keeper assumes to
work 50 hours @
$1.80/hour.
Assumed oldest
child with house-
keeper for 10
hours. Prorated
housekeepers
hourly wages over
children. $6.00 -
secondary cost for
oldest. $42.00
each for younger
two.

Changed total to
$49.00.
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Table F-1. Resolution of inconsistent response patterns on ques-
tions of cost (Continued)
Case # Problem Action
Two school children in free Changed total to

999999902

564901677

' 528811678

arrangement in summe
a piece in school ye
child - $7.58 a week
Total cost given as

day care was "Spouse
Q.14 was not asked.

r, cost $15.00
ar. Preschool
year round.

$7.58.

.Respondent's preferred method of

at Home" so

Two preschool children with

weekly costs of $15.
Total costs given as
weekly.

00 a piece.
$25.00

$37.58.

Denied total cost
of $25.00 from
individual records.

Changed total to
$30.00.




