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FOREWORD

This is the second of three study reports hased
on data gathered from a national prol)abﬂlty gample of house-
holds in the late spring and early summer of 1975 as part of a
coniract sponsored by the Office of Child Development (OCD)
of-the Umted States Depariment of Health, Education and Welfare.
In all, 4,609 personal intervieivs were conducted to determine

the hﬂtmnal incidence of child care usage as well as consumer

necds, preferences, attitudes and opinions on child care,

The objectives of this volume are to report the
prevalence of use among various tynes of child care, to describe
the population subgroups who use care and, finally, to provide

an analysis of the patterns and trends of usage. Because thé
anticipated readershlp of this publication is very broad, we have -

-attempted to assemble a1 core of useful data while, at the same

time, to keep the analysis simple and understandable, avoiding
the ovuly technical or scichtific perspective wherev er possible.

’ Ab@ut two thirds of the data collected by the full
survey fall into the domain of consumer preferences, attitudes
and opinions and arc reported and analyzed in Volume IIT,

Volume 1 is comprised of basic tabulations including a full

accounting of all the variables and items, including a specimen
questionnaire, sample dispositions and marginal distributions.
The serious reader may find this:companion report to be an aid
in interpreting the data herein, although we have demg‘ned to
each of the volumes to stand alone. '
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Section I

INTRODUCT I(;)I;T‘,
{

There are appr oximately 25 million households in the 48 couterminous
United States with at least one child under 14 years of age. Nearly 90% of
- thlese\housahoid use some type of care :arrfm.gement if only occasionally, when
le mother or other aullt who has primary responsibility for carc is not avail-
" able. About 16 million engage a babysitter; nursery sehool, family home
. proprietor, :ciay care center or other external arrangement, Whllé six million
rely exclusively on resident mémbers of the immediate household. By far the
hlghest incidence of usage can be aﬁrﬂjuted to what most of L1§=_. would call b;*uyr

There is nothing particularly startling in the "b@ttcxm -line" Sta.tlEﬁlES
from this survey, Indeed, the broad picture portrayed is the very character of
the study, for we are concerned not just with law-=mcgma households, with v
viorkmg mothers, W1th exceptional children, with day care centers nor with any
other single target group -or method of care. Rather, the study was designed to
find out, from a national viewpoint, who uses chlld c-ﬂ'e, how ﬂluldren are cared’
for, when care is u,gsc—;d, how often child care services are purchasad and at J .

what cost. - _ ) .

o



'Thg gsa—;enti:ﬂ p!;l&pecti\ie is that of all haugehaldq in the.United States with

children under 14, Consequently, the %aimple quce (mtmher of interviews) a.vaﬂ—'-

L;hh foy analyzing such gmupa as dmf care c,cntu users 1¥\11ecessar11v small, since

center/users, for exlmple represernt less tha:l 3%. of the p()pulaticm

Thp\sb ength of this study therefore lies in the ability to rnake "unbiasad"
(e.g., representing the entire populatlon) magnitude estimates of the actual
number of hc:useholds and children falling into various ''user" qubcatagaries and .
demogr 1ph1c patterns P‘hd(“ﬂt in the ¢ onsumption of care, The pﬁnmpal weak-
nesses of the design are (1) that only lnmted analysis of saarce uder subgroups
“ is possible given the size of the gample and (2) that very’ little is lmown about the
actual attributes @i he care aetu'allv received, since it i-% natariouslv Chfficult to
measurce through the eves of the consumer such things as quality of L’"’ifé, develop-

mental p}ulc:sophy and even such "facts'' -as licénsure of facllities,

The reader should keep in mind throughout that the survey universe con-
gists of hnusehalds with children, under 14, We can infer from the amount of care
used bv‘ 13 year olds that 14=yeqr=ald children also recaivg gome care and are

arbitrarily e:{cluded from the sample, Where distributions are labeled a8 “parcanﬁ

of all households, " for example, the base is, in fact, households 7wit§1}:hilg}‘e’n

under 14,

The study design presuppases two pgrticular papulatign subgroups of
-special 1nterest-—tht:§e for whom cu,lturea or economic circumstance may pose
different hardships or impediments, Ethnic minorities*and %awwanQme house-
holds were intentionally overrepresented in the sample to bgfstef the capability
for analyzing sugh’ trénc:isl, but weighting techﬁi&;uag have been employed to . s

preserve a national serspective,

In general, the data portray a very traditional" portrait of the American

“family. Over 99% of the respondents (i.e., persons primarily responsible for the

LI
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care of the Childr(;%ﬁ) were females; about 82% of whom were marrled (spousel
pl?’esent). Moéjt of the households consisted of nuclear families% and only about
9% of the children '\‘veré not sons or daﬁght;i;s of fespohdcgntsg The overall
household incomé, distribution was decicfédly "'middle class i mth about 15%
(weighted) falling below the povérty level, Baughiy a third of the "mothers"

A o
were employed. . . o |

= -

If there is one single salient observation to be made about tha nature of
child care consumption, it is the remarkable degree of divereity. Althouéh}n;st
occasional Q'f casual care (e.g., 'babysitting) occurs in children's iiornes or
" relatives' homes, there are very few strong associations with given types of care
‘and the characteristics of moderate or heavy users. What we will be examining
is apparently a very complex "mérket structure" where circumstances, attitudes,

' pi‘eferences éhd, perhaps, pure serendipity play larger roles in the méeting of
minds hetween provider and consumer than either costs or any jnherent advantages
or attributes of given methods of care. But this goes beyond the dzita, s0 we will let

B

the reader decide,



Scetion 11

SAMPLING METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN

¥
Summary i
T = — . b

S e

' ‘ i .
Data presented in this report were collected from a stratified national

probability sample of telephone households with children 13 years old or

younger,- The samplé frame was obtained by screening some 24,900 randomly-

sclected houscholds by tefei;honc to identify those with children, resulting'in an
. 1% : : .

available sample of 9,075 households,

A total of 4,609 intgrviéws’ were obtained from a sample space of 6, 850,

#r . T ) . . . : + I
exceeding the original survey goal of 4,500, A specimen instrument is supplied

“in Volume I (Basic Tabulations) including marginal tabulations and sample

dispositions.

Interviews were conducted in person at the respondents' Homes by the

field interviewing staff'ct Chilton Research Services, Inc., under subcontract

~ with Unco. The average adininistration time was approximately one hour.

There were three basic steps to the sample design: selection of

primary sampling uniis’(PSTjs), ‘seléction of central offices (telephone exchénges}

" and determination of sampling rates within central offices.

In the first step, all PSUs were categarizedas being in.one of four

- Census-defined regions—Northeast, North Central, South and West. Within

each region, PSUs were further stratified according to whether or nct they

. 2-1



were in Standavd Vet ropolitan Statistical Areas (SMBA8), with an additiénal
r;iistinctmn macde within 3M8As etween center-city and outside-center-city
areus. The gélection of PSUs, therefore, waé a fuﬁctiq:m of a 12-level plan
ue iu 5 chr regions and three resideatial strata, Within the 12 straia, ‘central
citles were oversampled, such that the residential distribution was 50% central

~itios, 335 SMSA-other and 1704 outside SMSAs.

The sc¢cond step in the lsarnple dssign wasg thcze selection of telepﬁone
- ' éi%é}zﬁ.imgess, or "eentral offices,” For each primary sampling unit, four central
cffices.were fqmmﬁlv selected, However, to improve the eificlency ‘of screen~
: ing, the st ampling rates within the selected central offices emphasized blacks,
Spanish, and hDu,Stéh()ldE near or helow the poverty line, C‘egntral nffmes wara
_-:»Vf;:;‘551111;315d in cases wvhere there were félati"tfely high Dbserved proportions:
of minority groufm or hougeholds near df beloﬁ-the povérty line. This ‘
guar *mtu:d faufiuzh nt raw interview records among mmczrity and proverty house-
'hclda to Conduct analysis of dlfoI"E:ﬂCE‘S between racml and economic subgroups,

R In the thifd gtige, target SUbgroups were oversampled according to

observed nroportinng within central offices exhibitihg high probabilities of
including poor and low-licome respondents, The following are the proportions

applied to this study:

WHITE - 49% _
Below. poverty 1%
Pdverty to 2+~ noverty t 16

Over 2005 po: ¥ 27

BLACK : 33%
) Below poverty 11%
Poverty to 200% poverty ’ 11
Over 200% poverty 11

SPANISH- AMERICAN 11% .
Up to 200% poverty S T%
Over 2009 poverty . 4

100%




To develop the ee:g:riple f:reme, centralized telephone eei‘eéﬁi:ge?ee used,
Screening -i_nteﬁriewere, worked from batches of rejldemljfégenereted telephone
numbers uemg the area codes and prefixes of the central offices selected. - A
five-minute quastionnaire was developed to establish if the household was eligible
fo pertieipeie in the study (i.e., it eonteined at leeet’one ehﬂd under 1%); to

f
jdentify the person reepenelble g~ ~are of the 6hildren and to obtain the needed

demographic mfomietlon o o ’ .

. Appremxnately 25,000 screening interviews were eempleted, end )

19,075 identified households had children under 14. These heusehelds\ were
then divided 1nto two matched groups of reughly equal size fer use by the field
interviewers .m conducting the in-person interviews, That 15 the heueehelde

were assigned as matched pairs in which the interviewers attempted to obtain

W

an’interview with the first of the pair (up to four attempts each for eétting an
appointment and for actually carrying out the interview) before replacement with
r.he second name. This proeedure was used as ene ef several to minimiee bias -
in the overall methodology. Altogether, 6, 850 households were’ ‘used in obtaining
ﬂhe ‘4,609 intenriewe (the remainder were either beekup pairs, as deeeribed or ;\

upper-income whites fer which a portion of the eemple was not mailed to the

field due to the more tha:n emple yleld from telephone screening).

./ An overall eornpletmre rete of 67% was eehieved, with 953 (13. 9%)

refusals and 1, 285 (18. 8%) failuree to locate an eligible reependent *

The sample design, weighting eeleuletiene and field management pro-
cedures have each been the eubjeet. of a separate published report under this
contract. Therefore, the rernainder of this chapter is devoted only to eu,mmeryr '

_ . S . . i : "

discussions of these toplcs.

) *Ineluded in this e-ltegery are (1) moved from area, (2) yeungeet ehild
tumed 14 and (3) unable to eentaet after four tries.

3



. Discussion on the Sample Design

‘Tn a simple random-sample, all respondents have eéﬁal weight. Esti-
nates of total population characteristics are simply cgmputéd by working directly
from sample data to ;estimates for the total. For é}iample; if we want to learn
4o nmber of households having children under 14 years of age, aﬁd. a simple
erdmu sqmple of households showed that 36% of the sample had children in this
;lge grc)up, we would just multiply the total number of Census households
(67,469, EDD) by . 36 to get the total number of the households (24, BDQ 000) in the
population that have children i'ﬁ this age group.

If the sample size were, say, 1 000, the pmbability of any given hcmaa—

hold entermg the gsample would be one over 67,469, 2, Thus, each household

would represent 67,469, 2 (mcludmg itself). This ratio of 67,469.2to 1 is the

weight associated with each household in the sample of 1,000, Population

estimates of subgrtjups based on this sample can be derived by multiplying this
weight (67, 469, 2) times the number of applicable respcnses

" In many studies, hmvever, especially when scarce subpapulaticns are
snﬁght, simple random ‘saﬁiplir{g is impraéticalg Since the target r.spondents
would appear in the sample in the same _prdpz;rticm as their aécurrenee in the
i:cptal population, inordinately large, unwieldy and expeii,s:jve sample sizes would
be required to abtai,ﬁ- a reésonable number of caaes,fér-analya;§ 1f simple
randgm sampling were used, To reduce th{sainherent' limifaticﬁ, Etratifieé

samples are used, and the populations within strata are samplad clispropartmne

ately.

In this aurveyl interviews with parents who are members of mimﬁty’
ethnic groups as well as within the poverty, near-poverty, and other income
groups were sought, Tt is known through Census baseline data that the majority
of these target houscholds live in the central cities of metropolitan areas,
Thercfore, the garmnple waa designed to évm‘represunt those areas in the sample

14
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process. Asa rcsdlt, a disproportionately larger number of initial screening
contacts, and consequently of completed personal interﬁews; were conducted . -

in such central city areas.

To provide a nationwide distributibn of the final data’, the sample is
- alsg designed to represent each of the four Census regmns d;sprﬂportmmately
T hat is, the heavily- populated Northeast had relatively fewer mterwews as
a percentage of the total number of households than the balance of the country.
Conversely, the less densely populated Western Region was sampled ata

relatively higher ratio.

The basic I:iuilding bloé}{ of the sample dééig’i for thia study is the
pﬁmargrsaﬁ:pling unit, or PSU, I‘o:_thé purposes of this study, PSUs are
defined as | | i '

¢ Centrdl cities proper, within SMSAs i

e All counties in SMSAs exclusive of-central cities,
but including any portions of counties containing ‘
central cities that lie outside the central city proper; or-

" e Non-SMSA counties.

[

The tgml of Lounues in each of the a,bcxve thrce categorles cgn%tltutes

a separate substratum of the universe w1thm eaeh of the f.our Census regions |
(Northeast, South, Central and West). The (’;epsus reg;mns constitute -the four

| primary strata. In all, there were 12 strata (3 PSU types within each of ft::ur

Census regions).

The procedure for selecting’; the sample PSUs in each of t:he 12 strata
" was aimply to list_zﬂl‘the PSUs in a t:ontigu_dils geographical ’éequance, together
with the ;esgectivé’toi;a; numbers of housaﬁalds in each (as given by the latest
available Census rmiéi) . The cumulative total number of households was then
computed and listéd, going from the first‘té the last PSU in each stratum list,

If, for example, 12 ’SUs were needed to represent a given stratum, the total

15 : - :
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)

number of households in the stratum {s divided by the required numberof PSUs
(12). In the Noxtheast, Central City stratum, there are 6,199, 556 households.

Dividing this number hy 12 a sampling interval of 516,630 is attained. Then,

by selecting a random nurnber less than this sampling intarval ‘we determine

a Brartiug point :Fc;r selecting %he Bample PSUs Suppose the starting point num-
Ber v o3 71N, D%G_ The PSU corresponding to the 310, D4Dth hnusehold in the
©cumu’tive ‘isting becomes the first of the 12 PSUs sglected. The remaining PSUs
) in:‘e selected by adding the sampling interval to the Startmg painf and running

. a cumulative total in increments equal tc the samplmg mtewal The PSU
ccrrespo;zdugg tc each r‘umulat ve subtotal is selected mto the sample, ‘That is,

the sample PSUs are those whose cumulative subtotals of households contain the

respectwe cumulative subtotals Qomputgd using the sampling interval.

It is u‘npor‘taqt to point out that the p“@bablhty of a PSU caming into the
samplé is directly proportional to the nuinber of households it contains. If the
mlmher of households in a PSU is 1arger than the Earnplmg nterval, that PSU

ig included in the sample \Vlth certamty C- : 3

~ The ”certainty PSUS" represént z}nlyﬂthemselves and musi be treated
as a separate substratum, " The PSUs iﬁhat come 111 withlprolia:bilities less than-
certainty represent, theoretically, other PSUs that might have énte;;d the
samplé, but did not. "Data from such a PSU have to be weighted-up hecause
the PSU in which_the data wére cgllegtargl repregents several other PSUs in
addition to itself. Thus, it is necessary to apply différent weighti:lg procedures

for the certainty vs. the non-certainty P&Us

- Derivation of the Wéightmg

Two stages of weighting were thus necessarv in this study. The first
_ étage involved weighting the 25,000 screening interviews to the national house-
hold population total according to the inverse of the probabilities of selection.



‘target groupe w;thm each etratum

screenings.

/i

The second etage was baeed on eornple ed pereon=te=perean interviews fo correct

~for non-response and the dlepropoftmnete sampling of ethnic ehd low-income

&

First Stage Weighting

‘This procedure was subdivided according to the two types of PSUs
(certainty versus non-certainty). As we have noted, PSU selection was controlled
by probziblhtlee derwecfm pI‘OpOI‘tlQn to EIZE, 50 the.t any PSU with more house-

holds than the Seleetmn interval entered with a probablhty ecual to one (i.e.

certainty), and thoee with 1eee entered with probab,lh.ty less then one,

Table II-1 on the ‘next page summarizes the computetlon of the weights

for certamty PSUs. I“u'SL, note that each PSU had an assigned quote of

telephone ecreemng calls. The households w1th1n _any gwen PSU were eeleeted
by a random proeese whereby ell telephone houeeholde ina PSU have equel A
probability of entermg the sample. . To do th1 , all telephene central offices
(COs) or exehqngee in the PSU were listed, and a random selection of four COs

was made. By eppendmg a 1a,ndomly generated four- dlglt nyumber to the six- dlgrt

" CO number (lje., area eode plus exchange), as many rendemieecl telﬁphone

| nurnbere as needed were generated to complete the eeelgneci quote ef household

S

Columns 1 through 3 of Table II-1 summarize the process of estimating

how many houeehelde there were within each CO. First, a determination had

already been made of the proportion of "working banke" of numbers in each co -

or exchange. That is, e(I the possible 100 banks of numbers in a CO (l.e., 00XX
through 99XX), varying proportions were actually assigned to telephone eubecribere.
The figures in Column 1 are the respecctive proportions of working banks in each

of the four COs. This information was independently ohtained in edv.;mee of the
number-generating process. lehce, the computer could be programmed to rejeet )

any phone numbers in non-working banks,

! 2.7

17



BUTypel Fo -
™ Total Households = 500,000 . ' S o

' 0 R - (2) (3) ¢ ® 0
’ proportion ~  Proportion Non-Worklag - Eat. k. H./C 0
¢, 0,  Norking Banks (40 and Yon-Household "(¥ig) _ o () . i el W

i

SIS} 05 0.20

Q00 ©75) (-0 w6000 0088 10 LD
050 00 (10,000) (0.50) (1-0.30) #3500 0,209 30 4160.0

T 1,00 0,50 (10,000) (L,00) (1-0.50) = 5000 0299 30 5980.0 -

O 8 0 O (10,000) (0.25) (1-0.10) = 250 013 160 Wwe.7

bl ..

‘Ni = 16,750 (4)

1) (X14); The proportion of y@:iiﬁg-bsnks raé:esgn:: the proportion. of two ﬁigi; codes Bf;?lﬁh central office in wﬁizh
Mo rapidentis] telephone nusbers ere sssigned, (Thete {s a total of 100 possible tvo diglt codes. ) :
¥ ) ! ! ' N | i 7 . . . : ! i
2) (14§); The proportion of nor vorking and non househald numbers in each Eiéhsnge {s estinated from the actual final
" itaposicions of all calls attepted n each central office. o

3) (¥i3)} The estinated total number of residentihl telephone héu}ghnlds in each exchange 18 caliulated by the following
fornula, (There ate 10,000 possible nusbers In every taliphone central office.) Nij » (10,000) (%)) (1.0-Y1§)

~ 4) (Ni); The total estinated residential householda in the sample central office selected for that PSU,
") (rif); The proportion of households;: contributed by each central office; rif = *ijlﬂi

6) nij; The auber of c&j%lnted'aégaening intervievs in each central office,

1) W5 The velght assdgned to esch coupletad scrooung fnterviev; V1) » J00,000 .
. o o] L
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W1th1n a given working bank, there are varymg prapcftmna of non-
working numbers and non-household npmbers. This quantlty was directly
measured through the screening process, and a'recnrd was kept of the
‘OthEOI’IIE, or dl-:.puanmn, of each rundom number d,la,led The figures in
Column 2 represent the ;‘esg_ectlvbe proportions of nonshcusehold and non-work-

ing numbers that were thus ascertained within each CO,

Column 3 gives the eshmated number c:sf househalds in each central’

office. The maximum pc»sslble nu,mber is 10,000. By applymg the prapart;oﬂs

f Columns 1 and 2 to thlS maxlmum figure, the estimated numbers in Column 3

weiﬁe derived. . The contribution of each CO is represented in Column 5 as the

proportion of the sum (‘,N = 1§3_j75()) of all houseimlds in the four COs,:

’Ihfz final weight aaagn;d each screer gd mu%eh@d in a’ CC) was -’

determined as a furiction of the nu;nber of households represented by each

; samp-le,household@ - This wsis computed as fol_lows:‘

e Allocate the.total number of households in the PSU
. (500,000 in this example) among the central offices
in proportion to the numbers of households per '
central office (500,000 * rij).-

e Divide the result for each CO by the number of screening
interviews conducted:in that CO, This gives the weight,
or number of households, represcnted by each household
screened, : o

i N !_

500,000 = 1,
v ij

i My .

In the cases whéifé the PSUS hav‘e been selected with probabifity af less.
than 1, it was neccssaxy to apply an add1tiona1 weight to each hausehald, smee
the sample PSUs- represent all households within their stratum. To 111ustrate

‘this procedure, let us examine an gxemplafy stratum (Table II-2), 'I‘he numbms

L3
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of haﬁsehgld_s in each PSU are.listed in Column 1, and the weights assignéd*i;b
each sé’raéniﬁg interview by central foice are listed in Column 2. The'pro-
éeélure for calculation of the weights in Column 2 is idexifical to tlieprocedure
in the previéus example.

The population of households in the s‘émpla PSUs-is 505,000, but the-

total number of households in the stratum is 2,020,000,  The magnitude of the

additional weight is determined by dividing the total nuriber of households in

the stratu,m'by the total guzﬁber’ of hcusehéldjs in the sample PSUs:

o 12,020,000 - 4 o
’ : 505,000

Thus, the initial weight for each interview in the stratum must be increased by -

~ a factor of four (Célumn' 3).

TABLE 1I-2

T ;3
— - | Initial
Number of  Central | Weight Weight
Households ~ 0ffices | M1J
150,000 ' '

1 15 60 '
. 2 38 152
PSU 3 3 20 80
4 5 20

T 0-10
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Second Stage Weighting: . -

screening interviews. A further

" The first %tage weight applied only

weight had to be applied to all completed personal interviews.to account for
complétjon rate and oversampling within the ethnic-income strata.

‘Table II-3 represents a hypothetical distribution of identified house-
holds and completed interviews with these households for one region. (N =

households identified by screening interviews; n = completed personal interviews.):

TABLE 11-3 | |
NHITE _ BLACK __ SPANISH. . OTHER

- Beloy N=100  N=150° N=100 " N=75
- Poverty 1=175 n =125 n= 90 n'= 60
Level )
Poverty to N =326 N =175 N = 150 N = 90
+200% of n=200 n=15 _ n=125 n = 80
Poverty Level , "y .
Over ~ N =475 N =175 © N =125 N =110
200% of . n=200 n=150 " n =100 ri = 100
Poverty Level . _

The difference between the campleted interviews (n) and the total
identified households (N) is due to the combined effer;.ts of cnmpletian rate: and
purpuseful oversamphng or undersampling. I‘or instance, the cell ccntaining
white households abave 300‘% of poverty, level includes many mc:re screened_ :
households than wﬁere sought in the personal interviewing phase.. To illus-

" trate the praeedurg, let us examine two interviews, one con \uct)c%d ina

!

hous_ehéld with a black head of house with an income "belfovq‘ p“gveﬁy level'



Y
-, am:l one in a white household w:.th an*inccma bet’ween "poverty and 200% of

pnveﬁ:y 1evel" (near paverty), as shown in ’Iable -4,

£

© TABLE 11-4
- st 2nd

Central | Stage Stage | Total
... | Offices | Weight | Weight Weight

BLACK | o1

Below ngerty 212-XXX 1950 125 © 2340

* WHITE - T | 325, |

8 . ) - S |

; Column 1 1dent1fles the CO in which the initial screening interviews
,were conducted. Column 2 gives the. t'1rst stége we1ght (the firat stage weighting
p-récedu‘rg_as outlined in the previous section). The secqnd stage welght is
calculated by dividing the total households within a cell (Table II-4) by the
number of éomplerted personal interviéws obtained. th;éé there 18 one gﬂd

. for eaeh region, this entails the calculation of 48 _second stage weights (1z fQI'
.each of the four regions). The final weight assigned to each interview is

" obtained by taking the pmduct of the first and second stage waights

: _ As a result, ‘each observation reeeivgd a final weighting faeté,f pro-
jectix‘ié in a tough conceptual sense the number of U,S. households represented

by a given interview.

Unless otherwise nate@d‘i all élafa reported here are population esti-
mates derived ‘ag the sum of the applicable weights The fact that one or two

Qbservatians with high weights may auggést apparent annmalies 111 extremely

small cells should be kept in mind, particularly when interpreting pumbers




—»occurrmg in the tails of distributions. By the same token, the reader should
rbear in mmd that the mean weight is about 5, SDD 50 tha.t 3 population pro;;eetmn
‘of 100,000 is probably based on only about 20 raw records from a sample of
4,609 households. The \}atiiabilitg}a,df lawer estimates, in particular, is rela-

tively high, as wé shall demonstrate below.
i .

¥+ .

Estimations of Sampling Error

“One of the distinct disadyantages of Stratified probability sampling ,,
*’ s that the apphcatmn of "common'' statistical techniques is-significantly
more complex than 111 51mp1a random des1gns The use Df raw data V
15 generally unsatlsfactory due to the biaaes Gf dlSpI’OpQI‘thDEtE clustered

samplmg, when wmnhtmg is used, the theoretmal probablhty of errors in

the we:lghts assumes dDHllIlanEE.

"To be sure, the theoretical methodglagy for estlmatmg the variabllity
. of welghted estlmites is known_and is accordmgly cletaﬂed in the Fmal Repart
on Sampling Design under this gpntract. However two' problerns preclude 1ts }

direct appiicatidn . e . "

g
1

FlI‘St probability thec»ry holds that the overall sample variance for a

given Varlate is Qalv:ulated by using the compcssﬁe nf the variances within the
several strata.. Gcmpcunding the stratzﬂeatian by region, by race, by inc0me
class and by cert-amty and non-certainty PSU types, there are fully 132 strata to
this sample. While it is conceptually easy to derive an unbiased estimate of
‘variance from a probability sample, the resources required wguld prclublt
performing calculations separately for (m this case). approximately 500 variables
- across 128 strata, Further, these variables would have to have been

subdivided by categories based on other variables. Clearly, a less cumbersome

~trule of thumb' was needed,

=
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Seccmd wheze a high non-response (fm]jre to lﬂcate or attam an

interview from an 1dent1f1&d prekusly—screened househeld) was experiem?ed
~ within an already undersampled central office, respandents within that CD

"weré by defimtmn assigned extremely hlgh weights. To reduce the efféets _
of E}Et‘i eme varlablhty in the weights, we designed and perfarmed a moderate
e:gfponenti.ﬂ transformation (smoathmg) of the vector of weighta such that all
new.val'ues werla within one standard devia*tion Df.thé mean of the Qriginal vectar- |

The net EifECL of this transformation was a reductmﬂ in the meanésquara
error at the cost of infroducing some small bias. To minimize this bias, the
aamoothmg {vas perfcrmed se?ara'tcly within each of the 16 sample subt;atega;:ies

contréliing for race and income level, *

The most satisfactory soiuf:i_cn to obtaining an approximation of the

sampling variai;ility in this case was obtained through analyzing the variance within

the Sample:by_simulating the effects of tajt,lng a number of small samples. The
methodology used niay be'summarized as follows: j -

%
5

Assunie that:

e The sample (4,609 interviews) is, in effect, k
samples of size 4,609/k, each with the same

‘ design.
e Givena panulatmn vari ate X, k ndagendent .
estimates | A - A :
Kl XE ces }fk may be obtained.

- ‘ - . 4
*While this bias cannot be determined theoretically because the calculation
ig intractable, empirical comparisons between 1old'" and "new' weighted
prajeetions were made using large sample proportions (i.e., p >.35) with
very stable results, :

“

™



- It is clear that their common variance (o 2) is:
‘ 1 ‘ :

. R 12 ; N
J : 'jg T 'E_ {.};.["t - T: Z xJ 3 - T~

[

and-that the variance of the pooled sample estimate - -
' ' A 1eQ
X = TE X'
is . o .
ot/ k -

of ;x,, it is kncwn as a T@;ey Plan," ac:cmfdlng to W, Edwa.z;ds lig_émmg,;, and is a
,d@cumented technique in common usage, * 'H’awever, ‘the instant design does not
really pm\flde 10 equwalent eshmates of X, since althDugh there are ample second
stdge Lmlts the first stage of sampling does ng% provn:le Suifmlent I‘Ephcatmns
..Bu,t. expene,nce indicates that in such a survey, with only about 4, 600 second

stage umts drawn from a large number of primary umts (25, DOD) the source

of rnost variance occurs bgtwgen second stage units. Thus,, an approximation of the

?ukey Plan was used to obtain estimates of the vanability of the full 'Saﬁiple—,‘hy:f

oo N . th .
where: }{m is m'h independent (subsa’mple)
' 2 estlmate Df X, -

a

ﬁ;,is the mean of the }{ and . .

. \/T is the factor roughly allowing for .
the fact that the'10 subsamples are
not truly independent since the first

- stages were not replicated,

*See, for example, W, Edwards Deming, Sample Designs in Eusiness !
Research, John Wiley and Sons, 1960, ’ . g

- E
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Procedurally, observations were {ivst sorted in the descending order
of their weights and assigned cell.values from one to 10 in repeating sevies.  An

=l

on-line computer package was then written to permit generalized data selection

i

upon which the 10 estimates were made and to ealeulate the respective variance

K

- the eatimates.

Tigure 2-1, on the lollowing page, is an approximate plotting of the
standard error of population estimates based upon 50 points calculated from the
dita. To déffive this curve, estimaiea—: were made on the basis of classes of
variables identified according to obgerved prapartiah&: to obtain a satisiactory

range and density ol points,

As an example of interpreting this graph, where a population projection
(I:\f) is given subsequently in this report of, say, 9 million households, the
approximate standard g’rror of the estimate is abhout 250, 000 households
(plus or minus). Since the sample is relatively large, and we may thus assume
an appr@ximateiy normal distribution, the i::robsbility that % wiil differ from
X by more than this amount is about one in three. There is only about a 5%

chance that the estimate is off by more than 500,000 (20).

In addi%ion to Figure 2-1, the computer rountine was used throughout
the analysis to estimate the standard errors on specific statistics and to test
for significance of comparisons, It should be noted, however, tha percentages
and other ratios computed within subgroups of the sample are likz!y to be more
reliable than the ratios of the absolute standard errors of the estimates (in

relative terms) since for logical (0-1) variables we have:

q‘
>
—
|

> 1
\U
s,
-
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Figure [I-1, Approximate Standard Errors of Absolute Population Prc)jectians.'
(In millions of households)



In surveys based on a universe of telephone houscholds, three com-
ponents of bias arige from the screening methodology. The first is known as
the distributional component and occurs because the incidence of telephone

ownership differs amony sociocconomic subgroups.

For exaniple, telephone ownershlp in the New York City SMSA is lower
among black households than white households (88.9%). Within the black house-
holds, telephone penetration varies from 53. 2% among those with income below
the poverty level to 75. 50, among those whosc income is higher than 150% of the
poverty level. The pattern also varies geog graphically, with the rural South, for

example, having lower than average penctr.ition.

BGQJU‘%E of these variations, sample llflt.ﬁ from telephone screenings
projected to estimates for the total population Llnd@l‘btdtL the rasults for
groups characterized by low t(,lephone ownership, unless thay are ld]usted to

correct for this distributional bias, With such data, reliable estimates can be

made of the size of sclected popuiation subgroups, such as those cited above,
and corresponding adjustments can be made in projections derived from tele-
nhone data, providEd they are based on standard demographic characteristics

\

or other dat'l reported by the Census.

The effect| of any distributional bias component i8 mitigated by the
present study design, since the s‘ample design controls the distribution of the
demographic subgroups of interest in the population, Because this survey was
controlled for etlmicity, income and geographic areé. the weights tend to

equalize the Samp]ﬁ data with the population distributions.

" A second cﬁncéptual k'md Df hias is the "reliability" associated with
l

the methods of inte ulgwmgj As a measure of possible reliability bias, the study

design provided for pérsgml interview confirmation of key household chirac—
teristics obtained from the telephone screening.

2-18
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In pretesting thv main survey instrument, 201 houscholds were inter-
vitwed in person. During these interviews, we verified the three prineipal
sample cell control eriteria that were,used to sclect the respondents for the pre-
test,  Comparisons between telephone and personal interview data prove
satisfuctory. IFurthermore, in the sampling plan, three studies comparing
telephone interview versus personal interview data were cited, revealing only :
trivial differences between the methods. Reliability bias through telephone

interviewing is thought to be very small.

The third component of possible bias is that arising out of attitudinal
or hehavioral differences that may or may not exist between telephone and non-
tel ic households of otherwise similar characteristics. Available compari-

son stuw.es have révealed no significant differences.

Missing Data

’ Missing data or item non-response restilting from; refusals, "don't knows"
and, very occasionally, collection, coding and keypunching errors always arc
troublesome problem in survey rescarchQ Whenever weighting is used to pro-
ject actual estimates of the universe, non-response introduces not only bias in
estimates of population means and proportions, but has the additional effect of
Jowering absolute projectéd numbers,

%

T'o rtunat(_ly, the observed non=-response for most of the questionnaire
items in this study is near trivial. Household income contitutes the most

serious problem, with a non-response rate of 11.5%, most of which were refusals.
A commensurate non-response rate was expericnced when respondents using

day care cente IS, nursery schools or care by non-relatives in other than the

children's own homes were asked if the prm&der was licensed. The relatively
low completion rates experienced here were generally due to lack of k:ic:wledgeg
2-19
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There arc several common ways of dealing with missing data. Tirst,
an additional cell ('non-response! or '"'missing') can be added to each class
varinble. We do not favor this approach because, although marginal totals are
preserved, proportions (e.g., percentages) are distorted. In addition, non-
response can be artificially allocated according to observed proportions. In
some cases, non-responsge has been allocated according to the observed pro-
portions and this fact is noted. In other cases, particularly tables giving

percentages, no allocation has been made.

32
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Scotion I
ANALYTIC FRAMEWORK

Before we proceed to the gubstantive results of the study, it is useful
to have a clear understanding of the characteristics of the sample households
as well as the definitions and distributions of the principal independent variables

used. This chapter is devoted to these purposes.

In general, this volume comprises population measurement and
descriptive research. In other words, we are interested primarily in learning.
how much child care is used, and by whom. A general listing of the goals of
this report would include answers to the following questions:

e What forms or arrangements of child care are in current

use, and at what proportions are they used?

e How can child care be defined to satisfy the
. h(,urlstxcally -held concept of "Exgmflcz.mt” or
important usage ?

@ Who are the child care consumers ?

e What patterns of usage can be identified by population
subgroups ? '

e What are the costs of child care to the consumer?

e What transpor‘tatiah arrangements are used?

Thus, we have endeavored to include a core of data and analyses
describing the current child care market from the very broad national per-

spective of all households with children under 1% years of age. The "whys"

3-1
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and the "wherefores,' including the attitudes, opinions, preferenc.. and reasons

behind consumption, are covered in Volume IIL.

Characteristics of the Respondents

Respondents were selected under an extreme sex bias. That is, the
preferred respondent was d_efinedi in all cases, as the female primarily respon-
sible for care of the children. Married males in two-parent households were

mterwewed in only a handful of cases (n = 19).

The weighted distribution of respondents by sex is reported below in
Table TII-1. Given the overwhelming proportion of females shown, together with
the distribution of household relationships presented subsequently in this section,
it can reasonably be construed that, for analytical purposes, the term ''respon-
cent' is virtually synonymous with "mother." Only 22 interviews involved un-
marricd m,llc— as heads of houscholds. * Furthermore, 4,539 of the 4,609 house-
holds interviewed included a son ol & dﬂughtu‘ under 14. Appra}ﬂmately 2% of
the re%pondenta were grandparcnts, md most of the remaining household exhibited
other close 1(313110:1 hip structures (¢.g., respondents' siblings, nieces,
nephews, etc.).

TABLE ITI-1
SEX OF RESPONDENT-

) rgﬁréjééﬁed B ) ' ) ]
- _Sex_ | Households® __ Percent
Male ' 182 0.7
Female 24,196 J _99.3
TOTAL 24,378 | 100.0

1Reported in th;uégﬁdé

~¥The observed rate of single-parent male-headed households is substantially
~lower than that reported by the Census for all households, This can be attributed
at least in patt to the selection criterion that households contain younger children,
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unit basis for interviews in this study. This fact, coupled with the non-standard
selection of houscholds with children under 14, tends to hinder comparison with

most baseline population data.

A weighted distribution of the ageé of respondents is given in Table III-2, -
The mean age of the respondents was 33.8 years, and approximately 90% fell within
the «:ustomﬁry childbearing ages of 18 to 45, The modal category, '"26-35," con-
tained nearly half (47, 4%). '
' TABLE III-2
AGE OF RESPONDENT

Projected R
Age ___ Households® Percent

Under .18 a7 0.2

18 13,812 | 15.7

]
N
o

26 - 11,530 47.4

36 - 45 | 6,647 | 27.3

1
Ly
m

46
- 56 - 64 222 ’ 0.9

[
on
o

1,973 8

65 & Up 78 0.3

*Reported in thousands
The great majority (82.2%) of respondents were married (Table III-3).

Less than 1% 'reported their spouses were physically absent from the household.
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TABLE ITI-3

MARITAL STATUS

~ Projected

o Status . Households* Percent

Married

Never Married
Separated
Divorced

Widowed

20,027
686
1,301
1,722

82.2 -
2.8
5.3 .
7.1

2.6

TOTAL 100.0

~ *Reported In Thonsands
That the sample is very traditional, géﬁerally’, iz an important obser-

vation. The fnarital status of respondents, for example, is a good measure of

the number of "pareﬁts” in the housechold, In other words, if the respondent

is not currently m;rried (i. e., spouse absent), this may be construed as a

virtual, albeit imperfect, indicator of aﬁsiﬂgle -parent home situation. For

this reason, tabulations of a given item are usually not presented by- both

marital status and "single parent/two parent" to ayoid duplicative excess volume.
A dichotomized marital statﬁs-variable, entitled ""current marital status,

is used frequently throughout this Ijelzart,i The class "'currently married"

denotes married houséholds with spouse present. The complement "not

currently married” (or ""currently unmarried") compfisgs those who are either

divorced, separated (spouse absent), widowed or never married.

3-4
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Race and Ethnicity

‘As explained in Scetion 1I, the sampling plan was designed to embrace
disproportionally large :aumbers of minority and low-income interviewees via
planned oversampling. In both cases, the e goal of attaining sufficient raw inter-

views to support detailed analysis of these population subgroups was achieved.
il .

Race was recorded from observation where the interviewer was able
to make certain dLLtﬁI"I‘I‘llndtIOnS Where there was doubt, the respondent was

asked to sclect the gppmprmte racial category,

Race and ethnic characteristics were recorded only for respondents.
It is therefore an explicit analytical assumption throughout this report that the
respondent's race may be attributed to all members in the houaehald particu-
lal‘ly where patterns of Chlld care usage have heen Urpressed as distributions

of children by race or ethnmlty

Both raw and projected distributions of respondents by! race are given
in Table II-4 to emphasize the import of the oversampling. The unweighted
sample space for racial minorities (N 1,602) is demonstrably adequate for

the partitioned analysis intended.

TABLE 111-4
RESPDNDENT S RACE )
. Raw | Projected | Adjusted
Raﬁ«:g’ | Interviews Households* | Percent
; White 3,006 19,559 80.2
" Black 1,429 | 3,575 | 14
American Indian o 52 462 1.9
Asian American 36 : 337 1.4
TOTAL 4,608 24,389 100.0

“*Reported in thousands

0



A second questionnaire item identified respondents who perceived them-

gselvles as Spanish, Results from this question are given in Table II-5. The

question was not asked of American Indians or Asian~Americans.

TABLE III-5

~ ETHNICITY: SPANISH BACKGROUND

- Cf e lﬁf"t:ojé;::téd :
) S?famf’i ??ﬁ;ﬁkgfmund Households* | Percent

Mexican-American . 690 3.0
Puerto Rican 197 0.9
0f other Spanish heritage 430 1.9

Not of Spanish background 21,732 94.3

TOTAL 23,048 100.0

*Reported in thousands
Finally, a summary variable was constructed from both the race and
Spanish ethnicity variables, ;:;15 shown in Table II-6. The logicé.l methodology
used in cambixﬁng these items held that Spanish ethnicity takes prici.ty over
race m summary classification.
TABLE 111-6
RACE/ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION

. Category - ‘Egggz‘;;]egs* Percent

White _— 18,312 75.1
Black a S 3,507 144 |

Spanish o 1,316 5.4
Other -~ _ng_g | _5.1
TOTAL 24,389 10040

o . T *Reported in thousands
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Household Size and Structure

The sample households ranged in size from two (by definition) to 15

(Table II-%), The modal size was four members (Mean = 4, 46), tending to con-

‘firm the image of the "typical American family." TFewer than one in 20

(4.2%) consisted only of mother and child, a structure that may he assumed to

represent a care-demanding circumstance, at least for non-public-assistance

hDI:l,S eholds,

TABLE III-7

TOTAL FAMILY SIZE

" Number of
~ Family Members o

FFDjeéted'_
Households*

rri“Perceptf

f "3

0o o~

o]

4.2
23.0
32.6
20.5
10.3
5.1
2.2
0.9
0.5
0.5
0.1 b

T3 8 0.0
14 0 0.0
15 2 _0.0
TOTAL 24,390 100.0
T S *Repm*bed”m th&usaﬂdg
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synonymous with that of ”fﬂmily” since

In the broadest sense, the co.. K of "household'" is very nearly

lewer than 1% containcd unrc’rlated meme-

bers. The proportional distribution o relationships shown in T lxblc aI-8
merits particular clarification smcg’pereerxtages do not reflect the absolute
number of persons of a given rélﬁtionship Instead, flgures represent the
relatmnshlp, For example, while an estimated 77.6% include at leastpne son,
some include more.than one son. Glven that the categories are not exclusive,
the percentages do not, of course, add up to 100%,
‘ TABLE III-8

PROPORTION OF HOUSEHOLDS CONTAINING MEMBERS

OF A GIVEN RELATIONSHIP

Relationship to ’ Projected C
Respondent Houscholds® ‘ Ferc§nt

Self (Male) 182 0.7
Self (Female) . 28,186 © 99,2
Husband 19,960 § B1.8
Wife o 100 0.4
Son 18,920 77.6
Daughter - 17,655 . 72.4
Brother 2 1.0 o
Stster Cwo E
Father 280 . N B
Mother ’ ‘ 132 1.0
Grandson ' _ 270 1.1

) Granddaughter ' 34 1.3
Grandfather 2 L0
Grandmather 94 0.4
Nephes | 103 0.4
Nfece x 109 0.4
Uncle . 32 , 0.1
Aunt . ' 64 T 0.3

: Other Relatives . 0.2 *
Unrelated Persons 151 0.6 .
Unknown relatfonships . — _f‘”
3 TﬁTAL'. 24,390 100.0% '

*Raported in thousards

40
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From this probability distribution, it is clear that at least nine of 10
families are styled after traditional models consisting of parents and children.
About 80% are two-parent nuclear families.
- . : = . / .
Table III-9-shows a second similar probability-of-relationship distri-
buticn limited to childré’n under 14. - Except for sons and daughters, only gland=

children are. represented at greater th:an a 1% probability.
TABLE I11-9

. PROPORTION OF HDUSEHOLDS CONTAINING CHILDREN
UNDER 14 OF A GIVEN RELATIONSHIP '

“Relationship to | Projected |
Respondent ﬁpuset}q’lrdisf 7 Pem:ent.w
Son 17,048 69.9
Daughter 16,061 " 65.9
i quthe;‘ j 1 ' - 19 D;Ir
Sister : | 31 | 0.1 V.
~Grandson 270 | 1.1 /';
Granddaughter 307 13 |
Nephew 5. 0.3 °
Nece - | e 0.3 /
’ Other relatives 9 0.0/
Unre']ated persons P 25" . D.AT/"
. | unknown relationships 69 #/3
CTOTAL 24,{383 1000




b

=

TABLE III-10

NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN THE HDUSEHO&E

an observed maximum of nine children (Table III-10)

Nuﬁber of
- Children

Projected
Hcpsgbq}ds* 7

~ percent

1,
2

*
11

w0 0 ™ o~

- TOTAL

© 9,522
8,995
3,970
1,288

408
16
84
4

24,390

‘ ”39;

i
O O W Oy W W W o

100.0

*Reported in thousands

" The distribution of children by age is presented in Table II-11,



TABLE II1-11
DISTRIBUTION OF CHILDREN BY AGE

riFrDjeéted
Childfeg*

 Percent

Under 3 (Subtotal) 0 8,00 16.9

Ll
-
(]
i
O
Loy
[oe]

. Under 1
1 | o 2,667 5,

LI

2 3,195 6.7

3-5  (Subtotal) 10,749 _22.4

5w

6-9 (Subtotal)

as]
L%

. - -
I
jm]
LS}
~d
[

9 . 3,576

_ 7
10-13  (Subtotal) P 15,148 - 31.6~
= B };!E

10 3,717 7.7

no | 402 8.4
12 a 3,808 | 7.9

13 . 3,60C | 7.5
TOTAL 47,563 © 100.0.

“*Reported in thousands




Ecanomic _and Empl@y‘ment Characteristics

More than 90% (22. 2 million) Df households with children under 14
receive at least some economic support from canle or mére housel{old member
(Table I1I-12). - Of these, approximately 87% contain male respondents or
husbands cantributingisupport, and 419 include breadwinning female respondents
" orwives. No other household member, related or unrelated, contributes with
‘sufficient frequency to merit generalization. Threef-quafters report no finan-

‘cial support from external sources (Table I11-13).

A fourth, or raughly 6 million, receive additional financial suppurt
. from outside the household, Among the sources tabulated are support from
an estranged spouse (6.9%) and Aid to Families with Dépendent Children
(AFDC‘. -6.7%). The categories "other public welfare' (4, 5%) and "other govern-
ment source' (6, 9%) are generally undefined, - including food stamps, the "adult"
welfare categories (blind,v disabledi old age assistance), Social Security,
veterans benefits, general assistance, Meéicaid anﬁ, myriad other assistance
© programs, |

A distribution Df the gross annual household cash income ir shgwn in
Table EI—14 This item. (Question 67) yielded the lowest response rate (88, 5%)
of all the basu:- survey variables due primarily to refusals. The readeft is
therefore cautioned that non-response allocations are influential in interpreting
illGDi‘llE?liDl;Ed s‘tatisticsi V

[

A second income variable, poverty status (Table I1I~15), was con-
structed as a function of gross income and household size using the inter-agency
government pgvertysleve’i tables of April 30, 1975. Since farm households
could not be identified on the Easis of questionnaire data,';figures for nons—faif.!ﬁ

3-12
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TABLE III-12

PROPORTION OF HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING FINANCIAL
SUPPORT FROM MEMBERS OF A GIVEN RELATIONSHIP

3-13

-~ - —
Relationship to Projected 7
Respondent Households* Percent
Self (Male) 144 : 0.7
Self (Female) 8,986 | 40.5
Husband 19,076 '86.1
Wife 55 iP,E
Son 205 70;9‘
Daughter 133 0.6
Brother 28 0.1
Sister 37 0.2
Father ) 46 0.2
Mother 109 0.5
Grandson 0 0.0
Granddaughter 0 0.0
Grandfather 3 0.0
Grandmother 43 0.
Nephew - 7 0.0
Niece 0 0.0
Uncle 2 0.0
Aunt _ 0 0.0
‘Other Relatives 7 0.0
Unrelated Persons i 57 0.3
Unknown relationships _2 ( __0.1
TOTAL 22,166 1 100.0%

*Reported in thousands




TABLE 111-13
%

SOURCES OF FINANCIAL SUFPORTiOF CHILDREN FROM

OUTSIDE OF THE  HOUSEHOLD

e - 77?Eajeéted -
o L 7§?Pr§?§ ___[|touseholds* | Percent

. Spcuse or ex-spouse (outside of your household)
i - . B

. Relative (outside of your household)
Other ‘person (outside of your household)
Government payments br~§ubsidies expresé&y for child care
Income tax deducticns for child cafe paymeﬁts

Work Incentive Program (WIN) ®
idfﬁid Fér Dependent Children o
Other public we]Fare'program

Other government source (Veterans Administration,
Social Security, etc.)

Other private agency or organization

{ None

1,686 6.9
-170 0.7
42 0.2
312 1.3
250 1.0

1,639 6.7
1,099 4.5
1,670 6.9

0 0.0
18,569 76.4
24,304 100.9

*Reported in thousands



, _ TABLE I11-14
‘> e ANNUAL INCOME OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLD

- T Projected
Households* | Percent

Incoge Class

Under $2,000 200 0.9
§2,000-2,999. 0 | 1.6
+'3,000-3, 999 S - 804 3.7
© 4,000-4,999- | 7ae 3.4

5,000-5, 999 | 937 . 4.3

o
by
.

6,000-6,99 | 1an
7,000-7,999 893
8,000-8,999 ’ 847~

L= L% ] -
L]

9,000-9, 999 " 900 .2

10,000-11,999 . 2,713 | 12.5

12,000-14,999 3,965 18.3

20,000 and up 3,693 17.0

15,000-19,999 4,416 20.4

CTOTAL 21,624 100.

*Reported in thousande

47 _ ; ‘
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TABLE 111-15

ANNUAL INCOME OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLD IN
~ RELATION TO POVERTY LINE

o Afaen ﬁ%éjecteé
Inccmewciafsis” Households* | Percent

Below poverty ’ . 3,212 - 14.9
Poverty to 200% poverty 5,285 ~ | 28.4
3

Over 200% poverty - 13,127 60.7

TOTAL 21,624 | 100.0

*Reported in thousands
Poverty level criterion ‘as a function of family size is as follows:

L ‘ - Family Size . Poverty Level
' $3,410
4,230

5, 870,

2
3
4 5,050
5
8 6,690

'

For each additional member, $820 is added, These figuresgaré‘ used by
the Department of Labor and Bureau of the Census for nén;fann families in the
continental United States and became effective April 30, 1975. o

The three categories shown (below poverty, above poverty but less than
200% of poverty and above 206% of pc:vefty) are particularly related to federal
policy research since eligibility for various programs and benefits is determined
by the poverty level, - Furthermore, the three classes égrrespond, if only
very roughly, to the vernacular notion of "poor, " ,_)"margimfl" (Fr "near poor')
and 'mon-poor" (or middle class) households. Consequently, this construct
variable is used more};;rcminently thun simple income in our analyses.

3~16
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Because child care usage, particularly the more formal lﬂnd, is

so often job 'rel_a}i:ed, ‘household employment charaféfgristics agsume a quintes-

sential role in our description of the s_amﬁla universe. With this in mind, ‘it is

important to note that.over a third of thé‘ respondents are employed at least

part-time, with nearly a quarter haldmg full- tlme ]obs (Table III-16). Includ- .
‘ mg those who are enrolled in school or ]Ob trammg pmgrams (Table III- 17),

some 9, 6 million estimated housebolds contain pe rsons w1th work or educatmmﬂ

commitments who also provide child c_a,:re.

- TABLE 111-16

! RESPONDENT'S EMPLOYMENT STATUS
I o T ﬂl’iréje;éfté-dl T
L SEEUS .4 | Households* | Percent
Full-time " | o573 23.6
1. part-time - f BRI I PR
) | CTOTAL | 24,309 100.0
K ;  *Reported in thowsands
TABLE 111-17
ENRDLLMENT STATUS Jiv SCHOOL OR JOB TRAINING
— o ,77" o T 7P;‘¢;.rjecteidi 1 T
_ Status . Households* | Percent
Full-tine | 960 | 4.0
‘Part-time ’ 1,124 4.6
Neither 22,192 914
TOTAL - 24,276 100.0
o " #Reported in thousands
) 3-17
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variable '"'respondent's employment status' is used extensively. The category .
"employed" refers to those employed both. full-time and part-time. The second

class, "not employed, " is so labeled to distinguish it from the térrn "unemployed, "

which is often construed in labor statistics to denote members of the labor

market who are seeking work but unable to find it,

1

. Agprgjzimgi\;ely nine out of 10 c::f_thé spouses (i,e., '"husbands") were

employed on a :ﬁ;lleti\n%e basis (Table OI-18). An estimated 6.4% were

not employed, a figuré roughly commensurate with the national unemployment

rate,

- TABLE I11-18

‘%

 SPOUSE'S EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Projected

Statgs o - . | Households* | Percent | . .

Full=time S e 18,168 . 90.8
. Fa;tit'ime; ) . _ 567 2.8

Neither , : 1,283 6.4
TOTAL 20,017 | 100.0

- \a_y,_
MA\;: - . 50 . |
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Definition of Child Care ,Ugggg

The single-most elusive attribute of the data lies in arriving at a truly
satisfactory definition of "child care. " The Iallawmg are aﬁlong the poss;ble '

definitions supported by the c:l;ita-

care, even if very occasi@nally, including casual care by the
spouse, an older sibling or even the respondénts at their place
of work. This ﬂefmltmn, obviously, is only of passing interest
from an analytical viewpoint and embraces ab@ut 90% of house-
holds :

. Users Qf Methods Erternal to the Household Households
’ or children using or receiving care from one or more of
nine types involving caregivers or institutions not included
in the immediate family nucleus. These principal types are
(1) in-home care by a relative, (2) ig;hoﬁié care by a
non-relative, (3) ""other-home' care by a relative, (4)
""other-home'" care by a non-relative, (5) nursery and pre-
schools, (6) day care centers, (7) cooperative programs, .
(8) before and after school care programg and (9) Head-
start. Since very little data weré gathered on 1ntra=household
care, the term "user" ‘denotes, except where otherwise
. noted, households or chlldren using one or more of these
'fvxarrangements

e Main ‘Method: Respondents using one or more of the nine

pnnmpal types listed above were asked to select one as
thexr most 1mpartant or "rna:m" method This variable is

is, in addltlon used as a key or frame of refe;enéa -in the

Stfucture of the questionnaire. _—

e  Children Averagmg Oneor More Hours per Week: Some

~ - respondents Teport.that their children receive care So-

I infrequently as to "average' less than an hour per week.
Where mean hours are given for "users,' as well as in
certain other tables (appropriately noted), these observa-
tions are deemed intractable and are accordingly dropped.

\

51
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' Ghildren Usmg a ”Substaﬁtial" Level of Care Any
classification of care into "substantial" versus 'casual"
is, of course, arbztrary For the purposes of assess-
ing the structure of what we might term (very cautiously)
the child care industry, a cutoff point of 10 hours is
proferred, supported by argument, and used.

e Full-time Care; Thirty hours is used as the criterion-
far full-time equivalent care,

® Market Cares  Market care is that portmn Df Dverall
usage for which either cash is paid or gavemment
subsidies are presumed, Care received for free, or
in exchange for services or favors, is not included.

' Thé reader need not iternalize these defit;it’jians at this point, for Part 2--

of this report can very nearly be described as a quest to clarify What is meant
4

_ by child:care and definitional criteria are given at the begmmng of the various

Sectmns

—

In Sec:tmr; IV, all forms nf sghll’dzare*even arrangements averaging

less than an, hour per weakﬁare reported These data are dammated in large

‘part by Qccasmnal babyslttmg and other fm ms of very "informal' usage, and are
pmbably useful only’ tr;; those interested in the very bmadest measures. of
incidence.

3

Section V is a summary analysis of t@tal child care usage by selected

population subgroups as measured by méan weekly per capita hours. This section.

* is essgentially uncomplicated by stipulative defmitions.

In Section VI, the usage patterns of those averaging 10 or more hours -
per week in one or more of the nine forms of care external to the household are -
. examined and compared with the neasual’ users. Selected attributes of full-time

users are also given.

The concept of ""formal'''care, particiularly market care, is the focus of

#

Section VII, which subdivides users according to whether cash or in-kind pa_lymer;ts

are made for care. ,

ti

=5,



Section VI anélyzeé the consumer costs of care. Obviously, those who
- pay cash ate the population subgroup of interest. . No data were available from
this survey on the portion of total costs paid through public oy private grants,

subsidies, ete.’

" SectionIX is éan@med with t!ranspo:tatian arrangements and is not

%

Jimited by. any one definition of care.

P T
Y
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" Section IV -

i

_SIMPLE INCIDENCE OF USAGE

N

Overview

. Nine out of 10 houséh@lds with children under 14 réport using some
form of child care, ircluding cjfare arraﬁgements with members residihgrwithin
the househcsld other than the person pnmanly respnnsible for care (typiqally the
mother)i C)f those who use no care (10,3%), abaut two thirds have no children
under 10, Approxlmately the'same averall prc:pcrtmn (88%) of ehlldren receive

some foﬁn of care,
Table IV-1, on the féllgwing page, gives the simple!prababilities of
usage, based on children in both absolute (percentage of all children) and relative

(percentage of children using one or more method) terms. The reader should bear

in mind that this table includes some arrangemaﬁts that are used 80 infrequently

ag to ":?verage" less than an hour per week.

F

Multlple arrangements for care are'very ccmmgn .Of the "user"
group, 36 1% use one and only one methad of care, Three in 10 use two methods.
The remammg third use three or more methods at least on ocecasion. Combined

statistics on households ‘indicate an even gfeaﬁer level of multiplicity when con-
strained to households with two 'or ‘more children. '
As we shall see throughout the data, relatives dominate the pro-

vider'fofcé even among substantial usérs’ .About 45% of households report sbme

form of "e:-:tendeclsfamﬂy" care arrangement involving relatives not in the imme=

diate household.
‘ 4-1
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ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

- T oown hone By veladive (not spouse or child's

CLE T

DISHBUTLON OF CINLUKRER B TYPL CF GART USED

Type of Care

brother or sister)

In own hone by non-relative

In other home by relative

In other home by non-relative

In nursery school or pre-school

In a day care center

In a cooperative progran or babysitting cooperative

&

Before or after school activities program (ot
reqular school hours)

Headstart

In own home by spouse

1. In own home by child's older brother or sister

Child stays by self

Child takes care of self and younger brother
or sister

Public or private school - kindergarten and above
Cared for by pavent at work
TOTAL USERS
CHILDREN

Fstimated

H, 470

1,676
120
21,832

12,397

5,144 -

2,799
9,439

T

| itdren”

Percent |
of lsere — Children

N

26.3

4,0
0.3
5.7

29,4

6.6
0.4
BN

42,200
47,963

(100,0)

l Percent |

- of 4]

23,9

3.5
0.3

45,5

—_—
[

(100.0)

*Reported in thousands

Y
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The subject of eare within the houschold structure—Dby spouse, by
siblings, seclf-care——and ancillary care through the school system is only of
passing interegt in thig "consumer” study, and these arrvangements are nol con-

sidered to be a "method of care” throughout the remainder of our analysis,

Respondents who reported using at least one type of care outside
the immediate houschold were asked to select a "main method" from among the
""" Table IV-2 gives the distribution of main methods.
Just under two thirds of all households with children under 14 use some external
form of care. Interestingly, less than 2% of those using one of the nine external
(or "principal' for the purposes of this study) methods named an intra—houscholﬂ
arrangement as their main method. That is, il a household uses a carc pro-
vider outside the household, that arrangement is nearly always considered
to be the ""main method" over care by spouse, siblings or the schools,
TABLE Iv-2
MAIN METHOD OF CARE USED 7
(Users of External Arrangements Only)

’ T Percent
. - H?PSE?PJ@;%V of Users Households
1. In own home by relative (not
spouse or child's brother or o
sister) 3,418 22.5 14.0
2. In own home by non-relative 3,176 20.9° 13.0
3. In other home by relative 4,136 27.2 17.0
4, In other home by non-relative 2,513 ~16.5 10.3
5. In nursery school or pre-school 874 5.8 3.6
6. In a day care center 550 3.6, 2.3
7. In a cooperative program or '
babysitting cooperative 139 0.9 0.6
8. Before or after school -
activities program (not =
regular school hours) -308 2.0 1.3.
9. Headstart 7 ~ 0.5 _0.3
TOTAL USERS 15,185 100.0 -
HOUSEHOLDS 24,390 100.0
- T o %ééépiégé in thousands
4-3 |



This population subgroup (i.e., the two thirds who use some exlernal
arrangement from the nine enumerated in Table 1V-2) constitutes the applicable
Ctotad vample space of users throughout this report.

As we have noted, a great proportion of the overall distribution of
childe = reecive ¢hild care at very insubstantial rates. Only about 26,
million e ldren (62, 5% of the gross "sometimes use'" population) reccive
a prineipal type of care with sufficient regularity to '"average' an hour or more
per week., And even within this group of "regular users' (under a very liberal
agsumption indeed), most (53.6%) average fewer than 10 hours a week, Ahout
21%, or an estimated 5.6 million of these children, representing just under 12% of
all children under 14, use full-time-equivalent care (defined as 30 or more hours

per week),

Child Care and Mother's Employment Status

children receive is highly correlative with the respondent's employment status.
The simple probhabilities of usage, however, are less gtrongly influenced by
whether or not the mother works (Figure 4~1 and Table IV-3). But there are

still clear differences.

Care by relatives, whether in oi* outside the child's home, is more
prevalent among children with parents who are not employed. Although this can
be construed to indicate that much of this form of care is casual and infrequent
in nature, it does not follow thét arrangements with relatives are seldom used
substantially in support of work.

The care types involving non-relatives outside the child's home
(i. e., other home by non-relative, nursery school, day care center and before
and after school care) are all uséd more frequently by employed mothers, The

differences are strong for in-home by non-relative and day care center care.

4-4
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Figure 4-1., Percent of Children Receiving at Least One Hour Per Week of
’ Selected Methods of Care by Respondent's Employment Status.
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TASLE 143

CHTLUREN USTHG AT LEAST OM HOUR PER -k OF CARE BY
HETHON AND - BY RESPON !)INT"“ f\“”/\l/ fU(YM[ STATLS
(Thousands of children including mulLiple nethods)

‘-TH!_R]HJ o V } o ff |(I [} T -.“r—_w-“wg‘ﬁdn__““:I
PO CAl E_ i M'f i ! HIL (il: UG | lllm“','lr1 | lit [l“ )a}! ' ”EOVTH o
i g Bercnt T Frogectid Pt e wcted prrcent | Projected Percent] brojocued Fercent
L hildrea of Base | Q:,__l,‘j.'}_'?._z,__;[:;[ o _(_h_i Wron of fase| Coiddren  of Masel Children  of Base
D home by relative . ‘ | _
gty T2 AN {30 N (T V3% S B N 0 A B R0 N VA
Percent 20.4% ooy 6% 10,04 100,04
Oun hone by nor-relative _
fumber 2,530 20.2% | 5,960 2.1 108 20,65 | 465 914 | 9,655 20,34
Percent 26.2% 6.74 1.3 4.6 100.0% '
Other home by relative | -
Nuzber 2,000 21.6% | 6,093 2504 | B6D 2504 | 855 167R| 11,316 2 6E
Percent 2.9 60.9¢ .0 1.6 1000
Other nome by non-relative ' o
e Number 200 202r | 290 W %6 200 w6 TSR 7,08 14.74
! Percent 1177 S 2.1 .14 5.41 100.04
Nursery or pre-school 7
Nuroer 608 A.8% | - 990 1w 5.60 1 1@ 25 1,9 4,08
Percent K10 51,54 10,14 6.7 100.0%
Day care center L 7 7 _
umber 39 1% 206 0.8% | 25 el B Wil %0 i
Percent .14 2114 2.8 9.4% 100,04
Cooperative pragran , 1 _
Humber ¥ 0.5 | 45 LA I 0.5% 4 0.19] 538 111
Percent 13.64 62.7% 1.0 0.73 100,0%
Before/after schoal program , R 3
Number 455 3.68 1 663 L 18 5.4 78 1.5 1,58 3.0
Percent 28.8% 5.3 LTS 4,92 100.0%
Headstart 7 , _ B
Nurbar 7 0.13 59 0.2 1 0.4% VAN R 1
- Percent 6.1 49,63 10.08 3.2 100.0¢
ALL HETHODS | o o o ,
; Nunber 00 6LAy 182 Sa0u | 252 a9 L) 2629 5.0
(i) | Percent 2.3 5.8¢ 963 A 100.08 :
8ASE NO. CHILDREN IN U.S. 112,843 26,693 34 5,125 47,760 100.0%
1 2.3 5.9 1.2 10.7¢ 00.04
LS .




At this point, it should be noted that the differences between nursery
achool and glay care center are not entirely clear, A given lacility could provide full-
time care and possess all the attributes of a day care center but simply be
titled a "nurscry school." If there is a single important categorical difference
between these methods of care (other than local nomenclature), it probably lics
in the respondent's perception of the mode of usage. Under this hypothesis, two
users of the same facility—one part-time in order to provide social contact for
the child, the other full-time because the parents xvork—zﬁight identify the method

of care as nursery school and day care center, respectively.

Child Care by Racc and Ithnicity

There are also strong diffevences in the distribution of usage proba-
hilities by race (Figure 4-2 and Table IV-4), White children, generally, are the
most likely to receive care from E}Etéﬁlal providers. In particular, whites are
much more likely to receive care in a home-based setting (either the Chlld'S home

or other homes) than are either hlack:ﬂ or Spanish children,

relatives and, although the difference is weaker, by non-relatives in thelr own

homes. Only in day care center care are blacks overrepresented prdpbrtionally.

Child Care by Houschold Poverty Le

\',.‘

‘el

A strong relationship exists between household economics-and child care
usage (Table IV~5), Only in day care centers are the poor represented at or above
their respective proportion in the population. Given that center care is relatively
expensive (as we shall sce in Section VILI)ib-ihis phenomenon is probably attributable
in large part to government intervention in the market in the form of grants, \
.s,ubsidiés ‘and monitoring activities, The same can be said of the higher Dbsérved

usage of center care among blacks.
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Figure 4-2. Percenc of Children Using at Least One Hour Per Week
' of S "e~ted Methods of Care by Race/Ethnicity
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TABLE 1v-4

CHILDREN USING AT LEAST ONE HOUR OF CARE PER WEEK
BY METHOD AND RACE/ETHNICITY

(Thousands of children including muTtiple methods)

TYPE OF CARE

Children Percent

Own home by relatfve
Number
Percent

Own home by non-relative
Number
Percent

Other home by relative
Number
Percent

Other home by non-relative
Number :
Percent

Nursery or pre=schaol
Number
Percent

Day care center
Number
Percent

Coonerative program
Number
Percent

Before/after school program
Number
Percent

Headstart
Number ~
Percent

ALL *METHCDS
Number
Percent

BASE NUMBER: CHILDREN IN U.S.

o MWnite
Projected
I Children  Percent
7,289 21,21 | 1,181
77.0% 12.5%
8,873 25.8% | 404
91.3% 4,21
8,968 . 26.0% | 1,483
79,24 12.8%
5,852 17.00 | 692
82.8% 9.8%
1,500 sy |27
78.1% 12.81
555 .65 | 197
53.4% 20.7%
462 1.3% 2
85,84 5.1%
1,3 4,05 | M
86.7% 7.0%
60 .02 43
49,7% 35,64
20,490 59,5% | 3,452
71.7% 13.1%
34,439 7,584

15.6%

5.3%

13.2%

0.6%

45.5%

| seawIsH OTHER | TOTAL
Frojec ted Projected Projected
Children Percent [Children Percent Children Percent

559 18.5% | 432 14.8Y | 9,460  19.7%
5.9% 4,6% 100.0%

199 6.6% | 238 8.2% | 9,715  20,3%
2.0¢ 2.4% 100.0%

653  21.6% | 244 8.4% 11,318 23.6%
5.8% 2.2% 100.0%

185 6.1% | 337 1.6% [ 7,065  14,7%
2.6% 4.8% 100.0% -

37 1.2 | 136 4.7% 11,920 4,04
1.9% 7.1% 100.0%

52 1.7¢ | 147 5.00 | 950 2.0%
5.5% 15.4% 100.0%
04| 36 L | 5B 1.8
2.4% 6.7% 100.0%

47 L6t s 1.8% | 1,581 3.3t
3.0 3, 100.0%

10 0.3% 8 0.3% | 121 0.3%
8.0% 6.7% 100.0% .

1293 42.7% 1,119 38.4% [26,355  55.0%
4.9% 4.2% 100.0%
3,027 2,912 41,962




TABLE TV~

CHILDREN USING AT LEAST ONE HOUR OF CARE PER WEEK
BY METHGD AND HOUSEHOLD POVERTY STATUS

(Thousands of children including multiple methods)*

T T T AEGVE FOVERTY ,
| BELOW_POVER P b OQvErRzeCy L A
TYPE OF CARE Projected d Projected | Froje
Children  Percent | Children Percent | Children  Percent | Chiluren Percen
e T " l T N
1,213 15.0% 2,405 21.5% 4,345 20.6% 8,163 13.6%
Percent 14.3% Z8.4% 57.3% 100.0%
-~ Qwn nome by non-relative
Numbor 449 5.5% 1,758 15.7% 6,767 28.8% 4,974 21.0%
Percent 5.0% : 19.6% 75.4% 10C. 0%
Other home by relative
' Nurber 1,240 15.3% 3,144 28.2% 6,009 25.6% |10,392 24.3%
Percent 11.9% 30.2% 57.8% 100, 0%
Other h@ﬁe by non-relative '
Number 561 6.9% |, 1,421 12.7% 4,579 . 19.5% 6,561 15,3%
Percent 8.5% 21.7% 69.8% 100. 0%
Nursery or pre-school -
Humber 149 1.8% 221 2.0% 1,359 5.8% 1,728 . 4,01
Fercent 8.6% 12.8% 78.6% 150.0%
Day care cénter ( :
Humber 248 3.1% 141 1.3% 502 2.1t B92 2.1%
¢ Percent 27.8% 15.9% 56.4% 100.0%
Cooperative program ¢
Numbar — 2 0.0% 64 0.6% 426 1.8% 452 1.2%
Fercent 0.3% 13.0% 86.6% 100.0%
Before/after school program
Numter ) 130 1.6% 281 2.5% 986 4.2% 1,367 3.3%
Percent 9,32 20.1% 70.6% 100.0%
Headstart
Number - 64 0.8% 37 0.3% 9 0.0% 110 0.3%
Percent ) 58.3% 33.5% 8.2% ‘ 100.0%
ALL METHODS .
Number 3,122 38.5%. 5,959 53.7% | 14,944 63.6%. | 24,064 56.2%
Parcent 13.0% 24.9% 62.1% 100.0%
BASE NUMBER CHILDREN IN U.S. 8;094 100.0% 11,166 100.0% | 23,482 10G.0% \;2,743 -
*Figures given are underestimated by about 11% due to high
refusal rate on the variable income.
— ( 4-10
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Reluti en are the most comamon type of provider generally snd con-
atitute the mainstay care avrangement for the vainerable "middle~income” group
(i. e., children in households above poverty, but less than 2000 of the poverty

lim_’z);

i
L

Care in the home by non-relatives, compriscd largely of oceasional
babysitting, is strongly linkced to income:, As we will see throughout the data,

in-home babysitting is largely a white, middle- to upper-class phenomenon.

The differences in usage by income level et mainly in the respec=
tive probabilities that children use care as opposcd to how many hours of care
they receive if they use it (Iigure 4-3). Children from poor houscholds who |
use the institutional forms of care (nursery schools day care centersf and before
and after school programs) actfially use more care, on the average, than thei
upper-income counterparts (Table IV::(%L But they ave tess likely to use
these forms of care purely for easual or social purposes where usage levels arc

low. Furthermore, both poor and marginal income households are, as we will

see in subsequent scctions, more likely to use in-home care arrangements in
support of employment.
B ’::‘

Usage Schedules

Child care usage schedules in home-based care are-very broadly
distributed across times of the day, days of the week and predictability of usage
(Table IV-7). Day care center, nursery school and Head Siar‘t ca‘re_ is usually
received duﬁngﬂiveekdays according to fixed schedules! A similar but weaker
tendency toward fixed weekday usage is evident-among children using‘cafe in
non-relatives' homes. ?
€3 ¢

Factenng out irregular usage, evening '"babysitting " and weekend
care, 11: is very noteworthy that no particular-types of arrangements dgmmate

either the "all day" or”'fixed times" categc:zes; This observation, coupled with

i
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Nursery:
/ 1. szhools
- e et Other home by
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Figure 4-3. Mean Hours Used by Children Using One or More Hours
k Per Week by Household Income Level and Type of -Care.
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- TABLE IV-

b

MEAN LEVEL OF USAGE FOR CHILDREN USING AT LEAST ONE HOUR
PER WEEK BY TYPE OF CARE AND HOUSEHOLD POVERTY. STATUS

(Thousands ‘0f children including m1tiple methods)*

TYPE OF CARE

_ BELOW POVERTY

POVERTY 10
2004 POVERTY

T OTR A0

POVERTY

ALLINGOVE
CLASSES

Mean  Projected
Hours Children

Mean  Projected

Wean Projected
Hours Children

Tean Projected|
Hours_Children | -

eT-%

(wn home by relative

Dun home by nonerelative
Other home- by relative
Other home by non-relative
Nursery or pre;schbél

Day care center

| Cooperative program
Before/after school program

l' ‘Headstart

ALL METHODS

2.2 1,21

8.8 449
8.1 1,200
9.7 561

91

7
183 32

nr

HoursChildren
0.0 2,0
9.4 1,758
9.9 3,14
1,4
"l
14
b
21

37

6.0 5,9

6.9
1.0 6,767
9.8 6,009
0 4,519
1.9
25.8

1,35
503
51 4%

5.4 986

029

16,0 14,94

TN

82 8,48
TREY
29,710,399
5 6,56
79 1,8
79
AR
56 1,91
25 N0

159 24,060 |

BLRIC

*Figures given as "projected children’ are underestinated
~ by about 11% due to a high refusal rate on the variable incone,

o
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TABLE IV-/

CHILDREN USING VARIOUS TYPES OF CARE BY SCHEDULE

échedule

In Own lome N

In Other liome

3y
Relative

%
yonrelative

,_Ey _

Relitive Nemrelative

by

Sursery

5chaal

Day Care
Center

Cooper-
ative
Frogram

“Thetore/

after

Frogram

Froject
Hoadstart

BY TIME OF DAY:
TALL AT
percent of Users
parcent of Population
WORNINGS ONLY
percent of Users

percent of Population

AFTERNOONS ONLY
Percent of Users
percent of Population
EVENINGS CNLY

percent of Users

| percent of Population
. OVERNIGHT ONLY

Percent of Users
percent of Population
VARYING TIMES

percent of Users
percent of Population

et e
=

A

=
[

[
s ]

T A

f oo o
| oCH it

- \:—' oy i all
I s - — -

s
XA

e et =t [
oo telw  Bsie

[
e -1

[ p—1
LN, )

—4 O
(- o

W= e

It
o
[ -

Rl -]

2:3

§1.1 .

BY DAYS OF WEEK:
WEERDAYS
percent of Users
percent of Population
WEEKENDS
poreent of Users
vercent of Population
BOTH
fercent of Users

Ly ]

Percent of Population
BY REGULARITY:

FIfsD TIMES

percent of Usérs

percent of Population

HOTATING TINES

percent of Users

percent of Population

IRAEGULAR, PRED.

percent of Users
‘percert of Population

IRREGULAR, UNPRED,

percent of Users
percent of Population

SPLIT TIMES

Percent of Usera

Percent of Population
. TOTAL ()

USERS
POPULATION

1144
41,94

11,08
0.9

i
L—=_N

[

—

—

[—
B

13, 6M

0,

PP

L= ]
Wt i

=

8.4
47.54

1M
47,94

IIDH'
7.4

1,64
47,94

oM
{1.94




data presented below, can be interpreted to mean that there are no given -
methods of care uniquely geared to the full-time or heavy uéer. In cther words,
when we are thinking of care arrangements for children gf workjng n‘iathers, for
example, it is patently inéorrect to assume that they wiil ﬁrobably use day care
centers, family daj,r care homes or any other particular type of ""market care."
Indeed, relatives and even in-home sitters command substantial portions of the

fu11=time; "regular market."

We are not suggesting that there are no clear patterns or tendencies
to be found in the distributions of usage levels within the methods. Indeed, day
care centers, when used, are usually used full time (see Figure 4-4), whereas .
the _gfeat majority of home-based care users caﬁ be claséified as light or casual
consumers (e.g., fewer than 10 hours per week). But at the same time, it is
important to keep in mind that residual ievels of full-time and substantial users
are to be found across our taxonomy of I:flEthOng :

Table 1V-8 gives the percentage distribution of children using care
by type, level of usage and schedule. While this table contains a wealth of infor-
mation, it may need some éxplaining_ The variable ""schedule regularity" (see
Table IV-7) has been dichotomized into "fixed" versus all others ("not fixed") to
permit a viable three-dimensional BIIEL].}”SIS Distributions are tabulated across
the page, a.nd cells represent the ;respective pez:centages of the totals given in the
rightmost margin.  Since the .table is based on households, two children, each
with the same method and schedule would, of course, be represented by only one
household. |

The truly remarkable observation to be made from this table is that
-with the exception of "not fiﬁed light usage, " which falls almost exclusively into |
the home-based categories of -care, th_é:’ré are no strong patterns of dominance
between the methods, Apparently, child care usage among the moderate to heavy

users is more nearly the product of circumstance and (as covered in Volume III)

4-15
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PERCENT
3
100 — — — N
l b | |
== wwme OWN HOME BY RELATIVE
— = = OWN HOME BY NONRELATIVE
sreseacesss OTHER HOME BY RELATIVE

90 f———+-
e OTHER HOME BY NONRE LATIVE

===~ NURSERY OR PRESCHOOL
s DAYCARE CENTER

Percent
of Users

o 1-9  10-19
Hours Used Per Week a

50-29 . 30-39

Figure 4-4, Dg%ve Distribution of Usage Levels of Children
Averaging at Least One Hour Per by Method.
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TABLE V-8

DERCEAT DISTRIBUTION OF  CRTLOREN USING CARE Y
SCHEDULE CLASS, USAGE LEVEL MD METHOD

L:;Lgl{ﬁ Usage Moderate Usage . | Full-Heavy Usage
(Less than 10 hours/week) (10-29 hours/week) (> 30 hours/week) | projected
—L:—'—' "’-"' it == = - N e _,, ——— _— 'ldren
Pizged  Not  Sub- | Fixed  Not  Sub- Fixed -Not * Sub- Culore

Schedule Fixed Total |Schedule Fixed Total | Schedule Pixed Total

e m o s e ¢ e = D 3 SEREE, -

Type of Care

Qun Home by Relative !
Pe:cent of Population 2,6 165 191 1.0 1.6 2.6 L4 W5 40 | 47,963,000

| oyn Home by Nenrelative _ -
barcent Of Users | 8.0 75.0 BNl | 44 &9 W3 3T 20 5.6 | 10,092,100
percent of fopulation | 18 - 122 190 | Lo L6 26 8 5 13 | 47,963,000
. | . N
Other Home by Relative ' : ,
“percent of Users | 122 6.4 7 | 40 81 1l | 620 Rl 9.3 | 13,527,600
percent of Population | 3.5 188 23 | L1 23 14 9 2.6 | 47,963,000

Other Home by Nonrelative y
percent of Users 3 479 T2 | a2 45 116 | 1300 L2 142 | 8,328,200
ercert of Population | &2 8.3 15 | L6 .8 24 | 23 .2 25| 47,963,000

huréex‘y or Preschool ‘ _

Percent of Users @4 N6 480 |31 LS AT | %S5 823 | 1,948,000 |

Percent of Population 1.8 1 L9 9 g Lo L - L1 | 47,963,000
) .

Day Care Center . _

" Percent of Users 1.5 62 17 L2000 62 62 |49 L3 362 950,800

| . S -1l . 1.1 | 47,963,000

Y : Percent of Population .2 A 4 4

Qooperative Progran o :
Percent of Users 30.6 5.8 846 9.5 g 100, 0 54 - 5.4 546,000
- percent of Population 4 6 L0 Wl - A 1 ) . .1 47,953,—(]00

3

" | Before/After School Pam. - - o
Percent of Users 56,5 23,3 79.8 | 154 38 192 Lo .- Lo | 1,637,900
Percent of Population 1.9 4 AT 5 d 0T |- - - 47,963,000

Project Headstart , : . L o
 Percent of Users 1.3 .6 139 ld4a8 25 5L LA SooMe | 11,200
Percent of Population | = - - g - 1 1 . o= 1 147,93,000




of personal preference as oppesedtc: advantages inherent in any given method. The
- ""U. 8, system of child care," if the term applies at all, refers to an eclectic set

of personal arrangements,

Usage by Age '.c:f Child

When the numbers of Chlldféﬂ using care are distributed by age
(Table IV-9), a very t1dy curve is evident, peaking at age four (e.g., four year
‘olds represent 9. 9% c:f ‘all users, five year olds 9. 1%). However, when the
sizes of the respective cohort groups are taken into account, the picture is
clouded somewhat since two year olds are the most likely to use care followed
by four year olds, one year olds and then three year olds, etc, This phenom-
enon is analyzed further in Section V smce thgre are confounding factors involved

here. ,
s
The same basic pattern holds for the level of care-used among
thldren vho use care (Table {V-10*), That is, two year olds use the most care,
follgwed by four year olds. But three year olds who use care do so for more

hours per week than one year olds.

, The structure of usage levels is illustrated by E‘igure 4-6. When
all users are ccxnmdered the amounts of care used in the home- based care types
are assmlated only weakly with ﬂge. Center care and nursery school care ‘when'
uged, are used substanhally and pradcmlnantly by pre-school children. Before
and after school care programs, by definition, are limited to the older children,

and the anount used peaks at about the fifth grade. **

~ *Cell entmes in this table have been suppressed where due to small samples,
. the Etandard errars of the means are greatar than one third of the observed valuesi N

**When mentally transforming age to school grade, the reader is reminded
that the survey was taken in mid-1975, Children are thus one half year older
than calendar-based cohort distributions. About: ‘half of the six year olds are
actually ''pre-schoolers. " ‘

4=18



THLE 19
CHILDREN USING AT LEAST ONE HOUR OF CARE PER WEEK
| BY TYPE OF CARE AND AGE B
(Thousands of children including multiple methods) . <

— T T T e of ChildinYears
V06 OF CARE b VT 1 T ¢ o 3 1 & la 5. 1 E
. Drojeted (roected - D) o (et (Pojected  [Projec
Children Percent|Children PercentiChildren Percent!Children Percent|Children Percent|Children Percent|Children Percent

Oun home by relative, \ e ; 3
Numoer I8 e b0 09t e .00 880 28| BB 2365 T 0% 78 2.3
Percent ’ B.1g 8.7 6,78 9.8 SR | 18 8.3

1

Own home by non-relative 7 B ) | ! - : _
1~ Hunber- ' | 27 1630 | CTI9 0 9% %% 030,014 2680|1045 2904 ST 44| B89 &K
Percent v 5.4% 8.0% 10.24 0.4 | 0.8 BT T B R

Qther hore by relative  \| . R o |
Nunber 031 874 %1 % {1,085 BOALL0% L[N0 R Lot mbe| 916 2608
Percent. 1.4 814 9.5 978 10,28 9.3 A R

|Other home by non-relative - o - : N
Number : W/ N8 8T 2.2 RS 248y I A%y T2 1988 68 7.8 64 16
Percent 5!1? : B.4% 1n.1¥ 10.5¢ 10.1% S Y 9.1%

Nursery or pre-school ' N , , o L S
Hunber B 09| %0 ..s| 181 574 44 L8| 6 12.5%) 480 32 T2 L0
- Percent 1.5 . A K 2184 32,64 25,03 LR

Day care center _ o . N 7 7 - 7
Runber 100 0.3 4 LS| B8 285 NI A 2 GAF) 168 - 4BY| 9 26
© Percent 1.1% LR .4 1.5 as . 7.8 0.1

Cooperative program - o B N N _ 1
Number TR 2 T 0 N O [ A 8 O (1 R 21 S IO 1

Percent 1.6 1.9 14,3 18,74 17,5 16.4¢ 5.08

Before/after school program _ - R , ,
Number 0 0.0k 0 0.0 0 0.0% 0 008 M 04 & LM 0 268
Percent 0.0 0.0% 0.0 | 0.0 0.9 L1 5,74

Headstart - " \ ; _ _ o
Number 0 0.0 0 0.0 204l % o) o3 o8y ¥ nml 8 0M

Percent - - 0.0¢ 0.0¢ 1.6% 12.9% AT S B 1A} S an

AL METHOS | b o
Maber LSO 4006|1080 T0.05 |27 034|208 60.BH | 262 TN0L| 2408 G| 2:2% - 6368
© Percent (I 708 9,08 93 | ou 0 B3

BASE 0, OF CRILOREN T4 U0S,| 3,239 1000k | 2,657 100,05 | 3,195 10008 | 3617 1008 | 3,588 100.0¢| 3,644 10008 | 357 1000

: E \I)C I mil __ ) o a ' . ! .



TIBLE 19 (cont'd)”

CHILDREN USING AT LEAST ONE HOUR OF CARE PER WEEK
BY T‘{PE OF CARE AND AGE

‘“T‘ “““_T .
rojdcted 'HFUJLLLEJ
;Cﬁx1dreu Fer;enttCh1]dren Perh;nL

Projected
(hildeen Percent)

g

i

FPruSELlEH‘”ezdﬁﬁ_

Children_Percent

rojected
Children Percent

fh d 1n %eavr 'j;:‘m_;ii',

11

(hidren_Percent

ROt

i

o e

i

e .

TOTAL

brojected
Percent

hildrr

Projected

tilgrn

Percent

T
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|
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- 5.8

1,9
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TABLE TV-10
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Supplemental Dala

Additional tabulations giving projected numbers of children receiving

the various methods of care by age and selected houschold demographic variables

arve ineluded in the Appendix at the end of this report.
L
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Scetion V

HOURS UskED PER CAPITA:
A SUMMARY USAGE INDLEX

Overview

If the reader will permit us, with appropriate apologies, to speak of a
typical’ ehild under b, he or she w@uld receive about 8, 7 hours ol care per
week from providers outside of the nuclear family. The black child, however,
would receive about an hour more (9, 9), and the Spanish child ncarly an hour
less (8.0). A child whose mother works full time would receive over 20 h 1rs
per week versus about four hours for his "typical't counterpart whose mother

does not work at all,

If it is dangerous to speak of the typical child, the concept of per capita
hours used (mean hours per week based on all children users and non-users) is
still probably the clearest summary statistic for illustrating the major deter-

minants of consumption as well as the distiibution of usage by types of carc.

i This chapter is based in its entiretj on data representing observed usage
expressed in hours per child in the population and derived as:
Where:
2277 s ) e 1 2T T e . s
— i = index for children (observations)
. : Z;(HRU . WGT.) j = index for methods of care °
X = orer — HR = hours used per week th
war WGT = probability weight assigned to the i child
=1 i :
5-1 .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

as shown in Table V-1

In the preceding secetion, it was noted that the gimple probabilities
of wanee tend to be misleading,  Although the per capita figures in this section
by e finition incorporate hoth the number using child care nnd the hours consumed,
they should not be construed to indicate whether a given method of care, when

wsed, 1euscd more (or less) hours per week than others,

“Viewed on the whole, the breakdown of the national child care hours
(Figure 5-1) is dominated, as one would expect, by care delivered in homes
(0, 15, The modal category, care in relatives' homes, comprises aboul o
giarter of all care, and is correlative proot that, as we shall later see, care by
relatives frequently =erves as a formal and substantial arrangement in support
of emploviment., )
.

About a fifth of all care is delivered in an institutional or "program-

{ype' settimg, although we reiterate the caveat that the nature of before and after

Cgehool cave eannot be contradistinguisifed with certainty from the other types of

cuare.

A National Estimate of Total Care Hours

LGauscd on the entire sample projection of 47. 93 million children living in
hontes in the eoterminous United States and the observed samplc means, estimates

of the magnitude of the national child care effort can be made by type of care,

1

[

e
i
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( 5/0)

DAYCARE
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SCHOOL
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(25. 570

"OTHERHOME
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- OWN HOME
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OWN HOME
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C Distributi@h of Total Child Cafe Hours

Figure 5-1.
Delivered by Type of Care.
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TABLE v-1

FSTIMATED TOTAL CHILD CARE HOURS DELIVERED BY TYPE
(millions of hours) ’

7 Type o "~ per Week | Per Annum
i heime by relative ) 80, 4 964.2
L1 wome by non-relative 71.8 861.6
in velatives' homes 106.7 1,278.8
" nom-relatives' homes 83.1 997.3
N.orsery schools 3. 4 2.2
1oy care confors 26,0 323.2
Cooperative progrims 3.5 42,05
Betore after school program 9.0 107.8
Heudstart 2.6 S 307

Total, all methods 418, 3* 5,019.3

‘Standird error estimated at 8,4 million.

Levels of Usage by Age of Child

Fizure 5-2 represents, in ogive form, per capita usage for all mellhois
[ care by age of child. An accompanying Table (V-2)* gives a detailed break-

down by age and method of care.

Quite oby 101151‘,' ‘child care us age ig mﬂuenced strongly by age, In

eneral, the levels of usage portray a skewed curve peaklng s.t age two and

g
descending, monotonically, as the thldleﬂ age, enter schc:cnl and also become

maore z“vr‘;_pil,%ﬂr;- of caring for thamselves.,

oA . -

5 1g11res gj.vg,n in this and other tables in this section are extended
‘to four decimal places to permit examination of tails. However, only
ippgnulﬂatelv one decimal pl*u;e is 51gmflcant at the .05 level.

;9’() o
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Figure 5-2. Per Capita Usage of all Mcthadg of Care hy Age of Child,
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TABLE V-2

| CHILI CARF USARL BY METHOD D AGL OF CHILD
(or capita hours per ek ) |
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‘foﬁns of iﬁsharﬁe care adjun'ctiv'é to their siblings needs., Of final note, three

The exception to an otherwise smooth eurve occurs between the ages
three and four, at which point duy care center and, particularly, nursery ‘aLhUDl '
usage rises, often fgi‘ s&héol—regdinaas or social purposes, The ages flve and /
six represent entry into the school gystem, beginning with kindergartens in

communities which offer them.

The ratBer strong peak at age two (particularly when compared with
the drop- at.a‘ggﬁ three) is an intercsting one. The strongest explaration lies in é i
the fact that two yeér Dldé ha e a bi:gher probability of hiving a working mother
than do three year olds (Table Vsi}:)_ At the same time, two year olds are less

likely to live in two-parent households than are onc year olds,

~ Age two is strongly assoqiated with the entry or re-cntry of the mother
into thejjo’fl]; market, It is also probable that this age represents an oft-held
culturalw.tﬁfééhold minimum for first leaving a child away from his mother and
outside éf;l the home. And there may be just a grain of truth to the stereotype
of the "terrible twos, ' often aclnowledged to be the phase of development most
demandi=7 on parents. '

Three year olds, by contrast, are more likely to hz/’we infant siblings,

thus tending to preclude their mothers' employment. It is alsb probablytrue
that younger children (up to, perhaps, age éight or nine) are more likely to live

in households with younger age structures and are more likely to receive some -,

year olds are sllghtly more likely ‘than two yt:ﬂr “olds to have siblings old enough

t¢ provide some intra-household care.

T
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. OBSERVED PROBABILITY THAT RESPONDENT

TABLE V-3

WORKS OR IS CURRENTLY MARRIED
(SPOUSE PRESENT) BY AGE OF CHILD

Age of Child

Pr@ba@iiiﬁy ﬁhat:7

Méthef works

M@thé?ris married

nder 1

1

.17
.23
.33
.28
.29
.30
.34
.36
.33

Y
.39
42
.39

.38

.89
.87
.84
.82

.83




) With the exception of before and after school care, which increases by age,
the methods of care vary by é.ge of child, each declining as the child progresses
through school age. But several structural differences underlying the usage

patterns are evident:

o Day care centers and nursery schools are strongly age dependent,
éﬁbracf»g primarily pre-schoolers. The fact that ''day care
center' use extends further into the upper ages, notably through
seven year olds, is probably perceptual or semantical rather than
actual. That is, regardless of the nature of the care itself,
respondents were less lﬂ{ély to call care reéeived by a six or
seven vear old ""nursery School, " Neither of thes: care methods

are used substantially by infants.

& Care in the home by non-relatives, comprised largely of
S occasional babysitting, is the most stable (least dependent on
age) throughout the disiribution. '

e Care in relatives' homes is also comparatively independent of
age. Moreover, in terms of total usage, it is the most
prominent arrangement made for the care of infants.

~® Care in non-relatives' homes most closely approximates the
overall distribution of care, a fact which probably can be inter-

prete d to denote versatility of usage mode,

It is'interesting, although unexplained, that the two.forms of "other
That is, for years of age in which 6ne gces up, the other tends to go down.
The trend is a weak one, however,

97
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Levels of Usage by Race -

Differences in use (both overall aud among the various methods) are
also evidenced in the data (Table V-4) by race, with whltes bla;ka and those

censidering themselves as Spanish each showing distinct tendencies:

o In home care by non-relatives (especially occasional baby-
sitting) is predominantly 2 white phenomenon. As will be noted
below, it is also strongl v linked te the househcid income level.
Thus, in-home care by non-relatives is donunated by Lhcs white
middle class.

) Spam&h children, while using less care overall, receive care
more often from relatives. They are underrepresented in the

nursery school and "in!hameﬁbysnonsrelative" forms of care,

Blacks als ceive more care by relatives and are substantially

]

,overrepresentad in day care centers, nursery schools and
Hend Start programs—all three institutional forms of care. It
is probably natewarthy thsst these forms of care are also

influenced most by federal funding and presenc;e

In each case, these differences can b> cansidered statistically strong.

Income Status ns a Determinant of Usage

Tc*z the extent that income and employment are related, one would
expect eh;ld care usage to increase as income increases. Furthermore, one
would exoect that the availability of money wanld impact the choice of care used.

Both of these hypotheses are confirmed by the data (Table V-5).

5-10
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y ‘ : © CHILD CARE USAGE BY RACE AND ETHRICITY.
- (per capita hours per week)
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TABLE V-5

CHILD CARE USAGE B HOUSEHOLD POVERTY STATUS
(hours per week per child)
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First, households earning at least twice as much money (200%) as
the poverty level use aboﬁt twice as, much care as those béléw poverty.
- Only among the federally impaf:ted institutional Settingé (nursery/day care
centers and Head '%t.n‘t) do the pom consume more care than those. bc:tw.:cn

puverty and 200% of povertv.

-poverty) represents the blggcst gcnsumer of care by relatives, while the use
A

N
of care by non-relatives Lurreldtes linearly with income.

= \
v 4

It should be pointed out that although the differences ohserved Lw race
are intertwined with those by income, the analyses made in this text tend to

" hold independently.

Employment of the Respondent

As the reader will recall, more than 80%_of the respondents are
) married, nearly all are women and only about % of the spouses (where
present) are unemployed. Hence, thé employment status of the respphdent

i

(e.g., mother) is a ;rirtual, but not perfect, measure of household "full

employment' ag well as of the respon?ent herself.
The wéeklj/ number of hours worked by the respondent (including
zero in the case of those not employed) is by far the best independent predictor

N - of overall usage (Figure 5-3 and Table V-6). In general, this relaticnshipﬁ

ig linear,

& . [

’Am()ﬁg ﬁhe various methods, the strongest relationships occur mth

The relatively high mtercept (1 ‘35 hours per week) er those not employed

- and using in-Home-by-relative care underscores the observation that this

=

&
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CHILD CARE USAGE OF CHILDREN BY NUMBER OF HOURS HORKED BY RESPONDEIT
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srrangement is used for differing purposes in a varlety of usage modes. Usage
of care in non-relatives' homes, however, appears t6 be cuntlollaﬁ‘ almost
. entirely by the parent's circunistance, That is, the dominant factor is employ~-

ment.

Perhap niore mipOI‘tEIlt ‘the "'other-hrme'' forms of care account
for 11 over half of the total care regeivecl by children whose mothers wm:'k
50 or more hours per W‘f‘ek Care m the cmld's horne by relatives also ’
continues to rise as the parents' work schedule exceeds the ''normal'’ work.
WEEKI(dEfﬁi.‘ed here as 30-49 hours ii;er weex). Thus, it :s fair to say that
these three methods Qoﬁsﬁimte the mainstay arrangements used by the "hesavily

employed. " . . )
‘\ . :
In contrast, the in- home (by non- I‘ElﬂthE) babysutlntf model i5

muchless freguently found to be a satisfactory arrangexrpnt for the
"heavily employgd." Also, th.lS form of care Constiiiltes if ondy barely,
the modal form of care used by mcther.s working between one and 19

hours per week. " y /

The rather 1r;eg’ular patterns of nursery school and day care center
usage are interesting in that they appear to correspond to SfEI‘EOf_YplEEl types
of schedules_ That ig, thére are peaks at one-19 hours a,nd 30-49 hours, repre—
_ senting, perhaps, some tendency for institutlonal settmgs to offer regiﬂaf A
-buSﬁIESS_hQHFS ijiei,ther the "mornings eglyj" afternoons only'' (e.g., half

day) or full-day = les.

5-16-
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Section VI~

 CHARACTERISTICS OF 'SUBSTANTIAL' USERS

Discussion

Our analysis thus far has focused on the population as a whole.’

” But when we think of child care, whcthcr We are interccted in the wclfarc of

children, the impact upon {::mily cconcmlcs or stmctui‘c the role of wcmcn
cr of system-wide pchcy, we tend to think not cf cccasicﬁal babysitting or the
§har1ng of fespcnsﬂ:»lhtlcc among friends or relatives. Rathcr, we are prob- |

. ably interested in children and households using some minimum amount of

re — cncugh to satisfy the pcpular perception of "chﬂd care user."

This secction is dcvotcd tc an cxcmincticn of the consumption patterns

- of those whc use 10 or more hcurs per week. As wc chc.]l see by thc data, 10

hours pcr week rcprcscnts a cigrcﬁcant node in the dlstributicn of hourc used.

, Not only were respondents likely to report hours in multiples of five. (c g

ém;.crc children were rcpcftcd to usc 10 hcurs than the sum of those using 11,

12, 13 and 14 hcurc) but the dcmcgraphic characteristics of users, the reasons
for use and the cﬁara,ctenctics of usage (e.g., times used, Echcdulc, etc.® ‘each
begin to shift distributional propc?tlonc at about 10 hcurs- 1o hcurc tends to
satisfy our rccnccpt of "substantial" csagc, however, the selection of this as a

dividing line must still be cocciélcrcd Easicauy arbitrary.

The ré'adcr is captmncd that '"10 hcu:c per week'! is defined gseparately
in this section for households and childrcn Where tables prcscnt dictributicnc

' 6-1

108 ...



" of households, thé criterion for selection was that households reported 10 or
more totai child care hours (the sum of the hours of all applicabje children).
This statistic is meaningful in interpreting the impact of child care on hﬁuse=
hold economics and in assessing the child care requirements of households. * It.
o should not, however, be construed to represent total provider hours, especially

not in the case of ihoméabased care,

Children, on the othet hand, were qualified if they used 10 or more

hours of any given method of »cére;! -From the standpoint of the child, this
definition is reasonably indicative of the irﬂpacf of care in hia or her tqtal
‘ environméntg- | |
* About three in 10 households report using a ‘imain method"" of care
at least 10 hours per week, distributed according to Table VI-1, Entries into °
this table are mutually exclusive, and the absolute projections shown represent
only main methods (e.g., a household using two or more methods 10 or more
‘hours per week would appear cﬁly once). | ' ;
- TABLE VI-1
HOUSEHOLDS USING MAIN METHODS OF
, CARE 10 OR MORE HOURS PER WEEK
T — ] EérzéntV;E7UEer§ P%E;éﬁgréé" ) o
- ' Method o ~ (households) /Population Projected Households

Dwn{hamé by relative - 19.7 6.0 . 1,465,800
Own home by nonrelative 15.8 4.8 1,178,500

other home by relative . 25.2 .7 1,876,500

(=] ~y
. .

Other home by nonralative . 20.2 1,502,500

Nursery or preschool " 8.8 659,800

[
.
~

Day Care Center . 6.3 .9 471,200
2

Cooperative program .7 53,100

‘Before/after 8chool: 2.4 .7 177,600
Haadstart . 9 ., «3 70,800
(100.0%) (30.5%)

(-2

109 -




A Prafile of. Subs.,antlal Users

On the basis of demographics, these "substantial user households'" are
dlstrlbuted quite differently from the cnverall sarnple population. Table VI-2
, gives the prapcrtmn of households with emplayed mothers using their respegs
tive main methods at least 10 hours per week. As the reader may recall from
Section 1II, just Lmder 37% of the respondents were emplc»yed either full- or
part-time. Substantial users of all of the main methods are ‘much more likely

to be employed,

. TABLE VI- 2

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS USING MAIN METHODS OF CARE
10 OR MORE HOURS BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS '

****** = e e s i

Ma1n Method Emp1nyéd Not Employed | Total -
In own home: , o I _
"By relative .50.9% | 49.1% | 100.0%

By non-reldtive 6.0 | 440 .| 1000

%

In other home: - : .
By relative 58.3" 41.7 100.0

-By non-relative . 86.8, . 13i2 ©100.0
Nursery school 61.5° | -38.5 . | 100.0
Day care center ’ 78.1 21.9 100.0 -
Headstart (15.8) (84.2) 100.0
Baseline percent  ° 37.7 | T 63.3 - 100.0

(entire sample) S ’

<

N

6-3
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The strongest aésaciatian is found among users cf care in naj}a
relatives' homes. Fully S'?% c;f these users are Employed Tha weakeat.
relationship (other than Head Start, which is ‘influenced by programmiatic
objectives, eligibility and a small sample space) i8s evideﬁt for households

using 1;1ahame—by—zelatw§ care,

bxgnifmfmt albeit weaker differences can be ubserved by marital
status (Table VI-3). -Married houaehcrlds (82% of the sample) are approxi- -
mately represented prc:partmnally among users of 1nzhame bysncn— relative,
in relative's home, nursery sc:hnol and bafare and after school categories

-

Da.y care center users and persons -using relatives in the hc:m% are much less

likely to be married.

TABLE VI-3 - )
PERCENT DISTRIBUTIDN OF HDUSEHOLDS USING MAIN METHODS ’
10 OR MCRE HOURS PER NEEK BY RESPONDENT'S MARITAL STATUS 7 -
T T Current Status o
Main Method _ At e
B ) o -+ | Married | Not Married TQFE1
In own home: K . I
_ By relative ' 66.8% |, 33.2%  |.100.0%
— [ By-non-relative ————82——1|— W9 ——02:0- 1+ - R
In other home: .
By relative ] 78.9 ¢ AR 100.0
By non-relative na |, 28.9 100.0
Nursery schools 77.8 22.2 .| 100.0
Day care. centers ] 62.9 YR 100.0
Before and after school 76.0 24.0 100.0
Headstart * - (40.3) (59.¢) 100.0
Percent in populatjon 82,2 |  17.8 100.0
(entire sampie) .
. G=4

1t



7 Both the pbo?ar;d fﬁe near-poor are more 111;315? to use in-home-by-
‘relative care (Table VI-4), while the incidence of substantial use of care in . |
- relatives' homes is highest among marginal or nea’z}paoi‘ households,

l_ Marginal households are underrepresented-in éagh of the three moré
formal typieﬁs of care (1 e., non-relatives' homes, nursery schools and ceﬁtéfs).
vPrésumabﬁ_Iy,’ these househclds can least afford'to pay for care in institutional
settings and are not, at the same time, cansidere;i neecjy enough toggt much
help from subsidies. By the sa’mé token, the disproportionately high'iﬂciden,ce

of day care center usage by the poor is indi:aﬁve of the federal presence.
e TABLE VI-4 .
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF HDU§EHGLDS USING MAIN METHODS
-OF*CARE 10 OR MORE HOURS PER WEEK BY POVERTY LEVEL

i wetren | Below Within 200% | Above 200% |
Main Method Poverty | of Poverty | -of Poverty | Total

In own home: ; C R L S '
By relative . 18.4% 30,04 | 51.7% | 100.0%
By non-relative 8.3 .. 222 _ 73.5 ~ 1100.0

In other home: . f | |
By relative = 10.2° 30.9 8.9 100.0

. By non-relative | 10.1 19 —70,9 [ 100.0
Nursery ‘schools - 8.3 | 10.0 . 81.7 100.0
o  Day care centers | 258 16.2 *58.2 | 100.0

Percent in population | 14.9 24,4 - | 60.7 |100.0
(entire sample) ' : ©

Regardless of the respective proportions in the baseline population, it is
clear that most substantial child care users have incomes double the poverty
levels or more. The principal explanation is, of course, the higher probability

b ‘- of full household employment,
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Usage Schedules of "Substa:rtlal" Users

£

In Sectmn IV the chstrlbutmn fc:r all users was presented by three - .
schedule variables (Dt ge 4-14), Table VI=5 on the following Ppage. presents
a slmllar distribution which is limited to children using 10 or more hours in
the respective methnc:s w 1th much of the casual usage ehmlnated the

- "regularity' of usage of all the méthods tends to gravitate about the weekday

=

fized-type schedules. so that we may now begin to get a picture of'when moderate

to heavy usage occurs.

Tables VI-6 through VI-T1 give d1stﬁbutmns of children usmg methods
by level of usage and according to whether the Schedulé is fixed. Ln\ addition, distri- .

==

* butions within each’ af thesa cells-are gwen by age category.* On’ the basls of
'these tables as well as T-‘«lble VI-5, it is clear that even among full -time-

E:qu;valem users, in- horne care and care in relatives' hGl’ﬂES frequently occurs
accardmcr to lrregular or varylng schedules

=

There are two plausible explanatmns First, it is hkely that mgny

‘ hcuseholcis use these methods full time in suppart of werk and also for Dcca— .

_sional SQELE.I purposes in th the e en mg¢1:;duﬁng wgﬁk@ﬂ;jes@d@_m

probable. that the more institutional fc:rms of care do not cifer suff.nient flex-

; 1b111ty to meet the ﬂeeds of mothers working odd Ehlfts or irregular schedules

E( #

*In interpreting distributions by age, bear in mind that the cells
.are not equal in Eizt A \

113




‘E : . 9o ,:‘L_;s,s‘

e TABLEV

_‘u.

PERCENT OF CHILDREN USING CARE AT LEAST 10 HOURS PER N?EK BY SCHEDULE

) 1._. _ T 7 L —T T T " Befaref . -
seedul | InOindone | IMOWEIRR LS b cooper= | After -
_ Sehedul o "By - | B BY By | Nursery Day Caré |'ative | §chool Project °
. Relative Nonrelative Rel@@ive=§anzglativg School |Center | Prograft | Program Headstart
BY TIME OF DAY: ' ' R
AL 0N 7 ‘ o
percent of Users 36.3 16 7.0 60.8 6l.1 72.9 8.7 ie.lr | 42.0
Percent. of Pcpulat;an 1.7 1.2, 2.1 2.9 137 1.2 .1 o1 il
HORNTIGS ONLY " | ; . N .
Perccnt of Papulatmn ] A W2 J .6 N d o i
AFTERNOONS ONLY : | : RN B .
" Percent of Users - 10,1 11.8 f.6 12.0. 8.3 11.5 = 67.1 2.5
: Percent of Population N 3 A B Y 2N W =
/ : * |7 EVENTNGS ONLY ' | ' ! g
= Percent of Users 111 13.5 | &l 1l = - s | s
‘ K percent of Population g o5 i3 d ) - - - R DO
_— OVERIIGHT ONLY
' percent of Users 4.4 A5 100 1.2 - - - - -
T *percent -of Population | . .1 ) N ! - = - - =
VARYING TIMES S ' : .
percent of Users 3L .5 o | e ]ves [l | 3 S 3
Percent of Papulatim’z 1.4 1.3 2.0 g 1. 1| 1l -
o 5 UAYS OF WEEK: — T N 1
A ! " WEEKDAYS ) :
Ao peccent of Users 50.0 i 4.3 8.1 g5.3 | 888 | 613 | T4 |100.0
' percent of Population 2.1 1.8. 1.4 1.9 1.0 1.6 1 5
WEEREHDS , 1
- percent of Users Tk 10.2 18.8 1.1 2.1 1,1 6.2 g =
percent of Population N L Ll 1 * - = = -
EDTH . . : . " ’ ) i !
 percent of Users .« | 403 |- ALT " 3.1 ) | 22 AU R R 15 I
» ' pescent of Population 1.2 1,6 | %3 i ‘ - - X
" "BY REGULARITY: B T ' B )
. By ML | 7 s
FIVED TIMES ‘ v : ‘ | ) |
percent of Users 5.5 5.9 5.9 wo | e | me | e ) Ao 9.1
o _parcent of Population | 5 | ul a1 3 20 } L5y L) d 2
ROTATING TIMES o — 1 -
percunt of Users - 3:6 1.8 1.8 Y] {.2 { - 5.7 -
~ Percent of Population .2 1 4 Y ks = = -
IRREGULAR, PRED. o ' L , . ] -
percent of Ugers . | 1 12.8 10.2 6.9 N 3,2 | 160 |03 4 -
_ percent of Pnpulatl@n-. o b B 1 .6 1 P T R =
IRAEGULAR, UNPRED. 2 -
. - - Percent of Users 5.4 30.1 38.1 133 B L 5.3 - .6
' perzent of Population 1.2 LI 2.2 § - - - -
o . SPLIT TINES y R R ‘ . _ N
é | pescentof users -~ . 3 ¥ 21 A av| |- LR I
Percent of Population Y . ' S R S I - = - -
TOTAL (N) 1 ! ’ | R K EUU B B
, " USERS LM 1.8 | L M . LM .84 0:1M 0.3K 0.4
. FOPULATION 47,9 g e | ATH TN A RRULE 7,04 | 4108




* . . TRBLE VI- 6 .
CHILDREN RECEIVING IN-HOME CARE BY RELATIVES EY AG
L AND USAGE MODE.
(TABLE TNCLUDES ALL CHTLDREN USING METHOD.)
- - it*tiiiit:—;i‘¥iiﬂiiiti!;ittttttt**tii
iiﬁin!&tﬂ:gttii’tiiitiiitttiitiitigiititi - AGE OF CHILDREN: : * -
USAG MODE . - % TOTAL USERS: !ﬁ?"-‘f; §‘ e K e e e B ek
 CATEGURY!: "% NUMBER*PERCENT * 0 -2 # 3 -5 % 6 - 9w 10 -13 *
T o dkdkdm ¥y . étiiiiii*iiitiiis#t!l#itt:tiiitttiittiiti!iti!jiiitiiiitit*i#‘ttﬁ
¢ ASUAL USAGE (LESS - ’
THAN 10 HOURS/WEEK) :
i , ;o ) ‘ :
SUBTOTAL - , S1415 ~ 80.6% . - 22497 243¢4 . 26067 18487
t PEKCENT - 1100.%) o . 2446 . 2647 28.5 - 20,2
FIXED SCHEDULE - - 12323 10,88 = 2877 3476 ° 3838 ’
PERCENT o {100.%) .. 23.13 28.2. 31.1
NOT FIXED 79092 69.8% - 19620 20888 22229 &T
PERCENT - - (100.%) 24.8 - 2644 28.1 °
MODERATE USAGE ;
(10-29 HOURS/WEEK) ‘
SUBTDTAL 12667  11,2% . - 2459 2021 4060
"FIXED SCHEDULE- . 4867~ ,. 4,3% 563 1239 . *157L. -
 PERGENT " T (100.%) . 11.6 25.5 32.3
“NOT FIXED . - 7800 6.8% 1896 1782 ¢ 2489
PERCENT. . (100.2) . 24.3 22.8  31.9
HEAVY-FULL USAGE . S
(30 HOURS/WEEK & LP) . : B |
" . i ) - R ] ) - ,r,i!:i. . )
SUBTOTAL 9384 8.2% . 2399 1893 , 23747 . 2120
PERCENT (100.3) - -  25.6- 0.2 31T - 2246
FIXED SCHEDULE 6758 . 5,0% - 1865 1359 2117 1417 .
PERCENT (100.%) _ 21,6 20,1 31i3 © 21.0
O~ NOT FIXED ., - 2626 2.3% 534 . 534 : 555 703
“. . PERCENT (100.%) 20,3 20,3 %z.a 2648
TOTAL, ALL CHILDREN L o i
USING: METHOD 113466 100,0% 27355 29278 33099 23734
PERGENT (100.%) 24.1 258 ,/29 2 . 20.9

*#!iiti!iii*ﬁtlﬁiiﬁttttittiiﬁvti‘ii!i‘!i L 3.3 ] tiiiit!iﬁtt&!iitititﬁ**iiiiiUNEGii
‘ *Repgrted in hundreds




TABLE V1-7 ' ‘

CHILCPEN FEEEIVING IN=HCME. CARE BY NDN!RELAT!VES BY

AGE AND USAGE MODE.
, {TABLE thLUDES ALL CHILDREN USING HETHDD.!
. = v ii!it!!titiiiiiiﬁiiiitti*ﬂtitiiit‘iii
. tttitititxtiitiiii?i!jii‘tii!i!!t!iiiiii AGE QF CHILDREN: o *
-USAGE MODE * TOTAL USERS: #=—=———echemcmcemefoom—emooem ¥
"CATEGORY: .  ® NUMBER*PERCENT # 0 = 2 ® "3 =5 % 6 ~ 9 *:10 -13 *
iiiEitilﬁittti,i!iiiiiitiji;ittiiiiili!iiitiiiiiiltiﬁiiﬁiitii!ii!!‘ii!iiiit!i
' CASUAL USAGE (LESS - _
" THAN 10 HOURS/WEEK) S -
| SUBTOTAL . % 81294  83.0% 21248 21742 . 27601 , - 14703
PERCENT  *. {100.%3) 23.3 30.4 30,2 lé6.1
_ FIXED 'SCHEDULE 8844  8.0% 3387 2240 2058 1259
PERCENT "1100.2). SR ¥ Y 25.3 12343 14.2 -
NOT FIXED  « . - 82450 .. 75.0% = 17961 25502 . 25543 13444
PERCENT {100.3) ' . 21.8 3049 S 31.0° 18,3 7
. MODERATE USAGE : '
(1@ ~29'HOUR S/ WEEK) _ _
S te SUBTOTAL - - 12435 . 11.44 2385 3404 - 4633 2013
<« PERCENT © (100.%) . 19.2 27.4 37.3 16.2.
: FIXED SCHEDULE ~ 4882  4.5% 746 1045 2309  .782
AP . PERCENT 1100.2) S 1503 - 2144 47.3 16.0
© NOY FIXED © 7553 ° 6,9% 1639 2359 2324 1231
PERCENT (100.%) - 21.7 a1.2 30.8 . 1643
HEAVY-FULL USAGE . ’
(30 HOURS/WEEK & UP) !
B SUBTOTAL 6192 561 1305 . 1386 2182 1319
PERCENT - (100.%) T 21 22.4. 3542 213
. . _ . o . e , . . : N
FIXED. SCHEDULE - 4019 165 = Bé4 1110 1246 819
 PERCENT . (100.%) 21.0 27.6 - 31.0 20.4
NOT F[XED T 2113 2,08 461 . 216 936’ 500
TOTAL, ALL CHILDREN | y N . -
USING METHOD' , 109921 - 100.0%  24938. 32532 34416 18035
PERCENT (100.3) . 227 2946 31.3 164
uui-n:-ti:it-tii--nuunn:-nmu.-iu;ini:-i::-muﬁ.iti;:ti::ti:t-titt-iUNEB“
: - AReported in nieiires:
6-9
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TABLE VI 8

CHILDREN RECEIVING CARE IN A RELATIVE'S HDME BY AGE
N AND USAGE .MODE .
%(TABLE INCLUDES ALL CHILDREN USING METHOD.)

i*ii*tiiiiiii#ii#iiittti*ittliiti?ii#

*tﬂ#ittttiliii*!#i*i!$i¥iii#i#¥#tt!¢#itt AGE OF CHILDRENEZ- - "
*~._ USAGE MODE e TGTAL USERS? #m——ommmm¥onas e ek el e
CATFGORY?: - 4 NUMBER*PERCENT * 0 -2 % 3 -5% 6~ 9 %10 -13 »
!Qi#ittt*ﬁfiiit#i!#tiiittliittiit*iiiiit!ttii#***ii¥#!iittii!ii#iii‘iitii*iii
CASUAL USAGE (LESS )
THAN 10 HGURSIHEEK)
SUBTOTAL . 106777 78.6% 24891 30766 - 30419 20701
PERCENT,, . . ,(100,%) 2303 28,8  -.28.5 19.4
5 FIKED SCHEDULE 16610  12.2% .~ 3414 ' 5222 . 6126 1848
- PERCENT. . (100.1) 20.6 31,4 36.9 11.1
NOT*EIXED .- . e 90167  66.4% 21477 25544 24293 18853
CPERCENT " (100.%) . .. . 23.8 28.3 26.9 ° 20.9
MODERATE ' QSAGE
t1o- z@‘aaumszhzenl
 SUBTOTAL . 16370 .12.0% 4b25 . 4713 4204 3428
PERCENT (100.37 - . 24.6 28.8 2547 12049
FIXED SCHEDULE™ ° 5379 4,06 . . 871 . 1836 1192° ~ 1480 .
" NOT FIXED - . . 10991  g.04 - 3154 . 2817 3012 1948
PERCENT (100.%) 20.7 2642 27.4 17:7
© HEAVY-FULL USAGE B
(30 HOURS/WEEK & .UP). _
.SUBTOTAL | L 12581 9.2% 2873 3467 _ 3790 2451
PERCENT (100.%) S 22.8 27.6 30.1 19,5
F 1XED SEHEDULE : _e3se o 2327 2565 2179 . 1287
“PERCENT (160.2) - S¥% 27,8 30.7 . 26.1 15.4
NOT FIXSD ' 4223 . 3% 546 902 1611 - 1164
PERC ENT o (100.%) , 12.5° 2ie4 . 38.1 27.6
TOTAL, ALL CHILDREN <« ‘ | : : .
USING METHOD  ° 135728 100.0% 31789 38946 . 38413 . 26580
"PERCENT , (100.%) : 23.4 . 28+7  28.3 19.6

5

ittiittiti#iti#!ii#i:iiittititttii*tiiitttiii!titﬁii*iii#iiiﬁiiiiiﬂiiiUNcgi!

*Reported in hundreds
© 6=10
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- THAN 10 HOURS/MWEEK)

. SUBTOTAL 11359 13,6% . 2860 - 3028

o4

TABLE VI-9

s
CHILDREN RECEIVING CARE IN A NON-RELATIVE'S HDME BY
- AGE AND USAGE MODE. - . '

(TABLE INCLUDES ALL CHILDREN USING METHDD;)
. ” B T T T L L e e DR 2T L
RARAKRRARR AR ARk AP RN SRRk bRk . . AGE OF CHILDREN: ’ h
USAGE MODE *  TOTAL USERS: trmmemm—emfee e m e e e
CATEGORY: ~ -~ * NUMBER*PERCENT * 0 - 2 * 3 -5 % &6~ 9 * 10 -13 *

' ttttt;;i:tti:i‘ti:i:’i;i!i_i-ttti,nnzq:izit*tt:;gittt*t;t*tt TR ETT IR I L LR LR RS S L}

CASUAL USAGE (LESS & e,

susToTAL 60088  72.2% 12930 16481 18788 11889
PERCENT - (100.%) T Tanes 274 31.3 19.8
FIXED SCHEDULE © 20213 24.3% 5137 - 5478 6450 3148
PERCENT (100.2) - 25.4 2741 31,9 15.6
NOT FIXED - 39875 47.9% 7793 11003 = 12338 . BT41.
PERCENT - - - - - - -(100.%) - - - 19.5°  27.6 30.9 .. 21.9

MODERATE USAGE
(10-29 HOUR S/WEEK)

[T T
LT

. PERCENT - (100.%) » ‘ 25.2 26.7
FIXED SCHEDULE 7625 9,2% . 2129 2052
_PERCENT (100.%) 27.9, 2649

Wk
. -
a0 O -

il
)

NOT FIXED . E ‘3734 4.4y 731 . 97
PERCENT (100.2) 19.6 26.1

WMy =

T

HEAVY=EULL USAGE . -
(30 HOURS/WEEK & UP) :

SUBTOTAL T 11835 14,24 3646, 394l 3135 1113
PERCENT . (100.%) ‘ ' 30.8 3.3 26.5 9.4

FIXED SCHEDULE 10834 13,0% 3468 3729 2655 . 982
FERCENT (LQG-Z) S ‘32.0 : §34a§ . 24,5 E-!

NOT FIXED 1001 7% 178 212 480 131
PERCENT. - (100.3) - 17.8 21.2 48,0 13.1

TOTAL, ALL CHILOREN LT K . 7 7
USING METHOD 83282 100.0% 19436 - 23450 25894 14502
PERCENT (100.%) i 2343 28.2 3le1 - 17.4
. ¢ o . :

ittii*tititi*i!tigittiiii!ttt;itiittijiQiiiiijiiiit!tiiiiii¥i!it‘§.i?iUN§ﬂi‘
*Reported in hundreds

=
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TABLE_VI—]D,i~

CHILDREN RECEIVING. NURSERY SCHOOL CARE
BY AGE AND. USAGE - MQDE ‘

: - i#i*‘iﬁ!iiiiﬁiiii*!#tiiﬁiiiit ek
i#ittiiiiititliiiii#iti#i:;#ti#i!!iitiiii_ ACE OF CHILDREN‘ T
USAGE MODE #  TCTAL USERS:I “#om—o=———koso—=—modom—- ok
CATEGORY: * NUMBER* PERCENT # 0 -2 % 3 -5 % 6~ 9 410 =13 »
i*;:tﬂrtftﬂnii:-ttiunhpi:kvtint;nt::iitttiiiii:iitttitiﬂ-#::!*:ttitit#i!tti:;ijt
CASUAL USAGE [LESS
THAN 10, HOURS/WEEK)
- SUBTOTAL o 9350  48,0% - 11é€8 7735 431 T8
PERCENT ~ 1100.%) - 12.5 82,7 ha - 0.2 M
FIXED SCHEDULE = 8644 - 44,4% 503 7450 .©  291.. 0
PERCENT © {100.2) . 10.4 - 86.2 . 3.4 0.0..
 NOT FIXED . etT706 3.6% ‘16,
PERCENT (100.%) - 243
MODERATE US;GE A B o .
(10-29 HOURS/WEEK) _ . : A
CSUBTOTAL T 4805 24.6% 60 1986 . 159" 0
PERCENT. ~ . (100.2) : 1307 83.0 3.3 0.0
FIXED SCHEDULE 4507 23.i% 660 3697 150 .0
' NOT FIXED 298 1.5% - 0 289 - . 9. 0 .
PERCENT {100-3), 0.0 " 47.0 3.0, 0.0
 HEAVY~FULL USAGE ¥
(30 HOURS/WEEK & LP)
. . ’ i » ) .= , - )
SUBTOTAL ‘5325  27.4% 1287 | 3644 394 0
PERCENT (100.%) . 242 6844 Ted 0.0
FIXED SCHEDULE i 5170 26.6% 1261 3515 394" 0
" PERCENT 7 {100.%) . 24.4 . 68,0 . Te6 0.0
) ' ’ B : f EN-
NOT FIXED ‘195 0.8% ° 26 129 0 S0
TQTAL, ALL CHILDREN - L | '
USING METHOD 19480 100.0% 3115 - 15365 984 16
PERCENT - . 1100.%) S 160 7849 5.1 ° 0.1
*tttt*tttn;tie#i;wQiiﬁtumt:tttt-t*i:titt#tit“muuitittitiittiin:tttiiUNgﬂ-:
8 *Rsparted in hHﬂdPédE
b . }
‘ ,
6-12
i
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| , | TABLE VI- 11 o SR ;
) f ) . . "»//,,7_%‘.//.‘7 i - s
. 7 : CHIL DREN CEIVING DAYCARE - CENTER CARE BY . ..
© PGE AND USAGE'MODE.. o
. B . (TABLE‘INCLUDES ALL CHILDREN USING METHGD.) - G .
) - . A V ;itiiiiiitit#*itittii#ittttiiiitiiiit R
ttiiiﬂr;ttt;ttiti:itiiittitsvtttnr:.tuni A AGE OF EHILDREN' e *
USAGE MODE - #  TCTAL USERS: Wm=iommmmio—==e- e
CATEGORY: * NUMBER*PERCENT # 0-52 % 3 - 5% 6- 9% 10 -13 *
- KR *##*t#t*!*iiiiiiﬁ*‘!iiiil*iﬁ*tii!!t!*itiitiit!tti!* itt#ii!#i*iiii!*t*!!*it
EASUALZUSAGE (LESS . oo o )
THAN . LO HOURS/WEEK) S - , ¢
SUBTOTAL’ 1681 17.8%° ¢ 468 “120 ;361 132
PERCENT 100.%) - 27.8 42.'¢ 21.5 7.9 .
o .7 ) , C oy o ) i B . ) : l . . R . ; ) =
: . FIXED SCHEDULE 1096 11.5% "312- 504 - 148 © 132
T RERCENT (100.2) © % 28.5 . 46.0 13.5 12.0
: © NOT FIXED . s8s  6.1% 156 ' 216 ~ \213 0
- © PERCENT . (100.%2) ) 26.7 6.9 3644 0.0
_ 'MODERATE USAGE . | i '
" (10-29 HOURS/WEEK)
) P w B . . i . oL - 7 \lA L _s's
. SUBTOTAL g 2487 - 26.2% © 403 . 952 ° 987’ 145 ¢ °
.~ PERCENT (100.2). . 16,2 38.3 © 39.7 _ 5.8
. 'FIXED SCHEDULE . 1901 20.0% - 311 B65 . - 667 .58
- SRCENT (100.2) : - l6.4 45.5 "35.1 o1
NOT FIXED' 586 6.2% 92 87 . 320 .87 .
. PERCENT (100.%) 15.7 14.8 - 5446 14.8
. ® / ’ . S Ve
o HEAVY-FULL USAGE C : . RN y
' (30 HOURS/WEEK & LP) o x A S
'SUBTOTAL 5340 56, 2% 510 ¢ 3443 1340 47
FIXED" SCHEDULE 5216  54.8% , 510 3319 . 1340 47 ,
PERCENT {100.%) - W 9.8 = 63.6 25.7 0.9 .
“NOT FIXED ' 4 126 1.4% 0, 124 0 0
PERCENT (100.%) 5 ©0.0°  100.0-  0.0° 0.0
TOTALy ALL CHILDFEh e o o
"USING METHOD 9508 100.0% 1381 5115 2688 . 324
PERCENT (100.%) - 1445 53.8 28.3 3.4
g b ' ’
i-u-ﬂ-nuuttmtjst:i:ni-unni::::stt:t:nit:t::muuinuru-tiitzitt-i:-i;titUNcnti
\ . *}?gpar*ed in hwzdreds:
% 4 .
. G6-13 | . .'
.ﬂ,}. ) .s-.
‘ T X & ¢ " ‘ . b
| | 121 R
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Section VI

PAYMENT MODE AND FORMALITY OF CARE

Discussion

Just as the precedirfg scetion sought to isolate and examine that portion
of child care usage which could be corisideredvsubstantial or "significant” in
terms of the amount of care used, we are intcrested in the concept of structural
formality of care arrangements. That is, what proportion of care is delivered
through a true "market mechanism" involving ''valuable consideration' by
persons who might think of themselves as 5'ﬁrgviders“; and what part can be
attributed mevely to friends helping each other, neighbors exchanging favors,
relatives sharing through an extended family relationship and other similar

arrangements _which‘ we might think of as being nonmarket, informal care?

it is tempting to classify care into formal and informal categories by
the generic types of arrangements. We might, for example, assume that "other
home by non-relative'' arrangements (e.g., family day cafe),i' day care centers,
nursery schools, Head Start programs and before and after school programs
donstitute the "formal" market, while in-home care arrangements and all forms
' of care by relatives are essentially informal and outside the "market, ''*
However, there arc iwo reasons why we are hesitant to use these definitions

as a basis_for distinguishing between modes of usage.

*Indeed, this dichotomy was contemplated by the analysis plan for this
study -and has been used previously in child care research,
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T'irst, there is evidence (presented later in this section) tiual not all
care hy relatives can be considered to fail outside the economic market, Nor
can it be mos fained that all eare by relatives represents merely inform:l,

mextended family" helping relationships.

The distinction made here is an important one, -The issues of whether
or not care by relatives should qualify for reimbursements, subsidies and tax
deductions warrant great currency in federal policy. Furthermore, although
it is outside the scope of the instant study, the seminal event in the entry of
family day carc homes into the provider market may oiten bccqr hetween rela-~

tives,

SY'

£y

For example, it is possible that one of the common scenarios In a
"developing” family day care home portrays a grandmother, aunt, sister, or
other kin outside the working 'rm)'thezr's household who takes on additional,
non-related children since her or his time is already encumbered in child care.
Moreover, initial structured home-care experience may frequeintly derive from

caring for relatives,

Admittedly, we are speculating beyond the data, Yet we believe that
it i5 a misconception to iﬁterprat care by relatives and in-home care by non-

relatives as being "informal" in all cases.

Conversely, it has been pointed out that much of the care received in

-relatives' homes is "informal" and that we cannot clearly distinguish

[+]

_amily day care home'' models from casual or "underground'' care.

. In this section, the concept of "formality" of arrangements is examined
. as a function of the mode of compensation (i. e,, whether cash, in-kind or none
t all) for services received and, in order to iﬂtegrafa this definition with the

ceceding section, as a function of the-number of hours used.

In considering whether or not cash is exchanged, there is an implicit
grounding in law. Traditionally. consideration is an essential élement to a
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contract and, hence, a business relationship, And it i3 through the government
power to reg;uhtc; commeree and to adrmmster public funds (as well as general
state “wnlmrc” powers) that licensing and standards agencies derive most of

" thait powers,

Tigure 7-1, on th;z following page, gives the overall distribution of
households by child care compensation mode, About a third report using child
care but making no cash payments. An additional one in eight uses at least one
type of care for which "in-kind" cmmpensatwn is rendered despite the fact that
cash is paid for one or more other forms of care. But before much meaning can

he aseribed to this distribution, we must consider several confounding problems.

The foremost difficulty is our inability, from consumer data alone,
to determine the effects of grants and subsidies on the market. Table VII-1
c,omparés the percentages of the population using the six most signific nt
outside-the-family provider types against the respective percentages reporting
cash and in-kind compensation.
TABLE VII-1
PERCENT C)F ALL 'HOUSEHOLDS USING CARE COMPARED

AGAINST THOSE COMPENSATING .
(remainder involves no campensat1an)

VTy?E, of Care Huuaano‘l aLS“g Paying Cash In-Kind
In own home: -

By relative 23.7% 3.9% 14. 5%

By non-relative - 23.2 18.7 2.9 -
In other hdme: ! |

By relative 31.8 3.9 20,7

By non-relative 21,2 9.2 10. 2
Nursery schools 7.3 5.8 0.3

2.9 2.3 0.3

- Day care centers
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USER, COMPENSATES
IN DOLLARS
(22.6%)

NON-USER '
(35.3%)

USER, COMPENSATES ~
IN SERVICES, FAVORS N
(22.0%) \

o

/USER, BOTH
DOLLARS AND
FAVORS 2

(13.2%)

USER WITHOUT
COMPENSATION

(6.9%)

Figure 7-1. U.S. Households Using Child Care as Defined
! by Summary Compensation Mode.

| 1. Households: reporting no care outside the

\1 ~ nuclear family or schools.

\ 2. Denotes cash for at least one arrangement,
\ services only for other(s).

|
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It is quite evident that households using non-relative or institutional
. care are the most likely to pay cash. The proportion of hixuseﬁolds recetving
"freg! care in these arrangements is not substantial. And even these few
households that do not compensate (i.e., 1.7% in another he e by non-relative,
1. 2% in nursery schools and 0. 4% in day care centers) are probably composed
primarily of fully-subsidized c}ﬁlciren and should not be construed as using non-

market care.

On the other hand, it is obvious that care by relatives, while often
free, is most likely to be provided in "exchange for services or favors,' an
observation which can only be intexrpreted to describe "extended family rela-

tionships, ' most of which are casual and, in the vernacular, "informal,"

éenerally, we can conclude ithai ‘care by relatives is not affe&ted very
substantially hy fully-subsidized care arrﬁngements; yet puj;iic: monies probably
have some impact on the ""market" in the form of rciinbursements and "pass~—
through'' subsidies, * V |

Households with younger children are much more likely to purchase
care than are those with oldér‘childfen (Table VII-2). About a third of house-
holds with ""pre-schoolers' (three to five year olds) purchase care versus less than
one in 12 where the youngest child is over 10. Fii’I‘the:’nnri):re;I the propor-
tion of users compensating in-kind is -much higher among thé"clder—reoho:t‘t”
households, suggesting that informal neighborhood a:fr,angements, aug‘mentéd

by school attendance, are prevalent among older children,

*Respondents in this survey were asked if they received any
"direct government subsidies expressly for child care." Only 51
raw records, projecting 1. 5% (weighted), were affirmative. This
small sample was distributed broadly across methods and is not
sufficient to support a quantitative conclusion.




TABLE VII-2

PERCENT OF HGUSEHDLDS USING CARE BY COMPENSATION
MODE AND AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD

“Age of youngest Non—user __ Use, no “Use, compenaation by: 7
child ) ~ (Mo hours/week) compenaation _cash only _in-kind only both TOTAL
" Gnder 3 T 02 .0 28.1 7.6 19.2  100%
3to b | 26, 2 8.1 3l.s  18.6 17.3  100%
6to9 41,5 7.2 21.1 20.5 9.7 100%
10 to 13 62.0 7.4 7.1 20,86 2.9 100%
" All householda 35.3 6.9 22,6  22.1 13,2 100%

Sémé care received for free or in exchange for services or favors is
gubstantial. When the "user'' populati... is delimited to those receiving ien or
more hours of care per week (Table VII-3), about a third report either "in-kind
only" or no compensation. Excepting households whera the oldest child is ten
or older, however, the great majority (threcé—quartars of those with ''pre-

schoolers'') pay cash for at least one arrangement,

TABLE VII-3
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF COMPENSATION MODE
OF HOUSEHOLDS USING 10 OR MORE HOURS OF
CARE PER NEEK BY AGE OF YDUNEEST CHILD

No Gampmatian
#ge of youngest ehﬂd cmnpensatlnn cmly cggh gnly !avaﬁ ECJTH
Lesa than 3 a.9 39.2 26.1 28.8
St 6 6.5.. 1 18,9 27.6 ,
6to9 - 10.0 43,4 21,7 19,0 ?
.10to0 13 16.8 28.56 44.8 9.8
All households 81 . 419 26.1 25.0 | ‘
7-6 !
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Care by Relatives

About the same proportions of households (3. 9%) pay cash for care in
the children's own homes by relatives as for care in relatives' homes (Tables
VII-- and WI% 5). But several structural differences are evident when the
respective "paid user' subgroups are examined qgamst selected independent
variables.

For one, care delivered in the child's home by relatives is much more
likely to occur casually and according to a ilight usage schedule. Of the 4% pay-
ing for this form of care, nearly half use fewer than 10 hours per week.* About
2.1%, or just over a half million households, pay for more than 10 hours per

week of in-home care by relatives.

Households‘payiﬁg for care in relatives' homes are somewhat more
iikely to make moderate or heavy schedules. Approximately 3% (three quarters
of the 3. 9% who pay) use 10 or morc hom:s per week. This subgroup, esti-
mated at about 720, 000 households, is roughly the same size as the consumer

p-oup making substantial use of day care centers,

For the most part, these differences are explained by the fact that
employed mothers (i.e., .respcrxdents) are nearly five times mére likely to pay
for care in relatives' homes than those who are not employed. In contrast,
working mothers are only about 50% more likely to pay for "in-home-by-relativa"
care. T

Discernible trends are also evident by income and by race and ethnicity.
The poor and the ""near poor" are more likely to purchase in-home care by
Ijélatives than are those above 200% of the poverty line; but those above the /

poverty line are just slightly more likely to pay for care in relatives' homes.

*Some of 'ﬂie‘ figures given in this text do not’appear in the tables.
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| THBLE V114
USERS OF CARE IN THE CHILD'S HOME BY RELATIVES BY COMPENSATION MODE
AND SUMMARY DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
(Heighted Percents Based on A’I‘I.H@usehﬂds)

sho0dsdddanaloannitadeed
5 NON-USERS® ~USERS- , o T01AL (N COWT) ¢

" & GSES KITHOUT ® COMPENSATION ¢ COMPENSATION ® . =~ 4
: #  SUBGROUP ¢ COMPENSATION @ IN CASH ® IN KIND ® _ HEIGHTEB ? RAH ,.‘
aapn::aa-nmﬁaﬁﬁg14aﬁﬁtnéﬁttﬂ;sﬁ;aa:a#iﬁizﬂiﬁnattgiittgﬁﬁﬁiﬁitt:aﬁsaamaaﬁﬁﬂiéiﬂéﬁatﬁiﬂaﬁaatiiﬁéﬁﬁiaiﬂﬁiigﬁ

;tﬁtsasﬁﬁaﬁﬁsanaaa:ﬁﬁniéntﬁﬁﬁﬁisavﬁaéa:tgaaa:ti:sﬁtttﬁﬁtaﬁgé

BY CURRENT

HARTTAL STATUS! = o - , ,
" WARRIED Tésl 545 Yok it 0021 33
NGT MARRTED 16,9 hid §eT H 4948 i)

DY RESPONDERTS
EMPLOYMENT STATUS!

N EMPLUYEDLFULL/PART] 80,1 4l 449 NI 934 1761
®  NOT EMPLOYED Thel Bad 1,2 1645 19315 2039
BY RACE/EINICITYE
HHITE Thod 6.0 346 164 16312 254)
BLACK 82:1 1,2 3.7 10,5 3501 1400
SPANISH/OTHER 8049 4e 5o 942 L1 W 11}
8y POVERTY STATUSI
BELOK POVERTY 8049 29 5. 111 1212 856
JITHIN 2003 OF 15:2 540 hel- 15,7 5205 1189
ABOVE 2008 OF PCY. 15,4 b4 hb 1448 N2t 0%

| ‘ _ :
:ﬁttii:;ttititii!iqttii;t:taitt;iiﬂ:ai:ﬁiiii;:iﬁ;;i:ﬁiéii#ﬁiaﬁ:ttﬁiiitiﬁﬁiﬂtﬁtﬂti;ﬁﬂitii!ﬁQiﬁﬁi:i#i!iﬂﬁcgiﬁ
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"IBLE V11

USERS OF CARE TN JOTHER HOME BY RELATIVES BY
CONPCNSATIN NODE AND SUMARY DEVOGRAPHIC DATA
(Veighted Percents Based on AT1 Households)

iﬁttt;itti;tétiitgt;mntitiitiifiﬁaét@ﬂﬂﬁniauna:sniiﬁﬁﬁy#tﬁéﬂiﬁﬁﬂﬁél#itiﬁnﬁﬁﬁitﬁttﬁﬁt
¢ NON-USERS: * 7 “USERS- # TOTAL (N COUNT) @
' % USES WITHOLT ® COMPENSATION » COMPENSATION ¢ 1 ]
# SUBGROUP @ CONPENSATION # [N CASH *  INKIND ¥ WEIGHTED * RAW ®
iiﬁtttvrtstaﬁntttna#:sagﬁimﬂ¢:§1n1¢i:¢t$a$:ﬁﬁtﬂtttéttitbﬁﬁ;avna;am:t!#tii#&#iivimﬁtﬁéﬁit!iﬁiiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂtiiiﬁtiﬁ

BY CURRENT
HARITAL STATUS: .
20001 35

. HARRIED 6744 B ) L1 17
NOT HARRTED 12.9 6.1 448 19,4 4342 1111
BY RESPONDENTS
ENPLOVHENT STATUS
S CHPLOYED(FULL/PART) 10,1 546 18 16,3 03 176l
L NOT EPLOYED 6142 B0 L6 N 15375 2635
BY RACE/ETNICITY:
WHITE TR Bl R 2.2 10312 2643
BLACK * Thet i1 1.3 14,1 30 1408
SPAN SH/OTHER e 31 ' 11,0 %11 681
OY POVERTY STATLS: | | -
BELON POVERTY 6.4 52 W 1 T P
WITHIN 2008 CF 63,1 bl Wl 0 5205 1189
ABOVE 2008 CF PCYe 66,1 23 42 21,8 121 200
AL L RESPCNDENTS 60, N 19 20,1 MU0 4509

e TR TV R LAV LD LWL

1, Reported In thousands; non-responge fa not allocated

\




Although whites are more likely to use care in relatives' homes, they
are least likely to pay. Blacks pay more frequently because they are more
likely to use child care in support of the mother's employment; Spanish households
pay more often because they are less likely to make ''free' or 'in-kind arrange-
n‘;(:rit.sg and whites are more likely to compensate in-kind. No similarly strong

patterns are evident for in-home relative care.

About four and a'half million households (18.7%) pay for care in their
homes by non-relative providers (Table VII;S)_ While this is the most common
paid arrangement, there \are; as we have suggested previously, at least two
v;ery different types of users.

Two thirds of thosc paying average fewer than 10 hours per week, -
Fuﬁheﬁnore, most unpaid care (i. e., free or in-kind) represents light usage.
Hence, most households using this form of arrangement may be considered to
be "casual babysitter users. " |

On the other hand, one in eight users (2. 2% of the population) pays 2:‘
in-homae sitter fo_r 30 or more hiours of care per week. Of these full-time
equivalent arrangsments, 90% are by households with mothers who are employed’
full-time, Approximately 14% of employed mothers use at least 19 hours per
week. Overall, some 1.5 million households pay for 10 or more hours per
week, | | ’7
Table VII-6 can also be interpreted to confirm the observation made
in Section V that usage of iii%hama—byéncnirelaﬂve: care is strongly dominated

by whites in the mid- to upper-incomé classes, -
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TABLE VII-6

USERS OF CARE TN THE CHILD'S HOME BY NON-RELATIVES BY
COMPENSATION MODE AND SUMMARY DENOGRAPHIC DATA
(Weighted Percents Based on A11 Households)

¢ NDNfUSERS ¥ U35 E R 4 TETAL (N CUUNT) "

L & USES WITHOUT # CDHPENSATIDN # CONPENSATION ¥ 1 Ll

s+ SUBGROUP  * COMPENSATION * . IN CASH *  INKIND ¢ WEIGHTED ¢ RAW ¥
a.::¢1t;ttﬁtniiﬁsitatis;tttﬁﬁﬂﬁittt;;¢$atﬂ:ﬁt;itttti#ﬁttnﬁitté::;tt&ﬁ#tﬁ!#mﬂﬁiit&it#ﬁ;#taﬁ¢t¢$$!ﬁit§!!liii

8Y CURRENT

MARTTAL STATUS: ,_

ARRIED - Tl 17 2042 29 0021 3435
NOT MARRLED 85,2 046 1140 303 ECT A W

Y RESPONDENT§

EMPLOYHENT STATUS:
CPLOVEDIFULLIPORTY 79.0° W 16 23 b3 16l
NOT EMPLOYED 15 1,9 190 0 b 15315 2038

BY RACE/ETNICITY: o | I y
RHITE. 1t 1.0 232 G, w158
BLACK 94,0 08 1l 20 0T 1408
SPANI SH/OTHER 91,9 0.5 bk Lt BT 681

BY POVERTY STATUS:
BELOR POVERTY EETE I 0.2 4l 20 w2856
HITHIN 2008 CF et LS, 6 Wl 5265 1189
AOVE 2008 OF PCY. 6940 11 5,1 20 1121 203 -

ALL RESPONDENIS  Teub 145 b 9 W 46m

ey i
i i : , . . SR a
ti!ﬁ!iﬁiiii#iit!11liiiii!j!iiiitiiiﬁii!!iii!iﬁ@i!!tiiliiiiiﬁtii!!iiﬁiéiiiiiiiﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁiﬂiﬂ#i!ii!!l!iitiiiUNCU!‘

1, Reported in thousands; nm‘-rgspﬂnse«lsﬁhdt allocated
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Care in | H@néRelativés' Homes_

4

is somewhat eanfounded by our mablllty to isolate, with t;ertainty, true family '
day ¢are home users, it is still relatively safe to infer that a formal St'ﬁli‘tﬁ:ré
exists which can probably be considered the most important single type of |
rangement for full-time employed mothers (see Table VII- 7). Over half of
all those who reported usmg care in non-relatives' hr:mes apparently refer to
"informal' (e.g., in-kind in particular) neghborhoad arrangements, But the

residual 9, 2% who compensate in cash constitute a solid market base.

Just ox‘fer 6% of all households (or two thirds of those paying cash) pay
fcr 10 or more hcnlrs per week. Moreover, cne in fi\?'e working incthers
(19.1%) pays for this farm of care in. contrast to only 3. 5% of mothers who are
not emplayecl. Of thcsse whD pay, 41%, or 7@6 000 househalds use 30 or
more hours per weck.

'I‘hé dié%ributiorx of paid use;:s by 11;3@1:1‘3 fé.vcfs respa’ndeﬁté not cur-
reﬁtly fna:ried (S!pause absent) and those with higher incomes. Whén these
Variables are contmlled for employment: status however, diffe-?{ces are we'ak

E‘urthenﬁare full subsidies probably accaunt for-more of the ngy acompénsating

It weuld be most convenient indeed to 1-,,:inc:w, mccntrdifertibly, the
licensure statuis of the rrbvi’defg receivi’n‘g cash, Unfortungtely, however,
consumers often do not l=mow whether their pravide,rs are lcensed, Nearly 10%
of the eligible gﬂmple space (raw count of users of cher &iome by non-relative

care whether paid or not) did not knowi This is a ;baﬁjlcularly\difficult non-

. response incidence to s 1lorate since it is ‘extremely Iiléely that a gfeater pro-

portion of thoge who did not know use licensed care tﬁan the ''valid" observed

proportions, , . iy



| TABLE VI1-7
USERS OF CARE. TN A THER HOME BY NON-RELATIVES BY

y  COMPENSATION MODE AND SUMMARY DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
Veighted Percents Based on A1l Households)

e L L L L L L LTI

*ONON-USERST SUSERS- ¢ OT0TAL (N CONT)
' *# USES WITHOUT # COMPENSATION * COMPENSATIQN # y '

= , ¢ SUBGROUP  # COMPENSATION * [N CASH ¢  INKIND *  WKEIGHTED™ # RAW
(RS R 11 ittttﬁiéiiiﬁuﬂfinﬁﬁﬂﬂiﬂitiii\_ﬂ,-iﬂ!ﬁ!ii.i!.i!f!_iiiiﬂﬁﬁiﬂﬁ!t!ﬂ!iiﬂ PRI RN R RN =
BY CURRENT |

MARITAL STATUS: , | e E
HARRFED . L7 Bod 1l 20021 3438
- NOT MARRIED 19 LS 12,8 -5 LELTIN )
BY RESPONDENTS
EMPLOVHENT STATUS:
S EMPLOYEDUFULL/RIRT) T R R O N U N SRR ¥ 093 1741
o NOT EMPLOYED 8343 L5 S 146 1535 283
BY RACE/ETNICITY: | o - o 3
WHTE S [ R 9,7 12,0 182 254
7 SLAEE; 86,3 Il fEll byl 3507 1408
SPANISH/OTHER 8744 Ll 1l 4ol A 651

BY POVERTY STATYS:

BELON POVERTY 8822 113 Wi bl %2 856
NITHIN 2003 CF 8.9 0.9 B0 92 5285 1169
AEDVE ZGQS CF ch! ?ﬁiT 2} 1110 '1215 13127. 203&
AL L RESPCNDENTS 18,8 11 9.2 10,2 - 30 4609
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TABLE V1I-8

MINIMUM ESTIMATES OF HOUSEHOLDS USING
LICENSED FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES

?ércéht of
respective total

Hquseholds Reporting: Minimum estimate* users
Licensed care 527,400 7 10, 2%%*%

Licensed, paying cash 381,900 - 17.0%

Licensed, paying cash
using ten or more ) )
hours ‘ 259,900 17.4%

*Estimates are extremely suspect due lg'high non-response.

**Base includes insubstantial, iﬂfarmé1"ﬂeighbarhood arﬁanéements_

Table VII-8 gives fhepra@rtioﬁs of licensed reports to the number of
users, respectively, for all tiothe r-home-by-non-relative' users, those paying
cash and, finally, those paying cash and using 10 or more hours. Frankly,

this distribution is more or less inacmtabléi

First, the estimates of licensed users might be hélf the true national
total, or they might be even less than half, if some of those rigponding ''no"”
were mistaken. It is kmown, if only through anecdotal reports and state agency
estimates, that easily one half to three quarters of care delivered in on-relatives'
homes for money may be "underground" (i.e., should be licensed but isn't). |
The élusive problem of determining what proportion of care 18 licensed versus
- "underground'! will survive this study. |
Second, ﬁl’xe relati\;czly high incidence shown of unpaid licensed care
suggests thgt the xl'glatively small base of ’fully»subsbidized care is virtually always

licensed, or at least reported as licensed.

7-14
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‘Whatever the true licensing of these arrangements may be, this form
ef arrangement is very often 'formal’ under anyone's definition, with .Fhree
quarters of a million full-time employed mothers purchaemg full-time equlv‘a—

lent cave and nearly a mllhen purchasing ten or more hours.

Nursery Schools, ;lje’y,(:ere Centers and Head Start

'Given the semanical difficulties in defining éenerie differences between

nursery schools, day care centers and, 1:0 a lesser degree, Head Stert, we will

distributions themselves may be circular artifacts.

Head Start is the least common of the three "inetituticmal" care forme, :

at leeet as reported (‘I‘able VII-8). One respondent, above the peverty line,

;‘eperted paying $15 per week, but all other observed Head Start ueage was

free

In assessing the importance of nursery and center care, it must be
\ept in mind that these forms of care tend to be more age-specific than the
home-based methods. About 20% of households containing children between three

and five use either center or nuree'ry school care, Approximately 15% pay.

Of the nearly 6% using nursery school care (Table VII-9), two thirds
use more than 10 hours per week. Although 5.3% of all households with

'reegendente who are not employed pay for nursery school care, just over 1%

of the poor do. Regardless of the compensation mode, only about 1, 4% of the
"not-employed podr' use nursery school care versus about 7% of the "not-
employed upper income,' The fact that about 6% of employed mothers pay for

b}

*As noted elsewhere, some ''nursery school' and eenter usage is -
prebebly funded, in fact, by Headstart,

i
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©TRLE VI8

A | | "~ USERS OF HEAD START .
BY CONPENSATION NODE AND SUMMARY DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
(weighted percents based on all households )

iiiiﬁiii!ﬁli!iii!itti!i!itliiii!i!iiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiiiii:itii!!!i!ii!!i!ii!i!iiiiili
3 NONUSERS: *. <USERS- +  TOTAL (N COUNT)  #
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o COMPENSATION » [N CASH ® N KINO #  WEIGHTED™ # RAN ¢

+ SUBLROUP
B T 1T L Ll LU LU

T L L i LI LU L iy

BY CURRENT
NAKITAL STATUS: ‘
© MARRIED ??*7 -

| . 0.2 00 00 0001 343
NOT MARRIED - 98.8 0.8 .

0l 03 YRR} ]
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L EWLOYEDIFULL/ARTL 9% 0.2 0,0 BT TR TR [
T NOT EMPLOYED 995 04 0.0 - 0l 15315 203
& : . :
BY RACE/ETNICITY:
HITE 09,0 . 0.2 00 0.0 102 2543
BLACK 98,9 - (.8 0.1 02 - 3501 1408
SPAN] SH/OTHER 9943 0.5 0.0 0s2 2571 657
BY POVERTY STATUS: “
JELOR POVERTY BTRE 1 0.0 0.3 TIVR 1)
CWITHIN 2008°0F 99 06 0.0 0.0 5208 1189
ABOVE 200% CF PCV. 9949 0.0 0.0 {:0 ‘ 13!27 2036
CaLLoREONOENS %% 0 0.0 Gl UM
\ : i'“ Y
""" iiiiiiiiiiiii!il!iﬂiiltili!!!Qiiii!!i‘i!!!iiiiiiiUHCﬂiﬁ

: itiii?iiiiiiii!iiiiiiiii!ii!!i!i!i!!iii!?ii!ii!!!i!!

M‘ - 1, Reported In thousands; non-response Is not _nil_lﬁ'c.ltad
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TABLE VII-9

‘ . . ' USERS OF NURSERY SCHOOL CARE BY o
COMPENSATION MODE AND SUMMARY DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
(Weighted Percents Eased on A1l chseho]ds)

iii!iiit!tittitiil!iiiliitiiiii!i:!i!tt!itii#iiiiiiii!!:ttiii!!iii!!tili!itiiilii?l!
*  NON-USERS: = ~-USERS-~- ~% TGYAL (N COUNT) - #
* * USES WITHOUT * COMPENSATION * CCMPENSATION # *

*  SUBGROUP % COMPENSATION * .~ IN CASH  * IN KIND HEIGHTED1 * RAH @
:;j;*:tt!ii;iit!!itit!iititiiiiiittittttiiiitti;ttiiiii!t!iiiii!t#i!ittiiiF!i!iiit!tii:iliililiiiiii!il!i :

' CURRENT

RITAL STATUS: , : _ g
MARRIED = . 9246 0.9 6e3 v 0.2 20021 3435
NOT MARRIED 93.4 2.3 3.0 0.5 4342 umn’
' RESPUNDENT § /

PLOYMENT STATUS:

EMPLOYEDIFULL/PART) 91.9 1.1 6.8 0.2 8934 1761
NOT EMPLOYED 93.2 1.2 5.3. 0.3 15315, 2035
' RACE/ETNICITY:

WHITE ‘ 92,4 1.0 boh 0.3 18312 2543
BLACK 94,0 0.9 4.8, 0.3 3501 1408
SPANT SH/OTHER 93.8 2.8 2.9 044 2571 651
' POVERTY STATUS! ' ‘

BELOW POVERTY 95.5 2.3 1.7 0.5 3212 856
WITHIN 2003 CF . 9644 1.0 2.4 0.2 5265 1189
ABOVE 200% CF PCV. 90.6 1.0 8.1 0.3 13121, 2036
L L. RESPONDENTS 92.7 1.2 5.8 - . . 0.3 24390 4609

#
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1. Reported in thousands; non-response la ﬂnt allocated
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“'pursery échaal" care 10 or more hours per week is evidence that thé nursery
school is an important employment-linked arrangement. |
When respondents were asked if their providers were licensed, 86.5%
of thé valid response was aﬂ’iﬁﬁa’tive and 13, 5% iiegative Once again, however,
nan—respanse blurs the pmturé at about 9% of the ehgible (raw) gample space.
' Centers on:the other hand appear to be more tformal' by definition
| (Table VII-10). The prmalence of center usage, as reported, is the lowest of
the methods discﬁssed thus far in this Séctiqn at 2.3% of households (1.9% using
10 or more hours). Of those that pay, émployed”mothers aré repfesented at
four times the frequency of those not employed, and b]acks are propoftignally

: overrepresenteé across all payment modes,
Only 3% of responding center users reported using unlicensed care;
but one in 10 did not know thé provider's licensure posture. :
Although the sample numbers are small,- the impact of federal sub-
sidies can be seen in both nursery school and center care. Combining both
methcds about one in 20 of poor households use care but do not pay cash.
Interestingly, there appears to be no discrimmaﬁon in fa\mr of either emplcyed

or non-employed respondents.
: . <]

Dther Fcrms c:f Care

The usage incidence of before and after Echaéi progi‘ams and cccipe:ra—
tive programs is too low to support any meaningful analysis. 'I‘ables VII-11 and

vII- 12 are therefore included below for general infonnatien only

7-18

145



TABLE VII-10

(SERS OF DAY CARE CENTER CAE
8Y COMPENSATION MODE AND SUMMARY DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
(we1ghted Percents Based on A] ] Households)

iiiti:ta;iit:iit:intiyiititit;::ti;iittiii:tiiiittiisi:i!!tit:ii:i:itﬁntitii:iiititt
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NOT ENPLOYED TR 140 0.0 15315 . 2038
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SIRE VI - -

USERS OF BEFORE AID AFTER SCHOOL CARE BY
COMPENSATION MODE AND SUMMARY DEMOGRAPHIC DATA .
'WmmMWMﬂmMMHmmwﬂ
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" USERS OF COUPERATIVE CARE. ARRANGENENTS
0 COMPERSATION MOOE AND SUMMARY DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
(Weighted Percents Based on A1 llouseholds)

TABLE V1112

BRATS G AR A AR R DB A RO DR AR AR AR RN ARG U SRR d A AR AR RN AR
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gy POVERTY STATUS!
BELOW POVERTY 04l 0.0 o 00 1212 856
WITHIN 200% CF Y- (.1 043 N 5285 1189
ABOVE 200% OF PCV, 98,0 0.3 0.3 le§ 13121 2036
AL L RESPONCENTS 9846 0.2 0.2 L0 24300 4609

t;i;tti:tif:iiti111;111;?&;1::itttfitttiﬂtttiitn;iiﬂtitﬁtintﬁtﬁ:!iiimti#!ﬁt!tﬁtttttiﬁ;@tann;tiié!!it#gﬁgﬂtﬁ '

1, Reported In thousands; non-rusponsa 13 not allocated

l5) o 15




COSTS OF CHILD CARE

Digcussion

This scction is devoted to an analysis of the dollar costs paid by
child care consumers, No quantitative measure is available from this study
on additional costs to the public (i.e., government programs, subsidies or
reimbursements) and to family members or relatives not residing in the imme-

diate household.

It is tempting indeed to approach the subject of q:hiid care costs
purely from the perspective of traditional macroeconomics. And to be sure,
“supply and demand" functions, economies of scale, marginalism and the like
are to be found at work, in their usual forms. But let us also consider those
attributes of child care consumption which tend to presage caution in making

structural assumptions about the nature of the child care market.

In most industries we assume that the quintessential motivation
of the provider (or supplier) is economic gain, Thus, we maintain that an
industry, smd’the decisions made therein, seek: to maximize profits. As we have
seen, however, a substantial amount of child care delivered, even by non- '
relatives, 15 not based on a formal economic arrangement involving cash.
Furthermore, many institutional providers (1c, , nursery schools, day care

centers and Head Start programs) are organizéd as non-profit corporations.
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At the same time, no uniform product or unit of service can be
defined from the consumer's point of view. The percclved unit of soervice may
range from a few hours of custodial or protective aupervision in the case of
i brsitting through an integrated "alter-environment in the case of full-time
developmental care. The reasons fov using, or expected benefits, often

merge, incorporating both child-developmental and parex’nt—conveniénce factors.

The cconomist would, of course, argue that these factors, in
themselves, pose no particular theoretical problem., For example, the con-
cept of elasticity would be important in the structure of child care costs,
particularly since it can be maintuined that child care usage is influenced
largely by cultural factors. That is, if a mother believes that method ""A"
is hesat for her child, but knows that method "B'" is basically similar in
benefit, she still might choose A over B regardless of price unlegs the price
of A became prohibitive. By the same token, if the price of A were to go
down, neither she nor anyone elsé would necessarily purchase more care.
In this example, A tends to be inelastic—a probable attribute of mﬁch child

care usage.

The notion of ""time-price" is also important. In defense of the
classical (if mythical) *'law of sugpvly and demand, "' the argument i. well taken
that price can be construed to iﬁélﬂde«ﬂot" just actual dollars exctanged, but
trangportation time, inconvenience and, generally, a relative valuation of
ancillary labor and materials as well, With respect to child care, we would
maintain that whether or not the c:on'sﬁmer considers convenience to be a
major factor in the selection of an arrangement, associated time-price is

implicitly part of the cost structure.

Interestingly, the price structure does not seem to be controlled
by the upper threshold limit on how much households believe they can afford

to spend. Although this topic is covered moue fully in Volume I of

-2
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they would be able to spend in their present situation, and the results showed

very little concordance with their reported currer* expenditures,

and non-systematic, as we believe it is, one can speculate that "slippage"
may be morc important than any true market equilibrium. As an illustration

of what we mean here, let us draw an analogy to the employment market,

When we say that there is, for example, 10% unemployment, our
general interpretation is that there are more people looking for jobs than
there are jobs available (and at a 10% level of unemployment this is probably
true). But government cconomists will define "full-employment'' at some

level (and we surely do not wish to argue what that level is) of, say, 96_%.

Among other reasons, full employment is not considercd to be
100% because of structural or logistical "mismatches." For instance, there
may be 10,000 electricians out of work but, at the same time, 20,000 job
openings for electricians. However, the unemployed may not live in the same
areas as the jobs, or the candidates and the cmployers simply do not ''find"

each other,

Another similar situation which may occur is exemplified by an
economy where there are 10, 000 jobs open for doctors, and 10,000 unemployed
engineers. It is correct to say that there is unemployment, but incorrect to

say there are fewer jobs, on the whole, than persons seeking jobs.

All this is obvious enough, The point is, the effects are heightened
in a market mechanism QOﬂtI‘DHEEl by undefined (but heuristicali§ enormous
in impact) cultural factors. And we must therefore bévery careful in viewing
the child care cost stﬁmmt_:e as one in which simplzgz "tradeoffs" may be freely
made. From the stzlndpoinf of public policy, for exémple, it cannot be con-

cluded that a given price consumers now pay per hour for a certain

8-3
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method of care constitutes the expecled price were the usage of care
to be expanded through public incentives. MNor could we really predict ..ny

particular change in usage patterng if price were lowered,

Yet there are important things to be learned {rom this survey about
e te. Inthis scction, we will Lo examining the data from two essentially

diffeint pergpectives: (1) as measures of magnitude and (2) as tests of cer-

Fain boope ioges aboul the economic structure of care,

On the "pure measurement' side, we are interested in learning
how larpge the child care market (or "industry" as some would term it) is—
both from the standpoint of aggregate totals and as dollars distributed

throughout the various care arrangements.

All of the tables presented in this chapter include estimates of
the total national expenditure (in dollars per week) devoted to each method of
care asa subdivided by selected independent variables of interest. In order
to portray the true magnitude, non-response lléé been allocated according to
observed proportions., Because of roundoff errors in the readjustment
algorithm, the bottom line total projections may vary slightly on some

tables.

In summary, the total national costs of child care, as 1.nid by

consumers, is estimated as shown by Table VII-1.

Over half (55%) of the child care dollar is paid to non-relatives,
with about 25% going to the institutional forms of care. As one would expect,
relatives receive the least in remunerations in proportion to the total amount

of care delivered (Table VIII-2).



TABLE VIII-1
TOTAL ESTIMATED NATIONAL CONSUMER
COSTS OF CHILD CARE
(millions of dollars)

Per Week Per Year

Method

Child's home:
by relative %
by non-relative 32

$ 464.7
1,679,4

5 oo
L] -
Lo W

Other home:
by relative . 13.0 : 674.1
by non-relative 34,4 1,790.4

Nursery school 20,1 1,044.6
Day care center 10.5 547.1
Cooperative programs .3 _ 17.5
Before/after school : 2,0 101.8
$121.6* $6,321.6

) *Standard crror estimated at + 4, é_mﬂl?ian;
Head Start dropped being insignificant.
TABLE VIII-2
PROPORT ION OF TOTAL CARE DELIVERED COMPARED
AGAINST SHARE OF THE CHILD CARE DOLLAR
s

Percent of all “Percent of

Method Child Care Hours Total Costs

Child's home: , o
by relative 19.3% 7.2%
hy non-relative 17.2 - 26,6
Other home:
by relative
by non-relative

b

[ o o0 I 0 2 Lo ]

Nursery school
Day care center

+ Cooperative program
Before/After school

(s " ] 00 n
ot
=]
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That relatives are paid less is not so important as the observation,
once again, that they represent a substantial part of the market and that they

are, indeed, frequently paid.

A second topie of interest from the "pure measurement'' perapective
is the cost per service hour of the various arrangements of care. But before
presenting the results of this calculated item, it is necessary to explain a

measurement difficulty imposed in part by the design of questionnaire,

The numbers of hours of care received were recorded scverally for
each child in the household with respect to method; costs were recorded
(also with respect to method) in the aggregate for the household,. Thus, there

ig no strictly logical way to identily care units dellvered in common.

For example, supposc a given household reports that child "A"
receives 20 hours per week of in-home care by non-relatives, child "B"
receives 10 hours and, further, the household on the whole pays $12. We
cannot ascertain how many of these hours are received in common or how many

provider (''sitter'’) labor hours are represented by the $12.

Furthermore, although we would expect (and the data é‘mﬁirm) that
babysitting two children for an hour does not cost much more, if any, than
caring for one child for an hour, we would not make the same assumption for,
say, day care center care, wherc costs are likely to be determineé by number
of children served or "enrollment slots,™

Consequently, we have used as a Qoznpaiaiﬂe ﬁleas{lre across
methods the mean cost of a child care hour (household cost divided by the

/ sum of the hours of café received by all Qllil_ldren uging), not the gr_@viclér Sérvicé
hour. Table VIII-3 shows the impact of this definition when aésessmg,

particularly, the cost of home-based care,
8-6




TABLE VIII-3

MEAN COST PER SERVICE HOUR BY NUMBER
OF CHILDREN IN THE HOUSEHOLD*

Method Dvc;rall ~ Numbu,’i ofr CIu;drgn
Mean 1 2 3 4 é; ovgr

Child's home: ;

by relative $.35 .51 .36 .26 .22

by non-relative £53 1.06 .57 .35 . 37
Other home:

by relative . 39 .50 . 32 .29 (.34)

by non-relative .54 .69 .49 .48 . .38
Nursery school | .66 .65 - ,67 (.68) (.45)
Day care centers <57 .55 .69  (.35) (.51)
All methods** $.561 .66 - .51 .40 .34 .

*Figures shown in parentbeses are suspect due to maufficlant
observations. :

**Includes methods of care (Head Start, cooperative and before/after
school) not itemized due to insufficient observations.

In addition to serving as an aid to interpretation, Table VIH-3 can be
construed to test the hypothesis that some arrangements offer economies of
scale when two or more children receive care in common, Babysitting (e.g.,
in-home by non-relative) is, of course, the most statistically marked; but the
differences between "other home by non-relative' and nuraery/day care center'
are probably the most significant in substance. To be sure, the intemretation
of the "other-ﬁhome by non-relative!! pattern is confounded by varying usage
modalities and cannot be equated to the family day care home concept; but it
is still probably correct to conclude that ""group rates'’ are more like o be
manifest among formal famlly home prcw;ders than centers, even. though
""slot available' and '"slots used" constitute true business constraints in both

cases,

8-7
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A third "pure measurement" objective is the determination of how
much, on the average, households pay in total when they use care. Tables
presented at the end of this section include this slatistic in all cages.*

Overall, households which purchase care average $14. 73 per week

in costs. Mean distributions by method are given in Table VII-4.

TABLE VIII-4

MEAN COST PER WEEK TO HOUSEHOLDS
PURCHASING CARE IN GIVEN METHODS -

Method T Dollars per Week
Child's home:

by relative ' $10.52 .
by non-relative 7.78

Other home:
by relative 14, 24
by non-relative . - 16.07

Nursery school 14. 59

Day care center 19, 56

Cooperative programs™* ( 5.83)

Before/after school™** (6.42)

Overall mean, all paying:
households $14.73

, | ~ wkGugpect due to small sample size. - N

*Tables given at the end also present the mean cost per capita in the
population, While these statistics are not particularly descriptive of any
nreal-life" concept, they may be used as an index to gauge the distribu-

tion of the ""market" among various household: types controlling for number
in the population. : ' .
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Farlier in the scetion, we stated that our ann:ysis of cost would
include, in addition to purc measure, the testing of certain hypotheses. The
following are among the more important of these hypotheses (expressed as ques-
tions): '

o Do the poor, or do "marginally poor,' households pay
more or less than households overall, either in total

e  Ig the cost of child care dependent upon, or can it be
predicted or explained by, the household structure as
defined by the mother's marital and employment status?

o To what extent dd costs correlate with the ""degree' of
the mother's employment as measured both by hours
worked and money earned?

e Does the reported reason carc is used bear a measurable

impact on the costs of care?

The remaining portions of this section are devoted to brief examin-
ations of these questions. Tor the interested reader, however, a series of
detailed tables portraying distributions by type of care are to be found at thg
end of the scction. While these tables are generally rich in additional infofs
mation, the reader is cautioned that no treatment has been given to sampling
error, As a géneral rule of thumb, wherever the '"number of paying house-
holds' shown is less than 100,000, associated means should be disregarded
or at least considered suspect. For this reason, tables based on the methods
cooperative care, before and after school care and Head Start have not been

on "all methods. "

Poverty Status and Costs

Research in support of the antipoverty programs of the 13665, as
well as more current studies on consumerism, often demonstrated that the
”pocrr' pay moere, in gene’fa.l, for what they purchase. Fortunately, this does
not appear to be true in the case of child care.

8-9
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7 .
Table VIlI-5, on the [ollowing page; gives the mean prices paid per

child care hour for cach of the various methods by poverty status. With the

. exception of eare in relatives’ homes, each mcthod is descrjbtx:d by a monotonic
pattern wherein the higher the insome, the higher the price paid. The drop in
price paid for other home/relative care by the marginal income group (éBtﬁ) is
interesting and probably represents the nature of symbiotic extended family
relationships. That those below poverty pay more than those just above ﬁia}l -
be explained by the conjecture that the relatives of a poor family are more
likely to be poor and, hence, less able or willing to ""work" for free; or it may
be that some of the "working poor” aI‘E:fQI"EEd’%O make an arrangement with
relatives because of unavailability of other forms of cafe and inability to afford

 mal care in family day care homes or :enters.

in price actually represent cheapér purchasing by those with 10’# incomes, or
whether the differences represent only artﬁagts of a skewed distribution :of
amounts of care used. Figure 8-1 tends, on the whole, to controvert this possi-
bility. This ogive of the distributicn of costs suggests that differences in unit
price tend to control the total amount paid as opposed to differences in the dis-

tribution, accompanied by economies of scale or the like, distorting the means. '
Four promsiﬁons, admittedly beyond the data, might help to explaln

these correlations. The first is obvious:  people pay what they can aift:»rd.
Second, child care costs and gtandards are preeminénﬂy more ‘

influenced by micro-community st@dards than, say, the fnarket fDI' goods.

That is, groceries do not cost 1355 in*a poor neighborhood than in a rich one™

(indeed, they may cost more); but cluld care probably does tend to cost less.

Third, and very important from a policy-maker's vantage point, tLere
is no measure or control in the instant data of the quality of care. We simply

\ =
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TABLE VII1-5
MEAN COST PAID PER CHILD. CARE HOUR BY METHOD
AND HOUSEHOLD POVERTY STATUS -
| (dolTars per hour)

. N | Before/ |
s T | Norgery | AMter

Income Level By [syNow | By [ByNon-| or | Day Care|School | Al

 Relative | Relative | Relative Relative| Preschool | Center | Program | Hethods

In Own Home - | In Other Home
; - §

R e - ===t Y = !

Below Poverty ) S N R ) 40 50 Mo 37

Within 2004 of Paverty 3l 40 | .28 e .58 A0 1 .58 .39

o
=|

=

=

Over 200% of Poverty - .40 .56 44 .39 .69 67 Nk .38

Total, ALl Households Mo 38 59 67 60 0| L5l
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Figure §<1, Distribution of Dollars Paid Expressed as Percents
" of the Respective Populations,




do not know, for example, _thé extent to which staff-child ratios, the qualifica-
\fiqns of providers, monies spent on equipment or food, etc., explain the
\ _
difié’rsnc:es in price.

Finally, lower costs to the poor for family day care homes, nurséry
school and center care in particular are very likely influenced to a great extent
by grants and sliding fee scales subsidized by the public, by other consumers
or by private philanthropy. ' -

In examining the tables below by race and cthnicity, it is instructive to
note that racial differences are largely controlled by éliifering income distri-
butions. Our attempt to control for income in order to analyze ‘rue racial

trends, aljthaugh useful, stretched the sample too thin and is not reported here.

Respondent's Marital and Employment Status

Just as the mother's status is the most significant predictor pf usage,
it is hy far the dominant factor in the distribution of expenditures. In per capita
_terms, employed mothers spend about five times as much on child care as their

counterparts who are not employed (Table VII-6).

TABLE VIII-b

MEAN WEEKLY COST OF CARE BY
RESPONDENT'S STATUS

‘Mean : Cost per
Respondent cost to ~ capita in
those payirg population i

Currently married and: '
employed ’ i $19.96 $ 9.25
not employed 8.06 - . 2.19

Not currently married and:
employed 22, 27 12,02
not employed © 12,09 ! 2.08

All households 14,76 5, 00

8-13
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Furthermore, employed mothers who are not currently married.
spend about a third more per capita than those who aie married. When
limited only to those who pay, eﬁlployed married respondents pay only

slightly less (see Table VIII-7).

TABLE VIII-7

MEAN WEEKLY EXPENDITURES TO HOUSEHOLDS PAYING
BY RESPONDENT'S STATUS AND TYPE OF CARE

i

) Met;m d " | All Paying |__ Currently Married Not Currently Married
T - Households | Employed Not Employed | Employed Not Employed

Child's home: .
by relative $10.52 10,92 5. 56 : 17,33 16. 94
by non~relative 7.80 11,86 . 4.7: 17.28 6.08

-~ &
[}

Other home: ,
by relative 14. 24 16. 22 14.12 9.62

18.73 10. 98

=

by non-relative 16.08 17. 97

W :‘] o
o] oo oo
e ~J

Nursery school 14.60 19,19 9. 6 ; 27,79 (17. 51).
Day care center 19. 56 22.04 16. 99 19,61 (8. 90)

All methods*  $14.76 - 19.96 8. 06 22.27 12.09

*Includes other methods with insufficient observations to warrant itemizatian.
(Figures in parentheses are suspect due to sampling error.)

While mothers who are not emni-ved spend about the same per
~capita whether or not they are married, th. :an probably be attributed to lack
of income, for those who actually purchase care average about 50% more in

costs per week.
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| AS a bare minimum, 25% of the national child care expenditure is
in no way work-related, since about this propc::timi is spent byvmathers who
are not employed. But the distributions of mean amounts paid by the mothers'
level of employment (Table VII-8), as well as the distributions of total national
expenditures (see tables at the end of this section), both portray very strong

correlative relationships.

MEAN COSTS PER WEEK BY RESPONDENT'S
LEVEL OF EMPLOYMENT

' All Paying | No Hours Hours Wprked Per Week
Households | Worked [ 1-9 - 10-29  30& Up |

Method

' Child's home: . ' S
by relative -$10. 52 5. 67 (6.36) (6.72) . 16.35
by non-relative » 7.78 4,85 (5.09) (9.11) 16. 24

» Other Home: : :
by relative 14,24 8.37 . (4. 24) 14,63 - 17. 00
by non-relative 16. 07 9. 56 5.67 12.03 20.71

Nursery school | - 14.60 9.22 10,08 11,98  24.31
Day care center 19,56 12,07 (20, 00) 12,28 22.49

All method§*  $14.73 | 7.82 9.91  13.93  23.29

*Includes other methods having insufficient observations.
( Figures in parentheses are suspect due to excessive standard error.)




There is also distinet evidence that economies of scale are mani- |
fest as the number of hours of care increases. The observed mean costs per
service hour for all methods of care by employment level are shown in- ‘

Table VIII-9,

. TABLE VIII-9

HOURS WORKED PER WEEK BY .
COST PER CHILD CARE HOUR :

Mean Cost Per
o Child Care Hour
No hours worked: $0,.62

1-9 0.62

10-29 - 0.6l

30 and up . 0.47

Level of Employment

FAll hgusehalds 0.51

The tendency for price to decrease as more hours are used appears

to hold across the various methods..

i
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PSTIMATED NATICNAL EXPTNDTTUETS FCR |
TN HCHE CARE Y RELATIVES BY HOUSEROLD INCME LEVEL,
tii#ttt:;:#¢¢##¥iixig;itt¢nﬁ#ftiin:i##é#titttt*%itt##*tﬁiﬁxt$a¢a$t$tt#$
# TOTAL ESTIMATED ¥ NUMRER (OF * MZAN CCST * COST PER » MEAN COST *
¥ NATIONAL - * HGUSEHCLDS %BER PAYING * CAPITA IN % PER SZRVICE ¥

CINCOME LEVEL % CKPENDITURE  *  PAYING  * HOUSEKOLD * POPULATION *  HOUR ¥
FTI It 2=t R0 PRt WERTS e d LAATE T SALSEL KERRERRHBOCE KR PR R R RpF kR kR E TR R

GELOY POVERTY LEVEL 2677058,00  16919L - 1502 D0 03

§

WITHINN200% OF POVERTY 2506050000 2263775 11,07 0,4206 . VL3l
OVER 2002 OF POVERTY 3694895400 47384¢, 1400 042465 240

TOTAL ALL HOUSEHOLDS  878105,00 8694l4y ~  10a2l  03ERD o34

AR RRRRREARKRE AR D00 SHRARRR IR R 0 4y bk 4 by Bk Rk kN Dix
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SETIMATED NATIDNAL EXDLNDTTuqﬁﬁ Feo x
TN HOME fQEF BY NUW=RTLATIVES FY HCUSEROLD INCUME LEVEL, Sy

tttjittitt*#%*ﬁt##i*#iﬁi$i#ii#iit#ﬁtﬁi$ﬁ*t$$¢$iiitti#iitttt:ti$*ti*$ii#
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PER CHILD-CARE=HOUR NOT PER PROVIDER HDUR.
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FSTI
. CARE I RFLATIVF'S HDWES BY HDL

‘ ii#jj**t#iiiktit#tiititt*t:xt$$ti
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ESTIMATED NATION:L CXPENTCITURES FrR
CARE TN NON=RELATIVESY r(# UY HELSERCLE NCOMF LEVEL,

B I ARk Ak kg AR b e Y ARk Y Pl ak e kA

# TATAL SSTIMATED * MUMBER 0F * MEAN CCST = COST PER # MEAN COST &

% NATINWAL ® HOUSEHOLDS =FER PAYING ® CAPITA IN # PER SERVICE ¢

[RCOME LEVEL b EXPENUTTURE  w PAYING % RJUSFH'LD % PAPYLATICHK * HAUR ¥

PHRE R AL R A A A PR A R bR A Ak s Y RS AR SRR ER A s R R R Ak R
\ :

BELCW POVERTY LTVEL 15 41777 00 144038, 1070 s 4256 Do 40 .
WITHIN 2002 DF POVERTY 6459849, 00 4E1626, 14,39 1.)933 Ve th
dvaR 2001 EFVQHVERTY 26966176§?u ‘ 1515216, fall 1;&203 0s 59
TOTALy ALL H?USEHGLES 35001792600 217094n; 6,12 : 1,435 ; Q-S5 ,

FRER TRk ER kb kb ARkt vk ke skt it s ndadkkekk ks pa kg grdmprkn OENE v

NOTES: COSTS ARE GIVEN IN CCLLARS PFR WLEK -
" PER CHILC=CARE=HOUR NOT PER PRIVIDF2 HOLR.
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FSTIMATZD NATIONAL EXPENDITURES FOR
CAGE IN NURSERY SCHCCLS BY HCUSTHCLT TNCOME LEVEL.

«$$¥$¢$$¢$$$$$tu$¢$m$i$¢§$ﬁ$§rﬁtﬂﬁxgﬁﬁgtﬁégtgﬁv dk ek AA R R R Ryl
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¥ MEAN COST
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L, ALL HOUSEHOLDS 2053092800 13620960 15007 Uod418

0650
.58
Ju69

0.67

e B A R NN Rk ke ook G ik KRR K e bR g~ o ok koo kR Rk ek X NC DR %

NOTES: COSTS ARE GIVEN IN CCLLARS PER WFEK
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1¢



ESTIMA-N NATICNAL EXPENDITURES FOK
CARE [N DAYCAPFE CENTERS 8Y FRUSEHGLD INCGME LEVEL.
T e PR PR PE T R R A LT R R PR L L R L ARl L L
* TATAL ESTIMATED = NUMBER 0F * MEAN COST *  COST PER & MCAN COST =
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NCOME LEVEL ® EXPENNITURE # PAYING ¥ HOLSEHOLDY = POPULATIC(N * " HIUR *

Skt £ g Ak kRt il p stk ook kR ke kk ek ey NS S I LTIt T E R A RERS L2002 LA Ll
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R 200% OF POVERTY 9392434,9) 415306, 220410 g;azaz ; Je67
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| ; COTIMATED NATICNAL EXPENCTTURES FIR
¢ CCARG Ty BEFNRD AND AETER SCHOOL PRUGRAMS BY HEUSEHCLD
INCHE LEVELo
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ZSTIMATSD NATIORL EXPENCITURES FOR
1) HOME CARE BY RELATIVES bY MARITAL/EVPLOYVENT STATUS.
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| FSTIMATED NATTONAL EXPINTITURZS FOR
IN HOME CARE DY NIN-RELATIVES BY MARITﬂng VELCYMENT STATUS.
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SSTINATED NATICNAL EXPENCITUSES FOR
CARE IN NURSERY SCHOULS BY MRITAL/EMFLCYMENT STATUS
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ESTIMATED MATICNAL EXBENDITURES FCR
CARE IN CAYCART CENTERS BY MARITAL/LMPLCYMFNT STATLS.
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CSTIMATED NATICAAL EXPERCTTUVES FOR
COUF TN SEFORE AND AFTER SCHOL PRIGRAMS BY HUSEHOL)
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Section IX

TRANSPORTATION ARRANGEMENTS

Distance From Home

Households using child care by prcviders outside the household were
asked "how far from (your) home, in minutes, is the child care (you) are now
using most?" Counting both households using care away from home and those .
ﬁsing only in-home care, nearly 80% travel 10 minutes or lefssf(Table lK—al).
About two thirds of those who do travel repg¢rted trips less than 10 minutes.

Kouseholds requiring travel time,

Only about 4% of users, representmg 6% of

‘use care arrangements located 30 minutes or more from home.

. An apparent a\no_maly in the data is represented by the fact that about
22% of the respondents select in-home ‘care as their rnam method rep@r‘ted‘ !
travel distances from home. Three possible explanations are offered. First, the
_phrascology of the question was not congruent with the definition of 'main method
of care. ‘Thus it is possible that the '"main' or '"most important'" methods of
care were not alwayé the same arrangement that fespondentg were ''now using
most." Second, some respondents may have interpreted the ques*élon to refer
to the method of care they were ‘using most and which required transportationi
Finally, it is probable that some iﬁshome care users reported how far their .
”sitters had to travel, or how far respéndentg had to drive to pick up their sitters,
rather than the actual dlstance of the care setting itself, A éimilar aﬁamaiy is

evident for users of ca\re 111 other homes, 2% of whom reported no distance from

home. _
9-1
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TABLE T¢-1

DISTANCE FROM HOME OF CARE ARRANGENENT USED
MOST BY MAIN METHOD OF CARE
(percent of users)

T B ﬁma FI‘I:JITI{HGIDE -

Main Method |

- Notime
(in-home only)

€10 minutes

10-19 minutes

20-29 miﬁutas

30-39 minutes

percent

of ugers

Awn home

relative

Not-
relative

Other home

relative

Non=
relative
n
]
Nursery/
Preschool
R
§

Day Care

. Center

Coopera=
tive
program n

B/A school
program

I,

§
Headstart

n

i
Total '
n

‘% of bage

2,638
.5

2,466
77,6

85
2,1

69
2,1

5,312
35,0

rreported in thousands

2,328
56,

2,067
82.3

34
61,2

T
50.7

91

65,1

10
22,9

40

56,5

2,053

13,5

68

2,1

‘83
9,5

19
D.E

13
0.5

12
0.5

2]
gid

21
3.8

3,400
100.0

3,176

100,0

4,13

100.0

2,513

100.0

04

100,0 -

550

100.0

139

1000

. 308
100.0

n
100,0

15,17
100,0

22.4
20,9
2.3
16.6
5.8
1%
0.9

2.0
0.5

100,0
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Perhaps the most important observation to be made from the data in

. Table IX-1 is that of all types of arrangements care in non-relatives' homes

tends to be located closest to the child's home. This would suggest that family
day care homes are generally to bé found in or near the sarneé neighbﬂrhmd'é

as their clientele. In contrast, relatives' bomes are likely to be located farther
away.

Day care centers are apparently the least likely form of care to be
located within the child's neighborhood. quy about half of day care center
users reported a distance of less than 10 minutes. However, the fact that
center usage is most often Qork-srelated no doubt affects the distributioﬁ; since
respondents are more likely to use centers located near their jobs or on the way
to work. 5

An early inalysis hypothesis, to the effect that the poor would tend to

use care closer to home, is generally refuted by the data (Table IX-2). There
/

“were no important observed differences in transportation distance by income

level.

Methods of Transportation

Respondents using child care were also asked to identify all the methods

of transportation used. Once again, the association between transportation

varrange;rnents and the main method of care is unclear (Table IX-3), although it

was implicit in the qﬁestionnai:é that only information concerning the main

method of care was solicited.

Despite the influence of suspect cases, there-are several meaningful

- observations to be made from the data on transportation methods. Mothers

_(i.e., respondents) are responsible for at least some Lfsnspartation in more

than half of households using care. Moreover, about three quarters of the

9-3
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TABLE 142

DISTANCE OF CARE ARRANGENENT-FROM HOME BY INCOME LEVEL

(percent of users) .

Time From Home

o

Status

Poverty

No time
1 (in-home cnly)

<10 minutes

10-19 minutes

20-29 minutes

40 min, or more

Total

?erceni

of Users

Below
poverty

n 440

¥ 28,2

- Poverty to

200% of
poverty
n 1,
S 3

[ Sy |

10
3

o

N

Greater than
12008 of
poverty

- 45,6

n 3,359

§ 36,0
Total

n 4,904
% of base 34,5

*[]{ISZ

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

*reported in thousands

1,365
1,3 16

4,163

44,5

6,241
3.9

Ny U

1,127
12,1

1,932
13.6

40
2.5

-
]

53
1,6

1,561

3,306
100.0

9,335

100.0

14,202

100,0

110

- 100.0

23,3

-65.7

100,0
=
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TE Ik SRR R

HETHOOS OF TRANSPORTATION USED FOR CHILD CARE -
BY WAIN NETHOD OF CARE | |
(percent of users) | - |

. Method of Transp,rtatién | S _ o

I N | || |children Use ,
Not Applicable| Respondent Family Nember| Friend |Car | Service [Children Public Al |Percent
(No Travel] jakgs_Tﬁgm Takes Them |Takes Them Pool|Takes Them| Walk |Transportation| Other Methode*|\of Users

Main Method
of Care

———=

o Od's fore|

by relative ne | n.2 5.6 06 |- | - | 3 04 01| 0000

by non-relative 701 2.3 (SRR N L R DO IR A - - é'_(leoia)
‘inﬁﬁf@m - ' (. 1o | . o .
by relative 20 | M2 | 160 06 |- | 03 w2 | o6 [L1] 000
by rorerelative 24| 60 | 100 22 |os| L2 | os 09 |05 | oo
4 Bursery schools 1.7 | 81,4 §.4 0.9 5.4 6,1 1.5 1.3, - {105.0)
| 15.2 TR S R L2 | L9 | 0000

T
(]
L=l
Ml
LY =}

} Day Care Ceﬁter‘
| Cooperatjve - 91,6 - - 5.0 RN 1. - | (100,0)
Progran | D

before/after 18,3 5.8 14,7 5,2
school progran 0o
APV T B BRI SN RIS I ST I IR BRI R MRS

Mlnethods | 3 5.0 | 9.5 S0 fo8 | L1 |12 0.0 | 0.8 | (100,0)] 200.0 |

*Rows do not add to 100% due to multiple Tesponses.




i

respondents with t:anspﬁrtaiiuﬁ requirements (68% of usersy provide transpf:;\re '
tation fhems’elvea If the categc-ry "family member takes them (the children)"

carr be construed to encompass fathers, then mothers are more tha.n ﬂve times

‘ - . |
y as'likely as fathers td provide transportation.
, 'Interestinély, car pools were‘repnfted“ by fewer than 1% of users.
FCREEN
: " Transportation by "ﬁ:iends,” pubhc t‘ransportaticm 41‘1(;1 "child care servicel!
, 7 ‘ /
were cemmensurately uncommon, . gx*“” ' /

Where care arrangements_ are less than 10 minutes away, about 25%

‘of the children walk (Table IX-4), a distribution which can be presumed to jfav?i"
mothers of older children. o , ‘ /

~ Married users were slighﬂy more likely to provide transportation than

single gsrer;\ts even cantrallmfr for emplayment status (Table IX-5). Hﬁﬁéve’r,

these dlfferances must be QDD,SldEI‘Ed weak.

. Spamsh resmndents were the most likely to provide fransportatim
(Ta"blglx 6). Inversely, Spamsh children are the least likely to walk to their

care gettings.: This difference is significant but not strong.

L L - N
o
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TABLE T4

METHODS OF TRANSPORTATYAME BY DISTANCL OF CARL FROM HOKL
(perernt of udﬁra)
| | Children Dge
Tiwe From dowe ot Applicable Huﬁpnndﬂnr}anily Regber  Friend | Car b Sepvsce (Childeen]  Public M1 | Pereent
{he Travel) Tk Thim Vaies Then | Tk Then, fo 1 Takes Thumf V 1k ITpang ]ﬁll tiﬂn Other|Methoda®! of Usocs
R N et S S N N Y S e e

i
oL applicahle o b . G0 0] 0 N - - 000,00 | 353

Under 10 ninuted 0.5 7.0 121 Ll Lo L6 | 0.8 15| (100,0) | 43,6

10=19 minits . B, 16,7 1,1 1.6 7.0 4.0 1.4 0,6 | 000.0) | 13,2

20=29 minutos 0,2 L 16,0 e - - 2. " (100.0) 1.4

HISER L ﬁ?im”"’l: w ‘ ?U,EJ H%,h 1,1 [ na ”.‘l S.D : Onj: (100!0) l-‘-)

A minnton & . a1, L - - E - 1.5 - (100,0) 1.5

Parcent of user) IV 5,7 LI 1,0 0, ’ 1,1 11,7 0,8 0.0 | (100,00 |100,0

T B R SO OSSO S S —
i
Flowi do not add to J064 Jue to multiple rosponses,
I
=)
TABLE TX-5
MLTHODS OF TRANSPORTATTON USED FOR CHILD CARE BY RESPONDENT'S
MARTTAL/E MPLDYMFP STATUS
(percent of users)
. . 7 ] , T ) - o Chlldren Uge N K
Rgipmaigﬂti Not Apulicable|Respondent|Family Member| Friend |Car | Sarvice |Children Public 7 M1 |Percent
SLatuss g fravel) | Takes Then| Takes Them | Takes Them Fool| Takes Thﬁm Walk |Transportation Other|Methods*|of Users
Married: |

Employed 26,5 54,5 /I R R Y 1.4 12,1 0.6 0.9 | -1100,0) If:m.z

tiot employed
1

Not Marfied:

YIS 51,5 N 1.1 1.2 0.4 B.5 0.6 0,5 | (100.0)] :51.8

! 1,2 | (100,0)) 10.4

I—

Enployed 20,0 48,7 4,0 2,3 | 0.4 2.8 19,5

'| Mot employed 2,6 . | 4.2 9.8 1.6 | - 21 | 14,8 2.3 Ll 000 1.

e
Wt
o

AL Respondents 51,5 5.9 | L0 | 0.8 1.1 11.2 0.8 0.8 | (100,0)]100,0

i N ‘

‘ey i do not add to 100% due to multiple responses.

_— - I Com




TABLE X6

WETHODS OF TRANSPURTATION BY DISTANCE OF CARE FRON b
(percent of users)

- T s
; Childri.. Use
Lot Applicabie| RespondentiFanily Merhar|  iriopd [Car  Service (Children|  Public M1 | Percent

; (o Travel)  VTakes Thoap Takes Uhan | Takes Thewy Tool Takes Then| Walk | Transportation| Other|Methods|of Uner:

White 14,0 5,2 4K 0,7 0.0 0.0 11,3 0,5 0.8 [(100,0) | 79.5

Lack .5 19,7 0.0 21 0,1 11 11,1 2.5 0.8 |(100,0) | 12,5

Y

Ceaniah e YT U ] i.l Bl 0.4 a1 4 {100,0) 4,7

Otier 2. 61,3 1.7 L0 LS - 0,9 1.] = [ (100.0) | 3.8

| ‘ |
i all raoes ‘ 3o sl 5k 1.0 b0 11 11,¢ 0.0 0.8 | (10G,0) |100,0

*Rovs du not add to 100% due to multiple responses.
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Seetion &

SUMMARY DISCUSSION AND (')ONCLUSIONS

- Who Uses Child Care?

No matter how we define the term "child-care user," it is evident that:

o Houscholds with younger children are more likely to usc
_ care than households with only older children.

e Houscholds composcd of employed parents are more likely
to use more care than households with at least one puarent
who is not employed.

o | .Singlc parent households are more likely than two-parent
houscholds to use care, although two-parent households
usc babysitting by non-relatives morc frequently.

The issue remains, however, which of these constitute the most important
factors. Furthermore, we are interested in measuring how strongly these deter-
minants of household structure predict levels of child care usage within the
population: Table X-1 summarizes the probabilities that houscholds of various
structures use types of care as defined by each of the five major definitions used
throughout this volume.*

_ Clearly, the probability that a household' uses care is associated with:

(1) whether or not younger children are present, (2) whether the parent(s) is(are)

FTables X-1, X-3 and X-4 show percentages of the applicable population
subgroups, Categories of usage are not mutually exclusive and non-response
has been allccated,

10-1




TABLE X~1

Percentages of Household Types Using Methods of Care
According to Definition of lUsage
P - - S — e e i — - —— — 7. - N _ - . . P
flagueholily With (hilldren Undor Slx i ~ Alouseholite Wih Oldor Clithinn imly )
Singte Pt Housghal s Twn Parent Houschulds Siagls Irent Houneholds Two Ihront Houasholida
Pareat Pt Fith (ma Buth Nt Farent I5urviit 7 1aith ) tne Hoth Hot
Employed  [Unemployed | Employed | Employed, Employsl}l Employed | Unempluyod Employed | Enployed, Employod
Oma Hat Umie Hat R
Employod Emplayed
i tohorne by relative
Fone qeven ooeiagtonaly) 22.4 21.4 33.a 17.3 16,2 187 16.0 11.&
Tl ua oo inethrd 17.4 10.8 14,2 4.0 & 10.0 11,34 0.7 4.5
e at beaat 10 hours/wk 4,5 4.9 7.7 2.9 16.0 4. ‘6. H 31 4.1
Uy at leaat 51 haura/wk 3.4 6.4 1.1 i.8 11.0 0.6 4.8 1.0 0.0
P pay eash 2.1 5.9 .8 21 8.0 1.0 2.3 1.4 0.0
ci-liine by finas
i'na (ovea oceas 18.1 11.4 iz.0 21.4 13,0 13,0 4.0
Vg an maln moethid H. 7 H.6 17.4 11.4 7.1 6.0 %8
U air at Jonat 10 hora /wk 1o, 8 4.9 6.4 9.7 6.0 1.7 0.0
Vae at least 30 hourm/wk 6.3 1.4 6.4 6.3 2.4 @.1 0.0
Use and pay rash 14.8 5.1 28. 4 14.13 10.2 9.1 4.0
In relative's home
ihie jeven aceaalonally) 1.0 7.4 1 a3.8 8.1 16. 6 Z2.4 22.5 13.6
Use un main method 12,6 19, .0 149, 17.3 10.5 13.5 13.1 12,3
Ukt at Jeast o0 e /wk 19,2 2.2 .0 7.9 17.4 4.6 “9,9 1.1 1.7
Use at lesat 30 houra/wk 14.8 13.3 1.0 5.0 14.2 Z:1 5.0 1.3 iR\
Usé and pay eash 9.9 12,2 1.8 0.0 6.0 1.0 3.5 1.2 0.5
relative's home
tiae (even agcadionally) 30.7 13,1 38,9 20.5 11.5 27.8 a7 15. 0 12.5 .48
4 Use ad inain method 9.7 4,0 2.1 8.0 1.0 20.3 L.l 12,2 6.0 6.3
Use at least 10 hours/wk 1 5.5 25.0 2.4 0.0 17.2 1.9 9.3 1.1 0.0
U'ae at least 30 buurs/wk .5 1.3 16. 1 0.7 0.0 7.9 0.4 4.0 0.4 0.0
Uss and pay cash 4 5.9 6.4 4.2 1.1 17.8 1.5 9.6 1.8 0.0
Nurtsery achonls . N
imn wven pecasionally) 2.8 4.9 16. 8 10.9 0.0 0.3 0.9 0.1 0.0
x as mawn method 13,0 1.4 8.1 4.5 4.5 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0
+ at least 10 hours /fwk 20.9 2.6 11.0 1.4 6.0 0.2 0.7 0.1 9,0
Uai at least 30 houra/wk 12,17 0.1 7.2 u. 6 0.0 0.3 2.6 0.0 0.0
{ge and pay cash 12.9 2.6 14.4 4.2 6.0 0.3 . 0.8 0.0 0.0
Duyecars ceniers
Vap (even occasionally) 7.3 1.8 7.4 1.3 2.7 0.1 2.2 0.5 .0
« . {Vseas mata method 15.5 1.7 6.1 0.5 1.4 0.0 2.2 0.5 0.0
’ Use at least 10 houra/wk 15.9 1.9 65 0.7 1.9 0.1 2.0 0.1 0.0
U'se at leasi 30 hours/wk 14.40 1.0 1.1 0.4 1.9 0.0 0.8 g.1 0.0
Uag =nd pay eash 10.3 0.9 6.0 1.1 2.4 a.n 2.1 0.3 2.9
3 Coaperative progmams '
Lsg teven nceasionally) 1.4 0.1 2.3 2.8 1.4 0.0 9.2 0.3 0.2 4.0
ain method 0.7 6.0 1.1 1.1 1.4 a. 0 8.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
t 16 hoara/wk 0.9 0.1 .1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0
lue ot} 30 hoursfwk a7 0.0 0,3 .1 a.0 0.0 [ ] 4.1 6.0 0.0
Use and pay cish 0.7 0.0 0.8 .1 1.4 0.0 0.0" 0.1 0.0 0.0
fwfere/after schoal pgm
Ude even speasionally) 4.0 1.8 2.2 3.6 1.4 9.2 3.9 7.8 4.9 4:1
* | t'se as nain method 2.2 0,2 0:3 0.5 0.0 1.1 3.0 2.5 2.0 4.1
Use at least 10 houra/whk 2.0 0.5 2.5 6.7 0.0 2.8 1.8 2:6 1.4 4.1
Uae at | it g 1.2 0,0 0.0 i1 8,0 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.3 4.1
Use and pay cash 0.5 0.9 0.8 1.1 1.0 1.5 0.0 2.2 1.4 2.7
“ Headstart .
U'se ieven orcaaionally) 1.2 3.1 D.f; 0.3 1.9 0,2 g.1 g1 i 0.2 0.0
Use a8 main methel 9.3 3.0 0.1 6.3 a.4 0.2 4. i a.0 0.1 4.0
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employed and (3) whether or not two pitrents are present, Each of these factors
can be observed to be operating independently in the approximate order stated.
That is, houscholds use child care with.descending probabilities according to the
following structural typology (percents indicate proportion using some form of

extramural care, cven if very occasionally):

o Houscholds with children under six:

I'ully employed;*
- =ingle parent (93,17)
- two parent (86, 87)

Portinlly employed (two parent only — 71, 4%)

Fully unemployed:
- single parent (56.3%)
- two parent (43, 5%)

o [Touscholds without children under six:

I'ully employed:*
- single parent (68. 8%)

- two parent (49, 3%) ‘
J .

\ ’ Partially employed (two parent only — 41, 1%
Fully unemployed: -
- single parent (34.9%)
- two parcnt (34.27%)

These simple probahilities of usage actually tend to understate the
differences. Excluding very occasional usage, a pre~school child with a single,
employed parent is, for example, about 30 times more likely to receive day care
center care than his or her cohort with two parents, only one of whom is employed.
Perhaps more important, he or she is more than twice as likely to usée center care
as a child who has two employed purents,

P— 4\ —_ —— —
: *Includes work, school or ];i.tb training,
E 10-3
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he differences between children with single employed parents and thoue
_wﬂh two ecmployoed parents are pavt icularly noteworthy for they involve not only
levels of usage, bul the structure of usage as well, Considering only the sub-
slantind users (i.e., the nodes at 10 hours and 30 hours per week), single parents
are about three times more likely to use in-home-by-relative care and are about
twice as likély to use the institutional forms of care (i, e., day care centers and
nurserv schools)., The f:ict that two-parent households are slightly mofe“liliely
to use home-based care by non-relatives is probably explained by the availability
of more disposable incorie.  Similarly, a greater proportion of two-purent

full-time users (30 or more hours) use Family Day Care Homes while fewer use

relatives in nmne,
~
Of the ‘pendent ariables examined in this report, these household

atructural characteristics are by far the dominating factors in usage and tend to
control other differcnces by such variables as race/cthniecity and aducatioﬁgl
attalnment. Even houschold income .5 largely subsumead as a dominant fac:ior
except to the extent that the number of sg;ﬂ;loﬁd parents is highly associa;;:ed with
the amount of household income, Single-parent households are common émang the

poor, but unemployment is concomitantly high (Table X-2).

In concluding that household structure determines usage, we are, of
course, only validating what constitutes need for child care services. Itis hardly
controversial to maintain that younger children, employed parerts and single

par:nts tend to need more care,

There is 1 p'll‘ddo‘xlfdl old saw in social sciénc:e to the effect that ""'no
significant findings' can constitute a significant finding. While there are, to be
sure, many significant cliffér.énce.s in the ;fv‘ays the various methods of care are

: uged, it is most remarkable that no strong patterns gmeréed assbciating types
. of care with either levels of usage or the demography of the respective users.

3 .
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TABLE -2

bepcent Distribution of Household by Income Levels
and Household Structure

7 ||HLISLhG]d: wn‘h 01der [’hﬂdren nnly

;7Hpﬁsehbid w1th Chlldran undvr Gk 7
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7 7 . ﬂm l ! 7 - Dne ’
| s Loyl ]
neome Le Enployed, fnployed, Total {Percent of !
Parent Pﬁrtﬂt Roth | Gne fiat | Doth Not| Parent farant foth | One Mot | Both fiot | (percent)|Households
Enployed | Unenp yfd Employed|Employed | Enployed| Employed Unemployed  [Employed|Enployed |Employed
- e eim e —— S - e = = = S o T "—-_._.l'. e B
Below Poverty 9,1 2.1 5.6 | 0.2 6.3 | 1.5 17,2 Mo | 3.0 | 100.0 14.9
Jithin 200% 6.b 31 1,3 | WO 1.0 | 67 3.9 10,0 | 18.5 2,6 | 100.0 4.4
of Poverty
Bhove 200% 1.7 03 | 100 | 82 | 06 | 36 0l e | el | 06 |00 | 60T
of Poverty . ' |
06 | Me | 32 ) 207 82 a0 | we | owa N7 {0000 | 1000

Al Income Levels| 4.1
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and arrangementsg To the extent that a true market system may be at work

It is important here to underseore the distinction between 2 strong relationship
(¢.g., one which is hvigh]y explanatory or predictive) and @ significant relation-
ship (i.e., one which would scldom be observed by chance alone). There are
many significant differences to be found in the u‘omfdistritfﬂtions of types of

}

care used, but not many strong ones.

Aa a simplified illustration, let us consider the proportﬁicrnﬁs of households
using various levels of r;:ai'efby age of the youngest children in the he  zholds
Tablé‘ X-4). Letus furthér assert that certain methods of care, notably nursery
qehmﬂs and day care centers, can be assumed a priori to serve primarily |

- - o
toddlers and pru-schoolers by virtue of the pé@gx,‘aﬁi:designh, regardless of cost
or consumer prcference. By the same t()kenﬁ, before and after school programs
can be:a%umed by definition, to serve pr imarily older chxldren whc:x are in
school. With these generic’ explanatory factors in mind, Compm e the percentages
using either 10 cr 30 hours per week in each of the;: major l'l'léthf}dh of care (i.e.,
exclude r:bopcratives, Head Start and, for younger children, before and after
school programs). There is simply no dominant pattern favoring any given rnethod

over another among those using substantial levels of care. . .

The lesson to’be learned here is that it is dangérous to assume that gwen
modes ot usage correspond pr edwtdbly with certain types of carc. A hc»u%eh@ld
thh a three to five year old receiving full- time care has, for example, rough]v
an equal probabmty of using in- _home care, care in a relative's home, a family

day care home, a nursery school or a day care center. '

If there isa systematic patterm underlying the selection of methods of
care, we have not identified it, although one may very well lie une*{humed in the
data, ¢ suspect, how'cve'r, that the marketplace dvnamic which we might think

of »= the '"child-care deliveryssys tem" consist% of an eclectic set of circumstances

== &

is apparently very inchoate.
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What Socioeconomic Differences Ave Evident Among Child Core Users?
) .

As noted above, the absence of strong patlerns in the distribution of care
v rangements should-not be construed to mean that there ure no significant or
important differences between child care consumers, Indeed, distinel statistical

tendencies have been noted throughout for whites, blacks and persons of Spanish

F

origin. The most salient differences are summarized in Table X-i.

Whites, particularly in the middle class, use the preponderance of casual,
in-home babysitting, especially by non-relative caregivers. Even controlling for

income, the non-related sitter is largely a white phenomenon.

Of the threc principal racial/ethnic groups, blacks are the most likely to

use substantial care, whether dedined as 10 or 30 hours a week. This can be

in single -parent houscholds (Table X-5). Blacks wre especially likely to use day
care centers and nursery schools,
-7 In contrast, Spanish houscholds were obscrved to use less child care under

any definition.! This tendency is not satisfactorily explained by either the higher

unemployment'rate nor the‘smaller proportion of wor! ng single parents amot,:
memploy : r the prop g single p ,

"Spanish households, Moreover, there is a decided trend in favor o’ care by

relatives, particularly in Spanish households-using substantial levels of t:am
Compenéaticn ’is also most {gequently exchanged among Spanish relatives. It is
thus reasonably safe to conclude that cultural or soclo-environmental differences

s

are operating. |
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TABLE X-5

Percent Distribution of Race/Ethnic Groups by Household Structure
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How Much Docs Child Care Cost? »

The observed mean weekly cost to paying households was about
$15. Of perhaps greater importance, ‘thc mean expenditures by mothers
employed full-time was just under $24. As is reported in Volume 111, this
figure corresponds to the median upper threshold cost (i.e., the most
respondents would be able to pay in their current circumstances). Cnly

about one in 10 paying users expends $35 or more per week,

Il is, of couvrse, beyond the data to speculate about the nature and
the attributes of the care purchased by respondents to this survey. Bul Eascd
on costs, it is reasonable to suspect that rlot\ﬁfhstgndmg the effects of govern-
ment grants and subsidies, the "average' current price of full-time care is
not sufficient to support fully-costed care in daycare ceunters or meeting

federal standards including the recent Title XX staffing requirements.

Two Yoar Olds: A Special Case

Two year olds were observed to use more care than any other single
smr of age. This finding is particularly important since two year olds are
often considered by planners and caregivers to fgﬂl?nta a kird of gray area
between "infants" and ''pre-schoolers.' Man  centers, for eXample, do -
not accept children under two and a half. If two represents the modal of age
| for entry into the "child care systém,” then it is reasonable to suspect that
discontinuity -of care may be caused by traditional opinion on the need for age

segregation and the optimal age limits for formal institutional care.
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APPENDIX

Supplemental Tabulations:
Lstimated Number of Children (in Hundrods)
Using Methods of Care by Sclected

Demaographic Tharacteristies and Age
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CHILGREN RECFIVING CARE
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