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PREFACE

In this session of the 95th Congreas and during the -next
Congress, various pleces of legislation related to child care and

preschool ‘éducation will be examined by the Congress--reauthori-'

~zation of the Head Start and compensatory -preschool programs,
legislation to increase social services. grants to states, and new
initiatives in day care services. This paper, requested by the
Senate Committee on the Budget, examines child care arrangements
and federal programs that support day ‘care and preschool activi-
ties. .

o

The paper was prepared by Steven Chadima with the assis- '

‘tance of Alan Fein, "John ‘Shiels, and Paul ‘Warren under the

supervision of Robert D. Reiachauer "and David S. Mundel..
Special .thanks go to Ann Carruthers, Toni Wright, and Martha Anmne
McIntosh for their production assistance. The author also wishes |

to thank those who reviewed early ‘drafts, particularly Sonia

. Conley, Madeline Dowling, Pat. Hawkins, G. William Hoagland, David
. -A. Longanecker, Margaret Malone, Dick Roupp; Darla Schecter, and
Allen Smith. The manuscript wags edited by Robert L. Faherty.-

In accordance with the Congressional Budget Office 8 mandate

to provide objective and impartial .analyses of budget issues, the

- paper contains no recommendations. o R
'_Alice M. Rivlin
- Director

September~ 1978
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SUMMARY -

. “the

4 ) . .
L .o R

*gress faces a number of decisions concerning whether

provides more "than $2.2° billion a year for child care services
through a variety of direct and indirect mechanisms (see Summary

efforts to provide services, direct spending programs are aimed

" largely ‘at low- and moderate-income families; while tax expendi-

tures are used largely by middle- and upper-income groups.

ederal role in -the provision of day care and preschool i
- services should be expanded. ‘At pregant, the federal government

' Table i). .Though these programs are not coordinated in their - -

The largest amount of federal.. support is throughn social |

services grants to -states (Title XX of the Social Securigy

" Act). Care is ‘provided to abéut 800, 000 children from low=- and
-'moderate-income, families in day. -car¢” centers and family-based
- arrangements subject to federal regulations. - Another: 350,000 _

low-income children are enrolled in Head Start, -a comprehensive
community-based . preschool’ program that inclydes. medical, au-

. “tritional, and social services ‘for recipients. Approximately 2.7
- million families also received tax - credits for work-related child

care expenses.

L . do "

S < . : e ; .

. . . . E . o ¢

IMPACT OF CURRENT CHILD CARE PROGRAMS

Does Dav;Care Facilitate Child Develop ?i

3 e

The impact ofovarious child care programs is far from

e
o’ . St

Well-planned comprehensive services can‘result in increased

test scores of low-incoime children in the short run, and in fewer -

placements in’ remedial classes and a reduced need to repeat

grades once the;children are in school.- Of - the current federal

programg, Head’ Start programs afe those most likely to. achieve -
these results. For middle-income children, high-quality day

care programs appear to_cause short- tegm test score gains for -

ix

33-030 C =782 ,
" , L]

e -

’certain, Among ' the’ unresolved questions that have bearinv on .
vfederal policy are the following.

-
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N a/ BSEA = Blementa'y and Secondary Education Act.

b/ AFDC = Add to Families with Dependent Children.

. o

: . . - .
g/ WIN =.Work Incentive program.
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SUMMARY TABLE 1. FEDERAL FUNDS FOR .CHILD" CARE, FISCAL YEAR 1977' OBLIGATIONS
=~ . IN'MILLIONS or’*’ﬂor.mns » TN
. - . 3 ' ) .o ‘ ¢
E .. T = .+ Number of - Estimated
- e ¢ Children Oblrigations
?/ S . : © . served. for ChiYd Care
rogram (Agency) ' * . - = (thousands) or Preacl;uogl ,
M __ : . i . - N - q - (.. - .
Tifle XX Social Ser:‘riceo Grants’ to Statesf-" oL e .
portion used for 'child care for low- . o
® .- and moderate~income families (HEW) Ty 7199 - <809
* ' . T S .
. Head Start--comprehensive preschool’ ' o e ’

_ for" low-income children '(KEW) 349 : 448
ay % ’ ' . ®,

ESEA Title I--compensatory preschool and. . ' - oo ’
kindergarten for disadvantaged . . Voo oS
children (HEW) a/ T 367 vt 136

" Child Care Food, Service Program '> ) -
~(Agriculture) - 2 - ~ . .58Q- . 120

N AFDC--welfare benefit 1ncreases ) °
€0 ‘subsidize work-related - o o .o )
child care costs. (HEW) b/ - .’ : o - 145 L 84

' AFDC/WIN--chiLd care Eervices for welfaie S . ‘
recipients participating in WIN (HEW) _/ A+ . 8 ' .57

.. Otoher Direct Programs S L L 466 . _99'

Child Care Tax Crédit--20 percent, of L St .
work-related expenses;. limit of T — - - .
$400 for one child and $800 for a
two o,gmore ‘childrén (Treasury) 4,000 . _500

ltoTal. o T . 2,252
- oL o . s . a2
_NOTE: ébﬁp‘aﬁé‘{:e do not add 'tp ptotaL because of rounding. _ ..
¢ * S'OURGBI. Department of Health, Bducation, end Welfare (HEW) and Congressional
S Budget Office estimateo. - .
- 1 /
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participanta uver-nonenrolling children,,but these gains soon
disappear. _ - ° : .

- . C e -
- » ., ©
. N . -~

'Doea Day Care Facili ate/thg Labor Force ?Erticigaf/gn of Women?’;

While many women undoubtedly find it easier to seek employ- ..
. ment when day care is available, evidence. that iack ‘of day

" care ‘opportunities inhibits a subatential number of women - from

‘seeking employment is weak at best. ' ‘According to the 1975 Survey o

of" Income and Education, conducted by. the Census Bureav, -most.
married women and female family heads who are not in the labor
force,~do not want -a job. ‘Of the women who have children -under

- §1x years old and are not in the labor force, only 3 percent of

‘the wives and 11 percent of, the female family heads are not
.1ooking for work because they - cannot arrange adequate child care.
The vast majority (82 percent) of the female family headsvwho
feel constrained from. seeking Gﬁbloyment because of a lack of.

. child care are from families with incomes under $5,000, though -

incomea ‘under. $5, 000.

~ for free day care or full reimbursement of work-related day care e

they . represent ‘only -5 percent of ~all female family heads with

s 0 : ]
- 2. .

R Y

Does Subsidizrng Child Care Reduce Welfare Dependency?

Subsidizing the child care. costs - -of potential welfare re-
eipients can reduqe dependency 1f it either facilitates the labor
force participation of these women or incCreases their disposable
income net of child care cost8. Researchers in- several income~
maintenance experiments have,found -that simply subsidizing child

care is not sufficient to produce substantial increases 4n-.labor.

force: participation.. In addition, all recipients of Aid to -
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) are currently -eligible -

expenses, though other characteristics. of- the welfare system may_-
- provide disincentives to work. In general, however, it-"is th

* lack.of job opportunities’ and not child care that inhibits labor

force participations--When the individual wants to work and a job
is available, child care heeds are taken care of. Some of the
current programs do, however, increase diaposable income. The
Title XX and Head Start programs require little or no- financial"
participation by the mother. This arrangement will automatically-,
increase disposable income bw :the amount that would have . been
paid in- child care expenses. The AFDC" work—expenae allowance

o . EN
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e ~ also " increases income by reimburging -a~ recipient’s child-care,

Qe ! 5rexpenses._

"‘ . : : . ‘ . - )
‘¢ - - -
A A A

-

. f ] Sl ) . . .. -

Can Federal Subsidies and Their Accompanvi__g_g_ _gulations Improve o f
the General Qualitx of Child Care? R

R At ptesent. federal regulations apply only’to subsidized,
o ° licensed f6rms of care (largely family day. care'.homes -and ,day
o ie care, centers), ‘but the ma majority of children are not involVed in -
" this type of careu " ¥o those children enrolled in centers.
\. receiving federal subsidies, federal ‘standards have resulted in. |

w moxe comprehensive services and higher-qualixy care. _ Lt /7/

. —
L= . . . 7

-

. The current federaL day care requirements (particularly /,<~
chi1d-staff ratios)w-however "appropriate" they may be from the ™
federal .government’s . point ‘of view--are perceived by some st tés .

a8 onezous.' In some cases, states are "bd&ing out" the .
"federal regulations by. setting up their own child ca;efprograms o
with less- stringent requirem nte and ysing Tiile XX funds for =
othet socia1 services currently being provided by stdte monies.

_In other cases, states are.forcing AFDC .recipients to utilize tHe
e U work-expense allowance to purchase care on-their own, rather’ thdp
ORI providing these women with services directly through Title Xx,.ﬁh
oo Tl order to avoid enforcement of standards. ]

. . <~ R -
- ) . . . . o o~ - . - . -

e . Ag: - o N k s
T ALTERNATIVES IO, CURRENT POLICY ' "" ' . o P
L ' _ v . ; : :
_ Additional child care services could be provided either by
.~ expanding current programs or by enacting new 1egis1atiqn (see - ‘
Summary Table 2) - , _ : )

Egpansion of Head Start to All Eligible Children. In 1978 N ﬂ

Head -Start. services will reach* about 24 percent of -the eligible,
‘Tow-income children, At current per-child “spending levels, an
- additional $2 billion would be needed to serve the remaining L. 2
- ,million children who- qualify for services. . Co-

Expansion of Titlé XX Expanding social services ’ grants to
states under Title XX could resuvlt in ~additional - spending: on o
.~ child care. At present, however, only about: 2% percent. of, Title T
XX matching funds are spent on, child care. Though there is no .
_ " assurance that these patterns will continue, if thjs same propor- .
K tion of new funds were allocated to child ‘care, an add1tional $1 -l

3
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“ - SUMMARY TABLE 2. COSTS AND TMPACTS ‘OF ‘SELECTED ALTERNATIVES TO CURRENT |
7777~ FEDERAL CHILD CARE POLICIES e v

. - <. . .. -t N 3 - E— >

‘Incremental Change in . .

) Federal. Number of . o e .,
. e® . ‘Cost . Children ., ' - Targeted . Possible
.« (billions  Served * Recipient - Mode of Developrental’
Option of dollars) (millions) Population Care. Effects
: e : L
. . - . i . . - 'g :.*-'
. Expand Head Start 2.0 2 Low= . _ Compre=" “-Positive 1if
; to All Eligibles : . income . hensive . well planped
T . - " '  preschool .
<, Expand Title XX 1.0 .02 . Low-‘and ° Licensed Modest' ¢ .
' . #moderate- care . -
: & income ~© . T .7 ¥
Expand Tax Credit 0.7 Uncertain _AlLL except . At dis re- Low
S L higher- tion of ° - -
: income. ~ recipiemx = . 6~ ]
" Categorical Day, 4=9 2-4 " All income Licenaed Gfeatest
~care[Preschocl . . : groups a/ . care or - effect among
. Initiative (3- . . . ¢ . ’preschool low-income --..
o & and 4-year olds) =~ . 3 o A _ s . children _
\ Ce - . ] " 4 S . * ° L
% Befdre- and After- ' 3-6.5 7-19° Al]l income Schoole None
; ". School Care . . . groups al. » intended ©

- . . —
. . . :
© Lt e

a/ “These programs could be targeted on low- and. middle-income families by
adjusting fees according to the ability of parents to pay for services.
Instituting ‘'such’'a fee schedule would reduce costs.

-
. - . - . - e . " .

“billion in. federal monies, matched by $333 milliof in state-.
:! : funds, would provide licensed care meeting federal-standards for

an additional 240, 000. children.- (ither social” services would, of .
' coursq,_be_expanded.as well.’ D . -

. .
PR . . o -

Expansion cf'TaxVExpenditures. If the current tax credit of

20 peicent of work-related child care . .expenses were expanded to -
50 percent and benefits: phased out’for families with annual .
incomes between $30, 000 - and $50,,000 (and ‘eliminated entirely.
. thereafter), substantial assistance could . be targeted .on moder-’
- ate= and middle-income families. . Additidnal asaistance for .
families with the lowest incomes .could be- provided by making the
credit refundable. If these actions were taken, the costs of the

% . L e Xiii T X l/// .

U _ . N
) . . L ! . . ] . \,.
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credit would more than double, from about $500 million under
current policy to sbout $1.2 billion, but they would do little to
esncourage either work or the purchase of higher-quality day
care. .
vVe. A systeu of fedeully
supported child care centers could be established. If such.’
& progras were geared td the needs of mothers working full time,
wedium-priced care could be provided for about $4 billion a
year. 1f the progran were svailable to all'three- and four~year-
olds through the public school system and were widely used, at’
least $9 billion would be required. Alternatively, a voucher.
schemse could be introduced, giving parents a greater choice among.
caregivers -.who meet governmentsl standards. Many parents would
' likely sefect less expensive family arrangements and thereby
" hold down the cost of the program. The same goals could be °
/ accdmplished more unply. however, by expanding the tax credit

sdd making it refundable, though one would likely forego govern~ B

mental.supervision of quality. Except in the case of low-income
children, few long-lasting developmental benefits could be
.ﬂtut’.t“o

Rafore- gnd After-8chool Cafe. About one third of the 44
lilltoa school-age children in the United States have a mother
wvho workd full- time. Only a small portion of these children
pérticipate in proguu of supsrvised.recreation or study before
and after school hours during the school year. If such programs
vece directly funded: by the federal government and were available
only to 6= to l3-year-old children of mothers working full time,
care for adout 8 million children could be provided- through
expenditures of about $3 billion. If this prograp w&re more -

N, : .

xiv

13

videly availables to 6- to l3-year-olds, costs coﬁld yun' as high -
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CCHAPTER I. . . INTRODUCTION - S

~

Child care, amd especially the role of the federal govern-u

ment in the provisiOp of, éh;id care serviceg, is an issye of
.. continding concern to the qongreaa. .Several factors are acting

simultaneously to focus, ‘attention on.this issue.. MotRers con= .

tinue to enter thetlaborkforce in increasing numbers,- and some
‘are pressing for assistance.in meeting -their child care needs.

~In parficular, poor women,‘yho most often face the least lucra- _

tive employment opportunitiea, are limited in their choice of day
care arrangements to thosé-that cost them little or nothing. In

addition, many states report that improvements in services

necessary ‘to meet: federal -standards would be costly; and the
; Congress has mandated a comprehensive study of the appripriate-
ness of. these guidelines._ :

e e

The issue of the nature and extent of:federal support for
child care has been brought into the lime%ight once again by -

_the President’s welfare reform proposal. ' In acting on that
‘legislation and related iasues, the Congress will be deciding

~ whether mothers of preschool- and school-aged” children should

be expected to work or to.take care of their children, and if
and how the government will subsidize their child care expenses
if they volunteer to work when they are not expected to. The
resolution of these issues Wwill directly affect the shape of
other child-related legisIation. ' . :

Coaa

The Focus of the Federal Debate

o

The child care and preschool debate over the last 15 years--

and the legislation that has resulted from it--has centered _
+ around two major issues, the labor force participation of mother:
and child development. Although these focal points are not

mutually exclusive, the importance placed on one relative to' the
other has a substantial effect on the kinds of child care suppor-
ted through budgetary and legislative decisions. Both issues are
the subject of considerablé research by social scientists,
though current efforts provide only imperfect and approximate
answers.

g
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"To what degree is this. true? .

L%
.
o

'iabor Force ?articipation'of'Mothera.» One .goal of the -
proponents of widespread federal support for child care has been

.to facilitate :the “labor force participation of mothers. A major .

concern is whether there is a significant amount of work-related .

"unmet demand" for’child care.  That is, if more .day care ™™
.were available) even at current ‘prices and in a° variety of.
-modes, would more mothera enter the labor force or expand their

current Rours- of work? Further, if day care were more ‘widely
subsidjzed, would a significant number of mothera take advantage

.bof it?

Child Development.~ The ‘other major focus of the ¢hild care

E debate is : the children themselves. --The. primary. question is

whether there are certain types of day. care that can enhance

_ the. cognitive," emotional, and social development of participating

children.-ﬂlf 80, what are thée most influential factors: and

‘which children ‘are most likely to benefit? - Federal policy

is often predicated on a belief that child care which is oriefited

'jutoward development can oveércome the disadvantages of a home

life that inadequately provides early educational experiences.'

The current -get of federal programs reflect varying degrees
of emphasis on’ these two concerns. ' While each program has its .
own ‘set - of goals and few attempts are made to coordinate their
services, they seem to be aimed at one or more of the following

" purposes:

P’

o To increase the’supply of'child-care;

-0 To improve the quality of care through ‘the establishment
' of health, safety, and staffing standards,
o To improve the school performance of disadvantaged,
low-income children through early exposure of both parent
and "child to educational experiences, i

[A

0 To ease the~burden~for parents of financing child care,,

-0 To facilitate the,labor force.participationiof,women,{
especially insofar as such, participation promotes reduc=-
tion in. depepdency on welfare’. :

\._>1:5
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;_ This. paper discusses:current trends in formal'and.informall

. child care and the factors_ that affect families use of these
‘?arrangements._ R

.A Historical Perspective
- -

Day care began in:the United States in the 1830s with the-'

establishment of day nurseries. These institutions .were often
_ailmed at immigrant children whose mothers needed to work. In
,addition to-providing a more humane alternative to placing these
children in orphanages or 1eaving them unattended during the long

" working day, the day nurseries. provided a socializing experience: -

. for the children: Most of these institutions were philanthropic

in. nature, though some were  also supported by parent fees.

If governments became “involved, they did 'so to. reduce public
expenses associated with institutionalizing these children.

'e

" The nyrsery " school movement began just before World War I.'

.These schools were privately financed, largely by middle-class

B

parents who had an interest in providing early educational

opportunities for their children. These institutions -have grown

in. number since 1915h but their base of support and their goals ;

-remain largely the same.

During the —1930s, the first federal funding - of day care

centers was provided through the Works Progress Administration
‘(WPA). = WPA centers were initiated for two basic purposes: to

provide employmeht opportunities for those on relief, and to

) provide child care for disadvantaged chi1dren.

Federal involvement expanded during World. War II with the .

- support of work-related day care centers.. Centers were estab-
slished to ease the participation of women in defense industries,
and care was provided under this program to a total of approxi-
mately 600,000 children during the mid-1940s. When the war
ended, however, the Congress reemphasized the principle thadt the
primary role of mothers‘was caring for their children'at home,
" and federal support’ for—centersé-as—withdrawn.

_ preschool and day care activities; by and large, however, centers
simply closed for lack of support.

e
33-0300 - 78 -2

~In_a few ‘in= .
stances (most notably ‘those of the State of California and.
. the City of New York), state or local funds continued to suppor;h

NN



"% chodces. -

largely for ch%lqren_ffom_disadvaﬁtaged backgrounds.

-

' Plan of the Paper . j o . - . ' ;:'~

..This;paper'is ‘designed to provide %nough generél_infdfmaéf

The governmental .support that exists today - largely began: '
in the 1960s and was aimed primarily at' the low-income popula- .~
' tion.. - Amendments to the Social .Security Act in 1962 and 1967
., provided funds for child care for past, present, and potential . :
~ welfare recipients. And, in: 1964, the Economic Opportunity .Act -
created Project ‘Headstart, 'a comprehensive preschool Jprogram

tion so that one can make an informed choice among a variety .of . -

‘budgetary and .legjslative choices related to federal support of
child care and preschool education. ' LT

4 Chapter II describes current child care. arrangemerits made
- by famjlies and examines .the major factors that affect..those
- "The third chapter déscribes the current federal pro--
_ graﬁsvfﬁat.iugpﬁgt child careiand preschool. Chapter - IV focuses.

~on child ‘development issues, including an examination of._the
developmental?}ﬁﬁhcts‘oi turrent federal programs. The fifth
chapter focusea. on the labor force participation. of mothers, - -
-including current.trends in participation and the impact_ of-. .-

child care on employment . decisions. .Finally, Chapter VI de-

scribes the costs and possible effects of a variety of changes to. -

currefit federal child care policy. Included in this  chapter is .
. an analysis of the impact oh child care services of the Admlnis—
-tration’s welfare reform prooposal. ’ : '

Ca
. ) . T
a -
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. cmﬂ;ﬁ?‘.‘;j.- WHAT ARE THE CHILD CARE 'CHOICES THAT FAMILIES FACE,
’ : AND HOW DO THEY SELECT FROM AMONG THEM? =

5.
1

A
- K A

The pubI1c~dehaEe “over the apprOpriateness of federal in- ’

. volvement in child care ‘services: has centered largely around the

© two issues of .the developmen; ‘of .children .and the labor force

’participation of . the mothers.; Resulting - legislation*has ‘been

aimed at influéncing these factors in a. variety of ways. The
"debate" at ‘the’ family. level--that is, ‘the factors that most .
~,.often enter into.a" family s. decision ‘about which type of child
care to secure--often focusee on.very different issues, mdny of -

which are well out -of 'the reach of the federal government.

" This chapter .reviews the choices that families face inknhild
"~ carej the factors that . studies’ have revealed are the most impor-.
tant. to familiee in. thgir choice among the variousimodes of care;
and the ‘results’ of - the gselection .process and how they wary-
. according to race, income, and otﬁer family characteristics 1/

.

".1/ The trends and phttetnenrepoftedihere'age»derived from
a nuymber of studies'exemining child care ‘arrangements .over
.,"the last 12 years. ' In order to simplify the presentation:
of data,..individual studies wwere selected ,based on their .
”conctse presentatton of the information, their representa-
“tiveness of the’ literature as a whole, and ‘the recentness of
- ‘the data to highlight particular trends. The most recent

. .and comprehensive studies. are: Unco, Inc., National Chi;dcare A

. Consumer. Study: 1975, prepared for Department of Heéalth,
_ Education,: and- Welfagg, -‘Office of -Child Development (1975);
Abt Associates, National Day Care -Study: Preliminary Find-
ings and Their Implications, prepared for Départment of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Administration for Children,
Youth, and Families, Day Care Division (January ‘31, 1978);
and  Richard L. Shortlidge, Jr., and Patricia Brito, "How

~ Women Arrange for the Care of Their ‘Children While They Work:
A Study of :Child Care Arrangements, Costs, and .Preferences in

“1971," The Ohio State University, Ceénter for Human Resource .

-Research (January, 1977). - See also, Seth Low and Pearl G.
. Spindler, Child Care Arrangements of Working Mothers in the
: J S ; (continued)

i




°

WHAT ARE THE CHOICES THAT PARENTS FACE?

" The first and most -obvious - choice that parents face in" -

deciding on child care is whether to care for their children
by themaelves or. to involve other individuala or institutions

on more than a ‘casual basis: Parents, in fact, still primarily

care for their own children 'in their own’ homea, at least until
the time their children are of preschool age.“ For the most

part, thia means the mother ataya ‘home to take care of the chil-

dren while the father works., . . : - PR

v‘-"'_ .

Thia traditional ‘model of childrearing is becoming increaa--'

ingly. less common; and patents who .secure child care in order

- to work or to provide their children with an enriched-early
‘learning experience face a ‘variety of. choices. - Many choose to

leave . their children in the care of felatives, either in’ their
own homes or in the homes of their relatives, while others"
secure the services of nonrelativea in or out of the home.

Three more formal methoda of child care are available to

gparents, though they, are used ‘far less frequently than the

informal arrangementa mentioned above. The moat common, 'family -

day care homes, are homes,. in” which an adult carea for usually

. 8ix or less children. ' In many cases, the caretaker is a mother

who takes care of her own children and two or three others.
There are more than 100,000 family day" care homes in the United
States . licensed by~ state agencies, and experts estimate that
the number operating without a license is many timea that a-
mount. - The licenaed homes ‘serve about 300, 000 children. 2/

N o
w

4

’
.

i'United States; prepared for" Department of “Health, Education,

and Welfare, Children’s  Bureau, and Department of . Labor,
Women’s Bureau (1965); Westinghouse Learning Corp. and Westat

Research, Inc:, Day Care Survey--1970, prepared for the
" "Office of Econ mic Opportunity (1970); and Greg J. Duncan and

‘James N. Morgan, eds., Five Thousand American Families--Pat-

terns of Economit—~Progress, vol. III, University of Michigan,
- Institute for Social Research, Survey Research Center, Income

Dynamica Panel Study (1975). Additional studies on day care

~ centers and family' day care homes have been funded by the
Department of Health, Education,-and Welfare, but they had
not been completed when this report waa written.

2/ Unpyblished data from Abt Associatea, Cambridge, ‘Massachu-

" gsetts, 1977 survey.
s 6

Yo

o rgha



.iently located, but the aer!i:e can be interrupted by illness orh

5 : - . .
’ - o R T

‘. s R .‘,_; G

.

Arrangements are relatively low-cost and the ~homes- are conven-
change of-. plana of the oper Te

Day care centera are much 1arger operations~and are.- almoat

.?always 1icensed by state authorities who attempt to enforce min-

%

Qe

 imum safety. ‘and hedalth standards. - There are approximately 18,300

day care centers in the United States,  largely concentrated in

.urban and suburban areas; these centers serve about 900,000

r.

children. Centers generally care for at least: 12 children, some
of whom attend for-a full working day; they operate ‘at_.least nine

,_months of the year .and often year-round._ Most day care centers -
. have an educdtional "compenent to their daily . schedule, theugh. . .. .-

‘this- may not be their primary focus. . Preschools, on the other

hand, -are primarily aimed "at improving school readiness. Chil-~

—dren are generally ‘enrolled on a part-day or part-week basis,

though some do attend- full-time. . The numben«of preschcols in the

United States is not accurately known. Day care centers and ‘pre- .

.8chools .are re1ative1y more expensive than other arrangements,
but. they provide ‘regular, convenient hours and- usually the assur-
ance that adults will be there ‘to provide care each working day.

. . oot

HOW DO PARENTS SELECT CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS? .

The- concenaus of a number of. .studies. and considerable in-
.direct evidence 1is that three factors are most important to

parents in selecting child care arrangements: cost, location,

and conventence of hours. Simply put, if the service 1s not

.within their- price range, located near home or work, and’ open»
-when?theyineed it, parenta do-not seem interested. - '

_have found a direct relationship between income &nd spending. on
child care; the most convincing evidence -has been- provided
by Shortlidge and Brito. In their recent. analyais 0£71971 data
on working mothera, they reported that"“

Cost. In’ most familiea, there exists a threshold in child -
care costs beyond-which it is more cost-effective for (gemerally) -
the mother to remain at home than to work. While most studies -

-

o o o working mothers with children under six on aver-
age spent between one-sixth and one-fifth of their
hourly earninga for the care of their'thildren. This.
relative expenditure remained remarkably stable re-
gardless of earnings, implying a direct relationship

7
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o ;f~&f77“**“‘~between*earninga‘and-thq absolute expenditures for - RS
i ‘ . child care. .« . , [A] ‘significant direct relationship B
.between earnings.and expenditures on child care was
~ found” for white women whose youngest child was under
six and for black women whose-youngest child was. six to {
’ th;Lrtéen. _3_/ oL A . s e : ,

»

- Hac i
o i e i

. Location. Iﬁfthq National Childcare Consumer Study, Unco
found that ‘about two-thirds of the parents who..travel to"a child
care provider reported trips of ‘less than 10 minutes. . Only 6
percent ‘reported traveling: 30 minutes or more.” Of the various L

. arrangements, care in a. nonrelative’s home required the least— -——
... amount of travel. ‘Day care centers, on the other hand, were less -
~ 1likely ‘to. be located-in the: family’s neighborhood; - only half of -:

' " “center-users reported trips of less than 10 minutess T T

- L . o

-~

Other Factors. ;Se¢6nd#r§ faégpfé-ﬁffécting parehtél'chdiée
- .include ‘whether the caregiver ‘will take children on days ‘the
" children are sick,.the‘caregive;fs»pgrsonal‘background, and ‘the

- extent of educational program: -:In addition, some studies have

- suggested that a lack of informationion ayailable-opportunities
-conhtrafhsfpaxgntdlfchoice;jthough‘dhia“iqsué has not been well
studied. 'The National Childcare Consumer Study did find, how- -
ever, that parents expresseéd strong ‘support for directing govern-
ment' funds toward information and referral services. _—

.

VAT ARE THE RESULTS OF THE SELECTION PROCESS? - °
- The interfqce of parents’ preferences and the-current supply”

of;bhiIQ'Care?afrangemegta result “in a distinct pattern of
child -care use'in this, country. In the end, daytime care in

L . the United States ismprovided'primarily;by the parents of chil- |,
. - dren in their ownm homes (see Table 1)« When other arrangements
_ .+ are necessary, families most. often’ seek the'.aid of relatives-

~ . (either in the family’s home or in that of the relative).
. Informal tare, such as babysitting by nonrelatives or-care.in a
‘family day care home, are used next most frequently. Finally,
nursery schools, day care centers, and other formal means are the
methods of care utilized least often. g S )
- !

.3/ Shorclidge‘and.Bgito, "How'ﬁbmeﬁ Arrhnge fog the Care of
‘ Their Children While They Work," p. 19. -

C . . . 8»_(( ) . . . s
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 TABLE lp HBTRODS OF CARB FOR: CHILDREH UNDER 14 YEBARS OLD UTI-
LIZED BY" FAHILIES USING. MORE THAN 10 HOURS OF NON- '

' "PARENTAL - CARE .A WEEK-AND BY ALL FAMILIES 1975: - ,( _
PERCENT Msmmunou e A
: - . ; : e _v_«_ 2. ...,,..«"‘"'TJ ¢
. B — BN
[ . B B ) . . .. . B} i ’ A ) ) e
e L - _ Households - .
e . Using All..
.- Method of Gare - S Extemal_'Ca're.‘ . Households : : ’
Care in Own Home by. .
L Relative o -‘ o L S 22,5 o 14.0 -
e .Ngnrelati\(e“x IR ' .o - 2069 S 13.0
4"’Cag§ in Other Boﬁé by: s T o e L
' Relative - . . - 27,2 % 17,0
f, Nontrelative . - - - - . 1646 . ' 10.3
: - e . .. o . ) B )
[ . "Other Arrang'ements: : 7 iy , .
’Nurséry schdoi R - 5.8 . 3.6
* Day care center S 3.6 -, . : 2.3.
Other .. 3.4 2.2
) Subtotal 410000 . 6244
"No External Arrangements T .
" over 10 Hours a Week - ' — - _37.6
“ - Total 100,0  ; . 100.0
. . ! ’ 'o ’ : 3 ]

»";~NOTE€“'Components may 'no£.:add to totals because -of: rourfding.

SOURCE: Unco, Inc., National Childcare Consumer-Stuwdy: 1975, —
. - prepared for Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare, Office of ChildﬁbeveIOpment (1975), vol, II, - ‘
“ Table IV-2 pe 4=3. .Y - ‘ ‘
- - ¥ R
9 o
, . .
— ‘. ‘ .



. Although that pattern of_éhild care arrangements is. charge-.
. teristic of users in general, individual families depart consid-
" . erably from the pattern for different reasons.. ng\f#jor factors-

e - affecting individual family arrangements that sev al-gesearsﬁers

"* have noted are:. ' !

- M \ . . ] L .. . s
A 0 Race and ethnicity of the family; . ..
jﬂ - o NumBer of children in the family; __—
/ D .0 Marjtal and employment-status of the mother; - o
’ ' ’ R IR . > " a ’ : L

(o : o I"_am:l.-ly. income;. v . . o . S

+ . . iy
!

o . o Number of hours of care used; and .~ = - P
A ‘ ' OF reare used . !

! i

.0 Federalhand'state subsidies offpafticniat"modeé offcaréti

- | . -

‘Othér'fééiofﬁ;;puch‘a& urban orfrural*residénc€"and;Teéiqn of
residence, have a much smaller effect; in combination with'one of
the above, however, ‘they may influence the-selection'ofjtype‘of‘;

care. ol N /
. . _ L A _ o
. L These data are éiﬁg;bﬂobg':Vations by researcﬁqfs; no
I analysfs -hag .been completed¥o ite - that, combines these factors
" for both working” and nonworking mothers and that atteipts to
" asSess the relative effects of each. For example, it has been.- _
: ‘noted that 'the race of the family seems to ' play a part in selec- S
: ‘ting care,-.as does family income. Race:and income, however, 'are T
strongly correlated. If this relationship were accounted for in
_ - analyzing data, researcliers might have found ‘inéome to" account
. for far more of the variation in care than race (or vice.versa),
' Consequently, further research may find some of tae factors to be

-

' less important than they appear. : _ .

«
a
. _ ‘f

\
-

.Racé'aﬁd Ethnicity. - . : fﬁ

. Patterns of child care differ, substantially among racial and
ethnic groups. While care by relatives is the predominant mode
among all groups, minority families--particulgrly- Hispanicg=- .
~are even more likely to use such arrangements (sée Table 2).
In 1975, 69 percent of Hispanic families indicated that their
‘main method of caré was using.relatives (combiriing care in the |,

o

°

~
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TABLE =2. HAIN METHOD OF GARE OF CHILDREN UNDER 14 BY RACE AND
' ETHNICITY, 1975' PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

q

. S R » .Nqn-ﬁispanié' ST -
- Method of Care e Totaﬁ?"Whi;e_ Black *~ Hispanic Other
Ccaredn Owm pome by:
Relative . * - 24,7 =" 23)9 ° 24.5 . 30,5 '33.9
o Nonrelative ., 20.3° 23.6 _6.0 8.4 10.9
Subtotal ;, T 45.00 B35 30050 . 38.9 448
Care in Other Home by' .
‘Relative _ 26,50 25,7 31,6 . 38.4 . . 12.7
_ . Nonrelative . ""16'1 15,9 17.5- " 10.9 20.8
“Subtotal ' . v 42.6 -41.6  49.1  49.3 335
. Other hr:angeméhts: C "( o " o - 3
. Nursery/preschool 5.6  5.07" 9.5 - 4 6,0
Day care center 3.5 2,6 D67 4.9 10,7
Cooperative program 0.9 . 0.9 - 0.3 0.3 3.2
. Before/after school- ' '
“ program . 2.0 2.0 2,2 2.1 L.l
Head Statt ) 0.4 o 0.3 .‘ 1.3 — 007 ° 006
‘ 2 othEr o ) 0.1 ol 0.5 - o
- " S$ubtotal 2,5 10,8 # _20.5 12.0 21,6

e eo—— ———— em——

3

. ‘Total . *  100.0._100.0 100.0 - 100:0  100.0

L t . ~ . . . ? . ’

-~ il |
NOTE: ' Components may not add to toeﬁg bec‘ause of rounding.

* SOURCE: Unco, Inc., National Childcare Consumer study. 1975,

vol. I, Table IvV=24. - , -

- .
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'chtld's home and in - that of :the - relative), as compared uith 50-"

.percent of non-Hispanic whites. R
e R .

o The use of: ‘nonrelative care varies considerably aﬁong racial:'“ .
. and ethnic. groups. - Whites are two to: four times more likely than
minority families to usé .care' in their own home by nonrelati!; L

as their main method.- Nearly one-fourth of - white “families:

" In contrast, minorit?-families are more Iikely ‘than whites to use’
-, institutiongl ‘arrangements. (day care. centers and nursery schools) B
. as ‘their main’ method of care, most likely ‘because of. the correla-p_3"
' *wption between race, income, and governmental subsidy.; -

=

_Number of Children in the Familz f_ ‘; PR e

L
® . [

. Different -sized families select different types of care; '
v,(see Table 3).‘,"°might be expected, lower—priced forms of care -
‘. are:more’ often chosen by families with more than one child. ;
. In a 1971 survey, ‘among - whitd ' working ‘mothers " whose _yourgést .
'child was under 6 years old, 29 percent ‘of those with only ‘one’

child chose in=home care;. while ‘56 - percent of those. with two: .or

more children under 14 chose in-home care.. The, proportions for.
.. black working mothers were 39 percent for one child and 48 . -

- .« ! . . -3 PR N

".:fsuch care for their children under 14 “as, compared with 6 perf;.:ﬁ

-percent for two or more children.= Among both racial groups,[J
‘cémbinations. of family members, relatives,’ and nonrelatives were .o |

-an increasingly important source of car? as the number ‘of : chil-zf'

' dren inereased. ; s e . o ;f.

s . o : . co ' S ..

The presence of a child between 14 and 17 years old signi— .

' ficantly alters child care patterns ‘(see Table 4): In the same

<1971 survey, Shortlidge and Brito found that,. when there was no- -

child ' it the family between 14 and. 17, working mothi"rs yhose

‘youngest child was less than. 6 _years old most often chose care
" outside the home - (59 ‘percent _of the - time for whites, 62 percent
- for blacks). But when the: family Included a child between 14 and
.17, use of -care outside the home dropped to.30 percent.for, whites.
-and. 33 percent for blacks. " Older siblings became the main: source :
. of care used by 13 percent of white working mothers and 11°

percent of black working mothers. Combinations of family: members
(including older siblings),,relatives, and nonrelatives. ‘became

the single most frequently used mode of care for these families
with older children (24 percent of the time for whites, 27 per-..

~cent for blacks). Only 13 percent of the white mothers and 20

d -~ N . .

| .



. CH{LD .CARE ARRANGEM.NTS - 0 "'omcmc WOTHERS  WHOSE, LT
T _-'-rr GEST CHILD IS LESS'THAN ‘6, YEARS OLD.BY RACE. AND
. - % . 'YUMBER OF‘CEILDREN.UNDEK 14 YEARS -OLD INTEE nous-om, <
IR lq7l' PERCENT DISTRIBUTION R Y g B
t ¢+ - "r » N . A
-‘F' _-75:-._ it Bl k ST R
i ie e Two &r morz. - ‘. :'T¥0. or more " v STl
0T \ S . One:’ " childres One children - e .
_, Method- of ‘Caore' T "child under 14 .. child under 14 : B
Care in Ov‘m Home by. . ¢ e L oL - . ,
Parents Ar gself .- , 10, - 18 s T 9L v
Olderfsibling * ‘1 5 2 PR S ;
Other, relative 10 8 21 - .13 . "
- /Nonrilativv . .6 9 Ty 3 3 R
- Combination a/ . 2 16 6 S16 N~ s
B Subtotal 2 56 -39 48 T e L e
Care '1n Other "Home by: o oo T " '. ks
"' ‘Relative 0 19 13 ) 35 w21 R A
Non‘:el&ti\'e -, 34 .16 17 - 9 DR A
o 4 a L . . e \J . . :
- 7ubtotal . 53 29 . - 52. 30 : -
Other Arrangements: :N _ T S S
' "Da'y care center .. - 13 5 <7 . 7 .19 .
Mother at- work, . L 30 2 e 2 S
‘Other - ... g2 -8 N1 Y3 — :
- T Subtotal; . 8 ~.-.16" s 10 23
. '. - . ' e‘_.\ .’i \ ‘\—- < . :%
Total ) 100 .:1%0’ ~} 100'- 100 - .
NOTE' Cmﬁponenta may not add to ’:otala because of rounding. v,
[ RN
souncn- Richard L. Shortlid Jr., and Pagricia’ Brito,' "How ' |
. Women Arrange for the !Care of Their. Children While They o
‘ * Work: A Study.of Chtld Care A.rrangemente, Costs, and - )
.- . Preferences in 1971," The Phio State ‘University, Certer . .,
- f£dr Human Resource Reaearch (January 1977), Tablea L
~.- f 2-12. . . »1. -. . ~ ~ . (_a e
a/ Includea eombinationa of family members- and of relatives and
‘ nonrelatives, . L _
i‘? Lo . M ) ' R -, . ot
. . ) * . 13 . ﬁ v - ° .
S L 2 . . o
: A 6 . '
- . ¢ * . vp
c;‘ .-\l. g . ) ,
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m 4. CHILD CARE Auucn(ms or ﬂOlelG 'MOTHERS WHOSE

YOUWGEST CHILD 18 LESS THAN 6 YEARS OLD. BY RACE AND .

“ PRESENCE OF A CHILD 14 TO 17 YRARS OLD IN THE HOUSE-
BOLD, 1971t PRRCENT DISTRIBUTION

. . %o child Child No child Child
-~ Mathod of Care =17, =17 . 14-17  14-17
Cpre 1n Ovh Nowe by: . - R
. Pareat or self 13 ° 21 : 7 ° 13
. Oléer sidling .1 13 1 1
Othar relative 10 S 18 . 13 .
Noarelative 8 8 _-‘,,3 ' 3
Combination g/ y S ] 24 ;_g‘ Yo7 -
Subtotal C M ,ix 61
Care tun Other Home by:’ ) :
Relative . 17 "2 32 -« 6
Boarelative . 26 1 13 8
~ sobtowal Ca 9, 45 14
Other Arm-ntu R
Day .care center - 9 8 14. 15
Mother at work 3- 3 2 0
Other 4 .10 1 V-8
Subtotal 6 a1 1
Total | 00 100 100 100
Proportion of uqlo Within
Racial Growp * = 87 - 13 80 20

~Black . »

WOTE: Components msy not add to totals -because of rdt’mdtng..

SOURCE: mulﬁ;. end. Brito, "How Women Arraidge for the-Care of
) ‘Their Ckildren While ‘nuy Work," Tables 2-12.

'./ Includes combinations of' fnily mesbers and of relativeo
-+ aod molauvu. ‘

-
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per.:cent of _the black mothers in this sample,- however, had bot a
child under 6 years old and another between 14 and 17 years olo.

-
: l(arital and E_l_nglomenth Status of Mather ¥

<

The marital and employment status of the mother appear to
affect the type of care chosen by the family (see Table 5).

. *Single employed mothers are nearly twice as likely to ' use-day
care centers and nursery schools or,preschools:-as are employed
wives (29 percent. as compared with 15 percent). On the other .
- hand, employed ‘wives are more likely to use home-based care than
are employed single mot' ~rs. In both . cases, care by the par- .

ent(s) becomes the predominant mode when no one in the family is -:\\'.'
‘employed.” , -~ A S . W
. 11 Income t . o - ' '
 As’ family income riges, higher-priced -care ‘i more fre- . LU

- quently used (see Table 6). The 1975 National Childcdre Con- -
sumer Study found that the proportion of families using in-home
.care as their primary arrangement changed very little with
increases in income, though the proportions proyided-by relatives

., and nonrelatives shifted dramatically. Among families with
incomes below poverty,: only about 10 percent used in-home care by
a, nonrelative, as compared with almost one-fourth of those with
incomes at.twice the poverty level or higher. Conversely,

in-home ca.re by relatives accounted for nearly- one-third of the .
care in- families living in poverty but for only about one-fifth =
cf the care in families whose incomes were above twice the

- poverty.level. ~ ¢ s . : v

’ Similar trends occurred in the use of day care centers and
nursery schoolss Families below the poverty level .and families

" with incomes above twice the poverty level were about twice
as likely to use these modes of care as were "moderate" income
families. Among families with incomes below the poverty level, s
however, ~day care centers wete used about twice asg often-as
nursery schools, whereas the reverse was true among families
with incomes above twice the poverty level. These differences
may be attributable to two factors: governmental subsidies
are targeted on the poor and often restrict ‘their choices: to
licensed arrangements such as day care centers; and wealthier
families are-more likely to label a given institution a "nursery

-,,
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TABLE 5.

MAIN METHOD oF CHILD CARE FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN

LESS THAN SIX YEARS OLD BY MARITAL AND EMPLOYMENT.

,STATUS OF PARENTS, 1975: PERCENT DISTR;BUIION al

" Single-Parent . . '“Iwo-Parent =
- _._ Househvlds Households
Parent Parent Both *° . One ' Both not

Hethdd of Care employed unemployed employed employed employed

SOURCE: Inc.,

1975,

©

Uﬁco, National Childcare Consuger Sg_gy
vol. II Table X-l. . . R

a/ »Thé household'mai-aISO inglude.children older than-éi#.i,"'

16

Care in | o . .
Own Home by: . : § - y
o - 'Parent or self .. 6.6 43.7 13.2 28.6 - 56.5
. *: . Other relative 20,6 -+ 17.0 10.8 18.2 - 9.5
: ' Nonrelative o, 8.7 8.6 17.5 19.5 4.9
.- subtotal ~  35.9 69.3  41.5  66.3  ~70.9
Care in~Ai-' o - B .o
_ Other Home by: ' ) ' - .
“Relative 12,6 . 18.3 19.6  21.0 19.%4
Nonrelative 19.7 4.0 _22.1 6.0 1.0
' Subtotal 323 22.3 417 27,0 2044
o e : o . o '
.« . Other L . I
‘Arrangements: : : CL * .- '
- Nursery school 13.0: : " 4.5 " 4.5
Day. care ‘center 15.5 % 065 - 243
’ o Head Start 0.5 < 0.3 0.4
' ‘ Before/after . o
_ _ school program 2.2 0.5 ° 0.0
-~ Cooperative - » ’ CL
: ﬁprogram,: | 0.2 ...;1.1' ' ;;i-
, . . T ) !
Subtotal s 31 b 6.9 8.6
(Total © ' 100.0 1000, 1oofo' 100.0
Erd ' -
_NOTE: ' Components tay not ‘add to totals because of. rounding. T
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TABLE 6. MAIN JMETHOD OF- CHILD CARE FOR HOUSEHOLDS BY "POVERTY - o
‘ STATUS, 1975: PERCENT DISTRIBUTION - ) g

o : , Below Poverty to . Over 2002
- -Method of Care . . Poverty 200 Poverty ' Poverty

s

jCare'io Own Home by: ' oL R ! ‘

\\; Relative - . v 32,
: Nonrelative S . 9,

Subtotal S k22 « 45.1 45.0
‘Care in Other.ﬂomeﬂby: o : ' B i : i

Relative - - 27,5 336 T 241 .
.'Nonrelative =~ . o 13.3.° 13.5 - 17.1 -

_ Subtotal . . - | - 40.8 47,1 4L20 ¢
._Othe: Aﬁra_ngementg:; . y

_hursery or.s:eschool

3.8 2,6 6.7
Day care center.. 1.6 2,8. 3.3 . ,
,Bead Start - ' o 2.7 0.6 - N
Before/after school program 2.7 1.3 " 22
Cooperative program _ -— - 0.5 ©1e3
< Other o e 0. 1 - - 002 .

subtotal ¢ o 169 7,8 13,7 ¢

1

.

- NOTE:' Components may not add to totals because of rounding.
"’ SOURCE: -Qneo, Inc., . National Childcgre Consumer Study: 1975
vol. 1, Table IV-22.,

u

“
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_8chool" ° than.aﬂday.éife'ced;er,_eveh‘thohgh no substantial -

we différence'be;weqn the_;wb may;gxiste _ :
“Hours of Care o L ; L T e

Differences in type of care have also been noted for sub-.
', stantial users when compared with more casual users (see: Table
= 1)+ Children who recelve 30 or more hours of care a week are
more likely to be cared ‘for in a.nursery schaool or day care o
center. or in the home of a nonrelative than are those whé receive = - -«
. lesa than 30 hoirs a week. - These three methods of &are accounted
* for more than 55. percent of the arrangements made by heavy
~-users:but for only. 25 percent of those using just 10 or more -
‘hours a'week. Care is arranged  in the childs own home far . .

" -less frequently when 30 ox, more hours of care are used.

... +As a.result, the average number of hours a week spent in.
. -each of the various forms of care differs substantially (see
-s Table 8). Those.involved in home-based care. (either in the -
~ child’s own home or inthgt of a relative or nonrelative) spend”
_ an ‘average of just over 9 hours a week in that setting. Im
~ ~ contrast, those enrolled in nursery schools or preschools spend
+.an average of 18 hours a week there, and those in day care

centers are theré an average of 28 hours a week. .

~ .
7. -
'

Federal aad State Subsidies of Particular Modes of Care

~ Direct governmental subsidies of child care expenses are

channeled ' primarily toward the two major types of formal care:
‘day care centers. and licensed -family ‘day caie’homes.-:Aa:a .
- result,. eligible  families .(largely low~ and. moderate-income), -
_ ..are encourafed to use .care that is more expensive than other
. . ~ forms of care and that, in.the abgence of subsidies, they would
~ most likely not be able to afford. C ’ ' ' :

T
<

The preferences of ' those administering - the governmeﬁtg1¢4
programs have often led to an emphasis on day care centers rather
. . than family-based care.. About 55 percent of federally subsidized
"...children are enrolled in centers, while 25 percent are in family
. »or group day care homes (the remainder are provided c&re_in‘ L
. ‘théir own homes). In contrast, only about 9 percent of all. Tk
children who use somg_forq‘of care for more than 10 hours a

2

- - 18
: i .. .
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. TABLE'7. CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR CHILDREN LESS THAN srx‘_
: YEARS OLD BY HOURS OF - CARE PER WEEK, 1975"'PERCENT-

C DISTRIBUTION o
o e o 10 or More 30 or More
Method of Care e Hours a Week Hours a Week
_que‘in Ovn Home by: . ¢;Q - )
..Relative L . 23,0 _ S TS
Nonrelative ~ : 22.8 9.0
Swtoral = 45.8 | 23.4 -
Care in‘Other Home by: S
" Relitive | 26,4 * 2143 -
- Nonrelative 13-0 ' 25.5
‘Subtotal 4 394 46.8
dther»ArrangeMentsz )
) Nursery 8chool 8.1 16.6
Day care center 3.9 13.3
.~ Other 2.8 a/
‘Subtotal . ' 14.8 ., 29.9
7 . o ) . - e .
Total . - -100,0 - - . 100.0

NOTE: Compbhents may not ‘add' to totals Becguse of rounding.

_1SOURCE: CBO analysis'of data frop:ﬁnco, Inc., Nétional Childcare
. - Consumer Study: 1975.

a/ less than 1 percents;-

-

33-0300-78+3 - R o




“Care in Ovn'home.by:3 |

_TABLE 8. AVERAGE HOURS OF CARE A WEEK FOR CHILDREN USING AT’

LEAST ONE HOUR, BY METHOD OF CARE al

a

Method. of Care - = S - ‘Average Hours

Relative S L, : Lt 8.6 5
Nonrelative ' S ' 7.5 =~ .

Care in Other Home by: o _ .

) Relative - T S 9
Nonrelative B 1

'Other -Arrangements: - - g

Nursery or preschool _ 1
Day care center ' T T2
Head 'Start o - 2
Before/after school program

-.Cooperative program o

Average for AlL Methods . . . . I [ 75 S

a

SOURCE: Unco, Inc., N National Ch;ld Care Consumer Study: 1975,

vol.l, Table -IV=30,

&

.a/ Includes multiple answers. .

4

" week are enrolled in either -a day care'center. or a nuraery

school, while almost ‘all of the remainder are cared for in a

_ family- or home~based setting.

i

"As - a result, the impact of federal subsidies on centers
is considerable. About &4 percent of the day care centers in
the United States enroll children through whom they receive
governmental subsidies (largely federal). These centers. are

_ sometimes called "FFP centers" (federal financial participation). . -
- FFP centers enroll about 75 percent of the low-income children

20

.



who use centers and aboat 60 percent of all black children in
' center care._ ‘About 55 percent of the children in FFP centers
- receive full or partial subsidies;-these children represent about '
Aona-fourth ‘of a11 those enrollqdfin day care centers. -

The imp&ct of aub’i‘dies ou fam:l.ly-baaed care is far leas
substantial. Govammental regulat‘iona limit the choice of those
who receive subsidies t6 .licensed forms of care, and the: vast
" majority of family day care (about 90 percent) is not licensed.
- The number. being cared for by their mother or father or another
_-talativa at-the same time that parent or relative was also caring .
for other untelated children (that is, operating a family day
" care home) is not known, but it would surely send the total in
.éare not eligible for governmental aubaidy much higher.

-

et
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CHAPTBR III. 'HOW DOES THE FEDERAL GOYERNMBNT CURRENTLY .
' SUPPORT CHILD CARE AND PRESCHOOL EDUCAIION?

X .ot s . ) . o
~ ~ .

The federal government currently supports child care through

K

. A,.‘
Direct expenditures are geared largely toward innreasing

the. supply and quality of one particular mode-of child care
- ‘(licensed day care or- preschool), ‘and they are: aimed at one
-particular segment of the - p0pu1ation (the poor or near-poor).

Jax expenditurea, ion  the other hand, .are aiméd primarily at

_-easing ‘the’ burden ‘of: financing services, but .the selection of
mode. of care (and the, inherent responsibility of momitoring

" a variety of direct .and indirect expenditurea. In. fiacalsyear-
1977 ?the latest year. for which - data on all programs are avail-
~ 'able), about 2.8 million ehildren were gerved in 'direct programs
_,coating the. federal government approximately $1.8 billion; and * -
-care for another 4. million children was subsidized through tax ..
: ‘expenditures of about $500 miliion (see Table 9).~ o ‘

2

. quality) is left to. the consumer. . ,Because of the nature of the.

“'Secondary Education Act (ESFA); the Ald-to Families with Depen= -
" dent Childreéen (AFDC) ‘program; .and the Worlﬁlncentive (WIN)
. program. One tax 'expenditure--a tax -credit

tax credit (it 18 nonrefundable) and the sttucture. of. the - tax

system {on aVerage,: four=person families ‘'with incomes below

$7,500 in 1977 did' not pay federal income taxes), the credit is

“largely ‘of use to middle- and upper-income familiea. These
- patterns are illuatrated in Table 10. Sl :

o
¢a'

More than 90 percent of the direct federal aupport for child

Child Care Food Service Program; Title. I of the Elementary and

for work-reLated

icare and preschool is provided through six programq Title
XX of the Soclal Security Acty the Head Start program, the

~child care expensea--provides nearly all of thgfindirect federal'

-_subsidies.-

-uSociai”Services'Grants (SSA Title XX)

% 2 E“\

. r.',l

The largest program of direct support for child care .ser-

vices 1s Title“XX of the Social Security Act (SSA). "Each.year,

- $2.7 'billion is. provided to ‘states to support social services

o
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T TABLE 9. ESTIMATES OF FUNDING FDR PEDBRAL CBILD CARB PROGRAHS, !ISCAL YEAR. -
: 19778/ | A :
C.. {,\) ) .
) "~ - " Matching
. .- : : . Pedewal - State/Local
e - - (Obligations’ Children Federal Cost Contributions
R O - : - - (millions  Served b/ per Child ¢/ (millions
' Agency/?rggru of dollars) (thousands) (dollars) of dollars)
) Department of 'A‘g‘riéultui:e
 Chi1d Care Food Service’ T I A
B Erogram . o - 120.0 . 580 - i 207 | ‘None ‘required
- . Appnln\:hinn RegionaL s o B
- Comnission o o 9.3 47 ~ 197 N/A d/
- ‘ Cmnmnity Servicea . 5 '
. - Adniniatration
P C‘ommnity Action ot . S o _
' Agency Progrnn ) 2.5, N/A N/A - 1.2,
. Depqrtment'of-ﬂealih, L T E .
. Bducation; and Welfare e/ e . ’ S : : : . o
SSA, Title IV-A,. - v , .- g K
. Soclal Services e N . - . -
SSA, Tiutle 'xx’ " " ' ‘ ’ . o : . ) 5' L Cer -
S Social.Services - 808.6 L0799 . 1,013 269:5-
SSA, Title IV-A, AFDC | .
&k Expense .Allowance . ’ T ' S
11d Care) . \‘_\ " 84.b ££ 145 582 “#71.6
"SSA, Title IV-A, WIN - 57.1 85 o612 5
" ssA; Mife Iv-B, child N e -
Welfare _ C ok 19 47 el
Hesd start = 447.6 349 . 1,283 . 89.5
ST HSEA, Title I, Pteschool : ;\ - . : :
o and Kindergarten Programa 136.0 . 367 . 3N None required
ESEA, Title I-A‘ . . e . ' e
(Supplement) Higranta ‘14.4 38 .~ 382 " Nome required
s . \ . L \ ) (IConti'nue.d).
T ' \ A
’—V‘Y'--’ ) . S ] S . . .
' ) 24 - T
o . ) ’\\
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" TABLE 9. (Continued) ‘ .
_ . . 9 - E -
- " Matching © - L
AR Pederal [ State/Local Cd
N i " Obligations - Children l'ederal COat Contributions : “
o E - (millions ' Served b/  per Child g/ fmill:lons
- Agency/Progran : of dollars)-- (thousands) (dollars)i _ -of dollars) '
N . ) ) - " N K H - % . -
. ESEA, Title VI-B,. T o e
- Education for the-“‘ - : T . SR
Handicapped State -~ . S e P P |~
. Grant Progrém ’ 7.7 260 30 Nome required - N\ |~}
. .ESEA, Title VI-C, . | - I AN
Early Education for ‘ a LT
the Handicapped 14.0 14 1,000° . 1.4 - T
_ . —_— —_= - —— v o A
HEW Total .- 1,574.5; ~ 2,075 759 500.3 BV j
- ' . . . .. . ) (,. .
Departmeiit. of Housing ¥
~ _ and-Urban’ Development : . - - ,
e “ ;
Coumunity Development N s
Block Grant Bnt:l.tlenent N .
Program = 4207 85 . 500 None required
*Departnent of Interior voa i
. . 14
Bureau of Indian Afqu.rs‘ : ))ﬂ _ ; ‘
Kindergarten p,rogram © 267 ) S T2 1,125, None required : .
Parent-child develop- : oo B C o
ment  program ’ 0.. g 2,222 None .required
BIA Total 3.4 3 1,264 ﬂ
" Small Business” = = - - S S
Administration = L N/A N/A < N/A None required .
t,l)epgnrftlnerlt: of Treasury: °~ = -’ e, o - o
(Tax Expenditures) “ 500.0 | 4,000 - . 125 - None required
- IR ' S H oo
TOTAL 2,252.4 6,790 332, 5015
. . . \,,
b W (Continued) ,
(1 . . N . . s ‘ . ' -a
- NOTE: Components may not add to totals becayse of ‘rounding. ST
. . 25) )
i "T .’, . [ 3 7 < o
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" TABLE 9; (Continued). . o L

3

i

N .. : 1 : . . . B
N . N . N . .- .
) o ) i - .
' ' ' ) Y, ) c .“w -

i . .- s . -
2, L : . . . . i .

4 .
2 e

80_0‘0!8: .Deﬁa'rti_ii\t' of. Health, Bdt_xcai:ioi\,' add Helfa.ré;_. Ttééaury__béj:'ari:_mqnt;
~and Congressional Budget Office. ~

—
.

- al Exptnd:l.t;xru. for the following are excluded .evén though so'u’ie"may' provide .

full- or part-day child care: _
. . . . ' o B "

3 . . . 3

et ;Gt_'anti for: tr'aii:_ii:ig _Vequi:.‘at;iopa} and/or day care.gersomnel; - . w7
& ‘. '»”. o keaearjch‘va'gd.‘ dqvgigpynent;_fux;d;u;'.' : \'L - R ._ §q
;l' h o -‘A‘dm:;i’niat_:._rative;ra.m:s';- N N } R "_."" RN : . - "'-,"'. .

."o_ '_'Beail.;:h-p'.-og;an funds'fbt children; - S ,b o "' - “
o s;imt’brogr.wafﬁ’.fdg. teena_gét"ﬁ # o - _ S
o Programs for ‘teenagers. béfore and al'fter sc.hooi.. (® ighborhood. Youth ° <
. 109_2_15'8. Dlpn_tjt‘mn"‘: of --Interi;.pr reg;eation(pr'ogrm{); \ A S

. o 'érﬁnés';o 's;h;gi sybtcﬁn for ﬁdatkﬁdérgirteu chl_ilciren; o o . - -

o~ -\._g'arent' trat’n:lng' and hgﬁle 1'nti'.tventio'n brogrm (for eiample-.‘».l)epsrﬁ-

ment of Agriculture extension progranms for improved family livicg).

Preschool -programs. are included. o - s
- . Y . - N . .

'b/ " Pederal ‘cost pér child 1s an average ccmputed by dividing federal. obliga- .
{ tions by number of children. Totsl average cost ‘is underestimated because a
reciptent data are ot available for several programs. - ) s SRR
. . . ' ,. —!‘ ‘i:;‘.v'"', A ‘ . . . R \ 3 .‘;‘
el Nuiniei's <of - ch:ll;éen served are estimated in' various wvays and include °
.. unidentifiable combinations of . full- and part-day care as well as full- .
and part-year variations. , . = . ' . _ o
.4/ /A= ot availible.” - o . o % s
’ -t . L : ) - N T
--e/ - SSA = Social Secyrity Administration; WIN = Work Incentive program; ESEA = |

Elenentary 1{«1 Secondary Education Act.
£/ Recent detailed-gxamination of expenditures in selected stafes- has re-. - .°
Vealed consistent “umderest{mation of the amount of Aid-td Families with *-
: Depend_eﬁt Children (AFDC) benefit lncreases because of child care cost '
re{mbutaemen,ts. -As 'a result, these figures.may be substantially "l'ower,
than is currently true. oo : o - o .

&/ Fewer g_:han._S(I)O. . _ g s T .

<
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estimates. ‘ e
to families living in Or npear povrrty. 1/ One of the us€s to:
_which. these funds may be put is ¢hild-care. . The Department of
" Health, Education, and ‘Welfare (EEW) estimates that in fiscal
.year. 1977 -about’ $800 million of th- $2 7 billion was used Zor
ch11d care services.

~ ®
. N 2 . .

Child care - services funded Title XX may “be purchased

- by the states through lrcei we fare agencies or from other = 77

sources. “Included among ""ose praviding services are licensed

Y . . s d »
LT . . R T

,__f o

.' 1/ At preaeht, $2 5 bi? lmn is provided to the states on a 75

percent :m!:chingcbasis for use in funding social services.

fdditional $200. million 1r provided,on a nonmatching o
bas

. 8y ‘primarily for.the purpos: of child carew, . Legislation
.+ tc_increase the Title XX ceil,.n.g to include .this lat . er
expendiwre is pending.

R Sy -
[} -
3 27 Y
.
a.. ° ° 'k »
3 ~ ’ 1
a 4
- y . N -
. ’ 39
> v

e '};(',»( ' ‘_
mmgw—nmm-muuxnmrs FROM DIRECT' .
SPENDING PROGRAMS: AND TAX EXPENDITIRES FOR CHILD
CARE BY ANNUAL INCQ&E, 1977 ' .
- N : " Direct . R S
. Annual . " Spending . - . ‘ Tax B
Incom,e' s : ‘ . - . Programs = * - . Expendditures
0-5,000 . i.- 0. . C
..5,000-10,000 * . . L S &
10,000-15,000 - . - 12 - - 19
115,000-20,000 . 3 TR
20, 000-30, o0 ., . - - B , 3
- 30, 000-50,000 - ' o= e e 8 .
‘Over. 50 000 o = S
- Total : ;f 100 ) 100

'_SOURCF;' Congressional Budget Office and ‘freasury Department

Y. -
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—
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°. " day.care centers and family day caré homes. ~.Approximately 11. .
3.  percent”of total child care funds ave used - to:purchage services
*'~ - from profit-makipg-centers. All'facilities are required to meet
o the standards:set forth in the Federal .Interagency Day Care
: Requirements - (FIDCR); ‘some of ;these standards, howéver, ‘have
been - suspended: from . implementation .and. enforcemen, pending- a -
; ~ 8study of their -appropriateness -(see separate: discusgion.below)s - - -
In gereral, some .fee must be-.charged for these services' if the .

-

ST 'fiiﬁny-'ja";'tncome~exee"e_d_s._,‘8.0_;_-.i:e_x_',c_f_e_‘g.t__-___o__f, the state .median for. g

: ‘ the particular sized family ‘in quegtion’(fees may be charged -far . .

familiés with lower incomes), and ro subsidy may be . provided 1f 0

’ .the family’s income exceeds 115-percent of the appropriate state. °

_ - median. . During: the.quarter: .ending *S¢ptember 1976 ' (the. latest . -

N for which data are ‘available),. approximately 526,000 children. =

*. . recelved day care -services ‘through Title 'XX. ‘Because of. the

- . mamner in which these figures are reported to the federal govern- - @
mént, it 18 uncertain exactly ‘how long -children are i_rr-ca"‘tgf: U
- and,  therefore,  very: difficult to -éstimate the total rumber ‘of "
‘childien who receive services. in any given year. HEW has offered - .
a  preliminary estimate ‘that about 800,000 children receive day .-
ccare . gervices each year, though..this estimgte may- pProve “to be; .. :

' substantially lower :than what actually occurs. oL SR

. N N :
. . . .

. . . i

. N . Lo . . e . . . v . - v" .

.- . . - . P . . —
- 0. . H .. . - 4 . .
' o . ’ ’ ’ . C 1
.

. Head Start . i

L}

g
Head Start is a 'cdmi;tehenaiyie_ pre'échool',_'.ptogtag .that’ in- =
. €ludes medical, nutritional, and social Bervices: for ‘reciptent
children,. largely from low-income families. - Ten percent of ¢}
* 4 __the enrollment glots are made avallable ‘to’ handicapped children. . :
- . the ‘pul lic and. private nomprofit agencies that. administer -thé
ograms are required to s fi:o_'_x_'t ‘20 percent of the costs from
. nonfederal .sources. (including . contributions); “the annual., Head '
* 'Start appropriation provides gheﬁamw\q percent. :In fiscal'; !
" - year 1977, the federal appropriation tot;a_\l\ed\sl;l,s;{g_illion. PR
Because of the compreliensivepess of services' offered and the.
"levels of serwices mandated:by the Tegulations implederiting the =~ -~
ogram, Head Start is the most expenmsive mai_jo:'fecl_ez{gk_'edqgati_pn e
rograrw on a per child bastg, HEW’s Administration ;on-Children, ¥
, fouth and -Families estimates that the average full-year Head. - &
¢ Start program spent $1,505 g'et child 'in fiscal .year 1977.~-
/7. Approximately ‘349,000 children were iserved ‘t}i_i."bhﬁﬁr“_’é__ﬂ.;pigta qf

>

’

" - the.Head ‘Start program. ... - 3 ? . N
) L o . , i 1
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Shlld Core Pood Service Progrsm @0 - -
AiD - : )

The Child Cére Food Service Program, operated by the De-
pertmsat of Agricultere, provides cash and donated food com-
nodities ¢to child care uiuuc\itoﬁu to serve meals to children
1a thefr care. Amy licensed public or privatd, nounprofit child
provijer is eatitled to Teceive reimbursement for meals

odkved. . The suveat of the. reimbursement varies with the meal
sezvpd and the family income of the child. Childrun from
fauilies with facomes delow 1235 percent of the Secretary of
Ag¥iculture’s poverty guidelines are eligible for free meals;
-, betwoen 123 sad 195 percent of the poverty guidelines, for
ssals; and those -sbove 195 perceat of the poverty

guidelines, fot "psid” mesls (in fact, s small subsidy). 2/
Curvest refiuburdeuent rates:razge from 6.25 cents for each snack
served to s child from a femily with incoms above 193 percent of
poverty tq 90.5 ceats fpr ssch lunch or supper served to & child
vhose family fncome 1s balow 123 percent of poverty. In fiscal
yosr 1977, aspproximately 580,000 children were served by thie

frogram. - .

.
r

Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
provides greats to locsl educational agencies "(LEAs) for supple-
sentacry compensatory education services for children in dis-
advantaged sreas. The allocation of funds to statgs and local
agoscies and the selection of particular schools as "Title I
schools” are based on the number of children in the district or
county fros families below or nesr the poverty level (or by some
closely related asnd approved measure). The selection of in-
dividusl children to recaive compensstory services within Title
1 schools is based om the student’s academic skills and 1s

'+ {adependent of kis femily’s income. The Office of Education
estimates that adout 8 percent of the children served by Title I
fusds (spproximately 367,000) were enrolled in presclhool or
kindergarten.

2/ 1=z hie 1979 budget, the President proposed no% to increase
the level of reisbursesent for meals for children in families
with facomes above 195 percent of poverty. Savings of
$16 nillion were anticipated.
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_ Another lource of indirect expendituréﬁ for child care is
. the Aid to Families with - Dependent Children\program. Under. the -
provieionb ‘of the. AFD program, when :the states compute the:
income of an applicant in order to determine eligibility for -
benefits, expenses necessary to. allow the applicant to find.
employment (such a8 child care) may be deducted in their entirety
from actual income eurned. Benefits are based on income net
.of work' expenses. For those who do notfreceive free child
care services under Title XX but}} ~decide—to-purchase child -
care on  their oun, this deduction’ providee_the reimbursement of
those expenses. HEW estimates that in riscal year. 1977 approxi-
mately $84 million was expended under AIDC for this provision and
that 145 000 children were served.

enti;efzaiﬂ) program is a job placement and
aseistance program for welfare recipients jointly
adninistered by -the Departments of Labor and HEW. As a condition
of eligibility for AFDC,  all peréons must regigte;‘_cr_ﬂlu
‘unless they are exempt by law. .Included among thé exempt
are eingle mothers of children under six years of age. For
.those individuals required to register for WIN and for those
exemptw'persona who volunteer, states arer required to provide
child care and- other services that are necessary in order to
allow the individusl to ‘accept a job; more than one-third of the

. WIN budget is devoted to those services. In fiscal year 1977,

about $57 million of these funds was expended on child care for
epproxinately 85 000 childfen. P

© . 3

Tax Eipendituree

~

The U.S. Tax Code provides for subsidies for .child and de-

pendent care, services by allowing a tax credit of up to $800 a
year for child care expenses. A related provision, which\f;}:ws
five-year ‘amortization of child care facilities, enc the
construction-of these facilities by employers. _The revenue loss

associated with these provisions is expected to be about $500 o

million in fiscal year 1977.
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Credit for Dependent .Care Ex_pense's. Taxpayers may cla:lm

credit asainst tax equal ‘to 20 percent of dependent care ex- -
pensee ‘up ‘to $2,000 for ome dependent and $4,000 for two or

- MOre. dependents. _ The credit may not exceed the amount of the
taxpayer 8 -income tax 1iability (that is; it is not" reiundable).

" To be eligible for the credit, the taxpayer must maintain a
“household for a dependent child under 15 years of age (or certain
. other individuals). The expenses must be incurred to enable
the taxpayer?gnd spouse to work or.attend: school: The credit can ’
~be’ claimed or payments made to relatives only if the relatives - _

- are ‘no%l;pendents .of the ‘taxpayer and if their services consti/

tute ‘employment for social security purposes. __. In-cal T year .
1976..(the only perj.;d’f’g;,whieh’actu‘f?lata are ‘available), 2.7 -
millign,.taxpaym claimed dependent ‘care credits averaging $170.
The. actual number of childzen JihHae care was subsidized through
‘this credit is not known, tﬁoug_‘ ‘?"vlleast 4 million were likely
served. R ‘\' :

;,\;.-&.‘ ._,\1 \' &ﬁ o

i ' i1ities. .Instead of depre- .
.clating “¢éhild care facil dies oyet_their useful life, employers
may amortize them over a ,F:L ecyead per yd-+~ - Rapid amortization is
applicable to facilities’ ed ,sole\ly for the care of children of

., employees of the- taxpayqf; - cagnot, be used ‘for multi-purpose
facilities. " With rapid am tion+ employers can receive tax
deductions earlier in the f& o_' tﬁe}a’asset than is.allowed under

. other forms of -depreciation. J‘permits tax payments to be

postponed for a number of yeers\,“ Lﬁ léffe¢ r vijlf? an interest— .
free loan from the Treasury to theleﬂw‘w A .
- Although the- provision foﬁl\‘&r}i)id\ amortization was begun ‘as
-an. incentive for employers to preate child care facilities for
the use of their employees, it'), "hag not - baen widely used. In’
..part, this is because businesses p\re not permitted to cldim both
tapid amortization and the investment tax( credflt. a result,
they often find it to their adyantage to’ forego Tap 'amortiza-
tion in favor of regular deﬁeciation and the investment tax
"¢redits In addition, employers have found that gv,ﬁiing day
care 1s not economically. feasible~ dnless EEEY,.‘Lale_large numbers
of employees willing to _use—the—facilities. The savings to
”"‘emplayers—provided by amortization alone is apparently not

sufficient to encourage large numbers to provide child care
& services for their employees.
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. CHAPTER IV. WHAT IS KNOWN OF- THE DEVELOPMENTAL
s EFFECTS oF cnan CARE?

on the develo ren and ‘the appropriateness of
us federal ‘attempts to influence the quality of .child care.
“In recent .years, evidence has emerged that some day care experi-
ences can have positive,: long-term effects on certain children,
“but that some of strategies used by tHe federal government
_ may mnot -be the, most effective. The impact of current federal
. efforts. follows "a ‘brief discussion of nmdor.qeaearch studies.

) A major focus of ‘the child care d" ”"6;aa—been'EﬁE—effect;—fM’_ﬂ—

" MAJOR STUDIES - o B o - B
The major studies of the developmental effecta on children
-of nonparental care have focused on group day care and - have cen=~
tered on three major areas: cognitive or: intellectual deVelop-
 ment; emotional development (apecifically, the. attachment between
mother and child), and aocial development and. motivation. l/

Cognitive Develo pment  © )

A wide variety of reaearch has been completed in the laat
"15 years on the intellectual development: of children in day care
s gettings. The overwhelming majority of these studies have
examined coatly, well-planned, university-based programs that are
not. representative of day care offered in the United States.
Nonetheleaa, gome important conclusions can be drawn from this
work. -

-

S

N

1/ A comprehensive bibliography of studies in these three arecas
accompanies a review of that literature.by Urie Bronfenbren-
ner in the appendix of Toward -a National Policy for Children
and Families, National Academy of Sciences, National Research
Council, Assembly of Behavioral and Social Sciences, Advisory

. Committee on  Child pevelopment, Washington, D.C., 1976.

.
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Studies that examined middle-class children largely from
intact  families have found day care experiences,i_wea'in—hizﬁf’
~eariched environments“ Iittls effect on the- cognitive
: their enrollees. These studies most often examine
. short-tenm effects ‘using’ standardized intekligence tests. 'In
. addition, there 'is mo strong evidence that any one t§pe of -
" 7>-curriculum ‘is any more effective than another with these middle-
- ‘class - children (again, using’ standardized intelligence tests to
measure success"). . , N

In contrast, there is considerable evidence .that. well-
planned day care and preschool programs can have a’ substantial
positive effect on the development and experiences of children
from low-income families. In September 1977, the. Administration'
_%_ on Children, Youth and Families published the. findin: * of

' . a consortium of 14 separate preschool experiments, sone begun

. in the late 1950s and early 1960s. The -experimenters, headed by

Irving Lazar of Cornell University, pooled much' of _their--data“
. gathered over some ' 15 years -and; in addition, collected .common
. _follow-up data in l976—l977 when their: subjects ranged in’ .age
from 9 to 18 years. They report'

'Y

-0 "Infant and preschool services improve the ability of
-low~income children to meet the minimal " requi- “ements
of "the schools they. enter. fect—CcAR be mani-.

_____fested—in—etther a reduced probability of being assigned.

—"‘f““'__#— to special education classes or- a reduced _probability
N . of being held back in grade. Either reduction con-
stitutes a substantial cost reduction .for the school

. system. : :

.

o "Low-income adolescents ‘sho received early: education
‘rate their competence in school higher than comparable.
adolescents who did not have preschool education."

o "As measured by the Stanford-Binet and the WISC tests,
preschool programs produce -a significant increase in
the intellectual" functioning of low-income children at
least during the critical years of the primary grades

" in school." 3/

3/- 1rving Lazar and .others, The Persistence of Preschool Ef=-

.fects: A Long-Term Follow-Up of Fourteen Infant and 3reschool

(Continued)
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n hddition,'they concluded that'
\

.0 The characteristics of the most effective programs
(those that. includéd to some degree a home visit) lead °
them - to support the hypothesis that increased parental‘
.sensitivity "to their children’s education may have

" played an important role in reducing the rate of aasign—
- ment -to special education and retention in grade. :

' .o' The evidence to date does not suggest that there is a
"“magic age" at which intervention should begim nor
‘a known optimal length of intervention.-

~

ifﬁ. .i. the failure to rgguire a deliberate, well—planned

curriculum " for young - children .in federally supported

~day care programs is likely to cost: moreamoney in

e later special education expenditurea thaﬁ'would be saved
) in day care costs." 4/ - . -_ngézjn

o "The tendbncy to adopt” uniform policies and philosophies'
in-districts mitigates ‘against. the capacity ‘of ‘'many
: school districts to be responsive to individual and
- a;EEglgggﬁl_ﬂggég_in_the—way a—fifteen=child Head Start. -
~—————"""81te can.’ Until further research data are available, it
- would seem imprudent to assign "either day care or Head

Start responsibilitiea aolely to school districts in
generai " 5/

g

A

Not all day care experiencea ‘are as well planned and care-'ﬁ

- fully executed as were the ones performed by the Lazar’ consor~-
~tium. In a recent report to HEW’s Officé of the ‘Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation,_reaearchera Bronfen~
brenner, Belsky, and Steinbérg conclude: :

-

_Experiments, Education Commiaaion of the States, The Consor~-
tium on Developmental Continuity, final report to the Depart-
ment. of Health, Education, and Welfare, Administration on
Children, Youth and Families- (September 1977), p. 107.
4/ 1Ibid., p. 109.
5/ 1bid.
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- The effgcts on the child’s intellectual development of
day care that is. not of -high quality remains unknown. "
The statement apblies to _all forms of care including
' . center careé, family day care,,or care by someone other o
i than a parent in ‘the child’s own home. 6/ '

) Emotional-Develogment

: _Most of the research on the effects of group care on the

' emotional development of children has centered on mother-child

' attachment. - Because of several widely read studies on institu-
tionalized- children published: in the 1940s and 1950s, many -

o hypothesized that periods of ‘separation- of “a~child from his or
— ”ﬁer”nmther, particularly at an early age, would _adversely affect -
' + - the child 8 emotional development. Again, most of - these experi-

ments were performed in settings (in this case, laboratoriés);f
that were not representative of the real world, and they may only. -

partially describe the effects of rarious home and center exper=:

iences. - ' : -

- Taken collectively, the studie of this area are ambivalent .
- and inconclusive. Some studies aave found center care to

affect emotional development - negatively, some have found the

effects to be neutral, and some have “ound center care to have a

positive effect. .It appears th:- neither ‘a positive nor a.

' negative conclusion is +e:ranted. In this area, too, 1little is

known about the emotion-l effc ‘ts poor quality care or in-home

care.-’

I

B

Social Develogment

A number of studies have found significant effects of day
care on the social development ‘of children. 7/ While many of

b

6/ v. Bronfenbrenner, J. Belsky, and L. Steinberg, "Day Care in
Context: An Econological Perspective on Research amd Public.
Policy," prepared at Cornell University for the Department  of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of the Assistant

'Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (December 1976), p. 13.

- 1/ see bibliography by Bronfenbrenner in Toward a National
- . Policy for Children and Families.
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‘these studies are methodologically flawed, certain conclusions
emerge from them. .’Children with group care experience.before, the ..
. age of five' exhibit greater .interaction with their peers than.
* children who vere'raised_exclusively at -home. But this inter-
. action is both positive and negative; children with group care
. _ experience were: more' inclined. to soclalize with other children
and -also more likely to display aggressive behavior toward their -
peefs. In contrast, children reared at home appeared ‘to interact
more easily with adults than with their .peers and  to be somewhat
_more respectful of authority. ' : b

sy

‘brenner, Belsky, and Steiﬂbe:gtnotepthat: .

These,phéngmena;may,be'cultqre-bound, however. - Bronfem- *

Such outcomes [agggessive-bghgviof], however, do not
- .appear to be characteristics. of day care programs in
other countries, nor of-all centers studied in the
United ‘States. Rather, they seem to be products of ¢
certain kinds of program emphases more common in this '
nation than elsewhere and reflect .the special character
of children’s peer groups in America, which are distin-
guished by a stress on autonomy, individualism, freedom :
_of expression, competition, Aand permisstvenehs toward s
and efcouragement of interpersonal aggression. 8/ '

: 'r '
THE CFVYECTY OF FEDERAL EFFORTS TO IMPROVE QUALITY .

The federal government attempts to improve the quality. of
child care services in the United States in. two major ways. -
First, programs funded -by the federal government (in particular,
Title XX of the Social Security Act and Head Start) are subject
to considerable regulation. And second, day care center opera=
tors are- eligible to receive subsidies for meals served to
improve the health of the enrolled children.

Title XX

Under the Title XX program, operators of family dayvcare -
homes and day care centers who receive federal subsidies are.

- 8/ _Bronfenbrenner, Belsky, and Steinberg, ''Day Care in Context,"
_po '150_ ' ’ ;

37 - .

. 48

|




(~P"I'I$C_'I;)s, . Among""

'.*mg@bbt;:aré aim

N
B e LI R

_tequired to meet .the'‘Pederal | Interagency Day Care Requirements

( mong the” wodt" Eontroversial aspects of the FIDCR are
‘the ‘staffing requirements (sge -Table 11).  These. requirements, -
which specify the maximum-number: -of childrenyallowe¢fye{?a;aff ;
: ' ed: at“insuping adequate-quality of/care for
~enrollees but are generally. ore'stringent than those required by -

state law or. regulation.’ parts of the FIDCR, in:ﬁudinﬁuk
wthe.child-staff'ratioa'foripreschooleaged~children,.ha ¢ been .

' - suspended from inplementation pending a review of their appropri-

atenessy the findings ‘of .the review are anticipated in 1978.

> ' -

TABLE 11. CHILD CARE CENTER STAPFING REQUIREMENTS UNDER LAW
AND -REGULATION C | o

a

Maximum Number ' . ;-
: . .7 -of Children per yV4ARR TS
Age of Child Staff Member,d;:;gggggg_nf/Requir%mentr ‘

. . . . ) o - '!g;;jvw«-z‘vrq?
T T R - ',{.)‘1 D -
Under 6 Wecks * ~ ' "1-. - Required by regulation
6 Weeks to' 3 Years - 4_;;¢m1_._v&erired'bywregulacion""

3 to 4 Years © .. 5.0 “wiRequired by law 00

4" to 6 Years, D e ~ ' -Required by'law .

6 to 9 Yéars . .  15° ' ' Maximum allowed by law a/
'10 to 14 Years 20 . Maximum allowed by law a/

“ . a

al The Secretary of Healtﬁ, Education, and Welfare may lower the.
. maximum number of children per staf§ member, thus increasing
the staff required. ' N

1
v e
-

~ Important implications for the nature of federal standards
. have emerged from preliminary findings of the Natidnal Day Care
Study prepared by Abt Associates for HEW. 9/ While pointing out
that child-staff ratios should not be abandoned altogether, the
study indicates that the size of the group- in which preschoolers
. are cared for has a greatér developmental effect than small
yariations in the ratio of children to staff. For example,
they point out that "groups of 12-14 children with two caregivers

°
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had, " on the average, better outcomes than groups:- of 24—28 chi1d- -
-ren with four caregivers." -10/° 1In' addition, the 'study notes
that the number of - years of formal schooling or experience
of the caregivers, by itself, had little discernible effect om
child development. The Abt researchers note, however, that’
"caregiver specialization in child-related fields such -as devel-
.opmental psychology, ‘early childhood - education or -special educa=- -
tion was associated with- distinctive patterns of caregiver
- behavior- and wifh*higher gains in test scores for children." 11/
“'For infant: chf;dt en, ;they _found that child-staff ratios and
) caregiver qualifiic‘&tipns ‘were important - factors in maximizing
developmental effects. :

Betause many states tndicated thst they would be unable to
meet the 'FIDCR standards. without additional financial assistance,
$200. mi11ion in new Title XX -monies were~ made available ‘to the
statee in fiscal years 1977 and 1978 without _state matching

\\;\ required. and to be used principally for child care. These funds.
' were provided .primarily to help the states upgrade day care
\staffing to meet the FIDCR standards and” to encourage the employ-
men of welfare mothers in day care cemters. - In a recent un-
- ‘publ Q aper for HEW, the Urban Institute concludéd, based
on the ‘gpinions of regional Title XX staff, that only 20 .states
and the' District. of Columbia are spernding all their additional
funds on child care services and that another 20 states, re-
presenting nearly 60 percent of ‘the total services: provided )
may not be using even the majority of their funds. for child
care. - Funds have been spent on other social services or have
been employed in a fiscal shell game in which these nonmatched
funds replaced previously allocated matching monies (75 percent
. federal, 25 percent state) for chi1d care.

‘One reason that some states are not using all their addi-
tional Title XX funds for child care may be .that it is not
particularly clear that the funds are needed to bring staffing in

-

9/ Abt Associates, National Day Care Stady, Preliminary Findings
and Their Implications, prepared. for the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Administration for Children,
_Youth and Families, Day Care Division. (Januif§ 31, 1978).

4

10/ Ibido, P 13.
11/ 1bid., pe +. : , ;
' . .
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* centers up toffedérallgtquardgp.mResearchers at Abt Associates;
’_whoﬂtecencly“bd@ﬁIéféaﬂ}“cdmpréhenaiVe‘Btudy of day care centers -
forgxheqDepaftmépgfofi;:EIth;wEducatidn,,apd_Wélfare,,estimate )
that only dbout:$33 million,would be needed to bring actual, A
child-staff"ratiog.in Iine with FIDCR standards. 12/ Because of
~-data._from :this ‘survey, HEW personnel wvere . able to reevaluate .
earlier estimates-:that.led, in. part, tec the enactment " of the
additional $200- million 4n child care funds. ‘They found that
' " because: assumptions- (now.known to. be erroneous) had to be
, made«about_cOndifiﬁﬁéf1n-8tatés:in;which no data existed at the
. “time, the amount of funds necessary to bring’ federally subsidized .
~ centers up: to FIDCR standards may have been considerably ovg;-~
stated. . - : S . : e Tl T e

£ .. ~In addition to its influence on. staffing standards, the -
-federal'government,seems.to%have.had,gnéeffeétvoqA6the:'aépects
\. . Oof.day care.center operations (some of which are' also covered
” by -the FIDCR).  ‘In their ‘recent examingtion of day care centers,
Abt - Associates- found ‘that those. centers which receive  sgome
governmeéntal assistanée (largely federal) "by serving eligible
chiIdrehabffer;motewservides‘(suéh.as health diagnostic ‘care),

NhhgyeMNOxa;trgnSpotgation~eervtCea;“Eﬁ&“have-qpre parental in-
_ \\volvemén;,in,staffing and budgeting .decisions than other types
. “of cerdters.-13/  The costs-per child in subsidized centers

,

N\ <
\

_averaged $168 “a’ month in 1976-1977, compared with $119 a month
in\unsubsidizéd nonprofit cénters and $103 a month in unsubsi-
dizgg profit-making centers. . :

\

\

S . . . 0 '
_— , , ' [
Lo _ _ v
12/ Abt Associates’ estimate is based on current staffing and
_expenditure patterns in thé states and is - independent.. of
federal involvement in child care services. At present, the
Title XX distribution formula spreads social services funds
. evenly across the country, wheress the need for additional
jfunds to meet standards may be concentrated in certain .
'areas. If" the present formula were used, considerably more
than $33 million would be needed to channel enough funds to
. those states that are furthest from meeting FIDCR standards.

. 13/ 1bid.

40

. | f; L o 51




iﬂead Start Y \\\_'L
Guidelines for the Head- Start program ‘are .even more compre~ \\\
hensive than ‘those for Title XX. = Head Start ‘programs are to -0
Minclude a full range of early childhood‘services, including
;;; health and nurritional as well ds gducational/l componentsg/’
! 'A recent review of research on Read St ?t’ﬁ? “the Social Regeafch
«Group at the George/Washington University arrived at “conclusions
‘'similar .to .those reported by the Lazar consortium for other
cognitively oriented preschool program for .disadvantaged chil- .
- dren. The review of Head Start research found: .

F

,,6 The majority of studies ‘showed improvement in performance
- on standardized tests of intelfigence-or general\ability.

o vStudies reported that Head Start participants performed’
equal to or better than their. peers when they began’
regular school and they experienced fewer grade reten-
tions and special class placements. 14/

The review also “found that no one approach Eo Head Start
produced better gains than another, except that achievement gains
were pot . found among children who had patticipated in a program

, for only a short period of time. o
, . <

1

',_hChi;d Care Food Service Program
The Child Care:Food Service Program has not been‘ evaluated
~ for 'its effectiveness in improving the health of preschool-age
children. A related -program, the National School Lunch program,
1} was the subject of a recent report by the Gene~a1 Accounting
"~ Office (GAO) In that report, GAO concludes.
. ) :
Although studies show that the school lunch, when
paired with a nutritional supplement or with the school
" breakfast, can affect the nutritional levels of school—f
children, their findings about how the lunch itself

b

By 4
) 'I'\

“\»—

o

Ada Jo Mann, Adele Harrell, and Maure H%rt, Jr., A Review of ~:
J tead Start Research Since 1969, George 'Washington Univer-
o aity, Social Research Group (December 1976), p. 5.

©
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Lo .Altho,' gh the type A “lunch appears ‘to be effective in

.+ " incre :I.ng ‘food. conﬁuéxption, 'GAO. 18 not convinced that

S At 1s the best ‘¢hoice -for a nntritional etandard. The
. -'absence of any indicaé&on that the program is’ having a

" net: be\ne, r}‘v on the health of either needy or: nonneedy -
- childrex rHtses questions about the nutrit{onql Value *
e. " " .of the ..un,:h' 15/ : :
R ﬂ;.-—'. ) S ; ’ /‘é’%:g

o 2 | ETRe
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15f General Accounting Office, The National Schoog. Lunch Prcgram
¢ 7 ==Ig- It WOrking? Report to the Congress by the Comptroller
General of: the Unit:ed States, PAD-77-6 (July 26, 1977),
p. iii. \ | '
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CHAPTER V. fDO DAY CARE OPPORTUNITIES HAVE A MEASURABLE
v IMPACT ‘ON ‘LABOR F?RCE PARTICIPATION?

o z LT ' 3 o . 4 : [
" One of the mést frequently expressed reasons for federal
:-child care assistance, whether through tax ' credits or thr’
. the various direct spending ° .programs, ‘is to-facilitate™ ‘th
labor force participation of ‘women.: Some of these subsidies. (the
"tax credit, the allowance fnr child care expensés under AFDC, and - .
the free child ‘care provided inder WIN) _are only available to ny
‘those who work. Following a’diséussion of recent trefids in
- family size and structure and in the labor force participation of .
mothers, recent data on the effects of child care availability on- . ]
the decision-to- work are reviewed.

v . _ ) _ L
DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS
" Two trends in the characteristics of families hdave been
affecting child care in the United Stabes ‘most strongly. ‘the
diminishing size and changing structure of the family'hnit, and
the' growing -labor force participation of mothers.  In general,
when mothers are absent from the' home for employment' reasons,
other sources of care must be found, particularly for children
. younger- than school age. The size and structure of the family, '
often affects 'thé mother’s decision to enter the labor force. If
. there are a large nimber .of children who must be cared for while
, - . the mother works, particularly if that care must be paid for, it
is often not cost-effective for mothers to work. Other factors,
- such as yobility, affect a family’s ability to. secure free or
~ _in-kind care fo? children, though, to a lesser extent.. ’

Size and Structure of Families

. . In recent decades, the size of the typical. family in the
. United States has been steadily decreasing. In 1960, ‘the average
" number of children per -family with children was 2.33; by 1976,
the number had dropped: to 2. 04, This change has placed two
" conflicting pressures on the cate’of children:- having fewer
¢  children places less pressure on mothers to be at homefor -

3
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8 large sumber of years, and makes paid care lese costly per
fently when such care is desired; bdut it also reduces the number
of older childrea who have often esaiuted in the care of their

younger sidliinge. ‘

, .

The susber of single-pareat families headed by women hae
tisen sharply ia fecedt years (vomen head wore than 90 percent of
Siagle-pareat families). Three forces, working eimultaneously,
have prodesss this incresde. Pirst, the diyorce rate has risen
dvematically ia the past two decades. In 1960, ths number
of divorces per 1,000 persons i the population was 2.2; by
1976, it had climbad to S5.0. Second, the rate of remarriage
amteg ®sa treditioaully has besn higher than among women. And
third, courts more often award custody of children to wmothers
then to fathers ia divorce proceedings.

Labor_Force Rarticisatics of Mothars
. Yoo mumber and proportioa of mothers participating in the
labef force has been changing drematically in the past quarter
~cemtury. Ia 1930, just over oae~fifth of the mothers with.
6illdven uwnder 18 yeare of age ware_ in the labor force; by
1978, over half were (see Tabls 12). The largest proportional
iacreases ia lador force participatipa have occurred among
wothere, with childrea under 6 years old. Between 1950 and 1978,
the pasticipation rate of mothers with children caly between 6
and 17 years old tacreseed 82 percen:, while the rate among
R} _vith children under 6 wore than tripled (from 14 percent

18 1950 to 4% patrent 1a 1978). )

Labor: force participation varies considerably depending on
the age of the children and the marital status of the mother
(ese Table 13). As might be expacted, participation is lowest
among married vomen with children under 3 years of age (38
perceat ia 1978) aand highest among eingle mothers with children
between 6 and 17 yeare old (71 percent in 1978). The largest
proportione] fmcresses betwsen 1970 and 1978 occurred among
sareied women with children uader 3 years old, vhose rate
of participation iacreased from 26 percent to 38 percent.
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TABLE 12. LABOR FORCE PARTIC:. IION RATES OF MOTHERS, SELECTED
YEARS: 1IN PERCENT a/ . '

sothers with Mothers with
“All Children under Children 6~

Year . Mothers 6 Years to 17 Years.
1950 22 14 33
1960 30 . 20 : 43
—— .. 1964 34 25 46
1967 38 29 49
1970 42 - 32 52
o 1973 44 kTS : 53
1976 - 49 40° L ‘ 56
1978 53 44 . , 60
',
<~ N
SOURCE: Department of Labor. ~

a/ Data apply only to _at some time

h °©

women who have been married
during their lives. ‘ '

DAY CARE AND LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION A
One of "the most controversial questidne in the chil
debate has been the degree to- which child “thte -oppprtunities’
influence the employment decisions of motherg.;Unless, day::
care services are available at the work site (a-rafe:occirrence), -
- mothers who decide to seek employment must make some arrangement
for the care of their children. Although each family faces
a different set of alternative arrangements, depending: on where
they live and work, in most cases some form of care is secured.
To be sure, many families would like more varied and less expen-
8ive alternatives than they now have. But the question remains,
glven the current structure of the -day care market, are mothers
inhibited from participating in the labor force? Unfortunately,
very few sgdies of this question have been undertaken. The
small amount of data that do exist, however, do not indicate
such an effect. :

i
fae
A\l

i

=3 ~

) The strongest suggestion that lack of daj care opportunities’
" inhibits the labor force participation of women was found among
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TABLE 13. MOTHERS IN THE LABOR FORCE BY MARITAL STATUS AND AGE op
CHILDREN, MARCH 1970 AND 1978 a/

N

As Percapt of

- _ Number . Women in gespec~
Marital Status and (in thousands) tive Popujation
_Age of Children . ~1970 | 1978 . 1970 1978 .
] | .
‘ Mothers with Children under e
18 Years _ L oo
Married, huaband present 10,203 . 12,469- 39.7  50.2
Widowed, divorced, or separated 1,919 . _3,202 60.6 67.1
Total _ . 12,122 15,671  42.0  53.0
Mothers with Children 6 to 17 . o '
Years Only . . - ) ‘ '
Married, husband preaent _ 6,289 . 7,829 49.2 57.2
Widowed, divorced, or separated 1,278 2,293 67.3" 713
Total- . " 7,567 10,122 51.5 59.9
Mothers with Children under . ) R
6 Years b/ ' .
Married, husband present 73,914 4,640  30.3 h16
Widowed, divorced, or separated 641 909 50.7 60 -0
Total . 4,555 5,549 32.2 43.8
_ Mothers with Children 3 to
5 Years (None under 3) b/ L _
Married, husband present 1,934 - 2,082 37.0 479
Widowed, divorced, or aeparated 347 518 . 58.8 639
Total | 2_281 2,600  39.2 5044 -
Mothers with Children under
3 Years b/ S :
: . Married, husband preaent - 1,980 2,558 25.6 3746
e Widowed, divorced, or aeparated 294 392 43.6 . 55.5
' Total - . 2,274 2,949 27.3 39.3
. . . . .

SOURCE: Department of Labor

a/ Includes only mothers 16 yeara.gffage and over who. have been
married at some time during their lives. :

_ 2] TMay also have older children.
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women responding to a National Longitudinal Survey in 1971.
. In that survey, women who were out of the labor force in 1971~
were asked if they would be willing to seek .employment if free
.day care centers .were available to them. Among those women
th children under six years old, 17 percent of the ‘whites and
“percent of the blacks responded positively. 1/ While the
* *black\ mothers in the sample were largely from low-income fami-
H‘ 1ies, e whites were not. If a program such as that supported
by Title XX were expandeq most of the white women responding
positively to this question would not be eligible for heavily
~' gubsidized care. In addition, since this question was a hypo-
thetic one, actual responses  may differ subatantially from
those ingicated here. - s
| -
" "In\the Survey of Income and Education; taken in the spring
of 1976 (for incomes in 1975), women who were not in the labor
" force wére asked to indicate why they were not; one possible
response was "can’t arrange child care" (see Tables 14 and 15) .
Among married women with children under 14 years old, the vast
 majority (about 84 percent) responded that they were not in(}he
labor force because thiey did not want a job. -Another 11 percent
said that they wanted a job but were nbt looking because of
personal reasons (such as family responsibilities or 1ll health).
Only 3 percent of those with children under 6 and 2 percent of -
those with children’ 6-14 years old said that they wanted a job -
~but were not looking because | they could .not arrange child care. -

" About 70 percent of the married women wanting to work who

- could not find care for their children were in families with-

' incomes between $5,000 and $15,000, or what might be called
\"lower-middle income" families. (In 1975 - the federal govern-
nent’s official poverty-level income for a nonfarm family of four,
was $5,500; the median family income for husband-wife families
with children in the Survey of Income: and Education was $16, 426 )

Among female heads of families, the ' picture was quite
different, though the percentage who were not looking for a job
because of child care problems remained quite small. Nearly
two-thirds of the female family heads who had children under 14

.ed
1

1/ Richard L. Shortlidge, Jr., The Hypothetical.Labor Market
. Response of Black and White Women to a National Program of Program of i '
"Free Day Gare Ceriters, Ohio State University, Center for -

Human Resources Research (August 1977), Table 1.
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“TABLE 14. REASONS FOR WOMEN NOT PARTICIPATING IN LABOR FORCE, 1975: PEBGENT~DIST%IBUTION

Total Not. - . Wants Job-Reaaons for Not Looking a/ .
in Labor = Cant —————
Force Does Not  Work- ' arrange ' Other/
(thousands) . Want Job related b/ child care Personal c/ don’t know
‘With Children | | - o ST ,
under 6 ' A - o . S
. "Wives 6,540 89.0 1.5 . 3.1, 1000 2.1
7H Female heads : a0 . , e : : .
With Children
6-14 Only ' S ‘ . . o
" Wives . 1,789 83.9 2.2 1.9 111 2.4
1.'Eemale heads - . . : L
of families . 1,075 66.9 6.6 . 6.2 21,0 40 -

lSOURCE' Congresaional Budget Office tabulations from the Survez of Income and Education. )

a/ Includes multiple responsea.

- - : . ¢

b/ Wbrk—related reasons include: believes no work available in line of work or area,

couldn’t find any work; lacks necessary schooling, training, skills, or experience,-
. and employera think too. 'young .OT. too- old.: ' :

gj Peraonal reasons include. family responsibilities, in school or other training, ill'
health or phyaical disability, and other peraonal handicap in findipg job._r
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z,IABLE 15. FAMILY INCOMES OF WOMEN NOT LOOKING FOR WORK BECAUSE THEY CANNOT' ARRANGE
CBILD CARE, 1975' PERCENT: DISTRIBUTION

»'f?“‘-,'&a\s —
\\ ,"- .. ' ’ U.S. ) X . FamilyME ‘
B R - Total’ . Under $5000— $10,009~ $15,000- $20,000- $25 000- ' Over .
o o (thousands) $5 000 10, 000 15 000 20 000 45 o0 30 OOOJ '$30,000
' .- ‘;Q}’";‘r’ - i . . i e t ’ . .
':i‘;h Children S . . ‘ A ‘
er 6 o D ‘ ' , '
oo Vea -7 203 7 10.8  35.8 36.1 9.9, 3.8 - 1.2 2.4
hjiﬁamale heads | y _ . ' ‘ " vﬂ:
~ "::' oi i fanilies. |, 97 86.4 13.2 - 0.5 - - == -
6_Jl:ﬁvi\hnly 5 o . 5 . . . . . f
—*Hiués R _ 146 5.3 29.6 39.5. 11.4 7.6 1.8 ° 4.7
T Femate heads e T . |
of families 67 . 76,6 22.4 - 1.0 - - - —
) . Rl v

%

:NOTE" Components may’ not add to totals because of rounding.

'SOURCE _Cpngressional Budget Office tabulations from the Survey of Income and EQpcation.‘




years old and were not in the labor force said they did ndt want

a.job. Another 20 percent said they were not looking for a
job for personal reasons. About 12 percent of those with:chil<

dren under 6 years old and 6 percent of those with children 6-14
said they were. prevented from working because they could not'

b_arrange child care. -

The vast majority (about 82 percent) of the female family
heads who could not work because they were unable to arrange
child care had incomes under $5,000. An even greater proportion
(92 ‘percent) were AFDC recipients, "all of whom are eligible
for child care subsidies of one sort or another. Because ~f

this latter fact, it 1s uncertain how accurate. a picture- these

responses paint of the constraints imposed by lack of child
‘care’ -opportunities on the labor force participation of female
family heads. S

The particular case of low-income mothers .has been examined
in three income-maintenance. experiments (Seattle,” Washington;

Denver, Colorado; and Gary, Indiana). In the Seattle and Denver

experiments, researchers found that child care subsidies had
some small effect on the type of care chosen by mothers. Only
the formal methods (or market forms) of care were eligib.e for
snbsidies, and- the expected shift. toward those’ modes was ob-
served. Mothers largely preferred informal types of care,
howeverJ much the same as at present. In reference 0. the ex-
periments effects on the’ labor force participation of wemen, the
researchers concluded- -

Because the utilization of market care is- positively"'
associated with earnings of the female head, child care

. programs which subsidize market care are regressive in
‘nature and tend to conflict with the redistributive
objectives of other social programs. We conclude from
this result that subsidizing child care is neither an
efficient,.nor -an equitable means for increasing -
women’s participation in the 1abor market. 2/

v

Researchers generally observed a similar pattern of use of. child .

2/ Mordecai Kurz, Philip Robins, and Robert Spiegelman, A Studz
of the Demand for Child Care by Working Mothers, Stanford

_ Research Institute, Center for the Study of Welfare Policy,
1:'Research Memorandum 27 (Angust 1975), P viii.:;

T
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care subsidies in the Gary experiment, though. 'fiaws in the ex-
perimertal design and the small sample size limit the validity
and usefulness of their. conclusions. 3/

N

-

. i
3/ See Lois B. Shaw, The Subsidized Child Care Program, \The'

 Gary Income Maintenance Experiment, Initial Findings Report,
Indiana University Northwest (October 1976).

{
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CHAPTER VI.  WHAT ARE SOME ALTERNATIVES TO CURRENT POLICY?
’ w ' L. . ’ N . °

‘A wide variety of ¢hild care alternatives have been con-
sidered’ (and actions taken) in recent years, largely because

- of the diversity.of concerns expressed by those attempting - to

shape the course of federal involvement in day care and’ pre~
. school. Some proponents are concerned primarily about the quality

4. of chiid-‘care available- in the United States and encourage

the expansion of federally regulated programs that emphasize
licensed family day care homes and day 'care centers. Others
point to. the repeatedly observed parental preference for inex-
pensive, nearby family care and encourage bolstering the current
“collection of individual caretakers through technical "assistance

for them and referral and . information services for parents:

©still othets are concerned primarily about working mothers,
particularly those with school-aged children, and support the
establishment of before- and after<school care programs. ° And

finally, some ark c¢oncernesd largely ith simplifying federal"

assistance and emphasize the ways ipAhich federal subsidies are
distributed over the care actually prov ded. ' ' ? N

A number of directions the’ Congre@s could take to alter or

expand day care and preschool - opportunities are examined in this
-chapter. -None -of these are necessarily representative of - legis-
lation that may have been introduced in the 95th Congress (with
. the exception of the Administration’s welfare reform proposal),
.but they are examples of the variety of ways to satisfy concerns
_ that have been expressed. K -

Five alternatives, some of which may be pursued in combina-" .
tion, are examined; three* aresmodifications of current programs¢

-and their funding levels, and two are new initiatives:
o Expansion .of Head Start to 411 eligible children.
0. Expansion of Title XX funding, A —

‘ .o Expansion of-the tax credit,

Y
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o Neﬁlcategorical.day:carelpreschool.initiative, and

i ) T l . . N .
o New before- and after-school care program.

a

’

In addition, the effects of the. Administration 8 welfare reform-

and jobs creation program are examined.® Table 16 summarizes the

costs and effects of each a1ternative= All cost figures are in = -

1978 dollars. . B

MODIFICATIONS 'bF'CURRENT; PROGRAMS AND Ft'JNDING L’EV'EL'S -

" Current federal direct expenditure programs are aimed pri-
marily at children from low-income families' while tax expen-_

-ditures largely assist middle~ and upper-income groups. The
following three options- involve expansions of" or a1terations
to existin§ legislation. :

-

c Eggansion of Head Start to All Eligible Children

‘In fiscal year 1978 “the Head Start qppropriation of $592-

million for full-year’ and summer programs (exciuding evalua-
tion, research, and technical assistance) will provide-—services
" to approximately 391,000 children. .This number represents

about 24 percent of the eligible -population of low-income:

. children. At ‘current - per- child spending levels ($1, 604 in
- federal funds per “child in a full-year program), ‘an- additional
$2 billion would be needed to serve the remaining 1.2 million

children ‘who .qualify for. services. » If such .an option were*

pursued, (it would be necesgsary to phase in:full funding over a

" period of several years. During this expansion, some pressure to

. expand Title XX services would be alleviated, particularly if
-more Head*Start programs operated on a full—day basis., -

-~

Despite recent findings that Head Start services may have’
"been provided to some who did not qualify, this program is
still the most heavily targeted of the options on low-income
.children. As. indica’*d earlier,. disadvantaged ‘low=income -

children are the group that has been shown to benefit most in
improved school ° experiences from well-planned, 7 comprehensive

preschool services. To be sure, not all Head Start programs are

as effective as those that have been examined in- research pro-

_-Jects. But the key elements to the Head Start program--cbmpre- '

“hensive ‘services, a. diuersity of community-based delivery . sites

°
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TABLE 16.

3

COSTS AND IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES TO CURRENT FEDERAL CHILD CARE

POLICIES

Incremental

Changé in

Reform

.
0

Federal Number of . .
Cost Children " .Targeted Poasgible
: (billions = Served. Recipient . . Mode of Developmental
Option of dollars) (milliods) Population Care Effects
Expand. Head 2.0 1.2 Low- . . Compre~ ' Positive if
Start to All i ‘income hensive well planned
Eligibles preschool S
-Expand . 1.0 " 0.2 Low= and Licensed Modest
Title XX - ' . - moderate =~ care
oo income

Expand Tax 0.7 Uncertain Al'l except At discre- Low

~ g®Credit . . : higher- _tion of

- o Ancome recipient.
Categorical - 4-9 2-4 All income - Licensed Greatest
Day Care/ groups a/ care or effect. among
Preschool ' preschool - low=income
Initiative . children’
(3~ and. 4~ ;o
year olds) :
Before- and . 3-6.5 ©7-19 All income = Schools  None
After- . . : groups a/ " 'intended
School Care y .
(6~ to 13~ . .
. year olds) o

Induced 0 0-0.2 Low- and At discre- Low
Efferts of , . -@oderate- tion of
Welfare income recipient

L

°

9.

a/ These ﬁrograms could'bq targeted on low-'and middle~income families 69-‘
adjusting fees according to the ability of parents to pay for services.

. Instituting such a fee schedule would reduce costs.,

°



-

N (including schosis), and active parental involvement--are the
‘same as those . in ‘the most effective experimental situations.
There is no'guarantee that an expanded Head Start program would,

" - dramatically alter the school experiences of new recipients, .but
its characteristics are far -closer than those of any other
federally supported program: to what appears to work well-from &

developmental point of view. . .
. " Critics of .the Head Start program often cite at least two :
\ reasons for curtailing its expansion. ‘"First, the program 1is
e costlys PFor each child -served, the Head Start program spends

more than half again as much as a-Title X¥'day care program, for
.éxamp],e. Conseqtiently“, 'enrolleesjreceive ore expensive services"
than middle~income families are“often able to purchase on their

- : own.- And second, many object to isolating low-income children

1 * from their more affluent peers with whom they will share their

. later schooling. Thi# latter effect could be minimized by
~ expanding Helad- Start enrollments among children from moderate-
and- middle~jncome families, though ‘such a move would bevery
costly if the goal of first .serving low=income children wede -to .
" be retained. o ' - S ‘

~

Expansionof Title _
o Child care opportunities could be exba'nded by increasing._

Tk the ceiling on Title XX federal reimburséménts. When the $2:5
billion maximum was first imposed in- 1973, only 5 states -expended
. . enough of their -own funds 'to use their total federal allotment.
* Ihi -figeal. year 1978, 31 states are at their cellings. - In fiscal

T [l

ygﬁf ‘1979, 43 states are expected

.. Thg " additional $200° rently -available in nonmatching
~rTitle XX 'g"}:ants' is fully utilifed by the states. : e
f o . T '\J\"/ - . X
. In response ‘to the concerns of man}; 'states .that have been
~ at_ their ceiling for some -time  andihelieve they are faced
' with.cutg in s ciﬂal/»ser‘vi_ces expenditures without.some ‘federal
relief, Rej '_ij‘éjeg_t-’at‘iy_ 9,_Dggg;d\*H}/.»f;hQérﬁ?-and Martha Keys have
.+ . introdiced| @ bill (4R 5-10833)™ thay would raise the Title XX
©, ceiling to 42+9-bilidof in' /fiscal year 1979, to $3.15 billion
o -._id";].e\?_S_O;,-'/é'g_cl to $3_.'.li5'\'§;{].'_‘i'_fiqn"‘:l'{n\ 1981. mlé these increases are.
“greater thah the. anticipared- inflation \during the period, they: -

[d

—
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are intended partially to. compensate for the real decrease in
funds available ¢o states that have beep at their ceilings since

- the" mid~1970s. These same states, however, have .received consi-

w

Y

derable” increases in .funds . from closely ‘related federsl grant.
programs, such as general revenue sharing, dhring that- same

period.“ B T S e . S \\\.

Becausé‘the use of- Title XX funds is at the discretion of

the s;ates (within the broad limits imposed by the federal : .

government), the effect ‘on day care of expanding Title XX cannot,
be estimated with any  degree. of certainty. Some fiscal: substi-

tution is likely to.occur.. But, even if the state€ were to.‘

allocate - funds in the same - pr0p0rtion as at’present -and no'
substitution occurred, ounly about 24 percent of the -additional
monies would go to child care programs. If" the Title XX ceiling

' were to be raised by~ $1 billioh, for. example, and if the state’

were to come up with the-full $333 million necesgary to match
that $1 billion,cslightly less than $320 million additlonal would.
e spent-on cthild-care services and about 240,000 "extya children

. would be served. - Other social services would ‘of course,‘be

~ fees are indeed collected. v

~

expanded as well. o -,',' o - -t

- ~

'Most -of the recipients of an expanded Title o4 day care Jpro=
‘-gram : wouln be children from families with low incomes; but:
through the incredsed use of graduated fee schedules as allowed
under' current law, services could be provided at partial -subsidy
to families: with' incomes as high as 115 percent of the state
median. At present, however, federal officials: generally believe
that .the states make little effort to. ensure that thdse required

_ R R P -
. ) 4‘ .

Proponents oft increased day care. services cite the’ qeed
° for adequate care arrangements for an. expanding workforte of
mothers. = While. .greater opportudities -for cdre would undoubtedly
" be helpful, no evidence exists to determine the effect of the -
availability of care at a reduced price on’ the employment deci-
sions of méthers. "In addition, the Title XX program places
substantial restrictions on the choices of participating mothers.
-The vast majority of families currently arrange for care in ways
that are not ellgible ‘for -Title XX subsidies (that is; in up-

" licensed care). To -the degree that noneconomic considerationg .

play a -role in choosing less formal care arrangements, -Title XX
/subsidies would d¢ little to assist many of those who woald
ronetheless. qualify for.assistance based on their fhcome. T

3 B - - T " -;
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®. ' 'Expansiofi of the Chil& Care Tax Credit: h'f: L

. S I H% : e
T Y Yime use of paid forms. of day care cquld also be encouraged
L ., by expanding the subsidies available through the tax:system. The
¢« present' 20 percent credit undoubtedly asgists those who must
Toow 'securé*cate'in order , to worky but it is probably not much of an

" incentive.either to work or to purchase -high~quality care, and ‘it
_ is‘unavafiablq to. those with:lower incomes. - In 1977, two-thirds
of the tax expenditure funds went to:families qitﬂaipbomes-oyér
: $15,000. T - A

~

; - -~ Securing day:care in ceqf&ré_er,ptéschools can.be an ex-

‘ pensive proposition.  .The -average cost of full-year care in-a
: nonprofit faciljty subject to, féderal standards is more than°» -
v $2,000 per child. If a woman-took a ninimum-wage, job and .:.
- had only-one child to find care for, "the costs of this arrange-
ment would be more than 30 percent of her before“tax earnings.
. This proportion far exceeds thé:average dmounts ‘that women appear
willing  to spend frdﬁ{theig‘earniﬁgé#-that is, one~sixth to
one-fifth of weekly earnings--even with the aid of the tax credit
v ¢ (4f it were available to her)., With two or mote children needing
' care, more than half of her minimum-wage earnings would be‘taken
. by child care expenses if a day care: ceater or preschool were .

< * "chosen. ' ' oo e : '

Y

.
a

.k

If the tax credit were. expanded to haly of- work-related.
child -care expenses, with benefits reduced or eliminated for
families with high'incomes, substantial assistance cduld be
. " provided to moderate- and middle-income families: ' Improved

pafgeting on those with greater need for assistance copld also be
provided”by ‘making the credit ‘refundable.. Benefits ;would "§till *
be available only to those who use. chld care in order to work,
. and the choice of type of care would be left:to the parents. If,
fo:_eximple,'a 50 percent refundable credit (subject to the
current maximums) wvere made available to families in; 1878 and
benafits were phased out between family ipcome levels of $30,000
-and $50,000, .the additional cost to the Treasury weculd be at

, least $700 million; more than doubling the Current tax' expendi-

-+ - .ture. Lean aid would be provided to upper-income ifamilies, but "
asgistance ‘or lower- "and middle-income-:families would be in-
creased substantia}l?y 'The degree€ to which families would alter
their eurrent ’patterns of child. care is uncertain, however. It .

18 ‘unclear how many families would chose to switch arrangements
in favor of those with programs oriented more toward development.

1
V
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It has besa suggested recsntly that the federal government

d care services to sll children regardless of family
e Two exnsmples are discussed here. The costs of these
fves have been estimated on the assumption that eervices
be provided fres of charge and that the federal governmeat
bs the sole source of funding. DBoth options, howsver,
clearly iacorporste & fee structure that would phase out
iacresses in femily fncome atd theredy reduce the
progrem. In addition, funds could be provided on a
basis, theredy reducing federal costs.

i

1

;%m

Day care or preschool opportunities for all three- and

asp=glds could be initiated by the federal governasut. At
present, this age group comprises approximately 6 million chil-
drea, abowt 2.6 million of whom are curreantly enrolled in a day
care cester or preschool. )/ The degree to which thoee who do
aet aov earoll their children would take advantage of theee
sorvices would likely depend on the hours of care, the avail-
adilicy of irregularly scheduled care, the locatlon of the
fecilities, the quality of care, and its price.

5

Such an initistive would vary considerably in cost depending
on its structuré. There are two major ways by which subeidies
ocould be provided. One would be a center-based day care program
supported by federal graants to states. Servicas might be eimilar
to those provided in Title XX centere and eudbject to the FIDCR
ot sisilar federal regulations. Programs of th.e type might
cost from $4 billior to $9 billion. Tor exsmple, at the low end
of the gpecttums might be moderste-cost ¢'y care piograms that
veuld enroll all of those currently in Title XX and other
center=based dsy care programs, a third of those nov in nureery
school, and & Quarter of the threce- and four year-olde not
ceurreatly emrolled in either. At the other end of the epectrum
aight be & univereal preechool program ope:ated through the

‘”buc echools, staffed primarily by certificated teachers,

’ l/ Wetimetes raoge from 2.2 mill.on to 3.0 hllton; an average
of 2.6 million wan used here.
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‘and used by a high ‘proportion of three- and four-y ar-old chil-’
dren. -Unlike some current preschool  programs, services would
be available on a full-day, full-week basis t¢ accommodate

L working parenta. . ) . ]

, A aecond major mechanism would be a fede/ral child care
voucher. The primar; objective of this form o/f support 1s to .
underwrite a variety of types of care, at the parents’ dis-

cretion, while retaining some federal control /over quality of
care. In particular, a voucher could be utilized in a variety
of family- :sed arrangements, which many parents prefer to center
care. Proponents of-voucher plans are quick to point out, how-
. ever, that care /suhaidiz d through wvouchers 'would be licensed
and subject to~ “federal or state health and safety standards.

Although no apecific proposal has been advanced, a voucher
program for child care would involve substan‘tial administrative
expenses. Some governmental agency would 'be responsible for

.-processing applications and distributing vouchers, and con-
siderably more licensing inspectors would be "required than are at
i Tesent. Caregivers, in particular, would have to alter their
- current practices in order to.be eligible to .accept federally
financed vouchers. Most family caregivers-are not licensed
and many do not pay themselves the equivalent of the minimum
wage, two likely federal requirements. A lcrge portion of these
caregivers may be unwilling to subject themselves to governmental
control (many, indeed, would be iueligible for subsidies) in
return for the potential for some increase in revenues. In -
additfon,- a modified version of the current child care tax credit
could accomplish many of the goals of .a voucher scheme, but
without either the benefits or the drawbacks of governmental
regulation. , .
Regardless of the mechanism of aupport chosen, such an
initiative could include a program of technical assistance for
family caregivers and of referral and information for parents.
Though no data exist on which to base an accurate e~timate of
the costs of these services if implemented nationwide, they
would surely be far less expensive than the care itself.

The developmental effects of any federally supported pro-
gram would depend considerably on the type of care chosen and
the flexibility of the caregiver to meet the individual- needs
of the children. As mentioned earlier, researchers who have
examined successful child care programs have cautioned against
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. the - sole ‘use-of the. school systems to provide care, citing thein

ucharacteristic inability ‘to adapt to the often unusual needs of -

preschoolers.- They are also quick to point out, however, that

" poorly planned day care settings would be' equally ineffective in

meeting the developmental needs of the children.

The effects of widely available, inexpensive-day care on
the . labor force participation of women 1is uncertain. On tha
one hand, few women appear to be prevented f: om seeking employ~
ment because they are unable to arrange some sort of child carea
and most women do not -now purchase the kinds of care current
legislative proposals would finance. On the other-hand, if
economic - considerations play a strong role in’ the preference foX
informal care, and if federal support were to reduce substan~

tially the costs. of center-based day care for most families;

women might be more wiiling to utilize these services in order ta
accept- employment or to work for longer hours than at present-
But again, there is no way to estimate accurately’ the magnitude
of these effects, if any. .

Before- and After~School Care 1

About one-third of the 44 million school-age children in th&
United States have mothers who work full time. <« While many
of them, particularly older children, are undoubtedly quita
capable of caring for. themselves -during the afternocon .until a
parent arrives home from work, the remainder are the object of
concern among some'policymakers. At present,  about 1.7 million
of these children participate in some form of organized before~
or after=-school program, most of which amounts to supervised

recreation. The remainder, however, are cared for in much tha .. -
same way as younger\children--for example, by tTelatives or i

family -day care homes.

What would it cost to expand organized before- and after‘g‘
school care to all 6-"to 13-year-old children of mothers who
would like to work (or to all those, working or not, who might
want to participate)? If all of those whose mothers are current~
ly employed full time were to be looked after, such .a progrmn'
would cost around $3.0 billion. More realistically, though, this
service might be utilized by far more children. If all of those.
whose mothers currently work full time and half of those whose
mothers do not were to participate, costs migh¢_range as high as
$6 5 billion. Some mothers might be enc.uraged to enter the
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labor force as a result of such a program, -though no data exist
that would allow an accurate estimate. Developmental effects
-would not be the major focus of this effort.

EFFECTS OF THE ADMINISTRATION S WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL -

The Administration 8 ‘welfare reform proposal is designed, .

in -part, to. minimire its impact: on the child care market and,
'in particular, on federal social service  child care expendi-
tures. 2/ Because no one in néed of.child care would. be - ‘required
to work,.only those who volunteer to work would affect -total
.demand for child care services. Despite this design, a con-

" siderable amount of voluntary work effort might occur among . -

those not required to work and consequently a large number  of

children might need care. This effect could be counteracted by a. -
change in the treatment of work expense in the computation of _

. benefits. . -

]
-

Increased'Demand for Child Care

The Administration assumes that about half of those singlev

parents ‘involved in some aspect of the welfare program with
children under six years old will be working during the year.
Among those who do not already have a job or whose current
job pays less than a subsidized public service .job, about .38

Jpercent are expected to apply for and receive employment. These:

-agsumptions seem exceedingly high in view of recent. experience in
.the AFDC and WIN programs. Although these programs differ
‘substantially from the proposed welfare and jobs system, they can
provide insight into the likely effects of the reform scheme. In

May 1975, only 16 percent of the AFDC mothers were employed and

another 10 percent were regiacered for WIN but were unamployed.

\a

Consequently, eBtimates of the impact of the proposal on .

child care derived from the Administration’s:estimation model
" are likely to be considerably overstated. Using the Aduinistra-
tion’s assumptions, about 1 million children under six years old

»
a

2/ For a more comprehensive discussion of the Administration’s

propoaal, see Congressional Budget Office, The Administra-'.

tion’s Welfare Reform Proposal: An Analysis of the Pro ogram
for Better Jobs and Income, . Budget Issue Paper (April 1978).
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in single-parent families would find their parents volunteering

for and receiving public .service employment: in a given year.
) Further, the Administration.assumes that the parents of these
children would be in’ the labor force during the entire year,
but only in need of a public service job during part of the
year. If, however,'the AFDC/WIN experience is a more accurate °
predictor of what might be expected under the proposal, about
half as many children would need care. '

In either;case, the impact of these children -on the formal
day care masket would likely be small. ‘If the newly employed
" single pare ts. chose the various types of care in the same
. proportions’ as{ those who currently are substantial users (and
- 1f none of \the cost or subsidy arrangements were altered),
between 15 and 25 percent could be expected to use day care
centers or licensed family day care homes. If all these children
. were enrolled in subsidized nonprofit day care centers (the most
expensive situation), the additional public expenses-would-amount
.to between $150 and $500 million, depending on which estimate of
the number of children is used. These amounts are far less than
the savings to the states anticipated by the Administration. upon
adoption of its welfare reform proposal. If the Title XX program
~ were expanded to accommodate these additional children, 25
_percent of the associated costs ‘would be borne by the states and
75 percent by the federal government.: s

Change in the Treatment of Child Care Expenses

The Administration adlso proposes to change the manner in
which child care expenses are. treated in the computation of
- benefits. Under the proposed program, child cére expenses would
be deducted in full from income before welfare benefits are
: calculated. It is sometimes assumed that such treatment is
‘equivalent to the current full reimbursement under the AFDC
program or would substitute for free care when none is provided
by the state. Because of the way in which btenefits would be
calculated, however, those receiving directly subsidized child
care will always be better off than those who must secure care on
their own and then receive a subsidy through the proposed welfare
system.

The hypothetical cases shown 1in Table 17 illustrate the
. situation. In the first instance, a welfare mother receitves
fully subsidized child care, perhaps through Title XX or another
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social service program, in order to enable her to work. Because -
she ‘has no out-of-pocket expenses, none of this care is reflected.
in the computation of her welfare b nefits. In the case 6f the
second ‘mother, for whom free ‘child ‘care is not available, the
amount of money she pays out in child care expenses 18 deducted -
from her earnings before her welfare benefits are computed.

a4

-~

'

. TABLE 17. HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLES OF THE EFFECTS OF CHILD CARE

EXPENSE ALLOWANCES ON WELFARE BENEFITS OF A SINGLE
MOTHER UNDER THE ADMINISTRATION S WELFARE REFORM
- PROPOSAL: 1IN DOLLARS ‘ :

No Direct _ ’
Child Care  With Child
Expenses Care Expenses - Dif :-ence
(1 (2) (1) - (2)
Earnings _— 5,000 . 5,000
Child Care Expenses 0 -1,000 - 1,0
Net Earnings : © 5,000 v 4,000 -
“Basic Welfare Bemefit 4,000 | 4,000
3ieduction for Earned
Income (at 50 percent '
of net r-rnings) =-2,500 ~2,000 - = 500
Net Assistance 1,500 12,000
':ﬁet Tot 2l | It
' (earnings plus . : . . _
. assistance) 6,500 . 6,000 - 500

t

NOTE: The welfare benefits zud the percent reduction in benefits '’
for - earnings that appear here are purely hypothetical.
Actual benefits and earnings reductions may vary consider-
ably by state.x
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Because her benefits are then reduced by some proportion of her
net earnings (which implicitly include her child care expemses),
only a portion of the  costs of care for her children will be
subsidized. ' In the example, if the "tax" on earnings is 50
percent, she will be reimbursed for only half of her expenses.
Because of this treatment of expenses, welfare mothers who
must use this method of securing child care subsidies can receive
proportionately less assistance than moderate- and- even middle-
“income. families who. receive subsidized care through the Title
- XX program. ' :

At present, many states are under considerable pressure to
expand their child care" and other social services programs
~which, when funded through Title XX, are 75 percent subsidized ..~
"ty $ederal funds. Under the current system, some have found
that, by forcing AFDC mothers to utilize the work expense deduc-
tions ‘to underwrite their child care needs, they -can free up
social service funds for use in other areas, eliminat- the
need to provide care that must meet the federal day care sian-
:dards, and transfer the costs of child care to the recipients and
to a source of funds that does not have a ceiling (and' that is
also heavily subsidized by the federal government) . In some
states that have adopted such a policy, AFDC mothers have moved
) ‘their children to less expensive forms of care and reduced the.
number of hours their children are in care. Two factors appear. to
Play an important role in this change: because.éxpeﬁses are
reimbursed, few families have the cash necessary’td secure
high-~r>-+i care; and welfare mothers are often unfamiliar with’
the vaviery of sources of care available.

This effect--a reduction in hours and quality of care
recelved--would be exacerbated by the Administration’s proposal.
‘First, those mothers who curren:ly receive reimbursemants for
work-related child care expenses would find their subsidies
cut -in half. And second, if increases in demand for child
care materialized, states mpight find it increasingly attractive
to -adopt a policy of utilizing the work ‘expense allowance in-
stead of providing care directly through an already limited
source of funds, Title XX. . L
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