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PREFACE

In this session of the 95th Congress and during the next
Congress, various Pieces of legislation related tochild care and
preschool Sducationwill-be examined by the Congressreauthori-
zation of the Head..Start and compensatory preschool programs,
legislation to increase social services grants to states, and new
initiativei.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 actikri -.
ties. ,

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. Reischauer and David S.- Mundel..
SpeciaLthanks go to.Ann Carruthers, Toni Wright,.and Martha.Anne
McIntosh for their prodUctionassistance. Thiii author also wishe4_,_

to thank those who reviewed early 'drafts, particularly Sonia
Conley,. Madeline Dowling, PatMawkins, G. William Hoagland,.David
A. Longaneckei, Margaret Malone, Dick Roupp, Darla Schectei, and
Allen Smith. The manuscript was edited by Robert L. Faherty.

In-accordance with the.COngreasional Budget Office's mandate
to provide. objective and impartial. analyses of budget issues, the
paper:contains no recommendations.'

Alice M. Rivlin
Director

September 1978
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SUMMARY

Iress

faces a number of decisions concerning-whether
'th ederal role in the provision of day care and preschool
services should be expanded. At preagnt, the federal government
provides more than $2.2 billion a year for child care services,
through a variety of direct and indirect, mechanisms (see SumMary
Table. A.). Though these programs are not*coordinated in their
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.

The largest-amount pf.tederalosupport is ..throughsOcial
servicesn.grants to -States (Title XX'of the-SotialSecurity
Ac. Care .is TrOvided-to about 800,00( -children from. 1°47 and
moderate- income, families in day- care centers and family-based
arrangements- subject to federal, regulations. Another 350,000_.
low-income children are enrolled in Head Start,:acompreheUsive
community-based -preschool program that indiOesljqedical,.

and social services for recipients. Ap-ProXimately.2.7
million families also'received tax .credits for work-related child
care expenses.

IMPACT OF CURRENT CHILD CARE PROGRAMS
C.

The impact ofoyarioua.child care prOgrams is far from
certain, Among'the unresolved questions that have bearip3:on ,

-federal-pOlicy are the following:

Does Day Care Facilitate Child Development?

Well-planned; comprehensive services can-result in increased
test s

,

cores:_of low-incoMe children in the shott run, and in. fewer
placements in 'remedial classes and a reduced need to repeat
grades onde-thelchildren are in school. Of-the current federal
programs, Head Start,programs are those most likely to achieve
these results. For Middle-income children, high-quality day
care programs appear to cause short-term test score gains.for

®
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SUMMARY TABLE 1. FEDERAL FUNDS FORHILD'CARE, FISCAL YEAR 1977: OBLIGATIONS
IN'MrLLIONS OV(VOLLARS

I

,

O.

grogram (Agency)

. Number of - Estimated
0 Children Obligations
Served. for Chitd Care

. Ithousanda) or Preschaol
6

.

-.Title XX Social Services Grants.to States-,
portion used for child care for low-
and moderate-income families (HEW)

Read Start - - comprehensive preschool:

ft-3r low-income thildren .(HEW)

. .

ESEA Title I-- compensatory preschool -and.
kindergarten for disadvantaged
children (HEW).ai

. a,
, -

Child Care FoOd, Service Program
(Agriculture)

, AFDC-7welfard benefit increases
60 ,subsidize work-related
child care, tostalHEW) .b/

.

. .

AFDC/WIN-chad
,

`servicesservices for welfare
recipients,. participating in WIN (HEW) sj

Other Direct Frei-grams
.

4

.

b

a

-

-'

799
.

o

349 .

$

367

58Q

145

85

466_

a

...

:---

b.

.809

448.

.

136
-

120

0

.

84:

/57

99

.-,

4.

.

Child Care Tax Crbdit--20 percent:of.,
Y-4...

work-relaeed eXpenses;.imit:of
1400 for one cbild°and $800' for .
two gr'more'children (Treasury) ,4,000 500

TOTAL!' ... 2,252
, 4

PI

.

.. g
e ......
-,- . NOTE: Components do not add to total. because of rounding. .

-.

*:i . . . .
s. SOURCE: Department of Health, Education,. and Welfare (HEW) and Congressional

*- Budget Office estimates.
.

1 . /
T/

.

ESEA Elementa-y'and Secondary Education Act.

..--
b/ AFDC Aid to Families with Dependent Children.,._ 0

c/ WIN .Work Incentive program.. -

. a

x
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participants .overnoteniolling children, ,but these gains soon
disappear. . ,

_
1

..- .%.%

- .

'Does Day Care- Facilitate J.thed.:abor Force fartictflatin, of Womeri?-.

VC

,

While many women undoubtedly. find it easier to seek employ -. ..
meat when day Care is.avaiP4bie, evidence. that tack 'of day
care 'opportunities inhibits a. substantial number of women-:from
-seeking employment is weak at best.. Acc°ording to the 1975 Survey
of Income and Education, conducted by the Census Bureau,
married women and female family heads .who_ are not it the labor
force-do-not want .a job. Of the women who have children under
gix years old and, are not in the labor force, only 3 percent of
the vitiyes and,. 11 perCent of, the femalefamily.heada. are not
.loOking for work because they cannot arrange adequate child care.
The vast majority (82 .percent) of the female family. headgewho
feel constrained from seeking Employment because of a lack of.
child care are from families with incOmesUndei $5,000, though
theyrepresent only -5 percent feMale'familyheads with
incomes:under.$5,000.

Does Subaidiz.az Child Care Reduce Welfare Dependency?
,.

Subaidizing:,the.child care costs-of potential welfare re-
cipients can reduce-dipendency.if it either facilitates. the labor
force.partidipation,of these women or increases t1ieir disposable
income net'of child care costa:. lasearchers inseverpl income-
maintenance experiments have, found that simply subsidizing. child
Care te.not suffiCient.to.produce substantial increases in labor.
force : participation... In addition, all recipients of Aid to
Families with -Dependent Children (AFDC) are currently eligible
for free day care or full reimbursement of work-related day care
expenses, though other characteristics-of...the welfereaystem
provide disincentives to work. In general, however, en.e

lack,of job opportunities and not child care that inhibits labor
force participation:7When the individual wants to work and a job
is available, child care °needs are taken care of. Some'of the
current programs do, however; increase disposableincome. The
Title XX and Head Start programs require little or no financial
participation by the mother. This arrangement will automatically
increase disposable income by7the amount that would. have.beeri
paid it child.care expenses. The AFDC"work-expense allowance

xi
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also increases income by reimbursing'-af, recrpient's Child ' care
- expenses. .

_

Can Federal Subsidies and Their Accompanyins_Ugulations Improve
the General Quality of Child Care? . )

.

N. f
At present;,. federal regulations apply only, to subsidized,'

licensed ,fOrmis,, of care jlargely family day. care homes -And ,day ,

carecenters), but themajority of children are not involved ,in
this type of care.. Pet those children enrolled in centers ,

reCeiVing federal:subsidies,. federal standards have resulted, in. .

more .comprehensive :services and higher-quality care.

. The current ' federal day care requirements (particularly 7/
child-stiff:ratios)--however "appropriate", they.may be from tbe/!
federal:koverimients.pciirit-or view- -are -perCeived by some states,
as. OnerOus.: In some cases,: states are out". of the
federal .regulations by Setting Up. their own chilli care---fogrims
with less stringent requiemut$ and using 'Nike XX funds for: °

:other social services currently..being proVided by state monies.
In-other.,cases; states are forcing AFDC recipients to utilize the
worktexpense allowance to purchase care on-their own, ratheethdk
providing these women with. serviced directly through. Title XX,. in
order 'avoid enforcement of standards.

ALTERNATIVES-TO, CURRENT POLICY
\

Additional -Child. care services could be provided either by
expanding current programs or by enacting new legislatiqn (see
Summary Table 2) .

Expansion of Read .gtart to All Eligible Children. In 1978,
Head :Start .services will reach-dboUt 24 percent of .the eligible,
lOwincome children.. At current per -child spending levels, an
additional $2 billion would be needed to serve the remaining 1.2

i million children who-qualify for services.

.
EX tEKISi.011 of Title X7c. Expanding social servicei'grants to

states: under Title. 'XX could result in "additional' spending onon
child care. At present, however, only. about 24 percent
XX matching funds are spent on Child care. Though there is no
assurance that these patterns will continue, if' 440 same propor-
tion of new funds were allocated to Child care, an additional $1

'4- jai
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-SUKNARY TABLE 2. COSTS AND IMPACTS'OF SELECTED. ALTERNATIVES TO CURRENT
FEDERAL CHILD CARE POLICIES

. option

Incremental. Change in
Federal. Number of
Cost Children
(billions Served .
of dollaFs) (millions)

4

Targeted
Recipient 4Mode Of
Population Care.

al

Possible'
Developmental
Effects

Expand Head Start
to All Eligibles

Expand Title XX

Expand Tax Credit

Categorical Day,
Care/Preschool
Initiative (3-
and 4-year olds)

Beare- and After- 3, -6.5

School Care .

2.0

1.0 .0.2

1.9w-

income

Low-'and
0moderate-
income

= =

ComPre-
.1

---Positiv if

hensive :we]] planped
preichool

Licensed Modest'. a

care

0.7 Uncertain All except .At dis5re- Low
higher- Lion 41
income. recipient

4-69 2-4 All income Licensed
groups a/ care qr

'preschool.

7-19' income
groups a/,

=

Schools_

1

Gfeatest
effect among
low-income
children

None.
intended°

s/ :These piogramScouldbe targeted on low- and,middle-income-familiaaby
adjusting feei according to the ability.of parents to pay for services.
InstitUtingSuch'a feevschedulewoUld reduce costs.

billion in. federal onies., niatched 'by $333 millio.ft in state--
funds, would -provide licensed care.-meeting f ederal standards for
an. additional .240,000. children.. Other social' aeriices WOuld, of
course,. be expande&as well.'

. .
Expansion of TaX 'Expenditures. If the current tax credit of

20 percent of 'work- related child care ..expenses were expanded- to
.50 percent add benefits' phased. out:" f or families with annual .

incomes between $30,000 and $50,000 (and- 'eliminated entirely,
* thereafter), substantial assistance could . be targeted on moder-

anti, middle-income familiei.. Additibnal assistance for
families -with the lowest incomes,could be provided by making the
credit refundable. If these' actions were taken, the costs of the

_ .

;



credit would more than double, from about $500 million under
current policy to about $1.2 billion, but they would do little to
e ncourage either work or the purchase of higher-quality day
case.

Cateaorical Child Care Initiative. A system of federally
supported child care centers could.be established. If such.
a program were geared to the *needs of mothers working full time
medium- priced care could be provlded for about 8.4 billion a
year. I! the program were evailable 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.
scheme could be introduced, giving parents a greater choice among
caregivers.who meet governmental standards. ManY rents would
likely select less expensive family arrangements and thereby
bold down the cost of,the program. The same goals could be
acedmplished more simply, holiever, by expanding the tax credit .

add making it refundable, though one would likely forego govern-
mental, supervision of quality. Except in the case. of low-inceme
children, "few long-lasting developmental benefits could-Si
imatictpated.

left,- and After - School Care. About one third of the 44
million school-age children in the United States have i mother
who worki fulltime. Only a small. portion of these children
pdrticipate In prograis of supervissd.recreation or study before
and after school houri dUring the school year. If such programs
were directly funded.by.the federal. government and were available
only to 6- to 13-year-old children of mothers working full time,
care for about 8 million children could be provided through
expenditures of about $3 billiOn. If this program wire' mote
Widely availabls to 6- to 13-year-olds, costs coUld.sun.as high-

.

u $6.5 billion.
ti

1.

xiv
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CHAPTER I. 'INTRODUCTION"

'-

Child care, and.espeCiaily the role of the federal govern-
ment in the provision of, Child care service%,-is an issue of
continding concern to the .4igress. Several factors are acting
simultaneously to focusUtiantion onthis issue. Mothers con-
tinue to enter theUaborioxCe in increasing 'numbers, < and some
are pressing for assistin* in meeting .their child care needs.
In particular, pOor womin,;,who most often face the least lucra-
tive employment opportunities, are limited in their choice of day
care arrangements to those*,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.

The issue of, the nature and extent of-= federal support for
child -care has been brought into the limelight once again by-
the President's welfare reform proposal. In acting on that
'legislation and related issues, the Congress will be deciding
whether mothers of preschool- and school-aged' children should
be expected to work or to take care of their childien, 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 Will directly -affect the shape of
other child-related legislation.

The Focus of the Federal Debate

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 mothen;
and child development. Although these focal points are not
mutually exclueive, the importance placed on one relative tothe
other has a substantial effect on the kinds of child care suppor-
ted through budgetary and legislative decisions.' Both issues are
the subject of considerable research by social scientists,
though current efforts provide only imperfect and approximate
answers.

1
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'Labor Force Participation Of-Mgthers.-. Dne.goaI of the
Proponents of widespread federaL.sUpport for child care hai been
to facilitate:the-labor force Participation-of mothers.. A major
concern.is whether there is a significant amount:of work-related
"unmet demand" fore child care. That -is, if moreday care---
were availible7, eVenatcurrent-prices and in a° variety of
modes, would more mothera enter the labor force or expand their
Current hours,-.of work ?.. Further, if day care were more "widely
Subsidized, would a significant number of mothers take:advantage
of it ?'

Child Development. The other major focua of the child care
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. °If so, what are the 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
toward development can overcome-the disadvantages of a home
life fhat inadequately provides early educational experiences.
To what degree is this true?

The current set 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:

To increase the supply of child care;

o To. -improve the quality of care through the establishment
of health, sifety,_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; . ,---

: .

. .

To ease the-burden-fOr-parents-.of financing child care;.

o TO facilitate the. labor force .participation. of ,women,
especially insofar as such,. participation promotes reduc-
tion independency on welfare%,

2
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Thie.paper.discUsees current trends in formal and informal
child' care and the factors that affect faMilies' use of these
arrangements.

. A Historical Perspective
)

Day-care began in: the United States in the 1830s with the
establishment" of day nurseries. These institutions were often

.aiMed at imMigrant children whose mothers needed to work. In

,addition.to-Proiding a more humane alternative to placing these
children in orphanages or leaving them unattended during the long
working_day, the day nurseries. provided a eocializing experience.
for the children. Most.of.these institutions were philanthrOpic
in nature, though,some were also.sUpported by. parent. fees.
If governmentsbeCame-involved, they did 'sol to reduce public
expenses associated with institutionalizing these children.

The nursery school movement began just before World War I.
,These schooli were privately financed,-largely by middle-class
patents.who had an interest in proViding early educational
opportunities for their children. These institutions. have grown
in number since'1915in 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 Progreis Administration
(WPA). WPA centers were initiated for two basic purposes: to

provide employment oppdrtunities for those on relief; and to

provide child care for disadvantaged children.

Federal involvement .expanded during World:War II with the
support of work - related day care centers.. Centers were estab-

. 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 wat
ended, howeVer, the Congress reemphasized the ,principle that the
primary role of mothers was caring for their children at home,
and. federal support for centers --isswithdrawn.,,In_a_few ALII!!! _
stances (most. notably 'those of.the State of CaLiforniaand.
the City of New York), state or local funds continued to support..
preschool and day care activities; by and large, howevet, centers
simply closed for lack of support.

33-0M0-78.3
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The governmental ,support that exists todatlargely hegan.7
in the 1960s and-Was aiied.primarily at the lowincomepOpula7
tion._-.Amendtents to the SocialSecurltyAct in 1962.and.:19.k7 :
Provided tundafor Child care for past, present, and potentiaL
welfare recipients. And, in 19064, the Economic Opportunity,Act
created Project Headstart, 'a comprehensive preschool ..program
largely for children from disadvantaged backgrounds.

.

Plan Of the Payer.

This paper is designed to provide inough general informa-
tion so that o_ ne can_ make. an informed choice among a variety .of
budgetary and legislative choices related to federal support of
child care and preschool education.

.e'Chapter II describes current child care arrangements made
by famitlies and exam_ ines the major factors that affedt _those
chotgei. The third chapter describes the current federal.pro-
grams that support child care;.and preschool. Chapter ,IV focuies
on child de4alopment issues, including an examination of-___the
developmental *Ticts of current federal programs. The fifth
chapter focuses on the labor force participation. of mothers-,
including current.trends in participation and the impact_ of .

child care on employment. decidions. Finally, Chapter VI de7
scribes the costs and passible effects of a variety of changed to

federal child care policy. Included in this chapter is
an analysis of the impact oh child care services of the Adminis-
tration'a welfare reform prbposal.

4
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CHAPTERTTI....'WEAT:ARETHE'CHILD CARE-CHOICES T8AT,YAMILIES FACE,
AND HOW DO-THEY SELECT FROM AMONG:TNtM?.

- _ -The public-Aehate-over the appropriateness of federal in-
volvement in child care seryited4las centered largely around the
two issues of the developmentof,children and the labor force
participation of the xithers. Resulting legislation has been
aimed at influencing these'factors in a variety Of ways. The

"debate" at the'famqvlevel-=that is, the factors that most
often enter into a family's decision about which type of child
care toaecure--often.focuiea: on very. different issues, many of
which are well out-of,the,reach of the '.federal government.
This chapter -:reviews" the choices that families face in\child
'care; the factors that studies' have revealed are the most impor-
tant to families in.their choice among the variouslmodes of care;
and the tesults'of the delectioh.process and how they ry

"5according to race, income, and other family characteristics. 1/
- ,

The trends and patterns,reported here are derived from
a number of studies 'examining child care arrangements-over
the last 12 years. In order to simplify the presentation
of data,-individcal studies ,were selected , based on their
concise-preseittation. 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 Childcare
Consumer Study: 1975; prepared for Department of Health,

Education, and'-Welfare, Office of Child Developmeht (1975);

Abt Associates,, National Day Care Study: Preliminary Find-
ings and Their Implications, prepared for Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Administration for Children,
Youth, and Familied, Day Care Division (January°31, 1978);
and Richard L. Shortlidge, Jr., and Patricia Brit°, "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, Cdhter for Human Resource

-Research (January, 1977). See also, Seth Low and Pearl Q.
Spindler, Child Care Arrangements of Working. Mothers in the

(continued)
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WPAT 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 theit children
by themselves or.to nvblve other individuals -or institutions
On more than a 'casual basis: parents, in, fact, still primarily
care for their own children ln their own homes, at least until
the time their'thildren are of preschool age._ For the most
part, this means the mother stays home to take care of the chil-

Adren while the father Works.
.

This traditional model of childreating is becoMing increas--
ingly less CommOn;.and patents who secure child care in order
to work or to. 'provide their children with,en enriched'. early
learning experience face a variety of choices. . Man7 choose to
ieave.their children in the care of relatives, either intheir
own homes or4nthe homes of their relatives, while others'.
secure the services of nonrelatives in or out otthe home.

Three more lormalmethods of child care are available to
parents, though they, are used far less freqUently than the
informal arrangements mentioned above. The most common,IamilY
day carehomed, are homes,in-which an adult cares for usually
six 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
States. licensed byTstate agencies, .and experts
the number operating without a license is Many
mount. The. licensed homes 'serve about 300,000

\

7^

in the United
estimate' that
times that a-
'children. 2/

United States .prepared for-Department of Health,EduCetion,
and Welfare, Children's Bureau, and DepartMent of. i,abor,.

Women's Bureau (1965); Westinghouse Learning. Corp. and Westat
Researth, Day Care Survey--1970, prepared fot_the

Office of Econfmac Opportunity (1970); and' Greg J. Duncan and
James N. Morgdn, eds., 'Five Thousand American Families--Pat-.
terns of Economit,-P-rogress, vol. III, Univergity of Michigan,
Institute for Social Research, Survey ResearchCenter, Income
Dynamics Panel Study (1975). Additional studies'on day care
centers and famili day care homes have been funded by the
Department of Health, Educatioh,-and Welfare, but they had
not been completed when this report was written.

Unpublished data from Abt Associates, Cambridge, Massachu-
setts, 1977 survey.

19



Arrangements are relatively low-cost and the.homes.are conven7
.iently.located, but the seqide can te'interrupted by. illness or
change of plans of the-,operalbr.

Day.Care centers are much larger:operations-sod are-almost
slWays-licensed bY7state authorities who attempt to enforce min-

imum safety2and health standards -There are approximately 18,300

day care centers in the eiUnited States,-.largely concentrated. in
urban and suburban areas; these centers serve about 900,000
children. Centers generally care for at least 12 children,, some

of whom attend for-A full working day; they operate atleastnine
Months of the year ,,and often year- round.., Mbst day care centers
have an educational 'component to their:daily _schedule,___thipgh.

- this. may not.be their primary focus. .jifeschools, on the other
. hand, arepritarilyaimed'at improving school readiness. Chil-

dten are enrolled on a part -day or part -week baSis,

thOngh some do atten&fulltime... The number?.of:.preschools in the
t United States is. not AccuratelyAnown. Day care centers and pre-
.schools,are relatively more expensive than other arrangements,
but they Provide:reguiar, convenient hours and-usually theassui-T
ance that adults will be there to provide care each working day:

HOW DO.PABENTS SELECT CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS?

The.concensus of a number of studies and considerable in-
direct evidence isthat three factors Are most important to
parents in selecting chin care arrangements: cost; location,

and conventence of hours. Simply put, if the service is not
.within their- price range, located near home or work, and-open
when theyneed it, parents do, not seem interested. -

Cost. In most families, there exists a threshold in child
care costs beyond whidh it is more cost-effective for (generally)

the mother to remain at home than to work.. While most studies
have found a ,direct relationship between income and spending on
child care, the most convincing evidence -has been-provided
by Shortlidge and Brito. In their recent analysis of°1971 data

on working mothers, they reported that:

. . . working mothers with children under six on aver-
age spentbetween one-sixth and one-fifth of their
hourly earnidgs.for the care of 'their 'children. This.

relative expenditure remained remarkably stable re-

gardless of earnings, implyinva direct relationship

7
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between ''earnings and the absolute e*petdituret for
child .care.' . significant direct relationship
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. Oft to 1_
thirteen. 3/

.
,

Location. In. the NatiOnal. Childcare COtsumer Study, UnO0
found.that'about two-thirds of the parenti who,travel to' child
care provider reported trips of less than 10 .minutes. Only 6
percent, reported...traveling.30 *mutes or .More.- Of. the various
arrangemetts,-care ln a.nonielatiVet hole, require4L-theL-leaet-
amountof travel. ..-DaY.care centers, on the other hand, were less.,
likely -tO.be located-in thezfamily'i neighhorhood;only-hilf of

'center -users reported-trips of.less than minutes.-

.

Otheillactors. Secondary factOrt-'a ffecting parentilchoice
.include.Aether :the caregiver -Wifi.-..takiohildrin on days the
.'. children. are sick,the '.caregiver's- personal background, an& 'the
extent of educational 'program:. .Jn addiiiot, some studies 'have

suggeited'ihat 4Iack.Of information,lOnayailable-opporiunities
conttraiterparentilchoice;:though issue has. not been well
studied. 'The Natiotal Childcare COnsumerStudy dip.. find, how-

that parents expressed' strong, for directing gOVern-
meat funds toward information and referralservices.

WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF THE SELECTION PROCESS?

.The interface of parents' preferences and the-currentiluppir
of .Child:care :aiiangements result-in a distinct _pattern of
child tare use in this;country. In the end,'daYtime care in
the United States is.:provided'prikarily.by the parents of chil-
dren in their own homes (see Table 1). When other arratgements
are necessary,. families most. often seek the!-aid of .relatives-
(either in the .family's home or in that of the. relatiVe)..

.jnformal tare, such ai.babysitting by manrelatives'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. .

Short1idge and Brite, "How Women Arrange for the Care of
Their Children While They Work,''p. 19.

.
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TABLE 1, METHODS OF. CARE' FOR.CHILDREH UNDER 14 YEARS OLD,UTI-
LIZED BY FAMILIES USING:MORE-THAN 10 HOURS OF NON-
PARENTAL-CARE .A WEEK-AND BY ALL FAMILIES, 1975:
PERCENT. DISTRIBUTION a

Method of Care

HouSeholds
..Using All
External Cate .Households

Care in Own Home by:

Relative
Nonrelative c

..?

:., ' .

I.

Care in Other Home by:'

ri

22.5
20.9

11a

14.0.
13.0

Relative . 27.2 17.0

Nontelative , 16.6 . 10:3

Other Arrangements:

Nursery school
tt,

5.8 3.6

Day care center . 3.6 2.3.

Other 3.4 2.2

SUbtotal 100.0. . . 62.4

No External Arrangemeits
over 10 Hours a Week . 37.6

Total 100.0 100.0

,NOTE: Components may not add to totals because of, roudding.

SOURCE:. Unco, Inc., National-Childcare-Consumer-Study: 1975,

prepared for Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Office of Child., Development (1975),-vol. II,
Table IV-2, p. 4-3.
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Although.thSt pattern of child carearrangements is-char c--
teristic of..users.in general,.individual families depart cons d-
erabli:Oom.the pattern for different reasons. major fit ors-
affeCting individual. family arrangements that. sev
have noted are:.

o Race and ethnicity of the family;

o Number of children in the family;

o Marital and employment-status of the mother;

o Family income;_

. o Number of, houriof.care used and

o Federal and state subsidies of `particular-- modes' of care.

al researcers

Other factors, such as urban or rural'.residence-and,Tegion of
residence, have a much smaller effect; in combination.withonsofs
the above,' 'however, they'.may influence the selection ofitype of
care.

, .

24;0These 'data are simples -observations by researchers; no
analysii.has.been.Completed--46-like-Oat,zombines these factor6
for both woriing- and nonworking mothers and that attempts 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- r.

ting care,,!,as does family income. Racesand income, hOwever,.are
strongly correlated.' If'this relationship were accountedfor in
analyzing data, researchers might 'brave found naome to" account
for far more of the variation in care than-race (Or.vice,-versa),.
Consequently, further research may find some of the factors to be'
less important than they Appear.

I'

tr
Race and Ethnicity-

Patterns Of child care differ.substantially among racial and
ethnic groups. While care by relatives is the predominant mode
among all groups, minority families--particularly Hispanics--
-,are even more likely to use such arrangements (see Table 2).
In 1915, 69 percent of Hispanic families indicated that their
main method of care Wei Mang ,relatives (combining care in the

4,

10

23 .



TABLE 2. . MAIN METHOD. OF CARE OF CHILDREN UNDER 14 BY RACE AND
. ETHNICITY, 1975: '.'PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

-Method of Care
. NOn-Hispanid-

Totat-White Black Hispanic Other.

Care in Own Home by:

Relative 24.7 23.9 24.5 30.5 33.9
Nonrelative 20.3 23.6 6.0 '8.4 10.9

Subtotal 45.0, 47.5 30.5 38.9 "44.8

Care in Other Home by

Relative 26.5 25.7 31.6 38.4. 12.7
NohrelatiVe 16.1 15.9 17.5 10.9 20.$

SubtOtal . 42.6 -41.6 49.1 49.3 33.5

..,

Other Arrangemetits:
p. -

.4

Nurseryipreichool 5.6 5.0 ':-- 9.5 4.0
4

6.0
.

Daycare center. 3.5 2.6 : 6.7 4.9 10.7
Cooperative program 0.9 . 0.9 .. 0.3. 0.3 3.2'
Before/afterschool-

'' program % 4 2.0 -2:0' 2:2. 2.1 1.1---.
Head Start 0.4. ., 0.3.. 1.3 -- 0.7'. 0 0.6
Other 0.1 -- 0.5 -- --

Subtotal 12.5 10.8 20.5 12.0 21.6

Total - ° 1Q0.0 - 100.0 100.0
4

NOTE: Components may not add to to pause of rounding.

SOURCE,: Unco, Inc., National Childcare Consumer Study: 1975,
vol. I, Table IV-24.

33-088 0.78 - 4

,/
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child's home and-:in :that, of :the relative) as compared" str4th 50
percent of non-DisPanic. whites.

.

:The .use of_inonrela4Ve care varies considerably among racial
and..ethnic. grOupe . " Whites are two to: four 'times more likely than
minority faMiliei to use .care in their own home by nonrelat Nies ,-

es.. their main .niethed%... "I- Nearly:, one-fourth of white families: .11 e
such care fOr-their children under 14,, as compared with 6. 'pet- .
cent of black faiiilies and 8. percent of Hispinic .families.'.
.

contrast,..minoriir .fainilies are &Ore likely than Whites-,t6- use
institUtional;eirengementi (daY Care:Centers. and -nUrsery schools)
as 'their inaintzethod..of care, most likely because of..the-Correla

.

'tion between race, 'income', ..end goNietnmental.subsidy.

Number of Children in the ijamil

Different sized families select different types of care.;
(see Table 3). As -might:be expected, 'lowet-priced formi of care
are ,more often chosen by-families with more than one child.
In a 1.971 survey,

years
white' working mothers whose youngest

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 chode in-hOme care. Tye proportiOns for
black working mothers. were_39 :percent for o'ne Child and -48
percent for two or more children. Among _both racial groups,
combinations.. of family Members, relatiALPS, 'and nonrelatives were
an increasingly important source of care as the number :of
dren,increased; :

_

. ,

The :preeente- 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' the family between 14 and 17; Working mothers 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 sour
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 blacics). Only .13 percent Of the white mothers and 20

12

25



a s

CHXLD OEIA.,:trrs 0 WORKING MOTHERS WHO*$E..
Yr) GESTH/LD IS LESS ..THAN 6. YEARS OLD- BY RACE AND
F LIMBER OF sCITILDRESS.INDEt 14 YEARS OLD IN 'THE HOUSEdOLD,!
1x71: PERCENT piStitibUTIoN ti j

Method- of\Care
.1

NI r
Care in Own Home by:.

self .:.
.01der sibling

relative
'/Nonr leave--
Cemb nation a/

White'
Two br more

One children
child under14

:

1

(

101 18, 7" I
1 5 2 , .5, -

.10 8 21 -15
6 .9 3. ': 3 .
2 16 6 16

Black
,Y40, or more

One ChilOen
child under'14

. ..
,.. ..

Subtotal ,29 56 39 48 '
-1 _

Care In 'Other Home by: .
Relative 19. 13 35

'Noniel.atiVe 34 16 17 . 9'
1
i re ''f ' '7ubtotal 53 29 52 30

I
..

Other Arrangements: 0 .
_ -

.
Day care center ,13 5 .. . 7 ..19

. . Mother at work; 3is : 3 ' .. 2 .- 2Vic-
,'Other - ... - ; 2 -8

..... I-
1 2..--. .....% 1.

, Subtotal 18 . -16- . 10 23

Total , 100 t:100 100 100
. .

NOTE: Co*ponents may not add to *Fatale becaucie Of rounding.
.'

.SOURCE: RiChard L. Shortlid Ji"., and Payrricii
.--

Brito, "How
Women Arrange for" the Care of Their Clilldten While They
Work: A .Studyof eh d Care krrantemente, Costs, and
Preferences in 1971," The 9hio State 'University, Center
fltr Human Resource Researcht.(January 1977), Tables
2-12.
.,
:r a. . .., .

Includes combinations of family members- and of relatives and
nonrelatives. ' -

A
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TAILS 4. CHILD CARE ARRANOMUINTS OP WORaNG 'MOTHERS WHOSE
Tow= CRUD IL UM THAN 6 YEARS OLD. BY RACE AND .

PRESENCE 07 A CHILD 14 TO 17 TSARS OLD IN THE HOUSE-

. .

"

BOLD, 19711 ?MINT DISTRIBUTION

.

b.

Black .

No child Child No Child Child
r- Method of Care 14-47 14-17 14-17 14-17

OMMINNIMI,

CIF. is WS Name by: .

. West Or self 13 ' 21 7

Oldar sibling 1 13 1
Other relative 10 5 18 .

Nberelative' 8 8
3Combination A/ 9 1'

......
24 ....V.

. 4
Subtotal 41 1 3% '

Care Is Other Nome by:
.

Relative 17 . 2 32

Vosrelative '26 7 13

Satotal 43 9 45
1

Other Arreagementsu
Day.care center 11! 9 - 8 14,.

Mother at work 3 3 2

Other 6 .10 .- 1

Subtotal 21 17

,
13

11

13

3

4 27 :

67

. .

. 6

8

14

15

0
: -4.

19Lk

Total 100 100 100INNNIO=MMIMMMM.1am 100

Proportion of Sample Within
Racial Croup 87 ' 13 80 20

NOM Coposests may noE add to totals -because of rounding.

SOURCE: Shortlidge andBrito, "Bow Women Arrahge for theCare of
'Their Children While They Work," Tables 2-12.

combinations of family members and of relatives.

and soerelatives.

. . '
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1.1

percent of the blackmothers in this sample,however, had bot a .

child under 6 years plcUand another between 14 and 17 years ola.

Marital and Employment Status of Mother

The marital and employment' status of the mother appear. top,
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,eeireemployed
ilves,(29:percent.as.tompared with 15 percent).. On the other
hand, employed.`eives are more likely to use hoie-based care than
are employed single mot' -re. In both cases, care by the par-

.

ent(s) becomes the predominant mode when no one in the family is
employed.- ,

.tom

Family Income

As family income rises, higher-priced care is more fre-
quently usec (see Table 6). The.1975 National Childcare Con-
sumer Study found that the proportion of families using in-home

.,:care as their primary arrangement changed very little with
increases in income, thoughthe :proportions. proyided,by relatives
and nOnrelatives'shifted dramatically. Among:families with
incomes below poverty,only 'about 10 percent used in-home Care by
a,nonrelativ, as compared with almost one- fourth of ehose with
indexes at. twice the poverty leVel. or higher. Conversely,
in-home care by relatives accounted for nearly one -third of the

.

care in-families living in poverty but f oor Only about one -fifth
cf.. the:care in families whose -incomes, were above twice the
pciverty,level.

A'

Similar trends occurred in the use of day care centers and
nursery'schoolsw Families below the poverty level and .families
with incomes above twice the poverty level were about twice
as likely to nee these modes of care as were "moderate" income
families. Among families with incomesbelow the.poverty level,
however, -day care centers vete. used about twice .as oftenAs
nursery schools, whereas the reverse was true among families
with incomes above twice theAmverti 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 td label a given institution a "nursery

-15
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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 DISTRIBUTION-a/

Method of Care

Single-Parent. ''.1.4o-Parent

Households Households
Parent Parent Both . One 'Both not

employed unemployed employed employed employed.

Care is
Own Home byi

Patent or. self , 6.6
. Other.relative 20.6
Nonrelative 8.7

.Subtotal 35.9

Care in
Other Home by:
'Relative
Nonrelative

-SubtOtal

43.7
17.0
8.6.

69.3

12.6' \ 18.3

19.7 4.0c

32.3 22.3

Other
Arrangements:

Nursery school 13.0:

Day care center 15.5
Head Start 0.5
Before/after

school program 2.2"'

Cooperative
-program,' 0.7

Subtotal -' 8.3

,Total 100.0

13.2 28.6
10.8 18.2
17.5 19.5

.41.5 66.3

41.7 27.0

9.1 4.5
6.1 0.5
0. 1 0.3

.

0.3 9.5

19.6 21.0
22.1 6.0

t1

56.5
9.5
4.9

-70.9

19.4
1.0

20,4

4.5

2.3
0.4

0.0

:.11 1.4 .

"77--
,

'.16\ 7 -- 6.9 8.6

100.0 100.0

NOTE: Components May not add to -totals. because of. rounding.

SOURCE: Mc°, Inc.,
vol. II, Table

a/ The household may

National Childcare Consumer Study: 1975,

aldo include. children older than.ilia.-



TABLE 6. MAIN AUSTIOD OF CHILD CARE FOR HOUSEHOLDS BY POVERTY
STATUS, 1975: PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

Method of. Care

Below
Poverty

Poverty to , Over 200%
200% Poverty Poverty

'Care in Own Home by:

Relative 32.5 30.0. 21.4

Nonrelitive 9.7 15.1

Subtotal 42;2 45.1 45.0

-Care in Other Home'-by: '

Relative .27.5
,

.33.6 24,1

.Nonrelative 13.3,- 13.5 17.1

P .

Subtotal .. 40.8 47.1 41.2

-Other Arrangements: !'

Nursery or preschool 3.8 2.6 6.7

Day care center ,7.6 2.8, ,3,3

Head Start 2.7 0.6 --

Before/after school program 2.7 1.3 ' 2.2

Cooperative program -- 0.5 :1.3

Other 0.1 -- 0.2

Subtotal 1?8 13.7

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

SOURCE: Unco, Inc.; National Childcare Consumer Study: 1975,

vol. 1, Table IV-22.
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school!! : than, Liday .care center, evewthough no substantial
difference'between the two may;exist

Hours of Care

Differences in typeof carelfave also been noted for"sub.
stanttal Users when cOmpaked.with more casual users (see. Table
7).-Children who .receive 30. or more lOurs of care a week'Are
More'likely-to be cared for in aAiurrnery schoolor day care'
center. or. the-home of a nonrelatiVe than ate those who receive
less than 30 hoUrs a week. -These three methods' of tare Accounted
.formorethan 55, percent of the arrangements' made by heaiy
users:: but .fOr.only.Z5Amrcent of those using just. 10 or more
hourd a'week.' Care is Arranged in the'chil<s"own homefar
less freqUently when 30:k, more hours of care are used. '

.413.a.-resu/t, the average number of hOuti iweek spent in
4adh:of.the virious'formi of 'care differs substantially .(see..
Table 8). Those involved in home-based '.care.(either in the
child's own home or in7thot of a. relative ornonrelative)4pend
'an 'average of just over 9. hours a week.in that setting. to
contrast, those enrolled in nursery schools or preschools spend

,L.mneuVirage of 18.1oUrs'a week there, and-_ those in .clay care
centers are there an average of 28 hours uweek...

Federal and State Subsidies of Particular Modes of Care'

Direct governmental subsidies of child care expenses' are
channeled ..primarily toward the' two major typeu,of formal care:
day.care centers. and'licensed-fiMily:day care-homes. ..:As A
result,. .eligible families (largely low- and moderate-iicCme)o
are encouraied.to use.Care that is more expensive than other
forms of care and -that, in:the absence of-snbsidies, they would
most likely notbe able tO afford.

The preferendes of 'those administering the governmental
programs have often led to an emphasis_ on day care centers rather
than familrbased:care.. About 55 percent of fedekally subsidized

..children' are unrolled .in centers; while 25. percent are in family
;or group day care.homes (the.remainder are provided care in
their own homes). In-contrast,only 'about, 9 percent of all.
children who use some form of care for more than 10 hours a

18



TABLE 7. CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR CHILDREN LESS THAN SIR
YEARS OLD BY HOURS OF CARE PER WEER, 1975: PERCENT
DISTRIBUTION

Method of Care
10 or More

Hours a Week
30. or More

Hours a Week

Care in Own Home by:

,.Relaiive '23.0 14.4
Nonrelative 22.8 9.0

Subtotal 45.8 23.4

Care in 'Other Home by:'

1.

Relative '26.4 210
Nonrelative 131;0 25.5

Subtotal

, .

39.4 46.8

Other Arrangements:

Nursery ,school 8.1 16.6
Day care center 3.9 13.3
Other 2.8 _AL_

Subtotal ,

Total

14.8 29.9

.100.0 100.0

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

SOURCE: CB0 analysis 'cif data fromUnco, Inc., National Childcare
Consumer Study: 1975.

a/ Less than 1 percent:.

19
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TABLE a. AVERAGE HOURS OF CARE A WEEK FOR CHILDREN USING AT'
LEAST ONE HOUR, BY METHOD OF CARE.a/ f

Method. of Care Average Hours

Care in Own Home. by:

Relative
Nonkelative 7.5

Care in Other Home by:

'Relative' 9.7

Nonrelative 11.8 1.

Other Arrangements:

Nursery or preschool 17.9
Day care center 28.3
Head Start 21.3
Before/after school program 5.7
Cooperative program 6.6

Average for All Methods 16.1

SOURCE: tinco, Inc., National Child Care Consumer Study: 1975,
v01.1 Table IV-30.

a/ includes multiple answers..

week are enrolled. in efthera day care center. or a nursery
school, while almost all of the remainder are.cared for in a
family- or home-based setting.

.As-a result, the impact, of. federal subSidies on centers
is considerable. About 44 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 pafticipation).
FFP centers enroll about 75 percent of the low-income children
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who use centers and about 60 perCent of all black children in
:miter care,. About 55. percent of the children in FFP centers
receive full or partial subsidies hese children represent about
one- fourth of all those enr011ectii day care.centers.

t 1

The' impact of sub-iidlis :on lathilyrbased care is fir less
substantial. Governmental regulations limit he choice_of those
who receive subsidies to.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
.relati4e-at'the same time-that parent or relative was also caring

.

JEOr.othee unrelated children .(thai-is, operating a family day
care home) is not known, but it would surely send the total in
Care ,not eligible for governmental subsidy much-higher.
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CHAPTER III. ROW DOES THE FEDERAL,G0yERNHENT CURRENTLY
SUPPORT CHILD CAREAND PRESCHOOL EDOCATION1

The federal goveraeit currently supports child care through
a variety of. direct and indirect expenditures. In.fisCal,year.
1977 the latest year for which data omen prograMs ire-
fable4 about 2:.0 million2childrin were served inAlirect.programs
costing the federal goVernment.apptoxiMately $1.9.billioni and'
care for .another 4. million children was subSidized through:tax
expenditures of about $500. million (see Table' 9).

: Direct expenditures are geared laigely'toward.increaSing
the. Supply-and-quality of one particular II:ode..of child care,
(licensed day care orpreschool),, and they are.aimed.at ;one
particular segment\of.the population (the poor or near-poor).
Faxexpenditurea,.;on-the other:hand, are aimed primaiily at

i
easing the. burden 'of, finanCing services, bUt the selection of

=mode.. of cate'..(and the, inherent- responsibility of Monitoring,
quality) is left to. the consumer. . ,Because. "of. the nature of: the

re
.

. tax credit (it .13 nonrefundable) and the.. structure. of .the.. tax

system on airerage,. fOur=person families with incomes below
$7,500 in 1977 di&mot.paylederal income taxes), the credit is
largely of use to middle- and upper-income families. These

. pattetns are illustrated in Table 10:

More than 90 percent of_thadirectfederal support for child
care and preschool is"prOvided through six program": Title
RR of. the Social Security Act; the Head. Start program; the
Child Gate:Food Service PtOgram; Title.I of the Elementary and
9econdary Education Act (ESEA); the Aid-to Families with Depen
dent Children (AFDC) "program; and thez.WorkiIncentive. (WIN)
program. One tax expenditure - -a tax credit 'for work-related
child care expenses--provides nearly all of tht.T.Andirect federal
subsidies..

Social' Services Grants (SSA Title XX)

The largest program of direct support for child care .ser-
vices is Titla.:XX Of the Social:Security Act (SSA). 'Each.year,
.$2.7 billion ia provided to 'states to support social services
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TABLE 9. ESTIMATES OF FUNDING FOR FEDERAL CHILD CARE PROGRAMS, FISCAL YEAR.
1977 a/

6r)

Agency/Program

Matching
Pedesil State/Local
Obligations' Children Federal Cost Contributions

Served b/ per Child s/ (millions
of dollars) (thousands) .(dollars) of dollars).

Department of igricultuie,y

Child Care Fq0d Service
..)

Program 120.0 580 207 None required

%-Appalachian Regional.:
Commission 9.3 47 , 197 N/A st/

-- .

Community Services..
AdMinistration'

Chamunity Action
Agency. Program 2.5 , N/A N/A 1.2..

Department of. Health,

Education, and Welfare 2/

SSA, Title IV4,-
Social Services ,

SSA, Title 34
Social, Services 808.6 799 . ,1,013

SSA, Title /V-A, AFDC
.

'Moth Expedse Alloweite
(Child Care) .

.
"84.4 f/ 145 582 71.6

'SSA, Title IV-A, WIN ,, 57.1 85 672 ',, 5.7

SSA; TitieIV-B, Child \
Welfare 4.7 19 247 '62..6
.

d StartHeatar
c 447.6. 349 1,283 . 89..5

ESEA, Title j, Preschool , .

and Kindergarten Programs 136.0 367 371 None required

ESEA, Title I-A'

(Supplement), Migrants '14.4 38 . 382 thine required

r..
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TABLE 9. (Continued)

.1 I

Agency/Program

Matching

Federal. ' .' State/Local
Obligations Children Federal Coat 'Contribut ns

-' (millions - Served 1/. per Child if !millions

! of-dollars):-- (thousands) (dollars)) .of dollars)

ESEA, Title yx -h,.

Education for the -
DaidicapPed State
Grant Program 7.7

Early Education for'
the Handicapped 14.0

BEW,TOtal

. ,

Departmett.of Housing
andilrbairDavelmipment

Community evelopment
Block Grant Entitlement
Programi

d

1,574.5:

-Department of Interior

Bureau of Indian Affeira '

Kindergarten program

Parent-child 'develop-
. .

ment.program

BIA,TOthl

42:7

2.7

0.

3.4

Small Bueinesi
Adminietration N/A

Department of Treasury:
(Tax Expenditures) 500.0 f 4.000.

TOTAL 2,252.4 -6,790

260

2,075

85

2

3

14

30 -k

759

500

2.222

1,244

1;125,

N/A

None .required

1.4

500.3

None required

None required

None .required

N/A None required

125 None requited

332,

.1

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

. 25 )
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TABLE 91 (Continued)

SOURCES: Department of. Health,, Education, add.
Welfare;.,Treasury,Department;

and Congressional Budget Office.

A/ Expendttures.for the ollowing are excluded.even though some may providefull- or part-dey'child care:
.

o ,Grants -for training eduCational and/Or day care/personnel:

Research and. development funds;

*)4

Idministrative grants;

-o Healthprogram ft:add-for children;

o Summer programs for. teenagers;

,

o Programs.for'teenagers.beforeamd after school (N ighborhood. Youth
Corps, Department of Interior recreation programs); ': '

.

' o Grants to school systems for Postkindergarted children;. .
...-. ,. - . h

o- _parent training and hole intervention programs (for examplei,.Depart-
mint of AgriculturAextension

programs for improved family living)'..
Preschoolprograms.are-included.

...%

...
lif 'yederal'coit per child is an average computed by dividing fediril,obliga-

( tiona by number of shildren. Tots/ Average cost 'Is Underestimated because

, . \\,:

.
.. recipient data are dbt available for several programs.

c/. Numkeisof- childien seried are estimated lavvarioui ways and include
unidentifiable cOmbinations of:full- and part -day care as well as full -and part-year variations.

.d/ N /A-.' Not avaifibIe.

e/ SSA i Social. Security.Administrationi
WIN . Work Incentive- 'program; ESEA a. .Elementary Ind Secondary Education Act.

.

...

f/' Recent derailed.0ixamination of expenditures 'in selected states' has re-.. .-
vealed. 'consietent`7nderestimation of the amount of Aid..to Families wi,th ''Dependeht Children (AFDC) benefit increases because_ of child care cost
reimbursements. -.AAA result, these figures.may be substantially lower
than is currently true.

,g/ Fewer than 500.

4

0
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TABLV1 -.7P'ERCENTAGE- --1MTRI-BUT4W-OF-___BENEFITS FROM DIRECT
SPENDING PROGRAMS. AND TAR EXPENDITURES FOR CHILD
CARE BY ANNUAL INCOME,- 1977

'F

Annual
Incoga .

Direct .

Spending
Programs.

Tax
Expenditures

0-'5,000

,..5,000-10;000

60
25

1

13
10,00045,000* 12 .19

15,00010,000. 3 24

20,000-30,000 33

l-3.0,000-54,000. 8 .

Over 50,000. 1=1_

Total.
4

100 100

*0.
4 SOURCR: .ConfressinnalBudget Office and Treasury Department

estimates.
,

to families living. in Or r-near poverty. 1/ One vf.theusts toi
which these funds.may be put is child-care. . The bepartment.of

,

Health, Education, and 'Welfare ($OR). estimates that in fistal
.year. 1971 -about' $800 million .of tho $2.7 billion was used for
childcare services.

4
Child care services funded Title. XX.. may *be purchased'

by the states through 1,7.ta wt fare agencies- or from other
sources.' -Included. among Irkose providing services tie licensed

' ,

At present, $2.5 billion is Orovidedto the, states on a 75
percent matching basis for use in funding social serVices.:
An L.:Iditiotial $200.. million if Trovidedion a nonmatching
basis,primarilY forthei)urposu of, child care)., Legislation
tc increase the Title XX ceil-lag to includ-e xhis-fater v.
expndianxe is pending.

v.

27:

39

.



.day care centers and family day care homes. Approximately 11..
peicent- of total child care funds are used to purchase services
from profit-makipg-4enters. All facillities are required to meetthe standards set fOrth in the Federal.Interagency bay Care
Requirements (FIDCR) -Some of these- standards, however, have
been - suspended. from implementation .aRif enforcement, pending- astudy of their appropriateness (see separate discuseion,below). -
In general, some fee- must be -charged for these services' if the,
fattily'e ',income exeeeds180_ percent of the state-median for
the particular sized family in question(fees may be charged for
families with tower incomes), and no subsidy may be provided if
the fataliy'a income, exceeds i15 -percent of the appropriate state-,
median. Daring *the:-.quarter .ending-,Septeintier 1976 (the, latest:.for which data are available) 9. approximately 526,000 children
received day care services -through Title 'XH. Premise of the
Manner in which these figures are reported to the gederal govern-,
sent, ?it is uncertain exactly how long -children are in care.andtherefore, very.: difficult to -estimate the total- number
childten who receive services_in Any given year. ,q HEW his offered
a preliminary -estimate that about 800,000 Children receive daycare services each year, thOugh.,this estiraote may prove --to
eubstantially lower` than what actually occurs.

°

ReadStart

,Head Start6^:is a tOmimehens. preichool, program :that
eludes medical,. nutritional, and social lierviCes, for recipient
children; largely, ,froni.lbwrincome familiee..: Ten percent of

_the enrollment slots are made available to. handicapped children.cpublic and_ private nonpfofit agencies that administer the°gran's are required to su?bort 20 percent of the costs front
nonfederal ,sOurcea,L,_ (.includiig___ Contributions') the ,ani1414: 4.11d
'Start -appropriation PrOVides the----4mailling_80 _percent. In, lyear '1977, the federal/ appropriation total-id-0-75
Because- of the ,comptehensiviness of 'services' offered. and the

'levels of services mandated.-by the regulations imple4enting the
ogram, Head Start, is the most expensive major federal.education

rogram on a per child basige HEles, Administration iOnsChildree,
outh and Families estimates that the average full-year Head

/ tart program spent $1.505 Per child .in fiscaltyear.1.9.77..,
Approximately '349000 children were ?served -throittIC41. parts
the Aead Start program..

0
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adatdatitalligatisangua
The Child -the loot Seelce: Prftram, operated by the De-

eartmeat of Agriculture, provides cash and donated food com-
modities to child care iliti-Wcions to servekueals to children
is Choir care. My liciased.publIb orprivatb4, nonprofit child
sass prow4per is entitled to receive, reimbursement for meals
saved. Ihe moat of the. reinbursemessit-varies with the meal
served 'mod the family income of the child. Childrun iron
families with locos's-below 125 percent of the Secretary of
Alcrieeltsre's poverty odds/Imes are eligible for free meals;

batman 125.00 195 percent of the poverty guidelines, for
meals; and those -above 195 percent of the poverty

Smidolloos, for "mid* 11,141 (in fact, a small subsidy). 11
Correa& reinberdesent ratesi4mage from 6.23 cents for each snack
served! to a child from a family with Lebow above 195 percent of
poverty tq 911.5 cents fpr,vach lunch or supper served to a child
Oboes-family become is below 125 percent of poverty. In fiscal
year 1277, approkimately 580,000 children were served by this
program. .

limmidnUmompatory Sdueation(SSEATitleI)
4

Title ,I of the Elemintary and Secondary Education Act
provides greets to local educational agenciesILEAs) for supple-
mentary compensatory education services for children in die-*
advantaged areas. The allocation of funds to states and local
species amd the selection of particular schools as "Title I
schools" are based on the number of children in the district or
county from families below or near the poverty level (or by sons
closely related and approved measure). The selection of ler.

divideal children to receive compensatory services within Title
1 schools is based on the student's academic skills and is
isdopeolest of his family's income. The Office of Education
estimates that about 5 percent of the children served by Title I
feeds (approximately 367,000) were enrolled in preschool or
kindergarten.

11 la his 1979 budget, the President proposed not to increase
the Level of reimbursement for meals for children in families
with incbmes above 195 percent of poverty. Savings of
$16 million were anticipated.
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. . .

AIDC'VerVlapense Allowance (SSA Title

\L.
:Another source: of- expendituree for child care is

the Aid to'lramiliia_Ifith:Dependent Children\program. Under the
provisions of the AFB47pfogram; whin the states. compute the
income:.-,of ea appliaant, in. order to determine eligibility for
hematite, expenses neitssary to. allow. the applicant to find. ...:
employment.tsuelOis child,care) may be deducted in their entirety
from 'actual income earned.. Benefits are 'baled on income net
of work , expenses. For those: who do no.t,,,zeceiVe Iree' child
care services under Title XX but*t--ihmti4W-6O-purchase. child
care.on their own, this deductionprOvidesAhe'reimbursement of
those expenses. HEW estimates that in fiscal year,1977 approxi-
mately $84 millioti.was expended under AFDC for this provision-and_
that 145,000 children were served.

Child are Services for WIN Recinients
.

entive (WIN) program is a job placement .and
.issistance program- for welfare recipients ,lointly

administered by-the Departments of Leber and HEW,., As a cpition
of eligibility for AFDC,, all :perdons must re titer
'unless they are exempt by law. ncluded among the 'exempt .

Are single mothersof.childreu under sis'years of age. For
---those, individuals. required to register for BIN and for those-

exiMpt-i-persons who volunteer, states arer required .to,provide
child care and other services that are necessary in order to-
allowthe'individual to'accept a job; more than one-third of the
VW budget is devoted to those services. In fiscal year 1977,
about $57 million of these lands was expended on child care for
approximately 85,000 children. a

Tax Expenditures

The U.S. .Tax Code provides for subsidies for child and de-
pendent care, services by allowing a tax credit oI' up to $800 a
year for child care expenses. A related provision, whihallows
five-year amortization of child care facilities, encourage the
construction-of these. facilities by employers. The'revenue loss
associated with theie provisions is expected "to be about $500
million in fiscal year 1977.
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Credit for Dependent .Care Expenses: Taxpayers. may clita
a credit against tax equal to 20 percent of dependent care ex-.
penses 'up 'to $2,000 fOroni dePendent and $4,000 for two or
more dependents. The credit may not exceed. the amount of the
taxpayer's ,income tax liability (that. is, it is not 'refundable).
To be eligible for the credit,, the taxpayer must maintain a
hOusehold for a dependent child under 15 yeare of age. (or certain
other individuals). The eXpenses must be incurred to enable
the taxpayer;and spouse to work or attend., school. The credit can
be 'claimed -.for payments made to relatiVes only if the relatives
are 'not dependents of the taxpayer and. if their services consti-
tute emProyment. for social security purposes. min-talettr
197,6,,.(the only period for oh--actui117data are 'available), 2.7
mi1liantaxpayers7c aimed clepepdent 'care credits ,averaging $170.
The actual number of childreli-ie care was subsidized through
this credit is not known, thoug least' 4 million. were likely
served.

Amortization of-Chil arie*rs. ilities." Instead of depre-
ciating' dhild care. facil ties o their useful life,. employers
may amortize them over a. 1,`eir-yea per . 'Rapid amortization is
applicable to facilities/- d _sorely for the care of children of
employees of the- taxpa ad °cannot be used 'for multi- purpose
facilitiee. With,, rapid tion employers can receive tax
dedUctioni earlier in the fe o itaViasset than is-allowed under
other forms of -depreciation;: Mpermits tax payments to be
postponed for a.number of years, Ware r vi an interest-

free loan from the Treasury to the
..., T.1(

Although the', provision fos-IF,
V )) amortization was begun as

-an incentive for employers to r ate child care facilities for
the use of their 'employees, itVhaei not b n widely used. In
part, this is because businesses e\re not pe Wed to claim both
vapid amortization and the inves went tax credit. 4s a result,
they often Mid it to their 'adv ntage ti-3`)foregcrap 4 amortiza-
tion in .favor of regular delkeciation and the iii estment tax
credit. In addition, employers have found that ping day
Care is not economically.feasible/-unless the_ y have_lar0 numbers
of employees willing_to_Lusethefa-tirities. The savings to

-eraployersp-roVided 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.
EFFECTS OF.CHILDICARE?

A major fOcUs of the child,care'd as-been ne effects

On the devela OH". rep and the appropriateness of
us ederalAttempts to influence the quality of.child care.

recent years, eVidencehai.emerged that some day care experi7
ences.can havepoSitive;A.Ongterm effects on certain. children;

:but that tome:of-strategies used by the.federal government
may not the. mosteffective. The impact of current'federal
efforts-follawsT aliriefdiscuision of major research studies.

In

MAJOR STUDIES

The major studies of the developmental effects 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 (specifically, the attichment_betweep'
mother and child); and social development and motivation. 1/

Costnitive Development

. - A wide variety of research has been completed in the last
15 years ,on the intellectual.developmentoof children in.day care

___Ipettings..The overwhelming majority of these.studies.have
examined costly, well-planned, university-based programs that are
not, representative of day care offered in. the United States.
Nonetheless, some important conclusions can be drawn from- this
work.

1/ A comprehensive .bibliography of studies in these three areas
accompanies a review of that literatureby Urie Bronfenbren-
ner in the appendix of Toward-a National Policy for Children
and Families, National Academy-of Sciences; National Research
Counci14-Assembly of Behavioral and Social Sciences, Advisory
Committee on.Child Development, Washington, D.C., 1976.
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Studies that examined Amiddle-class children largely from
intact families have, found day care experiences,even-in-laghlY---
enriched environments littri-afect on the cognitive

t eir enrollees. These studiesmost often examine
short-term effects using standardized inte4ligence tests. In
4ddition, there is no stiong evidente that any one tipp of
curriculum is any more effective than another with these middle-
classchildren (again, using standardized intelligence tests to
measure "success").

In contrast, there is considerable eyidence_that well-
planned day care and. preschool programs.Cinhave substantial
Positive effect_ on the development and. experiences of children
frot'loW-incoMe families. In September.197.7., the.. Administration
on Childreni.Youth and Fatiliee published the.findin of
a consortium of 14 separate presthoOl experiments, some .?1egun
in the late 1950i and early 1960s. The experiMentets, headed by
Irving Lazar of Cornell University, pooled much:__ of_theirT.data-
gathered over' -in- addition, collected .common
follow -up' "data in 1976-1977 when their. subjects ranged in age
from 9 to 18. years. They report:

o "Infant and presch8O1. services improvethe ability of
low-income childrento meet the minimal -requirements
of :the schools they.e:iterLi_1!his-ef-f-ect7-tn-ATCFe mani

__bested 4n-either a reduced probability of being assigned.
to' special education classes or a reduced .probability
of being held back in graAe. Either reduction con-
stitutes a substantial cost reduction.. for the scilool.
system."

o "Low-income adolescent's, who received early education
'rate their competence in school higher than comparable.
adolescents who did not have preictiOol education."

."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 'Irving Lazar and others, The Persistence of Preschool Ef-
fects: A Long-Term Follow-Up of Fourteen Infant and Preschool

(Continued)
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n addition, they. concluded that:

.o The characteristics of the most effective prograMs
(those that. included to some degree a home-visit) lead
them.tO support the hypothesis that increased parental'
.sensitivity. to their children's education may bave
played an important tole.-in reducing the .rate of assign-
ment to special education and retention in grade.

. . ;

The evidence to date-does not:suggest that there is a
"magic age at Whickinterventionjihould begin nor
a known optimal length Of-intervention.

.

thefailure'tO:require a deliberate, wellpIanned
cUrriculuM'fOr young -children in .federally supported
day care programs-is likely to- cost alore7Imoney in'
later special.education expenditures t#affiOuld be saved
in day care costs." 4/

'"The tendency-to adoptTuniform policies and\philosophies'
ia districts mitigates. against the capaCity of 'many
school districts 'to be responsive .to individual and
subcultural needs to the =way a-fittimen=c101:01i4Efiiirt.

te can. Until furthei research data are avatlable, it
would seem' imprudent to assign 'either day care or Head
Start, responsibilities solely to school districts in
general." 5/

Not all day care experiences are as well planned and ,care
fully executed as were the ones performed by the Lazar consor-
tium.. In a recent report to 'HEW's Office of the Assistant
Secretary for planning and Evaluation, researchers Bronfen-
brenner, Belsky, and Steinberg conclude:

.Experiments, Education Commission 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/ Ibid., p. 109.

5/ Ibid.'
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The effeCts on the child's-intellectual development of
day care that is,not of-high-quality remains unknown.
The statement. apillies .to.all,forma of care including
center care, family day care, or care by someone other .

than a parent in the child's own home. 6/

Emotional Development

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.
hypothesized that_periods Of separation-of-a-child from his or
---hd-f`ikoiher, particularly at an early age, would adversely affect
the child's emotional development. Again, most of these experi-
ments were performed in settings (in this case, laboratoties)
that were not representative of the real world, and they may only
partially describe the effects of arious home and center expel7
iences.

Taken collectively, the studie of.this area are dMbivalent
and inconclusive. Some studies nave found center care to
affect emotional development 'nesatIvely, some .have found the
effects to be neutral, and some have sound center care to have a
positive effect. -It appeari th;.. neither .a poditive nor a.
negative oonclusion la Ja:ranted. in this area, too, little is
known about the emotional effr.ts poor-quality care or in-home
care.-

I

Social Development

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

/ U. Bronfenbrenner, J. Belsky, and L. Steinberg, "Day Care in
Context: AnEconological PerspeCtive on Research and Public.
Policy," prepared at Cornell University for the Departmentof
Health, Education; and Welfare, Office of the.ASsistant
Secretary for. Planning and Evaluation (December 1976), p. 13.

7/ See bibliography by Bronfenbrenner in Toward a National
Policy for Children and-Fimilies.
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a

these studies are 'methodologically flawed, certain conclusions

emerge frotathem. Ahildren with group care .experience_before,the

age of; five exhibit ,greater interaction with their peers than

children who were raised exclusively athoMe. But this inter-

action, is both positive and negative; children with group care

experience were, more inclined to socialize with other children

and-also more likely to display aggressive behavior-toward their

peers. In contrast, children reared at homeappearedta interact

more easily.with 'adults than-with their ,peers and'to be somewhat

more respectful of authority.-

These pbenomenamay, be culture-bound, however. - Bronfen.

brenner, Belsky, and Steinbergnotethat: ,

Such outcomes [aggressive. behavior], however,. do not.

appear to be chiracteristics.of day care programs in

Other countries, nor of-all centers studied. in the

United States. Rathera they seem to beloroductsof
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, .And permissiveness toward

and encouragement of interpersonal aggression. 8/,

f

THE EFFECTS 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 days care

homes and day care centers who receive federal subsidies are.

.Bronfenbrenner, Belsky, and Steinberg, "Day Care in Context,"

.p. 15.
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(FIDCR).. Among tle mono Font
the '.staffing reeitiiremente Ca
which specify the:maxima:1i.
meMber, are aimed ati'l'insu
enrollee8 but are generally,
fleece law Or regulation.' Some par_ts_o_ttte_lI1.-D R, inc
the child-staff ratios for preschool-aged children, . -ha r been
suspended from implementation pending a. review of their apprOpri-
atenessr the fittings of ..the review are anticipated in 1978.

In eragency,:Day Care Requirements
overaial aspects of the FIDCR are
e -Table 11) . These requirementS,
ber: Of childreniallowed:' Per -staff

ing adequate quality o ore for
ore.' stringent 'than thos recitared by

uding,

TABLE 11. CHILD CARE CENTER STAFFING REQUIREMENTS UNDER LAW
AND REGULATION ,.

Age of Child

Under 6 Weeks '
6,Weeks to' 3 Years
3 to 4 Years
4' to 6 Years
6 to 9 Years-
'10 to 14 Years

Maximum Number.
of Children per 0

Staff. Member Source of-Requirtment

1
4

15
20

Required by regulation
Required -b7 Iregulition.3

bylaw
Required .1law

' Maximum allowed by Law a/
Miximum allowed by law a/

The. Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare may lower the.
maximum number of children, per staff member, thus increasing
the staff required.

Important iinplications for the nature of federal standards
have emerged from preliminary findings of the National 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 greater developmental effect than smallvariations 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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hid,' on the average,-betteroutcomes thin groups:' .child-24 -28

ren with lour' caregivers.' .10/ In-addition, the:study. notes
that the number ofjears of formal athooling:or'exOntience

the caregiveri,-by itself; had little-discernible effeCt on
childdeVelopment. TheAbt researchers note, however, that
scaregiver.specialization in ChildrielatedfieldvsUCh-andevel-

.Opmental psychology, pearly childhoodeducation orspecial eduCa-f-
tion was associated .with-distinCtiveluittetns of caregiver
behavior'anti w*Whighevgains.in test. scores for children.". 11/
For infantchtk0e544fihey,fnund that child-Staff ratios and
caregiiier qUalifii/were .important factors in maximizing
developmental effects.:--

Because many. statgw indicated that they would be unable to
meet_the4I0CRstandards.without additional financial assistance,

in .new Title XX- monies were made available'to the
statee'in fiscal years-1971 and 197.8 withoue_state.mntching
required,and to'be used principally for child care. These funds.

\\were- provided -.primarily to.help.the. states upgrade day care
atiffing.to 'meet the FIDCR standards and -to encourage the employ-

,

nient_of mothers. in d4, care centers. In a recent un-
publishe aper for HEW,. the Urban Instiiute concluded, baded
on the**nions of regional Title XX staff, that only 20.states
and the ._District' of Coluiihia are spending all their., additional
funds on child care services and that another 20 states, re-
%
presenting nearly '.60 .percent of° the total services' provided4:
may. not be using even 0.&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 child 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

Abt Associates, National Day Care Stfidy, Preliminary Findings
and Their Implications, prepared. for.the Department of
Health, Education, and :Welfare, Administration for Children,
Youth and Families, Day Care Division. (JanuST. 31, 1978).

A

10/ Ibid., p. 13.

11/ Ibid., p. 4.
7.7
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centers up to lederalstandards.. Researchers at Abt Adsociates;
who recently' compIetadomprehensive 'study of day care centers
for :the Department of .Reath, 'EducatiOn, and Welfare, estimate
that only about B.33, millionwould be needed to bring actual,
child-staff '.ratioS. in line with FIDCR standards. 12/ , Because of
datafrom_,this 'etirvey, HEW personnel were able to ieevaluate
earlier estimates :that led, in part, to the enactment of the
additional $200.,million In, child' care funds. They found that
because assuiptitini- (now known to be erroneous) had to be
made about_ conditicint in states in which no data existed at the
time, the amount of funds necessary to bring federally subsidized
centers up to .PIDCR standards may have been considerably over
stated.

In addition to its influence on. staffing standards, the .

federal government seems to have had an -effect on other aspects'of. day care_ center operations (some of which area also covered
.by the ilncit).. 'In their :recent..exaMinet ion of day care centers,
Abt, Associates .fotind that those centers which receive .stme
governmental assistande (largely federal) by serving eligible
children Offer .ymore,servides' (such as health. diagnostic care),
have transportation-serviCes -and-have more parental in-

\\volvement staffing and 'budgeting decisions than other types
'of .centers.13/* The costs .per child.in subsidized centers
aeraged $168'a month in 1976r1977, compared with $119 a month
in\Unsubsidized nonprofit centers and $103 a month in unsubsi-
dized profit-making centers.,c

12/ Abt. Associates' estimate is based on current staffing and
.expenditure patterns in the 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, whereas the need for additional
;funds 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 PIDCR standards.

13/ Ibid.
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Head Start
1(

Guidelines for the Head-Start program are\even more compre-
hensive than those for Title XX. Head Start programs are to

;,r :._includi a full range.of early slhildhood,services, including
,,,-,. health and nutritional as well as jeducationarlcomponentin

:A recent review of Tesearch on Head Statt-byihe Social Resaa ch
1

7- .----
A Group at the George/Washington Universi y arrived at conclusions
'similar.to Chose reported-by the Lazar consortium for Other
cognitively oriented preschoolprogram for disadvantaged chil-
dren. The review-of Head Start researc found: .

.

o The majority-ofstudies4hOwed improvethent in performance,
on standardized tests of intelfigenceor generaAability.-

o Studies reported that Head Start participants performed'
equal to or.better than their,peers when they began
regular school and they experiencedfewer grade .reten-
tions and special class placements. 14/

The review also fOund that no one Approach to Head Start
produced better.gains than another, except that achievement gains
were not found among children who'had participated in a program
for only a shortperiod.of time

Child Care Food Service Program
.1

The Child Care.Food Service PiOgram has not been'' evaluated
for its effectiveness in imprOving the. health of preschool-age
children. -A:related program, the National School Lunch program,
was the subject of. a recent. import by the General Accounting
Office (GAO). In that report4iGAQ'concludes:

.

Although studies show that,the,school lunch, when
paired with a nutritional SuppieTent or with the school
breakfast, can affect the nutritional leVels of schobl-f
children, their findings .about how the lunch itself'

Ada Jo Mann, Adele Harrell, and Maure Hurt, Jr., A Review of
:lead Start Research Since 1969, George 'Washington Univer-
sity, Social Research Group (December 1976), p. 5.
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tonally -deprived and putritionally
to are inconclusive..

Although the type A 'lunch appeare-to be effective in
increasing food Conituiption, GAO is not convinced that
it is the befit. Choice -for .a nutritional standard. The
absence of any i.ndiCal0,on..thlat the program is having a
net 14(10414On the health of either needy. or nonneedy
children r4ses questions about the nutritional
of the Ling**. 15/

*etc
. . .

r

O

15i General Accounting Office, The National Schooi. Lunch Piro ram
--Is It .Working? Report to the Congress by the Comptroller
General 'of s the United Ntates, PAD-77-6 (July 26, 1977),
p.

1
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CHAPTERS V. -DO DAY CARE OPPORTUNITIES HAVE A.MEASURAELE.
' MPACT-ONImpit FORCE PARTICIPATION?
- . - .

o

One of the mnst'frequently expressed reasons for federal
,child care ,assistance, whether, through tax credits or 'thr
the various direet spending :programs, is to facilitife\th
-labor terce participationofwomen. Some of these subsidies (the
tax credit, the allowance fpr child care expense's under AFDC, and
the free child care provided.dnder WIN) _are only available to
those who work. Following is'diseustion of recent trends in
family size'and structure and in the labor force participation of
/mothers, recent data on the effects of childNcare availability on-

,the decision-to,work are reviewed.

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

Two trends in the characteristics of families have been
affecting child care in the United Statesmost stronglyti -the
diminishing size and changing' structure of the familylinit, and
the growing labor fqrce 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.tize and structure of the family._
often affects.themother's decision to enter the labor force. If
there are a large number .of children who must be cared for while.
the. mother works, particularly if that care must paid for, it
is often not cost'-effective. for mothers to work. Other factors,
such .as tqobilitY; affect a family's. ability to- secure free or
in-kind care fOrchildren, though to a lester extent.

Size and.Structureof Families

In recent decades, the size of the tY'picalfamily in the
United States has been steadily decreasing.. In1960,,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 care 'of children:- having fewer
children places less pressure on mothers to beat- home-tor
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Leese member of years, and makes paid cars less costly per
family when such care is desired; but it also reduces the number
if older ghillies who have often snouted in the care of their
yammer siblinss.

the somber of siesta-panne families headed by women has
rises sharply is !ease! years (mmiesbeed more than 90 percent of
Sieglesperemt families). Three forces, working simultaneously,
have produced this lectvale.,t, Pivot, the diyorce rate has risen
dramatically is the past two decades. In 1960, the number
of divorces per 1,000 persons in the population was 2.21 by
1976, it hod climbed to 3.0. !stood, the rate of remarriage
swag see traditionally has bees hither this amens women. And
third, alerts more often award custody of children to mothers
them to fathers is divorce proceedings.

1111991/1019.110.16111U692Linkra

The sober sad properties of mothers participating in the
lobstrleree has been ebonies dramatically is the past quarter
ceatery. /s 1930, just over one -fifth of the mothers with
iffillifea seder 18 years of age were_ in the labor force; by
1978, ever half were (see Table 12). The largest proportional
increases is labor force participation have occurred asons
motheimedth childless wader 6 years old. Between 1930 and 1978,
the pasticipatiom rate of mothers with children only between 6
cad

hr
old increased 82 percent, while the rate asons

with children under 6 more tIten tripled (from 14 percent
is 1930 to 4rforrtent in 1978).

Labor force participation 'mien considerably depending on
the age of the children and the marital status of the mother
(see Table 13). As might be expected, participation is lowest
amess married women with children under 3 years of as (38
preset is 1978) and highest among single mothers with children
between 6 and 17 years old (71 percent in 1978). The largest
proportional increases between 1970 and 1978 occurred among
serried women with children under 3 years old, whose rate
of participant* increased from 26 percent to 38 percent.
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TABLE 12. LABOR FORCE PARTIC: LION RATES OF MOTHERS, SELECTED
YEARS: IN PERCENT a/

others with Mothers with
All Children under Children ,6'

Year Mothers 6 Years to 17 Thera__

1950 22 14 33
1960, 30. 20 43
1964 34 25 46
1967 38 29 49
1970 42 32 52
1973 44 34. 53
1976 49 40- 56
1978 53 44 60

SOURCE: Department of Labor.

a/ Data apply only to women who have been married at some time
.during their-lives.

DAY CARE AND LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION

One ef'the most controversial questicincin- the C41,14*54m,..
debate has been the degree to which child":**s.c00*-4140SS:...-.
influence the employment decisions of motherfilellacct.
care services are available at'the work site (ai*iccutrence), . -

mothers who decide to seek employment must make some arrangemeht..
for the care oftheir children. Although each family faces
a .different set of alternative arrangements, dependinvon.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-
sive alternatives than they now have. But the question remains,
given the current structure of the day care market, are mothers
inhibited from participating in the labor force? UnfOrtunately,
very few. 40.1dies of this question_ have been undertaken. The
small amount of data that do exist, however, do not indicate
such-in effect.

The strongest suggestion that lack of day 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/

Marital Status and
.Age of Children

Number .

(in thousands)

As Percqn of
.

Women in Respec-
tive TostAlmkg_

1970 i 1978 : 1970 1978

Mothers with Children under
18 Years
Married, husband present 10,203 . 12,469- 39.7 50.2
Widowed, divorced, or separated 1,919 r, 3,202 60.6 677

Total. 12,122 15,671 42.0 53.0

Mothers with Children 6 to 17 ,

Years Only .

.

Married, husband present . 6,289 A .. 7 829, 49.2 57.2
Widowed, divorced, or separated 1.278 '2.293 67.3\ 71.3

Total. 7,567 10,122 51.5 59.9

Motheis with Children under
6 Years b/
}tarried, husband present 3,914 4,640 30.3 41.6
Widowed, divorced, or separated 641 909 50.7 .60 0

Total . 4,-555 5,549 32.2' 43.8

. .

,

Mothers With Children to

5 Years (None under 3) b/
Married, husband present 1,934 2,082 37.0 47.9.

Widowed,.divorced, or separated 347 518 58.8 63.9
Total

. .
.

.

2,281 2,600 39.2 50.4.,.

Mothers with 'Children under
3 Years b/ ..

Married, husband present 1,980 2,558 25.6 37.6

Widowed, divorced, or separated 294 ,c. 392 43.6 55.5
Total 2,274 2,949 27.3 39.3

SOURCE: Department of Labor

14/
a/ Includes only mothers 16 years of age and over whn have been

married at some time during their lives.,

May 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.
.:;',..,,,:,50-fercent. of the blacks responded positively, 1/ While the

'41ack\mothers in the sample were largely from low-income fami-
Iles, e whites were.mo)Ak\t. If a program such as that supported.
by Title.\XX were expanded, most of the white women responding
positively to this question would not be eligible for heavily '.

-' subsidize care. In addition, since this question was a hypo-
thetic one,' actual responses. may differ substantially from
those i iCated here. . .

\

.._

, -- ,
In

(
the Survey of Income and.Educationrtaken in the spring

of 1976 (fbr income's in 1975), women who were not in the labor
force/Wre asked to indicate why they were not; one possible
response was "can't arrange child care" (see Tables 14 and 15)).
Among married wome with children under 14 years old, the vast
majority (about 84 percent) responded that they were not in jthe
labor force because they did not want a jot, _Another 11 percent
said that they wanted a job but were not looking because of
personal reasons (such as family responsibilities or ill 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 eould.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 tetWeen $5,000 and $15,000,. or What might be called
.,"lower-middle, income" families. (In ,1975, the federal govern-
ment'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 $161426.)-

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

1/ Richard Shortlidge, Jr., The Hypothetical.Labor Market
Response of Black and White Women to a National Prozram'pf
Frey dare Centers, 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, 1915: PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

Total Not Wants JobReasons for Not Looking a/
in Labor Can't:
Force Does Not Work- arrange Other/
(thousands) Want JOb related b/ child care Personal c/ don't know

With Children
'Ainder 6

Wives 6,540 89.0 1.5 3.1. 10.0 2.1
Female heads

of families . 820 62.5 6.0 11.8 20.4 5.2

With Children
6.-14 Only

Wives. 7,789 83.9 2.2 1.9 11.1 2.4.
Female heads'

of families 1,0,5 66.9 6.6 6.2 21.0 4.0

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office aburations ftom the Survey of Income and Education.
o

:a/ 'Included multiple responses.

/: Work-related reasons include.: _believes no work available in line of work or area;
couldn't find any work; lacks necessary, schooling, training, skills, or experiende;
and emplOYers think tOO,young or.too.old.-

t :Personal reasons inclUde: family responsibilities; in school or other training; ill
-health or phisical:digability; and other persoaal'handicap in finding job..
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IMABLE 15. FAMILY INCOMES OF WOMEN NOT LOOKING FOR WORK BECAUSE THEY CANNOT ARRANGE
CHILD CARE, 1975: PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

7

Children
tr 6

;male heads
7015 families

IW.
-4, ,

ildren
r thly
j Wpcis

"tremal a heads
of families

U.S.

Total'

(thousands)

r../.=.,
Family Income

$15,000- $20,000-
20;000. _25,000

125,0007 Over
30,000''$30,000

. Under 15000-
$5,000 10,000

$10,000-
.15,000'

203 10.8 35.8 36.1
.

99 3.8 1.2 2.4

97 86.4 13.2 0.6 - -
-,

.
)

146 5.3 29.6' 39.5 11.4 7.6 1.8 4.7

67 76.6 22.4' 1.0 =1 =DO. INI.m.

1

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

SOURCE: Congressional BUdgei Office-tabulations from the Survey of Income and Education.
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years old and were not in the labor force said they did nbt want
ajob. 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
arrange child care.

The vast majority (about 82 percent) of the female family
heads'who could not work because they were .unabli to arrange
child carehad incomes under $5,000. An even greater proportion
(92 percent) were AFDC recipients,..al of whom are eligible
for child care subsidies of one sort.or another: Because ^f
this latter fact, it is uncertain how accurate. a picture.thermk
responses paint of the constraints imposed by lack of child
care. opportunities on the labor force participation of female
family heads.

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 eligible for
subsidies, and the expected shift, toward those' modes was ob-
served'. Mothers largely preferred informal types of care,
however, much the same. as at present. In reference. tO%the
perimentas effects on the labor force participation of women, 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', .noran equitable means for increasing
women's participation in the labor market. 2/

Researchers generally observed a Similar pattern of use of. child

2/ Mordecai Kurz, Philip Robins,. and Robert Spiegelman, A Study
of the Demand for Child Care by Working Mothers, Stanford
Research Institute, Center for the Study of.Welfare Policy,
Research Memorandum 27 (August 1975), .



care subsidies in the Gary experiment, though flaws in the ex-
perimental design and the small sample size limit the validity
and usefulness of their conclusions. 3/

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

Gary Income Maintenance Experiment, Initial Findings Report,
IndianaUniversity Northwest (OCtober 1976).
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CU4PTER VI.. WHAT ARE SOME ALTERNATIVES TO CURRENT POLICY?

'A wide variety of child 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
of child`care aVailablein..the United States and encourage
the elpansion 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 caretakets 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 afteischooi care. programs. And
finally, some ark. Concerned 'largelY, ith .simplifying federal
assistance and emphasize the ways i / ich federal subsidies are
distributed over the care actually prow ded.

A number of directions the'Congrebs could take to alter or
,

expand. day care'and preschool'opportunities are examined in this
chapter. None of these are necessarily representative of legis-

,

latioh 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.

Five alternativesE.sdme of which may be pursued' in combina-
tion, are examined; three'are modifications, of current programs
and their funding. levels, and two are new initiatives:

o EXpansion.of Head Start to dll eligible children.

O : EXpansion of Title XX funding,

o Expansion of the tax credit,
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.

New,categorical day care /preschool initiative, and

1

o New before- and after-school care program.

In addition, the effects of the. Administration's welfare reform'
and jobs.creation.prOgram are examined,.° Table 16 summarizes the
costs and effects of each alternative! All cost figures are in
1978 dollars.

MODIFICATIONSOF.CURRENT PROGRAMS AND FUNDING LEVELS

. .

Current federal direct expenditure piograms amaimed.pri-
marily at children from low - income families' while tax eipen7.
41turee largely assist, middle- and upper-incbme groups. The
following three options- involve expansions of or alterations
to existi legislation.

. -

Expansion of Head Start to All Eligible.Children

In fiscal year 1978, the Head Start appropriation of $592
million for full -year. and summer prograMs (qccluding evalua7
tion, research,,and techniCal assistance) will provide-service%
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 01,604.in
federalfunds per-child in a full -year program), n:additional
$2 billion would be needed to serve the remaining 1.2 million
ohildren:whOThqualify for.servi4ep. If such .an option were,'
pursued, it would be necessary.to phase in:full funding over a
period of several years. During this expansion, somepressure to
expand*Title XX services would be alleviateC:particularly if
more Head-Stlit programs operated on a full-day basis..

Despite recent findings that Head Start services may have
been provrded to sonle who did not qualify, this program is
still the most 'heavily targeted of the option:4 on low-income
children. As indica*:td earlier, disadvantaged, low-income
children are the group that has been shown to benefit most in
improved school experiencei from well-planned,' 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 progremcompre-
heneive services, a.; diversity of communitybased delivery sites
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TABLE 16. COSTS AND IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES TO CURRENT FEDERAL CHILD CARE
POLICIES

Incremental
Federal
Cost
(billions

Option of dollars)

Change in
Number of
Children
Served.

(millions)

Recipient,
Population

.Targeted Possible
Mode of Developmental
Care Effects

Expand. Read

Start to All
Eligibles

2.0 1.2 Lnw- ,

Income
Compre- 'Positive if
heniive well planned
preschool

-Expand 1.0 0.2 Low- and Licensed Modest
Title Xi moderate

income
care

Expand Tax 0.7 Uncertain All except At discre- Low
4006Credit higher- .

.income..\\

tion of
recipient.

Categorical 4-9 '2-4 All income. Licensed Greatest
Day Care/
Preschool
Initiative

groups Al care or effect. among

preschool. low-income
children'

(3- and.4-
year olds)

I

Before- and .3-6.5 7-19 All income Schools None
After- : groups a/. intended
School bare
(6- to 13-
year olds)

Induced 0 0-0.2 Low- and At discre- Low
Effects of tOoderate- tion of
Welfare Income recipient
ReforM -

.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,

0
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(including schools), and active parental involvement- -are the
Sale 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 neuf.recipients, .but
its characteristics are :far -closer than .those. of any other
federally supported program: to what appears to work well- from a
developmental .point of. view..

Critics of the Head Start program often cite at least two
reasons' for curtailing its expansion. First, the program is
costly. For each child served, the Hea Start ,program spends
more than half again as much as amTitle day care program, for
example. Consequently; enrollees receive ore expensive services"
than middle-income families are often able to purchase on their
own. And second, many object to isolating low-income children
from their more affluent peers 'with whom they will share their
later schooling.. -Thig latter effect could be minimized by
expanding Head- Start enrollments among children from moderate-
and middle Income families, though such a move would, betzery
costly if the goal of first serving low-income children weee -to
be retained.

Expansio of Title' XX
..

Child Care opportunities could be expanded. by increasing
- . the ceiling on .Title XX federal reimbursements. When the $2:5

billion maximum ways first imposed in 1973,- only 5 states ex ended
enough of their -own funds ro use their total federal allotment:
-Ili-fiscal. year 1978, 31 states are a their ceilings. In fiscal
Te4i '1979; 43 states are expected o reach their ceilings and
045 Ailiion of the $2.5..billion 11. be matched by the states.
Thy' a'ddtitttonal $200 c rently available in nonmatching

irants is fully nil' ed. by the states.

In response to the. concerns of -144 states that have teen
at_ their ceiling for some time and7.*Iieve they are faced
with ..cutAin seciali services expenditures without . some federal
relief, Representatives ,Donald , --freSer:;?. and Martha Keys have
introduced a_._bill Ift:4".i=,1-40103)-L-that would iralse the Title XX
ceiling .to iiiScal year 1979, to $3.15 billionin 7480,, and to $1:45'h1llioriqn\1981. ile these increases are,
grelaera the anticipiat4:.ififlation firing the period, they
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are intended partially to. compensate for thy real decrease.in
funds available. to states that have. been at their ceilings since
themid-1970s. These same states, however, have received consi-
derable-increases in funds .from closely .related federal grants
programs, Such as_generglrevenuesharing,,dbring..thatsate
period. . . ... . , . .

:`

a N
.

Because-the use 'of -Title XX funds is at the discretion of
the sates (within the broad limitS impo-sed by the federal,
governMent),. the effececan day tare of expanding-Title XX.c.tnnot
be estimated with any.degree.ofcertaincy. SoMe fiscal substi-
.0ition is likely to ..ocCur ., But, even it". the stateit. were to . .

allocate funds in the same proportion as at esent and no';
substitution-ccurred, only abodt 24 percent of the-additional

i.
monies would go to child care programs. Mthe Title-XX
were to be raised 1:15i-$r billion, for example; and if the state
were to come up with the-full $333 million, necessirly to match
that $1 billion, °slightly ledsthan.$320 Million additional would.
e spent on child-care services and about 240,000extfa children

would be served. Other social services would, 'of course,.4be
expanded as Well.

fliost-of.the,recipients.of an expanded Title XX day"car'e:yro-
.

-gram ,Would be children from families with low inccries; ba.
through the increased use of.graduated fee schedules as allowed
under' current law, services could' be provided at paritial subsidy
to with- incomes as high as 115 percent :of the state
median. At present, however, federal officials ieierally'believe
tbatthestates make little effort to.eneilre that thdierequired
fees are indeed callected. . . .

,

.Proponents;;of:AncreaSid day care. services cite the geed
for adequate care arrangements for an. .expanding workfarte.of
Jaothers Ohile,greater opportunities-for care-Would undoubtedly
be helpful, no evidence exists to determine the effect of the -.
availability of care at a reduCedprice 6n-the employment-deci-
sions of mothers. -In addition, the Title XX. progiam places
substantial restrictions on the choices of participatini mothers.
The'vast.malority of. families currently arrange for .care. in ways
that are not eligible lor.Title XX subsidies (that isi in up-
licensed care). To the degree that noneconomic considerations
play t,role in choosing less formal care arrangements,.Title:XX

'subsidies would-do litae to assist many of those who 4Ould
nonetheless qualify for .assistance based on their fhcome.
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Expansion of the Child Care Tax Credit.
.

.

. 0 :;.;;fir: .
The use of Pair'M forms.s4 day .carecould also be encouraged

by expanding the subiidles available through the.tatsystem. The
present. .20 pekcent credit .1.indolibtedly assists .those who must
tecukecake in order ,.to Workrbut it is probably not .much of.an
incentiveei'thei to Work- ok't6'purChaae'.high4qUaiiiy.care, and it
is.unavailable.tothose with.Jower incomes. :In .1977,. two-thirds

,:of. the taxx-exPenditare funds went to:=1.families witUineomes.or
$15,000...

Securing day: care in centerd or_veschools can,be an ex-
pensive proposition....Theaverage cost of full-year care in 42
nonprofit facility subject to. federal standards is more thano,..
$2,000 per child. If a woman.,:tOOk a minimu*Wage,job. and
had oniy%one child to find carefor,'the costs of this arrange-

, ment would be more than30 percent of her before=tax earnings.
This proportiori'far exceeds tWaverage amounts `that women appear
willing-to spend' frOM theivearninge--that is, one-sixth to
one-fifth of weekly earnings- =even with the aid of the tax credit
:(If it were available toher).,With two or mole children needing
care; more than half of her-Minimum-Wage earnings woUld'beitaken
by child care expenses' if a .day care:,centerl:or preschool were

4*.dhosem.
.

lf,the tax credit vete. expanded to half of--.vark.-related:
child -.care expenses, with benefits reduced or eliminated fok
famIlies'Oith high' incomes, substantial assistance could be
provided to mOderate- and middle-Ancoie families 'Improved
targeting on those With greater need for assibtance could also be
provideyeby.making the credit.tefundable.
be available. only to those who use child. care.in ordek. to work,
and the choice of. type of cake would be .left-.to the parents. Ife
for example,'a 50. Percent refundablp credit (sUbjet ,to the
current maximums) were .made 'available to familiei ini1978 and
benefits_Were phased.odt betweenlamily.ipcome levels of':$30,000
band- $50;000, .the additional cost to the Treasury would be at
least $700 millions' more than dotibling-the-CUrreni-taxexpendi
titre. Lee, . aid would be.provided to upper-income families, but..
assistance .tor lower'and:maddle-incam-lamilies would be in-',
creased substantially.- 'The degree .to which families would alter
their eurrentlpatierns of Child0care is ,uncertain, however. It
is 'unclear how Mali' families would' chose to switch arrangements
in favor of thosewith progkait oriented more toward development.

8
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It has bees suggested recently that the federal gOvernment
espied child care services to all children regardless of family
teems. Ito examples are discussed here. The costs of these
altersetivem have bees estimeted on the assumption that services
would be provided free of charge and that the federal government
would be the sole source of feeding. Both options, however,
email clearly incorporate a foe structure that would phase out
subsidies with increases in family imams add thereby reduce the
mots of the program. In addition, funds could be provided on a
matching basis, thereby reducing federal costs.

ArlillinaSILRIILAKIL21212111b92UALIMIIII

Day care or preschool -opportuattles for all three- and
fouryearolds could be initiated by the federal government. At
mast, this age group comprises approximately 6 million chil-
dim, about 2.6 million of whom are currently enrolled in a day
sore center or preschool. 1/ The degree to which those who do
sot sow enroll their children would take advantage of these
Arvices would likely depend on the hours of care, the avail-
ability of irregularly scheduled care, the location of the
facilities, the quality of care, and its price.

Such as initiative would vary considerably in cost depending
OS its structure. There are two major ways by which subsidies
could be provided. Ose would be a center-based day rare program
supported by federal grants to states. Services might be similar
to those provided in Title U centers and subject-to the FIDCR
or similar federal' regulations. Programs of th:s type sight
cost from $4 billion to $9 billion. For simple, at the low end
of the spectrum 'debt be moderate -cost dy care piograms that
would enroll all of those currently in Title XX and other
caster-based day care programs, a third of those now in nursery
school, and quarter of the thr6s- and four /ear -olds not
moistly enrolled in either. At the other end of the spectrum
might be a universal preschool program operated through the

tpublic schools, staffed prisarily by certificated teachers,

ji Estimates range from 2.2 sill_oo to 3.0 ;million; an average
of 2.6 million was used here.
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and used by a high 'proportion of three- and fourry ar-old chilr
dren. Unlike some current preschool-programs, s rvices would
be available on a full-day, full -week basis t accommodate
working parents. .

A' second' major mechanism would be a fedeXal child care
voucher. The primary objective of this form, of support is to
underwrite a variety of types of care, at the parents' dis-
cretion, While retaining some federal oontrol/over quality of
care. In oarticular, a voucher could be utilized in a variety
of family- ised arrangements, which many parent, prefer to center
care. Proponents Of-Voucher plans are quick to point out, how-
ever, that careAO'bsidir..1 through vouchers Would be licensed
and subject to'federal or state health and /safety standards.

1

Although no specific proposal has been advanced, a voucher
program for child care would involve subitaniial 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
r=esent. 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 large portion of these
caregivers may be unwilling to subject themselves to governmental
control (many, indeed, would be ineligible for subsidies) in
return for the potential .for some increase in revenues. In
addition,-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 support 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 estimate 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.USeof the. school systims to prOvide care, citing theik
characteristie'inability to adapt to the often unusual needs of
preschoolers They are also quiCk to point outhowever, that
poorly planned day, care settings would be equally ineffective in
meeting the developientat needs of the children.

The effects of widely available, inexpensive .day care on
the labor force participation of women. is Uncertain. On tha
one hand, few women appear to be prevented ft:in' seeking employ
meat because they are unable to arrange some sort of child care,
and most women do not now purchase the kinds of care current
legislative proposals would finance. On the other-hand, it
economic:considerations play a strong role in the preference fok
informal care, and if federal support were to reduce substance
tially thecosts. of center-based day care for most families,
women might be more willing to utilize these services in order tQ
accept. employment or to work for longer hours than at present.
But again,'there is no way to estimate accuratelythe magnitude
of these effects, if any.

Before- and After-School Care

About one-third of the'44 million school-age children in the
United States have mothers who work full time..-.:,While many
of them, particularly older children, are undoubtedly quits
capable of caring for themselves during the afternoon .until A
parent arrives home from work, the remainder are the object of
concern among some policymakers. At present,'about 1.7 millioA
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 the
same way as younger, children--for example, by relatives or
faiily day care homes:

What would it cost to expand organized before- and after^
school care to all 6- to 13-year-old children of mothers whd
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 program
would cost around $3.0 billion. More realistically, though, this
service might be utilized by far more children. If all of thosa
whose mothers currently work full time and half of those whose
mothers do not wereto participate, costs mighc range as high as
$6.5 billion. SoMe mothers might be encvuraged to enter .the
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labor forde as a result of such a progrlm,-though no data exist
that would allow an accurate estimate. Developmental effects
would not be the. major focus of this effort.

EFFECTS OF TREJADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

The Administration's welfare 'reform proposal is designed,
in-part, to.Mlnimite its impact on the child care'market and,
in partidular,, on federal social service child care expendi-
tures. 2/ Because no. one in need of..child cart. 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 largt 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 single
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 publid service job, about .38
percent are expected to apply for and receive employment. These
-assumptions 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 reforscheme. In
May 1975, only 16.percent of the AFDC mothers were employed and
another 10 percent were registered for WIN but were unemployed.

Consequently, estimates of the impact of the proposal on
child care derivel_jrom the Administration's.estimation model
are likely to be considerably overstated. Using the Administra-
tion's assumptions, about 1 million children underix years old

2/ For a more comprehensive discussion of the Administration's
proposal, see Congressional_ Budget Office, The Administra-
tion's Welfare Reform Proposal: An Analysis of the Program
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 market would likely be small. If the newly employed
single .pareilts. chose. the various types of care.in the same
proportions',as those-IA.0 currently are substantial users (and

if none of the cost' or subsidy arrangements were, altered),
between 15 knd 25 percent could be .expeCted to use day care
centers or licensed faMilyday,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 4150-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.'

Change in the.Treatment of Child Care Expenses

The Administration also proposes to change the manner in
which child. care expenses are treated in the computation of
benefits. Under the proposed program, child care 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 benefits 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 in Table 17 illustrate the
situation. In the first instanCe, a welfare mother receives
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 b6nefits., In the. case of the
second 'mother, for- whom free 'child care is not available, the
amount of money the pays out in child care expenses is deducted
from her earnings before her welfare benefits are computed.

TABLE 17. HYPOTHETICAL 'EXAMPLES OF THE. EFFECTS OF CHILD CARE
EXPENSE ALLOWANCESON WELFARE- BENEFITS OF A SINGLE
MOTHER UNDER THE ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE REFORM
PROPOSAL: IN DOLLARS

No DireCt
Child Care
Expenses

.(1)

With Child
Care Expenses

(2)
Dif. -.ems
(1) - (2)

Earnings 5,000 5,000

Child Care EiEpenses 0 -1,000 1,C .f')

Net Earnings 5,000 4,000--

'Basic Welfare, Benefit 4,000 4,000

Reduction for Earned.
Income (at 50 percent
of het.r,rninge) -2,500 -2,000 - 500

Net Assistance 1,500 2,000

Net Total
'(earnings plus
assistance) 6,500 6,000 - 500

c
I

NOTE: The welfare benefits Lud the percent reduction in benefits
for earnings that appear here are purely hypothetical.
Actual benefits and earnings reductions may vary consider-
ably by state.f

a
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Because her benefits are then reduced.by some proportion of her
net earnings (which implicitly' include her child care expenses),
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 expen!es, welfare mptherg whs.)

must use this method of securing child care subsidies can receive
propottionately 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
by federal funds. Under the current system, some have found
chat, 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 axed!, eliminat-: the
need to- provide care that must meet the federal day care.si:an-
dards, and transfer the costs of child care to the recipients and
to a source of funds that does not have a ceiling (anct. 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 reduzed the.
number of hours their children are in care. Two factors appear to
play an important role in this change: because.expe7ses are
reimbursed, few families have the cash necesaatY:.id.secure
high-717.1 care; and welfare mothers are often unfamiliar with'
the eriety of sources of care available.

This effect7-a reduction in hours and quality of care
received- -would be exace0ated by the Administration's proposal.
First, those mothers who curreniay receive reimbursements for
work-related child care expenses would find their subsidies
)cut -in half. And second, if increases in demand for child
care materialized, states might .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.
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