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PREFACE

The largest and one of the most ambitious state welfare employment initiatives to date,
California’s Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program requires the state’s 58 counties,
which administer welfare, to offer comprehensive employment-related services, including basic
education, to those welfare recipients obligated to participate. They, in turn, are obliged to
engage in employment activities continuously while they are on the rolls. Other recipients may
volunteer for the program.

Built into the legislation was an unusually strong commitment to providing for child care
so that registrants in GAIN would be able to take full advantage of the program. The
legislation stipulated that GAIN pay for a wide spectrum of arrangements (by family and friends
as well as by licensed providers), assist registrants in locating child care, and pay the regional
market rate. GAIN is one of the few welfare employment programs to include "transitional” as
well as in-program child care funding, to be used during GAIN registrants’ first three months
of employment.

This report is the third in MDRC’s ongoing evaluation of GAIN, conducted under
contract to the State Department of Social Services. It is the first to focus on a single feature
of the program -- a mark of the importance of child care issues to policymakers, administrators,
and others. Like MDRC’s recently completed second report on GAIN, the present one analyzes
the early experiences of eight of the first ten counties to implement the program. It examines
the kinds of child care used by registrants while in the program and during their first months
of employment; the extent to which they understood GAIN’s child care provisions and used its
funds; their preferences in child care arrangemcnts; and their degree of satisfaction with their
own arrangements.

The timing of this report increases its relevance to a broad audience. The Family Support
Act of 1988 offers states more federal funds for expanded state welfare employment Iaitiatives.
Provision of child care and funding for it figure prominently in the act, and California’s
experience, while not typical of all the states, is instructive.

Gratitude is due the staff at the eight counties MDRC studied for this report and, most
particularly, the GAIN registrants who responded to MDRC'’s survey. Tneir cooperation has
helped to build knowledge that will further the goals of welfare reform.

Judith M. Gueron
President ¢




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 1980s have witnessed an increased interest in preparing welfare recipients for
employment as a means of curtailing long-term aependence. Because most recipients are
single mothers, the availability and adequacy of child care has become an important issue.
Welfare employment programs have thus typically offered to pay for child care, although fewer
have provided direct payments after recipients have left the program to take jobs.

This report addresses the child care experiences and perceptions of single parents in
California’s comprehensive welfare employment initiative, the Greater Avenues for
Independence (GAIN) program. Enacted in 1985, the GAIN legislation requires that each
of California’s 58 counties offer applicants to and recipients of Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) a range of employment-related setvices in a complex program
model, usually beginning with basic education or job search and also including vocational
education and training. Participation in GAIN is mandatory for two groups: single parents
with school-age children (most of them mothers) and the principal wage earner in two-parent
families (most of them fathers). They are registered and required to attend activities
continuously until they either leave weifare or are excused from participating. Single parents
with preschool-age children may volunteer for the program.

To enable registrants to take full advantage of GAIN activities, the legislation calls for
GAIN to assist those with children under the age of twelve in locating child care providers.
GAIN will pay for the child care. The legislation further stipulates that registrants. must have
some choice in selecting providers, and that they do not have to participate in GAIN unless
child care is available. Registrants are also entitled to "transitional child care” payments if
they leave AFDC for employment. During the period of this study, the policy was to provide
these payments for three months. Both in-program and transitional child care may be supplied
by government-licensed day care homes and centers as well as by providers who are not
required to be licensed (such as a registrant’s family and friends). Providers are to be paid
up to the regional market rate.

History offers little guidance for estimating child care expenses in a long-term welfare
employment program such as GAIN. lince most previous programs were limited to relatively
short-term job search and unpaid work experience, and were serving parents of school-age
children, many participants could attend activities while their children were in school or could
manage with informal, unpaid arrangements. Although, for some, program-funded child care
was essential, the characieristics of the programs and their participants meant that child care
costs seldom amounted to more than a small fraction of total program operating expcases.

California officials allocated a comparatively high level of resources for GAIN child care.

This reflected an expectation that GAIN’s larger scale and the extended duration of many of
its services would increase the demand for child care over that experienced in past welfare
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employment programs. The anticipated cost of transitionl child care and the desire to assure
adequate care also influenced the funding decision. Yet, since the inception of GAIN,
expenditures for child care have been substantially below those projected. In fisca: year 1987-
88, for example, approximately $20 million was allocated and $7 million was spent. This has
raised a number of questions, including whether registrants fully understood their entitlement
to child care, were allowed the required degree of choice in selecting providers, and were
finding care that suited their needs and preferences.

This repor. was prepared by the Manpower Demonstration Rescarch Corporation
(MDRC), under contract to California’s Department of Social Services, the state agency
responsible for supervising the counties’ operation of GAIN. The study is part of MDRC's
ongoing evaluation of GAIN and supplements a recently completed report on the operation
of the program during an early period in eight of the first counties to implement it: Butte,
Fresno, Kern, Napa, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Stanislaus, and Ventura.!

Most of the findings in this study are from a survey of 626 single-parent registrants who
attended a program orientation and appraisal, the stage at which GAIN’s activities and support
services, including child care, are explained. The sample consists of mandatory registrants in
the eight counties and volunteers in four of them. All of these registrants entered GAIN
between December 1986 and June 1987. The survey (largely by telephone) was conducted
during the fall of 1988, fourteen to twenty-four months after the individuals registered for
GAIN. While most of the findings are based on this sample, parts of the znalysis draw upon
a larger sample of all single parents registered for the program. In addition, primarily to
assess the communication of GAIN’s child care policies at a more mature stage of program
operations, but also to minimize the chances that recall problems would affect respondents’
answers, a supplemental sample of 226 registrants who enrolled in GAIN more recently
(January and February 1988) in three counties was interviewed. Finally, the study used
information collected through field interviews with program staff, a survey of staff, and
observation of program operations. (Registrants from two-parent families were excluded from
the analysis, primarily because they are usually ineligible for GAIN-funded child care owing
to the other parent’s availability to provide the care.)

The Use of GAIli-Funded In-Program Child Care

e Approximately 10 percent of all mandatory registrants and 39 percent of ¢!l
volunteers used GAIN-funded child care while in the program. Most of
those who did not use this assistance did not meet the criteria for receiving
it.

lJames Riccio, Barbara Goldman, Gayle Hamilton, Karin Martinson, and Alan Orenstein,

GAIN- Early Implementation Experiences and Lessons, New York: Manpower Demonstration

Research Corporation, 1989.
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To be eligible for in-program child care funds from GAIN, a registrant must attend an
orientation, have a child under the age of twelve, and participate in program activities.
(GAIN also pays for child care during attendance at orientation, but registrants’ use of those
funds is not addressed by this report.) Figure 1, which is based on estimates from the larger
sample of single-parent registrants as well as results from the child care survey, shows the
number of registrants who met these criteria and actually used GAIN funds. Of 100 typical
mandatory registrants, 79 attended a program orientation, but only 55 of those 79 had a child
under the age of twelve. About 36 of the 55 registrants went on to participate in a GAIN
activity. (Many registrants who did not attend an orientation, or did attend but did not enter
an activity, were at some point during the period of the study no longer expected to
participate in GAIN under the program’s deregistration and deferral policies: they found a
job, left welfare, or were excused from participating for other reasons.)

Twenty-four of the 36 participants used a child care arrangement at least part of the
time while attending GAIN activities, and 10 of these 24 used GAIN funds. Eleven of ti.e
36 participants did not use an arrangement because their child was in school while they were
attending activities. The one remaining "typical registrant” did not report having a child in
school or using child care arrangements.

Volunteers, nearly all of whom had a preschool-age child when they registered for the
program and thus had different child care needs, were more likely to meet the criteria for
obtaining GAIN-funded care. As Figure 1 shows, approximately 59 of 100 typical voluntary
registrants used GAIN child care funds -- a 1ate four times as high as that of the mandatory
registrants. However, since volunteers represented only a small segment of all GAIN
registrants (about 11 percent in the counties studied, as of December 1987), they accounted
for a much smaller share of the program’s child care expenditures than did mandatory
registrants.

Among all survey respondents who attended an orientation but did not enter a GAIN
activity, only 5 percent cited the unavailability of child care as their primary reason for not
participating. Most reported that they had become employed or were not required to
participate for other reasons.

e Among actual perticipants in a GAIN activity, 29 percent of the mandatory
group and 68 percent of the volunteers used a8 GAIN-funded child care
arrangement for their youngest child.

Whereas Figure 1 illustrates the use of child care arrangements and GAIN funds among
all single-parent registrants with children under the age of twelve, Figure 2 focuses on only
those who actually participated in a GAIN activity. (This is the group represented by the 36
mandatory participants and 58 voluntary participants shown in the fourth box of Figure 1.)
Figure 2 illustrates that the majority of registrants who participated in GAIN activities used
a child care arrangement for their youngest child. Sixty-six percent of the iandatory
participants used an arrangement, and 44 percent of those with arrangements (or 29 percent
of all mandatory participants) used GAIN funds. These rates were substantially higher among




Figure 1

Estimated Eligibility for and Use of In-Program

Child Care for 200 Typical Single-Parent
Mandatory and Voluntary GAIN Registrants

Registered for GAIN
Mandatory: 100 Voluntary: 100

Y

Attended a Program Qrientation @
Mandatory: 79 Voluntary: 81

v

Had at Least One Chiid
Under the Age of Twelveb
Mandatory: 55 Voluntary: 81

Y

Participated in a GAIN Activity
Mandatory: 36 Voluntary: 58

'

Mandatory Voluntary

Used a Child
Care Arrangementc 24 56

Child in School
During Activity Hours® 11 2

Child Net 1n
School, No
Arrangement ¢:d 1 0

Y

', Used GAIN Child Care Funds®
Mandatory: 10 Voluntary: 39

a
This estimate Is based on data from MDRC's second report on GAIN. It differs from

the estimate presented in Chapter 4 of that report for two reasons: (1) it is not weighted to reflect
the size of each county’s caseload, and (2) it is not based on a fixed follow-up period of six months
This estimate is based on demographic data from MDRC's second report on GAIN.
CThis estimata is based on reponses to the MDRC Child Care . irvey.
This category indicates that the child was not in school for the entire part of the day the
registrant was at the G:AIN activity and that no child care arrangsment was used
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Figure 2

Use of Child Care Arrangements
and Child Care Funds During GAIN Activities
by Single-Parent Mandatory and Voluntary Participants
Who Had a Child Under the Age of Twelve

Mandatory AFDC-FG Participants

CHILD IN SCHOOL
DURING ACTIVITY HOURS
(31%) ™~

CHILD NOT IN SCHOOL -
DURING ALL ACTIVITY HOURS,

~~._ USED CHILD CARE
__~ ARRANGEMENT

(66%)

A
- ARRANGEMENT

(97%)

NO ARRANGEMENT
(3%)
Voluntary AFDC-FG Participants
\\
N,
\'\
Usod GAIN Funds
s . USED CHILD CARE
CHILD IN SCHOOL P

DURING ACTIVITY HOURS
(3%)
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voluntary participants: 97 percent of this group used an arrangement, and 70 percent of
those with arrangements (or 68 percent of all voluntary participants) used GAIN funds.

Several factors may explain why some participants who used child care arrangements did
not use GAIN funds to pay for them, but the precise r<.asons could not be determined from
this study. Some participants may not have understood their entitlement to these funds,
although most did, as noted later. Others m:v not have wanted to go through the
inconvenience of having a provider authorized to receive GAIN funds and having a payment
system set up. Also, relatives or friends may have provided the care at no cost, and some
of them may themselves have been on AFDC, in which case pavments for their services would
have merely been deducted from their welfare grants as income.

The Use of GAIN-Funded Child Care During Employment

o Approximately 2 percent of the mandator; registrants and 5 percent of the
voluntcers used GAIN-funded transitional child care. Most registrants did
not become eligible for thesz funds, and many who were eligible did not use
them. Among registrants who left welfare for employment, about one-sixth
of the mandatory group and one-fourth of the volunteers used these funds.

Among survey respondents -- that is, registrants who attenied an orientation and had a
child under the age of twelve -- 48 percent of the mandatory group and 56 percent of the
volunteers reported being empioyed at some point during the follow-up period. (The
employment rate among other registrants is unknown because they were not included in the
child care survey.) Most of these employed respondents -- 78 percent of the mandatory
registrants and 98 percent of the volunteers -- used a child care arrangement for their
youngest child during their most recent job.

All GAIN registrants who, ip addition to being employed, had attended an orientation,
had a child under the age of twelve, and left welfare for employment were eligible for GAIN-
funded transitional child care. Figure 3 shows that, of a typical 100 mandatory registrants, 26
met the first three of these criteria. Twelve of these 26 also left welfare as a result of taking
a job, and 2 of these 12 (one-sixth) used transitional child care funds. Among volunteers, 21
of 100 met all four eligibility criteria, and 5 of these 21 (about one-fourth) used transitional
funds.

Some of the registrants who were eligible for but did not use tr: sitional child care funds
said during their interviews that they either did nct want or did not need child care. This
would have been the case for example, for parents whose children were in school the entire
time the™ were at work o, parents whose children were looked after free of charge by friends
or relat. es. Still other registrants said that they had not been informed that transitional
funds were available, a point addressed later in this discussion.

-xii-
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Figure 3

Estimated Eligibility for and Use of Transitional Child Care Funds
for 200 Single-Parent Mandatory and Voluntary GAIN Registrants

Registered for GAIN
Mandatory: 100 Voluntary: 100

|
Y

Attended a Program Orientation 8
Mandatory: 79 Voluntary: 81

v

Had at Least One Child
Under the Age of Twelve P
Mandatory' 55 Voluntary: 81

T

Employed ©
Mandatory: 26 Voluntary: 45

Y

Left AFDC Because of Employment®
Mandatory: 12 Voluntary: 21 !

|

Y

Used Transitional Child
Care Funds®
Mandatory: 2 Voluntary: §

a
This estimate is based on data from MDRC'’s second report on GAIN. it differs from
the estimate presented in Chapter 4 of that report for two reasons: (1) it 1s not we:ghted to refiect

the size of each county’s caseload, and (2) it is not based on a fixed follow-up period of six months.

bThus estimate 1s based on demographic data from MDRC's second report on GAIN.
€ This estimate 1s based on reponses to the MDRC Child Care Survey
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Many registrants combined work and welfare -- a particularly important reason for the
lower than expected use of transitional child care funds. Among all registrants who attended
an orientation, had a child under the age of twelve, and became employed, about 54 percent
remained on welfare, not earning enough from their jobs to leave it. Under AFDC rules,
earned income reduces a recipient’s benefits; however, particularly in relatively high-grant
states such as California (where, for example, a family of three receives $663 per month),
earnings are often not enough to make ar individual completely ineligible for welfare.

Although earned income reduces welfare benefits, the reduction is less for a single-
parent recipient who pays for child care in order to work. Thus, while GAIN registrants who
become employed but do not leave welfare are not eligible for transitional child care, the
child care allowance made when computing AFDC payments provides them, in effect, with
another form of public subsidy. However, that allowance -- capped at $160 per child per
month -- may be less than transitional child care payments would have been if they were
available.

Registrants’ Recollection of Child Care Information

The child care survey included a set of questions asking respondents whether they had
been informed by the counties of several key features of GAIN's child care provisions.
Because the survey took place many months after the orientations ana appraisals in which
these features were explained, respondents’ answers reflected not only what actually occurred
-- what information was communicated to them, and in what manner -- but also their memory
of those sessions.

e Roughly three-quarters of the respondents recalled being informed that
GAIN would assist them in finding child care and would pay for it, whether
it was provided by family and friends or by licensed day care homes and
cepters. About 45 percent reported knowing about transitional child care.

MDRC'’s observations of orientations and appraisals revealed that the counties did inform
registrants about GAIN’s child care policies. These policies were also described in the
program handbook that was given to registrants. However, the volume and complexity of the
information about GAIN, and the perfunctory nature of the orientations in many of the
counties, probably resulted in some registrants not hearing or focusing on all of these child
care provisions. Based on respondents’ survey answers, it appears that the counties
communicated information about transitional child care much less effectively than they
communicated information about in-program care. In addition, only 17 percent of respondents
in the mandatory group recalled that they did not have to participate in GAIN if they could
not find child care.

A higher proportion of respondents from the supplemental sample. who entered GAIN
more recently, reported being informed of GAIN’s child care policies, although the change
was only slight for some provisions. A combination of reduced recall problems and
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improvements in county practices probably explains the changes.

Overall, in accounting for the lower than anticipated program expenditures for child
care, the presentation of GAIN’s policies to registrants appears less important than the degree
to which registrants met the criteria for receiving GAIN funds (as shown in Figures 1 and 3).

Types of Child Cate and Parental Perceptions

e More than one-half of the respondents in the mandatory group who
participated in GAIN activities during the school year said that their
youngest child was in school when they attended those activities. Most of
the others used family members or other forms of non-center care. Few
used day care centers. Among voluntary participants, center-based care was
the most commonly reported arrangement.

Figure 4 illustrates the extent to which respondents who participated in GAIN activities
used various types of child care arrangements while they were engaged in their most recent
GAIN activity. I: shows that 48 percent of voluntary participants used day care centers but
only 11 to 15 percent of participants in the mandatory group used them. During the summer,
when their youngest child was out of school, 52 percent of mandatory participants relied on
relatives for child care (a large increase from 17 percent during the school year).

Among employed respondents, volunteers were again more likely to use day care centers.
(Child care arrangements during employment are not included in Figure 4.) Within the
mandatory group, 41 percent of employed respondents did not need child care for their
youngest child during the school year because he or she was in school while they were at
work. Among those who did use child care arrangements -- during either the school year or
the summer -- most used family members or non-relative care other than day care centers.

® A majority of the respondents who used child care arrangements while in
GAIN indicated that they were using their preferred type of care. The
mandatory group more strongly favored using family and friends than did
the volunteers.

Survey respondents who participated in GAIN activities and who used a child care
arrangement were asked whether they would choose their most recent arrangement again.
A substantial majority (86 percent) said that they would. When asked whether they would
have chosen that arrangement if they could have chosen any type of child care (a question
encouraging them to disregard practical constraints such as availability and cost), a smaller
proportion, but still a majority (58 percent), said that they would have chosen the same
arrangement. Of those preferring a different arrangement, about one-half said that they
would have preferred a day care center or preschool.




Figure 4

Distribution of Child Care Arrangements for
Youngest Child During Most Recent GAIN Activity
for Single-Parent Mandatory and Voluntary Participants
Who Had a Child Under the Age of Twelve

Mandatory GAIN Participants

School Year Summer

8%

1%

52%
55%

Relative care

Center-based care

@ Other care @
i
1
4

! Child cares for self

Activity occurred while
child was in school

Data not availabie

8This category includes child care provided by friends, family day care homes, and other non-relatives
excluding centers and schools.

The analysis does not distinguish between volunteers’ child care arrangements during the regular school
year and the summer months because a majority of this group did not have school-age children
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Of those in the mandatory group using a child care arrangement, 54 percent said that
they preferred family and friends, while 20 percent preferred licensed homes and centers.
The remaining 26 percent expressed no strong preference. Among volunteers 28 percent
preferred family and friends, 30 percent preferred licensed care, and 42 percent had no strong
preference. Overall, a majority (ranging from 51 percent to 76 percent) of those who did
state a preference used their preferred form of child care.

The survey also inquired into respondents’ perceptions of whether county staff had
attempted to influence their choice of providers. Two-thirds of those using child care
arrangements reported that they were not encouraged to use formal arrangements (such as
day care centers) rather than family and friends, or vice versa, or that both had been
encouraged equally.

9 Some respondents indicated that they had problems with child care during
their involvement in GAIN or when they were employed, although a large
majority rated their arrangeaents as "very dependable.”

About 18 percent of all respondents who participated in a GAIN activity reported having
had problems with child care for any of their children under the age of twelve. About 11
percent of all respondents had missed more than one or two sessions of their GAIN activities
because they did not have a child care provider or their provider was not available. Twelve
percent said that they had to leave their child at home without a babysitter when they were
attending GAIN activities (few had to do this regularly). This situation occurred more
frequently among the mandatory group, whose children were older. Approximately two-thirds
of the participants reported staying home from their GAIN activities at some point because
their child was ill.

Among respondents who both participated in GAIN activities and used a child care
arrangement, 87 percent described their most recent arrangement for their youngest child as
“very dependable,” while only one percent described it as "very undependable.” Twenty-six
percent said that they had changed their arrangement for their youngest child at some point
during the program.

Employed registrants gave a generally similar pattern of responses.

* ¥k %

This study provides new information about child care usage, experiences, and preferences
among welfare recipients active it: ' AIN and entering employment. It should be noted that
the report is being released during a time of change. The GAIN program is being newly
implemented in some counties and is evolving in others. In addition, the Family Support Act
of 1988, which sets new conditions for state welfare employment programs and funding for
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child care, calls for twelve months »f transitional child care. It also requires the participation
of single parents with children as young as three years of age (or as young as one year of age,
al state option). The findings of this report should be viewed in this context.




CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS . ........ ...ttt i,
PREFACE ... . i i e it c e

SECTION

L. INTRODUCTION . ... ... ittt i i iieenen.,

II. THE GAIN PROGRAM ......... .. ..t

A. The GAIN ProgramModel . .................. ... c.0u...
B. GAIN Child Care Policies ............c.ccvieiennnnnnn..

ITlI. SAMPLE SELECTION AND DATA SOURCES .................

A. Sample Selection ............. ... ... e e
B. Survey Administration and Other Data Sources ................
C. Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents . ............

IV. OVERVIEW OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
AND THEUSEOFCHILDCARE .............0ivviiunenn..

A. Participation Patterns . .. .......... ...,
B. Use of Child Care Arrangemenisand Funds ..................

V. INFORMING AND ASSISTING GAIN REGISTRANTS
WITHCHILD CARE ......... . ittt

A. Presenting Child Care Options .. .......... ... ccuiuuunn..
B. Registrants’ Recollection of GAIN
Child Care Information ................ ... ciiiiinnn..

PAGE
iii

vil

xXvil




C. County Variations in Registants’ Responses
D. Comparison of the Child Care
and Supplemental Samples

A. Patterns of Child Care Arrangements . .......
B. Parental Perceptions of Child Care Arrangements
C. Experiences with Child Care While in GAIN ..
D. Utilization of Child Care Funds While in GAIN

Employment Experiences of Respondents
Pat*erns of Child Care Arrangements ........
Parental Perceptions of and Experiences with

Child Care Arrangements While Employed
The Use of Transitional Child Care

MYy 0wy

APPENDICES

A. MDRC Child Care Survey
B. Child Care Survey Methodology
and Sample Issues

VI. USE OF CHILD CARE WHILE PARTICIPATING IN GAIN

---------------

--------------




LIST OF TABLES

1 Summary of Samples for the Child Care Survey ............ 10

2 Selected Characteristics of Child Care Survey
Respondents at the Time of Orientation,

by GAIN Status ...........c.itiiiiininnnnnnnn... 14
3 Percent of Respondents Involved in Specified

Activities, by GAIN Status ................ccvvvnn.... 17
4 Activities of Child Care Resource and Referral

Agencies in GAIN Program, by County .................. 24

5 GAIN Staff Perceptions of Child Care Issues,
byCounty ... ... .. 26

6 Percent of Respondents Who Reported Receiving
Information on GAIN Child Care Issues. by GAIN Status . .. .. 29

7 Percent of Respondents Who Reported Receiving
Information on GAIN Child Care Issues,
by County and GAIN Status . .. ..............cco...... 32

8 Percent of Mandatory Respondents Who Reported
Receiving Information on GAIN Child Care

Issues, by County and Sample Type . ... ................. 33
9 Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements

for Respondents’ Youngest Child During Most Recent

Activity, by GAIN Status and Time of Year ............... 38

10 Percentage Distribution of Selected Characteristics
of Relative and Non-Relative Child Care Providers
During GAIN Respondents’ Most Recent Activity,
by GAIN Status and Time of Year . .................... 39

11 Average Number of Hours Per Week Respondents Used Their
Child Care Arrangement During Their Most Recent Activity,

by GAIN Activity, GAIN Status, and Time of Year .......... 41
. 2
-XX1- <l




12 Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements
for Respondents’ Youngest Child During Most Recent
Activity, by Ageof Child . ............ .....couu..... 42

13 Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements for
Respondents’ Youngest Child During Most Recent Activity,
by GAIN Statvs and Type of Activity ................... 43

14 Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements for
Respondents’ Youngest Child During Most Recent Activity,
by County and GAIN Status ... ....vovevenrnenrnnnn.. 45

15 Perceptions of Child Care Arrangements for Respondents’
Youngest Child During Most Recent Activity, by Type
of Child Care Arrangement ..................c.c...... 48

16 ~ GAIN Respoudents’ Experiences with C+ild Care During
Program Activities, by GAIN Status . . ... ................ 52

17 Use of GAIN Child Care Funds by Respondents Using
a Child Care Arrangement, by County and GAIN Status . ..... 55

18  Percent of Respondents Who Reported Being Informed
of Child Care Issues and Percent Who Reported Using
Child Care Funds, by Type of Child Care Arrangement . . ... .. 57

19  Selected Employment Characteristics of Respondents
Employed Since Registering for GAIN, by GAIN Status ...... 62

20  Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements
for Employed Respondents’ Youngest Child During Most
Recent Job, by GAIN Status and Time of Year ............ 64

21 Percentage Distribution of Selected Characteristics of
Relative and Non-Relative Child Care Providers Luriag
Employed Respondents’ Most Recent Job, by GAIN
Status and Time of Year ...............ccvvuninnunn. 65

22 Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements
for Employed Respondents’ Youngest Child During Most
Recent Job, by Ageof Child ......................... 66

23

Q . -XX1}-




Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements for
Employed Respondents’ Youngest Child During Most
Recent Job, by Hours of Employment .. .................

Perceptions of and Experiences with Child Care Arrangements
for GAIN Respondents’ Youngest Child During Most Recent Job,
by Type of Child Care Arrangement ....................

Employed Respondents’ Experiences with Child Care During
Most Recent Job, oy GAIN Status . ....................

Use of Transitional Child Care by Respondents Who Left AFDC
Because of Employment, by GAIN Status . ...............

Average Hourly Child Care Costs for Employed

Respondents’ Youngest Child and Average Weekly

Child Care Costs for All Children of Employed

Respondents, by GAIN Stacus . ....ooovv e nnnnnnnn..

Response Rates by County, Registrant Status,
and Sample Type .......... ... ...,

Selected Characteristics of the Child Care Sample,
by GAIN Status and Response Status ...................

Selected Characteristics of the Supplemental Sample,
by GAIN Status and Response Status . ..................

Selected Characteristics of Child Care Sample
Respondents, by Type of Interview .. ...................

Measures of Information, Participation, Employment,

Use of Child Care, and Use of Child Care Funds for

Child Care and Supplemental Sample Respondents,

by Typeof Interview . ........... ... ...,

Y
oA

-xdii-

69

73

75

78

98

100

104

106

108




LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURE

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1

TEXT

Estimated Eligibility for and Use of In-Program Child
Care for 200 Typical Single-Parent Mandatory and
Voluntary GAIN Registrants . ..................

Use of Child Care Arrangements and Child Care

Funds During GAIN Activities by Single-Parent Mandatory

and Voluntary Participants Who Had a Child Under
the Ageof Twelve . .........................

Estimated Eligibility for and Use of Transitional
Child Care Funds for 200 Single-Parent Mandatory
and Voluntary GAIN Registrants . ...............

Distribution of Child Care Arrangements for
Youngest Child During Most Recent GAIN Activity
for Single-Parent Mandatory and Voluntary

Participants Who Had a Child Under the Age of Twelve . ..

Simplified Depiction of the GAIN Program Model . . . .

Process by Which AFDC-FG Registrants Were Selected
for the Child Care Survey Sample ...............

Enrollment and Child Care Survey Interview
Periods, by County . .........................

Estimated Eligibility for and Use of In-Program
Child Care for 200 Typical Single-Parent GAIN
Registrants, by GAIN Status ...................

Estimated Eligibility for and Use of Transitional
Child Care Funds for 200 Typical Single-Parent GAIN
Registrants, by GAIN Status . ..................

xi

xiii

21



Survey Respondents’ Use of Child Care Arrangements and
Child Care Funds in GAIN Activities, by GAIN Status . . .......

Participants’ Use of Child Care Arrangements and
Child Care Funds During GAIN Activities, by GAIN Status . . . . .

Survey Respondents’ Eligibility for and Use of
GAIN Transitional Child Care Funds, by GAIN Staius .........

Employed Respondents’ Use of Child Care Arrangements
During Most Recent Job, by GAIN Status . ................

35

36

59




- ,»v:{u,f‘

AFDC
AFDC-FG
AFDC-U
GAIN
GED

MDRC
PREP

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Aid to Families with Dependent Children

Aid to Families with Dependent Children - Family Group

Aid to Families with Dependent Children - Unemployed Parent

Greater Avenues for Independence

General Educational Development (high school equivalency)
Certificate

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation

Pre-Employment Preparation

xxvii- D 7




I. INTRODUCTION

In 1985 the California legislature enacted a new welfare employment initiative, the
Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program, mandating that large numbers of welfare
recipients engage in activities designed to move them into jobs and off welfare. The GAIN
legislation requires that each of the state’s 58 counties offer recipients a range of employment-
related services, usually beginning with basic education or job search and including vocational
education and training. Recipients who meet certain criteria are to participate in these
activities continuously until they leave welfare or are officially excused from participating.

Recognizing that a lack of child care could hinder participation in GAIN, the legislation
stipulates that GAIN will provide child care assistance to individuals who participate in the
program and who need it. In addition, to ease the transition from welfare tc work, the
program will pay three months of child care for registrants who leave welfare for employment.

Since the incepticn of GAIN, however, the utilization cf funds set aside by the state to
pay for child care has been below the projected level. In fiscal year 1987-88, for example,
approximately $20 million was allocated for child care, while expenditures totaled $7 million.!
This discrepancy raised a number of questions. Did the program registrants fully understand
what child care assistance they were entitled to receive? Were they allowed some choice in
selecting child care providers, as the legislation required? Did they find care that suited their
needs and preference at a cost that fell within the GAIN guidelines?

California’s Department of Social Services, the state agency responsible for supervising
the counties’ implementation and operation of GAIN, requested that the Manpower
L monstration Research Corporation (MDRC) study these and related questions.? The study
is part of MDRC'’s ongoing evaluation of GAIN and supplements its second report, which
analyzes the early operation of the program.> The second report and the present one focus

IState of California, Department of Social Services.
2California’s counties are responsible for administering Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC), the major federally funded welfare program, and GAIN under the

supervision of the State Department of Social Services.
3MDRC's first report on GAIN discussed the process, at the state and county levels,
through which county plans for implementing GAIN were developed. (See John Wallace and
David Long, with Karin Martinson, GAIN: Planning and Early Implementation, New York:
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1987.) The second report analyzes the early
implementation and operational experiences of the eight counties included in this report. (See
James Riccio, Barbara Goldman, Gayle Hamilton, Karin Martinson, and Alan Orenstein, with
David Long, Stephen Freedman, Electra Taylor, and John Wallace, GAIN: Early
Implementation Experiences and Lessons, New York: Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation, 1989.) Future reports will analyze the operationa! experiences of other counties,
the effects of GAIN on welfare recipients’ emplcyment, earnings, and welfare receipt, and the
(continued...)
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on eight of the first counties to implement the program. These eight counties encompassed
the vast majority of all registrants during the program’s first two years of operations;*
therefore, their experiences are representative of GAIN’s early history.

Three of the counties -- Fresno, Kern, and Stanislaus -- are agricultural areas in
California’s large central valley. Two others, San Mateo and Santa Clara (which includes the
city of San Jose), are urban counties located in the San Francisco Bay area. The remaining
three counties -- Butte, Napa, and Ventura -- include both small cities and rural areas.
Fresno and Santa Clara have large welfare caseloads of more than 20,000 each; the others
have between 1,000 and 15,000 each. Accordingly, the scale of the GAIN program varied
widely, from fewer than 500 registrants in Napa to close to 15,000 registrants in Fresno.

This report is based primarily on the results of a survey (mostly by telephone) of a
sample of registrants who entered GAIN during its first year of implementation. It addresses
three major questions: .

1. Why was the use of GAIN child care funds lower than anticipated during the

early period of program operations? The study explores the flow of
participants into GAIN activities, their eligibility for GAIN ckild care funds,

and their actual use of child care arrangements and funds, all of which could
have affected the overall level of expenditures. Ii also examines how aware
participants were of the child care services to which they were entitled under
GAIN.

2. What types of child care arrangements were used by participants in GAIN?
The study shows the variety and prevalence of child care arrangements aad
the different patterns of use by mandatory and voluntary participants. It also
examines participants’ own perceptions of these arrangements and explores
whether problems of child care interfered with participation in GAIN.

3. What types of child care arrangements were used by those who left GAIN for

employment? The study explores patterns, perceptions, and problems of child
care arrangements of those who left the program to take jobs. Additionally,
it examines the cost of the care during employment.

3(...continued)
economic benefits and costs of the program from the perspectives of the welfare population
and the government budget.

40verall, these eight counties represent 95 percent of the AFDC caseload of the early-
startmg counties and 14 percent of the state’s total AFDC caseload.

3As of December 1987, Napa and San Mateo had the smallest of the GAIN programs
studied, each with fewer than 1,000 registrants. Butte, Ventura, Kern, and Stanislaus had
medium-sized programs, each with approximately 2,500 registrants. Santa Clara and Fresno
had programs that were at least five times that large. For further details see Riccio et al.,
1989, Chapter 2.
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Section II of this report outlines the GAIN program model and child care policies.
Section III describes the child care survey used for the study, how the sample of registrants
to be interviewed was selected, the demographic characteristics of the survey respondents, and
the other sources of data used in the analysis. Section IV presents an overview of the extent
to which registrants met the criteria for and used GAIN’s in-program and transitional child
care funds. Section V examines county practices in informing registrants about GAIN’s child
care provisions, staff perceptions of this process, and registrants’ reports on the information
they were given. Section VI examines the types of child care that registrants used during
their involvement in GAIN activities and their perceptions of those arrangements. Section
VII examines these same issues -- as well as child care costs -- for employed registrants.

II. THE GAIN PROGRAM

This section presents a brief description of the GAIN program model and the child care
provisions of the program.

A. The GAIN Program Model

To understand the use of child care in the GAIN program, it is important to recognize
that participation in the program is mandatory for certain groups receiving or applying for Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). By far the largest such group consists of
single parents with school-age children (age six and above) -- AFDC-Family Group (AFDC-
FG) applicants and recipients. Also mandated to participate is the principal wage earner in
two-parent households -- AFDC-Unemployed Parent (AFDC-U) applicants and recipients.
AFDC-FG applicants and recipients who are not mandatory participants, primarily single
parents with children under the age of six, may volunteer for the program. (It should be
noted that single parents with preschool-age children who are mandated to participate in a
welfare employment program are likely to have different characteristics than those who
volunteer; consequently, their child care needs and experiences may be different from the
results reported here.)

The GAIN legislation prescribes a sequence of program services that varies according to
an individual’s welfare history, employment experience, and educational level. Figure 1
illustrates the sequence in simplified form.

Following registration at an income maintenance office and referral to GAIN, an
individual attcnds a program orientation and appraisal. Included in this process is the
completion of a basic reading and mathematics test. The registrant is then either assigned to
a GAIN activity or "deferred,” that is, temporarily excused from participation for such reasons
as part-time employment, illness, or family crises.® At the time they are appraised, registrants

®Other registrants who can be deferred from the GAIN program are: a caretaker relative
who is enrolied in school for at least twelve units of credit and has a child under the age of
six; a person who is so seriously dependent upon alcoliol or drugs that work or training is
precluded; a person who is having an emotional or mental problem that precludes
(continued...)
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Figure 1

Simplitied Depiction of the GAIN Program Model
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sign a contract with the county welfare department, which signifies the agreement of the
county to offer employment-related services (along with the necessary support services,
including child care) and of the registrants to participate in specified activities. Participation
in an initial component and any subsequent activities is expected to continue until the
individual finds employment, leaves welfare, or is no longer required to participate for other
reasons. While registered in the program, unless temporarily excused from activities,
mandatory registrants who fail to participate may have their grant reduced or terminated.’

GAIN has two primary service tracks. The first track is for those registrants determined
to need basic education, because of their performance on the basic reading and mathematics
test, lack of a high school diploma or General Educational Development (GED) certificate,
or inability to speak English. These registrants will go to one of three programs: adult basic
education, GED preparation, or English language instruction. They may choose to attend job
search first, but if they fail to find a job, they must then go to one of the three education
programs.  Alternatively, they may choose to attend job search and basic education
concurrently.

The second track is for registrants who are not determined to need basic education;
they are usually referred first to a job search activity. Registrants who complete basic
education or job search without finding a job enter another activity after a career assessment.”
These activities include vocational or on-the-job training, work experience (known as Pre-
employment Preparation or PREP), or other forms of education and training. In addition,
as shown in Figure 1, registrants who, before entering GAIN, were already enrolled in a "self-
initiated” education or training course -- that is, a course they began on their own that is

6(...continued)
participation; a person who is involved in legal difficulties, such as court-mandated
appearances, which preclude participation; a person who does not have the legal right to work
in the US,; a person who is in good standing in a union that controls referrals and hiring in
the person’s occupation; and a person who is temporarily laid off from a job but has a definite
call-back date.

"Mandatory registrants who do not comply with program requirements face a multi-step
enforcement process, beginning with a determination of whether they had "gcod cause” for
not participating. The next step is conciliation, which includes attempts at persuasion. If this
fails, registrants are placed in "money management," in which their next three monthly welfare
checks are sent to a substitute payee, who makes expenditures on their behalf. If mandatory
registrants still fail to comply, the welfare department imposes a financial sanction, temporarily
reducing the welfare grant (for AFDC-FG registrants) or terminating it (for AFDC-U
registrants). Voluntary registrants are subject to the good cause determination and conciliation
processes; however, if they do not comply they are ineligible for GAIN services for six months.

8Registrants who stopped receiving AFDC because of employment at least twice in the
past three years and who are not determined to be in need of basic education move directly
into career assessment.

%During the carcer assessment, trained assessors evaluate the needs, capabilities, and
career goals of the registrant, and GAIN staff help them develop a plan for vocational
education or training.




approved by the GAIN program!® - can fulfill their GAIN obligation by continuing the
course, but for no more than two years.

B. GAIN Child Care Policies

The GAIN legislation specifies that the program will pay for child care for all GAIN
participants with children under the age of twelve who need this service in order to attend
their assigned activities. In addition, child care funds are provided to those whe need them
in order to attend a program orientation. Registrants do not have to participate in GAIN if
child care is not available.

The legislation also requires that the county programs offer "transitional child care." As
a result, the program 1ssues payments for three months of child care after a registrant leaves
AFDC for employment. During the time of this study, registrants were required to
complete the orientation and appraisal process before they were eligible for GAIN’s
transitional child care services. The GAIN program regulations do not permit the wvse of
transitional child care for GAIN registrants who become employed but remain on AFDC.
However, under AFDC rules, child care expenses (up to $160 per child per month) can be
disregarded from the recipient’s gross income when calculating his or her benefit level.

Licensed providers'2 and those who are exempt from licensure, such as family and
friends (excluding the spouse) of the GAIN registrant, are eligible to receive GAIN funds for
in-program and transitional chlld care.]® GAIN will pay the cost of child care up to the
regional market rate for care.!* In the GAIN legislation, the regional market rate is defined
as care costing no more than 1.5 standard deviations above the mean cost of care for that
region. Payment procedures are at the discretion of the county -- funds can go directly to the

10These courses can include education or training and must be in preparation for an
occu?anon in demand in the local labor market.

1After April 1990, Title 11 of the Family Support Act of 1988 is likely to alter the
ehgxblhty for and extend the duration of transitional child care funds to twelve months.

12Relatives and friends who provide child care are exempt from licensure. In addition,
family day care homes which care for the children of only one other family are exempt. A
very small number of programs, including those on college campuses and military bases and
at some public schools, are also exempt from hcensmg requirements.

BDuring the study period, relative care provided in the child’s home was not allowed to
be paid by GAIN in Ventura County. Administrators in this county reported that, based on
their interpretation of minimum wage iaws, these relatives may have been entitled to receive
the hourly minimum wage for their services, rather than the regional market rate for child
care. Because they could have been entitled to a different payment rate than GAIN allowed,
the county decided these providers were not eligible for GAIN child care funds. The State
Department of Social Services has since clarified that care provided in the child’s home is
exem t from minimum wage laws.

4According to the GAIN leglslanon reimbursement is not to exceed the fee charged to
private clients for the same service. Reimbursements are made on a per month, per week,
per day, or per hour basis, depending on the basis used to charge private clients for the same
service.
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child care provider or to the registrant. Payments can be made in advance or after the care
has been provided.

The legislation further specifies that counties must allow registrants to choose from at
least two child care providers. At the same time, it stipulates that care by family members
is to be encouraged.

The counties must also offer registrants help in locating appropriate child care services
for their children under the age of twelve, and they have the option of working with local
child care resource and referral agencies to perform this function.’ These community
agencies receive state funds to provide child care services in all counties in California. They
are required, at a minimum, to maintain current lists of licensed child care providers and to
offer referrals to parents at all income levels, not just welfare recipients. They are also to
educate parents on how to select appropriate child care but must refrain from recommending
specific providers on their lists. Most of these agencies also recruit child care providers and
offer them various forms of assisiance.

III. SAMPLE SELECTION AND DATA SOURCES

This section describes the criteria that were used to select registrants for the child care
survey, the procedures for administering the survey, a:d other data sources used in the
analysis.

A. Sample Selection

The child care survey was fielded to a group of registrants representing those expected
to be the primary users of GAIN child care services: single parents (AFDC-FG registrants)
who had at least one child under the age of twelve and who attended a program orientation
or appraisal, the first step in the GAIN program.l6 This group is a subset of a larger
research sample consisting of 1,110 single-parent mandatory registrants from all eight of the
counties studied and 429 single-parent voluntary registrants from four of the counties (Napa,
San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Ventura). (This larger sample consisted of the single parents
whose participation patterns were analyzed in MDRC’s second report on GAIN.) In each
county, these sample members were randomly drawn from the population of single parents

15Resource and referral agencies belong to the statewide California Child Care Resource
and Referral Network. These agencies may be found within a variety of administrative
entities, including self-contained, nonprofit corporations (the most common), school districts,
city and county offices, and private employers.

16Program activity data on each GAIN registrant were collected for six to thirteen months
following registration, depending on the county, for MDRC'’s second report. AFDC-FG
registrants who attended a program orientation (or its equivalent) within the county’s follow-
up period were included in the child care sample.
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registered for GAIN at some point between December 1986 and June 1987.17 Registrants
from two-parent (AFDC-U) families were excluded from the child care study, primarily
because they are usually ineligible for GAIN-funded child care because the other parent is
available to provide care.

Figure 2 illustrates the criteria by which the child care sample was selected. It shows
that 611 mandatory registrants and 313 volunteers were identified for this sample. Interviews
were completed with a total of 622 of these registraats - 413 in the mandatory group and 209
volunteers. In addition, the child care sample includes four registrants whose GAIN status
was unavailable, bringing the total number of respondents to 626.

The child care survey was also fielded to a smaller s. nple of later-enrolling single-parent
registrants in three counties -- Kem, San Mateo, and Santa Clara. This "supplemental” sample
was selected primarily to assess some of the perceptions of registrants from a more mature
stage of program operations, and to reduce the chances that recall problems wouid affect
respondents’ answers. It consisted of 154 mandatory and 117 voluntary registrants who were
randomly selected from lists of all single-parent registrants for GAIN in January and February
1988 in the three counties, had a child under the age of twelve, and attended a GAIN
orientation or appraisal.!® Interviews were completed with a total of 226 registrants (122
from the mandatory group, 101 from the volunteer group, and 3 whose GAIN status was
unavailable).

Table 1 summarizes the composition of the two child care samples and compares them
to the sample used in the participation analysis in MDRC’s second report on GAIN. It is
important to note that the supplemental szmple is only used to address certain issues in this
report. Therefore, all analyses based upon the child care survey refer to the main child care
sample only unless otherwise indicated. ‘

Throughout this report, many tables present child care survey results for all counties
together in a "total” column. These totals are unweighted; they do not reflect the variation
across counties in the number of GAIN registrants enrolled in the program.!?

his registrant sample was composed of approximately 150 mandatory AFDC-FG
registrants and 100 voluntary AFDC-FG registrants from each county. For further details on
the selection of the sample, see Riccio et al, 1989, Chapter 2.
187 sample of approximately 100 AFDC-FG GAIN registrants, including both mandatory
and voluntary registrants, was randomly selected from each of these three counties.
19The sample for the child care survey in each county is a subset of a random sample,
and its representativeness and composition are influenced by a number of factors: (1) the
initial sample structure (that is, an almost equal sample from each county) used in MDRC's
second report; (2) the extent to which registrants attended an orientation within each county’s
follow-up period, which ranged from 64 percent in Santa Clira to 98 percent in Napa; and
(3) the characteristics of the registrant population, particularly the number of registrants with
children under the age of twelve. Given these factors, it was difficult to define appropriate
weights for each county. For many analyses in MDRC's second report on GAIN, total county
estimates that were derived by weighting the county-specific estimates according to caseload
(continued...)




Figure 2

Process by Which AFDC-FG Registrants Were Selected

for the Child Care Survey Sample
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Table 1

Summary of Samples for the Child Care Survey

Range of Months

Between GAIN Total Number of Survey
Registration Registration and Sample Size Respondents

Sample Period Selection Criteria Survey Interview Mandatory Voluntary Mandatory Voluntary
Second Report Sample 12/86-6/87 Random sample of mandatory AFLC-FG n/a 1,110 429 n/a n/a

registrants from eight counties

Random sample of voluntary AFDC-FG

registrants from four counties
Child care Sample 12/86-6/87 Mandatory and voluntary AFDC-FG 14-24 611 313 413 209

registrants from second report

sample who:

0 Attended program orientation

o Had at least one child younger

than 12 at orientation

Supplementzl Sample 1/88-2/88 Random sample of mandatory and 6-11 154 117

voluntary AFDC~FG registrants who:

0 Attended a program orientation

7 Had at least one child younger
than 12 at orientation

122 101

NOTE:  The child care sample also includes four registrants whose GAIN status is not availsble,
this sample to 626. The supplemental sample also includes three GAIN registrants whose GAIN status is

respondents in this sample to 226.

bringing the total number of respondents in
not available, bringing the total number of




B. Survey Administration and Other Data Sources

The survey was fielded from August to November 1988 by an independent survey firm,
NuStats, Inc., using an interview instrument prepared by MDRC. (The survey instrument that
was used is provided in Appendix A.) As Figure 3 illustrates, the length of time between
registering for GAIN and a respondent’s interview date varied from individual to individual,
but ranged from 14 to 24 months for the main child care sample, and from 6 to 11 months
for the supplemental sample.

The interviews were conducted by telephone in the eight study counties. In three of the
counties -- Kern, San Mateo, and Santa Clara -- in-person interviews were also attempted for
ihose sample members who could not be reached by telephone. The response rates for the
child care and supplemental samples were 67 percent and 82 percent, respectively. (See
Appendix B for a further discussion ui survey methodology and sample issues.)

This study also draws on demographic and participation data used in MDRC’s second
report on GAN. These data were obtained from each sample member’s casefile at the
county GAIN office or from automated management information system:. For the
supplemental sample, demographic information was obtained from state-required appraisal
forms, supplied to MDRC by the counties.2?

The study also uses data from the MDRC Staff Activities and Attitudes Survey; in which
a self-completed questionnaire was administered to all GAIN line staff and their supervisors.2!
Among its many topics, the survey included a set of questions about staff perspectives on child
care in GAIN. It was administered approximately one year to almost two years after the start
of GAIN in each county and thus reflects staff perceptions during a period between
September 1987 to May 1988, depending on the county.

Reports prepated by MDRC field researchers provided the bulk of the information used
in this stud, to describe the manner in which the counties informed tegistrants about their
opportunities for child care assistance in GAIN. The researchers based their reports on

19(...continued)
size resulted in only small differences from the unweighted estimates, although the Gifferences
were slightly larger for analyses of volunteer registrants.

Several demographic data items for the supplemental sample in San Mateo were missing
from the state-required fornis. On demographic tables that include the supplemental sample,
most characteristics for GAIN registrants from San Mateo are reported in the "data not
available” row.

21A total of 203 GAIN staff completed the staff survey. In addition, a random sample
of 37 eligibility workers in Fresno was included in the analyis of child care issues because of
the major role these staff played in the county GAIN program. The response rate was 95
percent in all counties except Napa, where it was 88 percent. For further information on the
Staff Activities and Attitudes Survey, see Riccio et al., 1989, Chapter 2. The responses of
supervisors were collected for future analyses and are not examined in this report.
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interviews with GAIN staff and personnel from each county's child dare resource and referral
agency, as well as on observation of GAIN operations from October 1987 to April 1988.22

C. Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents

Table 2 describes the demographic characteristics (at the tune of onentatlon) of members
of the child care sample who completed the child care survey.?® In this section, and in the
remainder of the report, "mandatory respondents” refers to mandatory AFDC-FG registrants
in the child care sample who completed the child care survey. Similarly, "voluntary
respondents” refers to voluntary AFDC-FG registrants in the child care sample who completed
the survey.

Overall, approximately one-half of the respondents were white; one-third, Hispanic; and
one-seventh, black. Fewer than ten percent had a limited ability to speak English. Both
mandatory and voluntary respondents tended to be recipients of AFDC (rather than applicants
for it), but almost one-half had been employed in the prior twenty-four months.
Approximately one-half of the mandatory respondents and one-third of the voluntary
respondents did not have & high school diploma. In addition, roughly one-quarter did not
pass the basic skills test. About 33 percent of the mandatory respondents had one child, 40
percent had two children, and the remainder had three or more children. Voluntary
respondents had a similar number of children but were more likely to have only one child (41
percent).

Most of the analysis in this report examines child care issues for mandatory and voluntary
registrants sepatately. As discussed above, mandatory or voluntary status was primarily based
on whether the registrant’s youngest child was six years of age or older at the time of
corientation. As Table 2 indicates, the status of the GAIN registrant is a good proxy for the
age of the youngest child in the household -- the age of the youngest child corresponded to
the respondents’ status for roughly 82 percent of the. mandatory respondents and 88 percent
of the volunteers.# When interpreting the findings in this report, it should be recognized
that some mandatory respondents had preschool-age children, while some voluntary
respondents had school-age children.

Z0ver this period, MDRC staff spent a total of two to three weeks in each county. In
most counties staff visited the sites in both the fall of 1987 and the spring of 1988. In each
county, researchers conducted formal and informal interviews with GAIN managerial,
supervisory, and line staff. They also interviewed representatives from providers of GAIN
services, including the child care resource and referral agencies. Program orientations and
appraisal interviews were also observed by MDRC staff.

Bsimilar information for the complete sample (including nonrespondents) and the
supplemental sample can be found in Appendix B.

%0ne reason mandatory registrants may have a child under the age of six is that they are
"soft mandatories” -- that is, they are enrolled in an education or training program on a full-
time basis. Some volunteers may not have had any children under the age of six but were
exempted from GAIN for other reasons (such as illness or full-time work) and still chose to
enter the program. In addition, coding errors on state-required forms or MDRC data
collection forms may partially account for the discrepancy.

13-
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Table 2

Solected Characteristics of Child Care Survey Respondents
st the Time of Orientation, by GAIN Status

Mandatory AFDC-FG

Voluntary AFDC-FG

Characteristic Respondents Respondents
AFDC status (X)
Applicant 5.4 27.3
Recipient 59.1 70.8
Data not available 15.5 1.9
Average age (ye3~s) 32.4 26.9
Ethnicity (%)
White 50.1 53.1
Hispanic N5 27.8
Black 12.4 15.3
American Indian 1.2 0.5
Indochinese 3.2 0.5
Other Asian 1.2 1.4
Data not available 0.5 1.4
Limited English (X)
Yes 8.5 5.7
No n.7 90.4
Data not availacle 19.9 3.8
Primary language (X)
English 83.8 94.3
Spanish 1.1 3.8
Chinese 0.2 0.0
Laotian 0.2 0.0
Vietnamese 2.9 0.0
Other 0.2 1.0
Data not available 1.5 1.0
Number of children (X)
1 33.4 41.2
2 40.0 34.5
3 17.0 15.3
4 or more 9.7 9.1
Age of youngest child (%)
Younger than 2 9.2 30.6
2-5 9.0 57.4
6-8 44.8 11.0
9-1 36.8 1.0
Data not available 0.2 0.0
Employed in prior 24 months (X)
Yes 46.0 49.3
No 32.9 42.1
Data not available l 21.1 8.6
(continued)
a4
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Table 2 (continued)

Mandatory AFDC-FG Voluntary AFDC-FG
Characteristic Respondents Respondents
Sex (X)
Male 9.2 0.0
Female 90.6 100.0
Data not available 0.2 0.0
Length of time on own AFDC
case (X)
Never 12.6 12.9
2 years or less 33.7 47.9
More than 2 years 43.8 30.1
Data not available 9.9 9.1
High school diploma or GED
received (X)
Yes 44.8 54.1
No 47.9 34.5
Data not available 7.3 11.5
Average highest grade 10.8 11.5
Did not pass reading or math
part of basic skills test (X) 24.0 23.0
Number of Respondents 413 209

SOURCE: MDRC review of casefiles and “ORC Child Care Survey.
NOTES: Distributions may not add o 100.0 perceni due to rounding.

In Fresno, demographic data were not collected from program
records. In this county, the child care survey collected information on the age
and number of children, ethnicity, primary language, and sex of respondents.

. These results are included on this table. The remaining demographic items do not
include respondents from Fresno County.

“"Data not availsble" refers to information not available for the
respondents because the information was missing for the individual, this item was
not requested by county staff, or the individual did not reach the stage of the
program model where the information was collected.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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IV. OVERVIEW OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND THE USE OF CHILD CARE

This section provides an overview of the GAIN participation patterns for child care
survey respondents. Using these findings and other data, it then discusses the extent to which
single-parent registrants in the counties studied became eligible for and used GAIN’s in-
program and transitional child care funds. Later sections examine the use of child care
arrangements and GAIN funds by survey respondents who actually entered GAIN activities
and for those who became employed.

A. Participation Patterns

Knowing the extent to which survey respondents participated in GAIN is important to
understanding the overall use of child care in GAIN. Data on participation are available from
the survey for a follow-up period of fourteen to twenty-four months after registration for the

program. j

g

As indicated in Table 3, approximately two-thirds of the survey respondents participated
in a GAIN activity during the follow-up period. MDRC'’s second report on GAIN suggests
that a majority of the nonparticipants in this sample were probably deferred or deregistered
from the program within six months of registration.” Survey respondents participated in basic
education, job search activities, and vocational training, at roughly equal rates. However,
those who were mandatory registrants were more likely to enter basic education, while
volunteers were more likely to participate in training activities (which MDRC’s second report
suggests were likely to be self-initiated programs). Few respondents participated in PREP or
on-the-job training.26 (Participation rates for the child care survey respondents are somewhat
higher than those presented in MDRC'’s second report, probably owing to a combination of
factors including the different composition of the samples, longer follow-up period for the
survey sample, and higher rate of participation among survey respondents than
nonrespondents. See Appendix B.)

Table 3 also shows respondents’ most recent GAIN activity. (For respondents in a
GAIN activity at the time of the interview, this was their current activity.) This information
is important because many questions in the child care survey pertain to registrants’
experiences in their most recent activity. Mandatory registrants participated about equally in

LFor mandatory AFDC-FG registrants who attended a program orientation, 32 percent
of the nonparticipants were deregistered, 42 percent were deferred, and the remainder did not
comply with the program’s requirements. For further information, see Riccio ét al., 1989,
Chapter 6.

ese participation patterns generally corresponded with those found in MDRC’s
second report on GAIN. During the six-month follow-up period, participation in activities
other than basic education, job search, and self-initiated activities was limited. Mandatory
AFDC-FG registrants most commonly participated in basic education, while voluntary AFDC-
FG registrants most commonly participated in self-initiated activities, primarily vocational
training programs. Very few registrants reached the post-assessment stage of the program.
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Table 3
Percent of Respondents Involved in Specified Activities,
by GAIN Status
Partiéipated Within the Most Recent Activity
Fol low-up Period at Time of Survey
Mandatory Voluntary Mandatcry  Voluntary
AFDC-FG AFDC~FG Total AFDC-FC AFDC-FG Total
Activity Respondents Respondents Respordents Respondents
Participated in any
activity 65.4% 71.3% 67.4% .-- wee .o
Participated in basic
education 33.9 31.6 33.1 34.8% 24.2% 31.0%
Participated in any
job search activity® 30.3 33.5 31.4 28.9 28.9 28.9
Participated in voca-
tional educatt’ion
and training 24.0 35.9 28.0 32.2 46.3 37.2
Participated in PREP 4.8 2.9 4.2 41 0.7 2.9
Participated in
on-the-job training® 2.7 4.3 3.2 .- -.e .-
Number of Respondents 413 209 622 270 149 419
SOURCE:  MDRC Child Care Survey.
NOTES: The length of the follow-up period varies by individual, depending on the date of

registration for the GAIN program and date of survey interview. The follow-up period ranges from
14 to 24 months.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
2Job search activities include job club and supervised job search.

bVOcational education and training includes program-referred and self-initiated
training.

°For the purposes of this survey, on-the-job training was considered to be
employment, not a GAIN activity. Therefore, whether this was the participant’s most recent
activity was not recorded. Child care experiences of respondents when they participated in an
on-the-job training activity are included in the employment section.
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basic education, job search, or training as their most recent activity. However, almost one-
half of the volunteer registrants were most recently involved in training programs.

B. Use of Child Care Arrangements and Funds

To understand the aggregate level of GAIN expenditures on child care, it is necessary
to consider the proportion of registrants eligible for and using GAIN-funded child care
services during their participation in program activities and during employment. As this
section will demonstrate, the volume of registrants eligible for and using child care services
was progressively reduced, much like a funnel, at several junctures.

1. In-Program Child Care Use. The funnel-like pattern is illustrated in Figure 4.
The figure traces the estimated use of in-program child care arrangements and funds for 100
typical mandatory and 100 typical voluntary single-parent registrants (based on the random
sample of registrants studied in MDRC’s second report).2’ This discussion does rot include
the use of child care arrangements or program funds during orientation.

The diagram shows that several factors determined the use of in-program child care
funds. First, in order to be eligible, GAIN registrants had to attend a program orientation
or appraisal, have at least one child under the age of twelve, and participate in a GAIN
activity. Estima.es based on statistics from MDRC’s second report on GAIN indicate that out
of 100 typical mandatory registrants only S5 both attended an orientation and had a child
under the age of twelve. Twenty-one of the registrants did not show up for orientation (a
majority of these registrants were eventually deferred or deregistered from the program), while
another 24 who did show up did not have a child under the age of twelve. The number of
registrants eligible for child care was further reduced by the fact that 36 of the mandatory
registranis participated in a GAIN activity within the survey follow-up period. Among
volunteers, 81 of 100 typical registrants had a child under the age of twelve and attended an
orientation, and 58 participated in a GAIN activity.

2'Estimates for the percentage of registrants who attended an orientation are based on
program activity data from MDRC’s second report on GAIN. These estimates differ from
those presented in Chapter 4 of that report for two reasons: (1) they are not weighted to
reflect the size of each county’s caseload, and (2) they are not based on a fixed follow-up
period of six months. Rather, registrants who attended an orientation at any point during the
program tracking follow-up period (which ranged from st. to thirteen months, depending on
the county) were included. Fresno was not included in this calculation because orientation
attendance was not collected in this county for MDRC’s second report.

Estimates for the percentage of GAIN registrants who had at least one child under the
age of twelve are based on demographic data from MDRC'’s second report on GAIN. For
mandatory registrants, this estimate was calculated by averaging the percentage of registrants
who had 4t least one child under the age of twelve at orientation in the eight counties. Data
on the age of the registrants’ children were missing in Fresno and San Mateo. In these
counties, the percentage was assumed to be the average of the other six counties. All
voluntary registrants were assumed to have a child under the age of twelve.
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Figure 4

Estimated Eligibility for and Use of In-Program

Child Care for 200 Typical Single-Parent GAIN Registrants,
by GAIN Status

Registered for GAIN
Mandatory: 100 Voluntary: 100

Y

Attended a Program Orientation &
Mandatory: 79 Voluntary: 81

v

Had at Least One Child
Under the Age of Twelveb
Mandatory: 55 Voluntary: 81

Y

Participated in & GAIN Activity ©
Mandatory: 36 Voluntary: 58

'

Mandatory Voluntary
Used a Chiid
Care Arrangementc 24 56
Child in School
During Activity Hours® 1 2
Child Not in
School, No
Arrangement &9 1 0

'

Used GAIN Child Care Funds®
Mandatory: 10 Voluntary: 39

a
This estimate is based on data from MDRC's second report on GAIN. It differs from
the estimate presented in Chapter 4 of that report for two reasons: (1) it is not weighted {0 reflect
the size of each county’s caseload, and (2) it is not based on a fixed follow-up period of six months.
This estimate is based on demographic data from MDRC's second report on GAIN.
CThis estimate is based on reponses to the MDRC Child Care Survey.
This category indicates that the child was not in school for the entire part of the day the
registrant was at the GAIN activity and that no child care arrangement was used.
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When asked why they did not participate, most respondents reported that they were not
required to participate for some reason, or that they had become employed.2® Five percent
of the nonparticipants reported that the primary reason they did not participate was because
they could not locate or afford child carc. This percentage was greater for voluntary
registrants (10 percent) than for mandatory registrants (4 percent). (Of the few respondents
who reported that they did not participate in GAIN because of child care issues, most
reported that they were informed of GAIN’s child care services.)?

Some participants in GAIN, primarily those in the mandatory group, did not use child
care arrangements because their youngest child was in school when they attended their GAIN
activity. Eleven of the typical 36 mandatory registrants in Figure 4 who participated reported
not using a child care arrangement for this reason.

Finally, Figure 4 shows that 10 of the mandatory registrants and 39 of the voluntary
registrants reported that they used GAIN child care funds. This leaves a substantial number
of participants who used child care arrangements but did not use GAIN child care funds.
(Possible reasons are explored in the next section.)

In sum, about 24 of 100 mandatory registrants used a child care arrangement during the
period of this study, and fewer than one-half of these registrants reported that they used
GAIN child care funds. While almost four times as many volunteerz reported using GAIN
funds, volunteers represented a relatively small proportion of the overall GAIN population
(approximately 11 percent in the counties studied as of December 1987). Thus, a substantial
majority of GAIN registrants (75 out of 100) did not meet the eligibility requirements for
GAIN funds or did not need child care because their youngest child was in school. Further,
not all who were eligible for child care funds used them. These factors help account for the
lower than anticips‘ed expenditure of GAIN child care funds.

2. Use of Child Care by Employed Registrants. A funnel-like pattern is also
observed when the eligibility for and utilization of child care funds during employment are
examined, as shown in Figure 5. Out of 100 typical mandatory and 100 typical voluntary

2Thirty-four percent of the respondents reported that they were deferred or exempted
from GAIN, 29 percent stated that they were employed and did not have to participate, 14
percent stated that they were already in school, and 6 percent reported that they were never
informed that they had to participate. The remaining respouses were under 5 percent.
Reasons respondents gave for being deferred or exempted from GAIN did not include lack
of child care. The reasons included: no transportation, no legal right to work in the U.S,,
severe family crisis, health and emotional problems, drug and alcohol problems, temporarily
laid off with no call-back date, pregnant, child too young, primary caretaker for other
dependent relative, and left AFDC.
2%0f the 11 respondents who reported that they did not participate in GAIN because of
child care problems, 11 said that they were informed that GAIN would help them find child
care and would pay for licensed care; 6 that GAIN would pay for care by family and friends;
3 that they would not have to participate in GAIN if they could not find child care; 2 that
they had asked for assistance from GAIN or resource and referral staff; and one that they had
received that assistance.
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Figure 5

Estimated Eligibility for and Use of Transitional Child Care
Funds for 200 Typical Single-Parent GAIN Registrants,
by GAIN Status

Registered for GAIN
Mandatory: 100 Voluntary: 100

'

Attended a Program Orientation @
Mandatory: 79 Voluntary: 81

'

Had at Least One Child
Under the Age of Twelve P
Mandatory: 55 Voluntary: 81

Y

Employed ©
Mandatory: 26 Voluntary: 45

Y

Left AFDC Because of Employment©
Mandatory. 12 Voluntary: 21

I

Y

Used Transitional Child
Care Funds®
Mandatory 2 Voluntary: 5

R |

a
_ This estimate is based on data from MDRC's second report on GAIN. It differs from

the estimate presented in Chapter 4 of that report for two reasons. ﬁ# it is not weighted to refiect

the size ofbeach county’s caseload, and (2) it is not based on a fixed follow-up period of six months

This estimate is based on demographic data from MDRC's second report on GAIN
“This estimate is based on reponses to the MDRC Child Care Survey.




registrants, 26 of the mandatory group and 45 of the volunteers attended an orientation, had
at least one child under the age of twelve, and became employed during the survey follow-
up period. Moreover, a substantial majority of those employed registrants (78 percent of the
mandatory group and 98 percent of the voluntary group) reported that they used a child care
arrangement in their most recent job (not shown on the figure).3® However, only 12 of the
mandatory registrants and 21 of the voluntary registrants left AFDC because of employment
-- a criterion for receiving transitional child care funds. A much smaller number -- 2 of the
mandatory registrants and 5 of the volunteers -- reported that tiiey used these funds. Overall,
the small proportion of registrants eligible for and using transitional child care funds also
contributed to the level of expenditure of GAIN funds for child care expenses.

An important reason for the lower than expected use of transitional child care is that
many individuals combined work and welfare. Fourteen of the 26 employed mandatory
registrants found jobs that did not pay enough to allow them to leave welfare. As noted
earlier, under AFDC rules, earned income reduces but does not necessarily eliminate a
recipient’s benefit. Combining work and welfare is more common in California than in most
other states because of its higher grant levels, which, for example, pay $663 monthly for a
family of three. Recipients may earn more than their counterparts in other states and still
qualify for partial assistance.

Although welfare benefits are reduced because of earned income, the reduction is less
for a single-parent recipient who pays for child care in order to work. Thus, while GAIN
registrants who become employed but do not leave welfare are not eligible for transitional
child care, the child care allowance made when computing AFDC payments, in effect,
provides them with another form of public subsidy. Under some circumstances, however, the
child care allowance -- which is capped at $160 per child per month -- may be less than
transitional child care payments would be if they were available.

V. INFORMING AND ASSISTING GAIN REGISTRANTS WITH CHILD CARE

How well registrants understand their opportunities for receiving child care assistance
from GAIN will influence both the extent to which they use GAIN funds for this service and
the types of arrangements they make. This section examines the procedures by which
counties informed registrants about their child care options under GAIN, the kinds of
assistance they offered in arranging child care services, and registrants’ own recollection of the
information they were given.

300f those mandatory respondents who became employed after registering for GAIN, 78
percent reportec that they used a child care arrangement in their most recent job, 16 percent
stated that their child was in school the entire part of the day they were at work, and 6
percent neither had their child in school nor used a child care arrangement. For the
voluntary respondents, 98 percent reported that they used a child care arrangement in their
most :ceent job, and 2 percent stated that their child was in school the entire part of the day
they were at work.
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A. Presenting Child Care QOptions

GAIN staff most fully informed registrants about the program’s child care policies during
:he orientation and appraisal meetings. The process began at the orientations (which were
group sessions), with staff explaining that GAIN would help registrants to locate child care
if they needed it and were eligible for it, and that GAIN would pay for this service. These
policies were also described in the program handbook that was given to registrants. The
sounties varied, however, in how staff presented this information, partly reflecting dfferences
in their overall approach to orientations.3!

Early in the period under study, staff in some of the counties described the GAIN
program in the orientation meeting pnmanly by reading aloud a formal, prepared document
that outlined the program’s general pI‘OVlSlOIlS This document included several sentences on
the availability of child care assistance.3? These presentations tended to evoke few questlons
or comments from registrants about child care or other issues. In other counties --
particularly Butte, Napa, and San Mateo -- staff did not simply read this document; instead,
they used a variety of techniques that encouraged more discussion among registrants.

To inform registrants specifically about child care services, some of the ccunties
increasingly relied on presentations made by staff from the local resource and referral
agencies. In some cases these agencies had requested greater involvement, pointing out that
registrants were not learning enough about the child care services available and that the
resource and referral agencies could help them to find it. Table 4, which illustrates a few of
the ways in which resource and referral agencies were involved with GAIN across the
counties, shows that as of March 1988 four counties (Fresno, Napa, Santa Clara, and
Stanislaus) used staff from these agencies to make in-person presentations at orientation, and
a fifth (Kern) used a videotape produced by its local agency.

MDRC field research and observations found that the counties in which a staff member
from the resource and referral agency conducted this segment of the orientation in-person
generally provided registrants with more in-dcpth information on child care. Their present-
ations usually covered such issues as strategies for locating a child care provider, qualities to
look for in selecting a provider, how to maintain a relationship with the selected provider, and
the differences between licensed and license-exempt providers. (In another county, San
Mateo, the GAIN staff showed a videotape produced by the welfare department, which
discussing transitional child care.

318ee Riccio et al,, 1989, Chapter 7, for a full discussion of the different ways in which
counties condu.ted orientations and appraisals.

32The original General Provisions Participant Contract included the following statement
on child care:

Child care must bz arranged and paid for any of your children who are under 12

years old if you need it to participate. You can choose the kinds of child care you

want. Payments will be inade at the rate that is normally charged in the area where

you live. Payment is also available for relatives, friends, or neighbors who take care

of your children. If you find a regular job and go off welfare, the county welfare

office must pay for your child care for another three months if you need it.
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Table 4

Activities of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies

in GAIN Programs, by County

Activity Napa San Mateo Butte ventura Kern Stanislaus Santa Clara fresno
Financial contract with GAIN
program X x X X -- X X X
Presentation on child care
issues at orientation:
As of 6/872 X -- -- -- -- -- .- X
As of 3/88 X -- -- -- x€ X X X
Co-located at GAIN program -- - -- -- - -- X --
Primary responsibility for
assisting registrants with
exempt child care arra.czements X .- -- X -- - -- .-
Primary responsibility ..,
assisting registrant ., with
licensed child care arrangements X X X X X X X X
Enroll registrarts on the waiting
1 listdfor state subsidized child
§ care X X X X X X X X
1
Other activities .- Operates -- - -- Meils -- .-
dedicated postcard
phoneline on resource
for GAIN and referral
registiant services
referrals to all GAIN
orientation
attenders
SOUR™F:  MORC field interviews.
NOT + symbol "x" indicates the activity occurred in the county.
ymbol "--" indicates the activity did not occur in the county.
%nd of enrollment period for child care sample.
bEnd of enrollment period for supplemental sample.
®presentation consists of videotape prepared by child care resource and referral agency.
- -
0‘-5 dln Ventura and Stanislaus, all GAIN registrants who attended a program orientation were put i the waiting list for subsidized child
care. In other counties, only registrants who contacted staff at the resource and referral agency were plared on this list.
O
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In all counties, child care arrangements were addressed again in the appraisal interview,
which was usually an individual meeting between a registrant and a GAIN staff member.
During this meeting the staff member and registrant agreed on the registrant’s assignment to
an initial GAIN activity and the need for support services. In six of the counties registrants
were usually referred to the resource and referral agency only if they indicated an interest in
obtaining licensed care; those already having, or preferring, arrangements with exempt
providers were not referred. (In Santa Clara the location of the resource and referral agency
staff at the GAIN office made it especially easy for registrants to meet with the staff of that
agency.) Two other counties, Napa and Ventura, used a different approach. Here, all
tegistrants indicating a need for child care (including those interested in using family and
friends as providers) were referred to the resource and referral agency. Staff at these
agencies met with the registrants individually to discuss the types of care available and to help
them with all the necessary adm;nistrative arrangements. The agency then reported the choice
of provider to the registrants’ GAIN case managers.

"the amount of time that GAIN staff spent in appraisals trying to learn about registrants’
individual child care needs and circumstances, and discussing the tradeoffs in using different
types of providers, varied considerably across counties, according to MDRC field research.
As discussed above, in Napa and Ventura, which relied mostly on the resource and referral
agencies, GAIN staff played a relatively minor role. Among the other six counties, as
discussed in MDRC's second report, GAIN staff in the two counties having the lowest
registrat-to-staff ratios (Butte and San Mateo) often talked with registrants about child care
in greater depth than did their counterparts in most of the counties where staff caseloads
were higher and appraisal interviews were shorter and more standardized. In all counties,
however, staff attempted to accommodate the child care choices that registrants expressed.

Staff responses to several questions in MDRC’s Staff Activities and Attitudes Survey
provide additional insights into county practices in providing child care services (Table S).
One question asked staff to indicate how well informed about child care options they believed
their registrants were by the time they entered job club or basic education -- typical first
assignments in the GAIN sequence of activities. On this measure, 61 percent described
registrants as "very well informed." Most other staff -- abont one-third -- gave responses
falling in the middle range of the scale (not shown on the table), suggesting that they
perceived a need for some improvement in county practices. Notably, staff in Napa and
Ventura, the two counties where the resource and referral agencies were most heavily
involved in assisting registrants, were most likely to helieve that their registrants were "very
well informed."

Another question on the staff survey inquired into staff perceptions of the degree of
emphasis iheir county placed on child care by family and friends compared to more formal
arrangements. Table 5 shows that 19 percent of the staff "strongly agreed” with the statement
that registrants were encouraged to use more formal arrangements only when family and
friends were not available, while another 34 percent "strongly disagreed." The remainder (47
percent) gave respenses falling in the middle of this scale, suggesting that they believed
registrants were not strongly urged in one direction or the other. However, field interviews
and observations suggested that in counties where resource and referral agency staff presented
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Table 5

GAIN Staff Perceptions of Child Care Issues, by County

Sitrvey [tem Napa San Mateo Butte ventura Kern Stanislaus Santa Clara Fresno Total

How well informed are clients
about child care options by
the time they are participa-
ting in job club or remedia-
tion? Percent who said:
"Wery well informed" 100% 50% 63% 80%
“Not very well informeg" 0 0 8 0

61% 66% 46% 61%

3

The practice in your agency
is to encourage clients to make
use of formal child care
arrangements only if they
cannot find family and friends
to serve as child care
providers. Percent who:
"Strongly agreed"
“Strongly disagreed"

12 13 15 47 1" 15 26 19
53 46 54 13 17 44 16 34

Jo

Percent who said that,

in their personal opinion:
“"More formal" child care
arrangements are much better
than "femily and friends" 67 41 9 12 0 14 21 3 23

“ramily and friends" are
much better than "more
formal" child care
arrangements 8 [ 13 44 71 19 15 27 24

How many clients in your agency
prefer different child care
arrangements but cannot find
them? Percent who said:
"Wery few" 67 38 48 35
Most" 1 [ 5 13

53 62 34 48
10 3 8 7

od

Number of Staff Surveyed 13 19 24 26 15 36 40 67 240

(continued) |
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Table 5 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC Staff Activities and Attitudes Survey.
NOTES:  The sample for this table includes all GAIN line staff from each county and a random subsample of eligibility workers in Fresno.
The counties are listed in order of their number of GAIN registrants as of December 1987. Napa had the lowest and fresno had the highest.

Percentages reported in the table are based on the number of respondents who answered each question.

Percentage. are for staff who answered 1% or #20 or 44 or #7% on a seven point scale. The phrases in quotations refer to the endpoints
of the scale.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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child care information in-person at the orientation or met individually with a large proportion
of registrants, and in counties that conducted in-depth appraisals, more complete information
on licensed child care was offered to registrants.

Additional data from the staff survey show that staff differed widely in their personal
opinions of whether registrants would be better served by licensed providers or by family and
friends. About one-quarter viewed family and friends much more favorably, while another
one-quarter viewed licensed providers much more favorably. The remaining one-half did not
feel strongly one way or the other. Overall, staff in Napa and San Mateo were the most
likely to believe that formal arrangements were preferable, while staff in Kern and Ventura
were the most likely to rate family and friends as preferable.

Finally, Table 5 shows that 48 percent of staff believed that "very few" registrants in their
agency could not get their preferred child care arrangements. Only 7 percent said this was
true of "most” registrants. The remaining 45 percent gave answers falling in the middle range
of the scale, suggesting that they perceived that a modest proportion of registrants were not
able to obtain the arrangements they would have liked.

B. Registrants’ Recollection of GA'N Child Care Information

This section discusses registrants’ recollection of the basic elements of GAIN’s child care
provisions. These provisions require the counties’ GAIN program to provide assistance in
locating child care, to pay for the child care, and to excuse mandatory registrants from
participation in GAIN if child care cannot be found. As previously noted, MDRC observed
that the counties informed all registrants who attended orientation and appraisal about these
provisions. However, the sheer amount of information about GAIN presented in those
sessions, and the perfunctory nature of the orientation in many of the counties (as described
in MDRC’s second report on GAIN), probably resulted in some registrants not hearing or
focusing on all of these provisions.

Overall, according to their responses to the child care survey, respondents were much
more aware of some of these provisions than of others. As Table 6 illustrates, 81 percent of
the respondents in the mandatory group reported that they were informed that GAIN would
provide assistance in finding child care. About 67 percent said that they were informed that
GAIN would pay for child care by family members and friends, and a somewhat higher
proportion -- 73 percent -- reported knowing that GAIN wouid pay for care from licensed
providers, such as day care centers and family day care homes. Mandatory respondents
indicated that they wcre less well informed about other aspects of GAIN’s child care
provisions. Approximately 39 percent said that they knew that GAIN would pay for
transitional child care for registrants who left welfare for employment. (Among those who
became eligible for this assistance, 44 percent said that they knew about it.) Seventeen
percent said that they were informed that they would not have to participate in GAIN if they
could not find child care.

A somewhat higher proportion of volunteer respondents than mandatory resp-ndents said
that they were informed of each child care provision (Table 6). However, like thc mandatory
group, they were less likely to report being informed of transitional child care than of being
informed of in-program assistance.
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Table 6

Percent of Respondents Who Reported Receiving Information
on GAIN Child Care Issues, by GAIN Status

Mandatory Voluntary
AFDC-FG AFDC-fG
Issue Respondents Respondents Total
Informed that they could
receive help from GAIN/
resource & referral agency
staff in finding child care
Yes 80.9% 87.1% 83.0%
No 12.6 8.6 11.3
Don't remember 6.5 4.3 5.8
Informed that GAIN would pay
for child care by adult family
members or friends
Yes 66.6 73.7 69.0
No 22.5 16.8 20.6
Don't remember 10.9 9.6 10.5
Informed that GAIN would pay
for child care at centers
or homes licensed or approved
by the government N
Yes 3.1 86.6 7.7
No 15.3 6.7 12.4
Don't remember 11.6 6.7 10.0
Informed that GAIN would pay
for child care for 3 months
after started job and left
welfare
Yes 38.7 56.0 44,5
No 45.0 34.9 41.€
Don't remember 16.2 9.1 13.8
Informed that they would not
have to participate if they
could not find child care
Yes 17.0 26.8 20.3
No 65.6 53.6 61.6
Pon't remember 17.4 19.6 18.2
Number of Respondents 413 209 622

SOURCE: MDRC Child Care Survey.

NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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Given the many months between respondents’ entry into GAIN and their survey
interview (see Figure 3), respondents’ answers to the above set of questions reflect not only
how the information was communicated to them, but also how well they remembered what
they were told at orientation and appraisal. However, at least two factors suggest that
respondents’ claims that they were not informed of some child care provisions do not simply
reflect recall problems. First, as shown in the previous section, the staff survey revealed that
about one-third of the staff said that registrants were not "very well informed" about child
care by the time they entered their initial activities -- an acknowledgment that the
communication of child care iaiormation may not have been completely successful. Second,
as discussed later, a sizable proportion of respondents from the supplemental sample (for
whom recall should have been less of a problem) also reported that they were not informed
of some of the program’s child care policies.

It is also important to note that respondents who said that they were not informed of
many of these provisions, or did not remember being informed of them, were less likely than
other respondents to be eligible for or need GAIN-funded child care: either they did not
participate in a GAIN activity or, to a lesser extent, their youngest child was in school during
the hours that they did participate. For example, on the first three questions listed in Table
6, about two-thirds of the respondents in the mandatory group who said that they were not
informed or did not remember were not eligible for or did not need GAIN-funded child care
for their youngest child.

These findings may partly reflect the fact that many registrants who did not participate
in GAIN were deferred during their individual appraisal. When meeting with such registrants,
staff probably did not spend much time clarifying or emphasizing GAIN’s child care options.
Similarly, staff had little reason to focus on child care issues with regisirants who indicated
that their children would be in school during the hours of their assigned GAIN activity. In
general, respondents who were eligible for and needed program child care funds were
somewhat more aware of GAIN’s policies than were those who did not need it or were not
eligible for it.33

The greater eligibility and need for child care among the volunteer respondents --
because they had preschool-age children and were much less likely to be deferred from

33 Among mandatory respondents who potentially needed and were eligible for in-program
child care (that is, they had participated in a GAIN activity and had a youngest child not in
school the entire part of the day they attended their most recent activity), 84 percent said they
were informed that they could receive help finding child care; 74 percent said they were
informed that GAIN would pay for family members and friends; 80 percent said they were
informed that GAIN would pay for licensed care; 42 percent said they were informed that
GAIN would pay for transitional care; and 19 percent said they were informed that they did
not have to participate if they could not find child care. Among mandatory respcndents who
did not participate in a program activity, or who did participate but whose youngest child was
in school during the entire part of the day they attended their most recent activity, the
proportion saying they were informed of each provision is as follows (in the same order): 78
percent; 61 percent; 68 percent; 36 percent; and 15 percent.
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participation -- would appear to explain why a higher proportion of this group than of
mandatory responderts said that they had been informed of GAIN’s child care policies. In
general, volunteers were probably more likely than mandatory registrants to discuss child care
issues with staff at their appraisal meetings. Also, as mentioned earlier, many voluntary
registrants were involved in self-initiated education or training. GAIN’s child care and other
support services were often an important inducement for such registrants to enroll in GAIN,
according to MDRC’s field interviews with GAIN staff. For all of these reasons, volunteers
may have been more inquisitive about GAIN’s child care policies and more attentive to the
staff descriptions.

The child care survey, in addition to asking respondents whether they were informed
about GAIN’s policies, also inquired into their perceptions of the level of encouragement staff
gave them to use particular types of child care. About two-thirds of those using child care
arrangements reported that they received no enccuragement to use formal arrangements over
family and friends, or vice versa, or that both were encouraged equall. Where one
alternative was encouraged, it was more often reported to be licensed care.

C. County Variations in Registrants’ Responses

Table 7 presents the findings on registrants’ reported knowledge about GAIN’s child care
provisions, by county. As was true for the sample as a whole, one-half or more of the
respondents within each county reported knowing that GAIN would help registrants to locate
child care and pay for it so that they could participate in the program, while considerably
fewer reported knowing about transitional child care or that the participation requirement was
contingent on the availability of child care.

Despite this overall pattern, registrant responses varied substantially across the counties.
However, the variation does not fully correspond to the differences in orientation and
appraisal practices described previously. Respondents in counties providing more attention
to child care issues during orientation and appraisal interviews (particularly Butte, Napa, and
San Mateo) did not consistently report greater awareness of all of the basic provisions.
(Whether they had become more knowledgeable about selecting high quality care was not
measured by the survey.) Notably, however, respondents in these three counties reported
being more aware than those in other counties that GAIN offered assistance in locating child
care and paying for care from licensed providers.

D. Comparison of the Child Care and Supplemental Samples

Table 8 compares mandatory respondents’ answers to the child care information questions
for the child care sample (referred to as the "primary sample”) and supplemental samples in
three counties. As noted previously, the supplemental sample was drawn from Kern, San
Mateo, and Santa Clara counties largely to assess whether individuals who registered for
GAIN more recently would prove to be more aware of GAIN’s policies, reflecting either
improvements in county practices in presenting child care information, fewer recall problems
owing to a shorter survey follow-up period, or both.

The findings demonstrate that, indeed, a higher proportion of mandatory respondents in
the supplemental sample reported being informed about GAIN’s child care policies, although
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Table 7

Percent of Respondents Who Reported Receiving
Information on GAIN Child Care Issues, by County and GAIN Status

San Stanis- Santa
Issue Napa Mateo Butte Ventura Kern laus Clara Fresno TYotal
Informed that they could receive
help from GAIN/resource and re-
ferral agency staff finding
child care
Mandatory 90.2% 87.3% 89.6% 78.4% 75.5% 78.9% 76.9% 71.0% 80.9%*
Voluntary 92.2 91.7 -- 80.5 -- -- 79.1 -- 87.1*
Informed that GAIN would pay for
child care by adult family mem-
bers or friends
Mandatory 61.0 67.6 81.3 51.0 61.2 76.9 61.5 69.4 66.6 **
Voluntary 61.0 7.1 -- 80.5 -- -- 86.1 -- 73.7 **
Informed that GAIN would pay for
child care at centers or homes
licensed or approved by the
government
Mandatory 80.5 83.1 93.8 70.6 53.1 76.9 66.7 59.7 73.1 »xx
Voluntary 85.7 89.6 -- 78.1 -- -- 93.0 -- 86.6
Informed that GAIN would pay for
child care for 3 months after
started job and left welfare
Mandatory 53.7 45.1 43.8 33.3 18.4 48.1 43.6 27.4 38.7 **
voluntary 57.1 52.1 -- 39.0 -- -- 74.4 -- 56.0 **
Informed that they would not
have to participate if they
could not find child care
Mandatory 9.8 1.3 8.3 17.7 16.3 25.0 20.5 25.8 17.0
voluntary 22.1 33.3 -- 19.5 -- -- 34.9 -- 26.8
Number of Respondents
Mandatory 41 4l 48 51 49 52 39 62 413
voluntary 77 48 -- 41 -- -- 43 -- 209
SOURCE:  MDRC Child Care Survey.
NOTES: The symbol "--» indicates that a volunteer sample was not studied in this county.

Chi-square tests were applied to each row of the table to determine whether the percentages in the
population from which the sample was drawn were equal for all counties. A statistically significant result indicates
that there is little chance they are equal in the population. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10
percent; ** = 5 perceni; *** = { percent.
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Table 8

Percent of Mandatory Respondents Who Reported Receiving
Information on GAIN Child Care Issues, by County and Sample Type

San Mateo Kern Santa Clara Total
Item Primary Supplemental |Primary Supplemental [Primary Supplemental Primary Supplemental

Informed that they could
receive help from GAIN/
resource and referral
agency staff in finding
child care

Yes 87.

No

Don't know

L0X** 81.1% 82.8%
.0 10.
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Informed that GAIN would
pay for child care by
adult family members
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Yes 67.6
No 21.1
Don't know 11.3

WO
w o
nN
S0 N
« s .
OO -
N
w
[}
-
(]
W

W=
- WO
0O =
[AS B e N )

25.2 22.1

Informed that GAIN would
pay for child care at
centers or homes
licensed or approved by
the government
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6.3 12.6
Informed that GAIN would
pay for child care for
3 months after started
job and left welfare
Yes 45.1
No 39.4
Don't know 15.5

32.8%* 43.6 79.35%* 36.5 53.3 **
71.4 47.5 43.6 13.8 50.
10.2 19.7 12.8 6.9 13.
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Informed that they would
not have to participate
if they could not find
child care
Yes 11.3
No .
Don't know 21.1
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48.
20.7 17.
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Number of Mandatory
Respondents 7 32 49 61 39 29 159 122

SOURCE: MDRC Child Care Survey.
NOTEL. The supplemental sample was only selected in Kern, San Mateo and Santa Clara.

Chi-square tests were applied to determine whether, for each question, the percentage distribution in
the populations from which the samples were drawn were egual for each sample type. A separate test was applied to
the distributions for each question within each county and for all -ounties combined. A statistically significant
result indicates that there is little chance the percentage distributions are equal in the population. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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the change was only slight on two of the five information questions that were asked. The
largest increase was observed for transitional child care: 53 percent of the supplemental
sample reported being informed about this provision, compared to 37 percent of the child
care sample in the three counties. Table 8 alsu reveals that the biggest changes occurred in
Santa Clara County, which showed siguificant increases on almost all of the questions. It is
likely that reduced recall problems and improvement in county practices both accounted for
the overall increase.

VI. USE OF CHILD CARE WHILE PARTICIPATING IN GAIN

This section examines the use of in-program child care arrangements and funds by survey
respondents. Figure 6 illustrates that 43 percent of all survey respondents participated in a
GAIN activity and used a child care arrangement, and 19 percent reported that they used
GAIN child care funds. Fifty-seven percent of mandatory respondents did not use child care
arrangements primarily because they did not participate (35 peicent) or because their youngest
child was in school when they did participate (20 percent). Volunteer respondents were much
more likely to use a child care arrangement when they participated in GAIN (69 percent) and
to use child care funds (48 percent).

Figure 7 examines the use of child care arrangements only among respondents who
participated in a GAIN activity. The use of arrangements for this group was prevalent -- 66
percent of the mandatory participants and 97 percent of the voluntary participants used an
arrangement during their GAIN activities. Thirty-one percent of the mandatoiy respondents
did not need child care arrangements because their child was in school the entire part of the
day they attended their GAIN activities.

The remainder of this section explores the types of chiid care arrangements program
participants used. Arrangements are examined for voluntary and mandatory participants,
during the summer and the school year, and in different GAIN components. Then parental
perceptions of and experiences with their child care arrangements are described.

A. Patterns of Child Care Arrangements

The child care survey collected information on the type of child care arrangements
participants used for their youngest child in their most recent GAIN activity. As discussed
eatlier, roughly equal proportions of mandatory respondents participated in basic education,
vocational training, and job search as their most recent activity (see Table 3). Respondents
whose youngest child was five years of age or older were asked about their child care
arrangements during the school year, the summer, or both, depending on the time of year
they participated. (In this report, five-year-olds are considered school-age children because
they attended kindergarten.) If participation occurred partly or only during the school year,
respondents were asked if the child was in school for the entire part of the day during which

34Among the changes made in Santa Clara county that may have contributed to this
improvement was the switch to having staff from the resource and referral agency, rather than
from the welfare department, make the child care presentation during orientation.
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Figure 6

Survey Respondents’ Use of Child Care Arrangements and Child Care Funds
During GAIN Awuvities, by GAIN Status

Mandatory AFDC-FG Respondents

Participated in GAIN, used
child care arrangement (43%)

/ 19%
Did not participate in GAIN

T Participated in GAIN, child not in
school dunng activity hours, never
used child care arrangement

3 Participated in GAIN, child in
school dunng activity hours, never
!
L]
|
+

used child care arrangement

i Used GAIN child care funds

i Did not use GAIN child care funds

Voluntary AFDC-FG Respondents

29% 21

Participated in GAIN, used

/‘\ ctild care arrangement (69%)

2%

48%
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Figure 7

Participants’ Use of Child Care Arrangements and Ch:!d Care Funds
During GAIN Activities, by GAIN Status

Mandatory AFDC-FG Participar.«s
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they participated in GAIN, indicating that they did not need child care. Those whose child
was 110t in school the entire time were asked who provided care, and where, during this time.
Respondents with children under the age of five were asked about their most recent child
care arrangement during their GAIN activity, without distinguishing between the school year
and the summer.

Child care arrangements were coded into several broad categories. These included
relative care and non-relative care (not including day care centers and preschools), which were
further distinguished by whether the care took place in the child’s home, the provider’s home,
or elsewhere. Non-relative care encompassed, but was not limited to, licensed and exempt
family day care homes. Another major category was center-based care, which was provided
in day care centers, nurseries, and preschools. '

Table 9 shows the extent to which these different types of arrangements were reportedly
used by mandatory and voluntary registrants while they were in their most recent GAIN
activity. It also shows the extent to which children ‘were left to care for themselves and the
extent to which child care was unnecessary because the child was in school. During the
school year approximately 55 percent of the mandatory participants had their youngest child
in school the entire portion of the day during which they were active in a GAIN component.
The remainder relied primarily on relatives and non-relatives, about equally. Child care was
provided by relatives in both the provider’s and the child’s home, while non-relative care took
place mostly in the provider’s home. During the school year 11 percent of the mandatory
participants used center-based care, such as day care centers or preschools, and 3 percent left
their child to care for himself or herself.

During the summer, when their youngest child was out of school, mandatory participants
relied primarily on relatives for child care (Table 9). The use of relative care increased
substantially during the summer months, but there were only modest incicases in the use of
non-relative providers or center-based care.3’

Voluntary GAIN participants, most of whom had a child under the age of six while they
were in GAIN, used different types of child care arrangements than did mandatory
participants (Table 9). Approximately one-half of the voluntary participants used day care
centers or preschools. The other half relied on relatives and, to a iesser extent, non-relatives.
None reported leaving their child alone when they participated in GAIN.

Table 10 examines the age and relationship (to the respondent) of relative and non-
relative child care providers. Mandatory respondents using relative care relied primarily on
relatives other than another child or the other parent. Six percent used a provider under
the age oi eightcen -- usually in the fifteen-to-seventeen age bracket -- during the school year.
During the summer, there was greater usc of another child as the provider and the proportion
who used a provider under the age of eighteen increased to 16 percent. Voluntary

35Altheugh the members of the "school year" and "summer” samples differed somewhat
(which potentially could explain the differences in arrangements), similar patierns were
observed when child care arrangements were examined for those who participated during both
the summer and the school year.
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Table 9

Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements
for Respondents' Youngest Child During Most Recent Activity,
by GAIN Status and Time of Year

Mandatory AFDC-FG Voluntary AFDC-FG
Respondents Respondents

Child Care Arrangement School Year Summer
Activity occurred while
child was in school 54.6% 0.0% 6.0%
Relative provided care 17.3 52.0 25.5

In child's home 7.6 22.0 10.1

In provider's home 9.7 30.0 15.4

Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-relative provided care 13.9 20.0 18.8

In child's home 4.2 7.0 2.7

In provider's home 9.7 11.0 14.8

Elsewhere 0.0 2.0 1.3
Center-based care 10.9 15.0 47.7
Child cares for self 2.9 5.0 0.0
Data not available 0.4 8.0 2.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents
Who Participated 238 100 149

SOURCE:  MDRC Child Care Survey.

NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent and subcategories may not
add to category totals due to rounding.

Not all respondents part.cipated in a GAIN activity during both the
school year and the summer. For the small number of mandztory AFDC-FC
respondents whose youngest child is less than five (pre-school age), the child
care arrangement is reported in the school year colum. For the small number of
voluntary AFDC-FG respondents whose youngest child is five or older, the
arrangement reported is the school year arrangement if the respondent
participated in the school yesr only or in both the school year and the summer,
and is the summer arrsngement if the respondent participated in the summer only.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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Table 10

Percentage Distribution cf Selected Characteristics
of Relative and Non-relative Child Care Providers
During GAIN Respondents' Most Recent Activity,
by GAIN Status and Time of Year

Mandatory AFDC-FG Voluntary AFDC-FG
Respondents Respondents
Characteristic School Year Summer
Age ot provider
Twelve or younger 0.0% 1.4% 0.0%
13-14 0.0 1.4 0.0
15-17 5.5 12.7 1.6
18-25 20.5 15.5 19.7
26-35 31.5 211 26.2
36-55 28.8 28.2 37.7
Older than 55 13.7 19.7 14.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Relationship to respondent
Other ch:ld 6.8 18.1 0.0
Other parent 16.2 12.5 6.1
Other relative 32.4 41.7 51.5
Non-relative 44.6 27.8 42.4
Total 100.0 120.0 100.0
Number of Respondents Who
Participated Using Relative 74 72 66
or Non-relative Child Care
Providers

SOURCE: MDRC Child Care Survey.
NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

This table includes child care provided by relatives or non-relatives
in the child's home, the provider's home, or elsewhere.

Not all respondents participated in & GAIN activity during both the
school year and the summer. For the small number of mandatory AFDC-FG
respondents whose youngest child is less than five (pre-school age), the
characteristics of the provider are reported in the school year colum. For the
small number of voluntary AFDC-FG respondents whose youngest child is five or
older, the characteristics reported are of the school year provider if the
respendent participated in the school year only or in both the school year and
the stwmer, and are of the summer provider if the respondent participatad in the
sumner only.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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participants using relative care never relied on their other children and rarely used the other
parent of the child or persons under the age of eighteen as providers.

Participants were asked the average number of hours per week their child care provider
was used in their current or most recent GAIN activity. The last row of Table 11 shows that
mandatory participants used their arrangements, on average, for 19 hours per week during the
school year and 22 hours per week during the summer. Voluntary participants used their
arrangements somewhat longer -- for an average of 26 hours per week. The greater use of
child care by volunteers may be partially accounted for by their propensity to be involved in
training activities, which generally required a greater time commitment (see below). Center-
based cgge was generally used for a greater number of hours per week than were other types
of care.

Child care arrangements differed according to the age of the youngest child, as indicated
in Table 12. (This analysis, and the remainder of the discussion in this section, reports on the
school year arrangement for children five years of age and older. The school year arrange-
ment was assumed to be the dominant arrangement since it covers most of the calendar year.)
Participants with very young children (five years of age or younger) were likely to receive care
from a day care center or nursery.3’ The likelihood that the most recent activity occurred
while the youngest child was in school increased with the age of school-age children. Seven
percent of children in the nine-to-eleven age bracket cared for themselves while their parent
participated in GAIN. (Of the small number of respondents in this sntuatlon a majority
reported that they were aware of the child care assistance offered by GAIN.)8

Child care arrangements also differed according to the GAIN activity in which the
respondent participated. As shown in Table 13, pacticipants who were enrolled in vocational
education or training programs were more likely to use center-based care than were those
who participated in basic education and (for mandatory participants) in job search. Mandatory

3“;During the school year, on average, mandatory participants used relative care for 17
hours per week, non-relative care for 16 hours per week, and center-based care for 26 hours
per week. During the summer months, the average number of hours each of these types of
care was used was 20, 21, and 27, respectively. On average, voluntary participants used
relative care for 24 hours per week, non-relative care for 28 hours per week, and center-
based care for 26 hours per week.

3"Most participants with children five years of age or younger were volunteers at the time
they registered for GAIN. Thus, patterns observed by age of the youngest child largely (but
not completely) reflect the .attern observed for mandatory and voluntary participants.

380f the 7 respondents who participated in GAIN during the school year and had their
child care for himself or herself, 4 reported that they were informed that GAIN would assist
them in finding child care, S that GAIN would pay for child care by family and friends, 5 that
GAIN would pay for licensed care, and 1 that they would not have to participate in GAIN
if they could not find child care. Two reported that they asked for assistance from GAIN or
resource and referral staff and both reported that they had reccived assistance. Three of the
respondents became employed during the survey follow-up period, and all 3 reported that their
child cared for himself or herself when they were working.




Table 11

Average Number of Hours Per Week Respondents Used Their
Child Care Arrangements During Their Most Recent Activity,
by GAIN Activity, GAIN Status, and Time of Year

Mandatory AFDC-FG Voluntary AFDC-FG
Respondents Respondents
GAIN Activity School Year Summer
Basic Education 17.4 16.3 20.4
(26) 27 (34)
Job Search Activities 14.6 23.9 23.8
(18) (20) 40)
Vocational Education and 22.7 28.5 30.7
Training (38) (15) (62)
All Activities 18.9 21.8 26.2
(87) (65) (137)

SOURCE:  MDRC Child Care Survey.

NOTES: A child care arrangement was defined as child care provided by
relatives, non-relatives, day care centers, nurseriec, und preschools.

Not all respondents participated in a GAIN activity during both
the school year and the summer. For the small number of mandatory AFDC-FG
respondents whose youngest child is less than five (pre-school age), the hours
per week respondents used their child care ar-angement are reported in the school
vea. column. For the small number of voluntary AFDC-FG responaents whose
youngest child is five or older, the hours reported are those used during th»
school year if the respondent participated in the school year only or in bot: the
school year and the summer, and are those used during the summer if the
respondent participated in the summer only.

The average number of hours PPEP participants used their child
care arrangement is not reported separately because of small sample sizes.
However, PREP participants are included in the "All Activities" row.

The sample size is listed below each average in parentheses.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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Teble 12

Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements
for Respondents' Youngest Child During Most Recent Activity,
by Age of Child

Age of Child

Child Care Arrangement <@ 2-5 6-8 9-1

Activity occurred while

child was in school 0.0X 3.5% 57.3% 65.6%%**
Relative provided care 34.7 25.5 16.9 10.5
In child's home 21.7 9.7 4.0 6.3 ***
In provider's home 13.0 15.8 12.9 4.2 *
Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Non-relative provided care 17.4 16.7 15.4 14.6
In child's home 2.2 1.8 7.3 2.1 *
In provider's home 13.0 14.0 8.1 12.5
Elsewhere 2.2 0.9 0.0 0.0

Center-based care 47.8 51.8 8.9 2,1 *ux
Child cares for self 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.3 #*%x
Data not available 0.0 2.6 1.6 0.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of Respondents
Who pParticipated 46 114 124 96

SOURCE:  MDRC Child Care Survey.

NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent and subcategories
may 110t add to category totals due to rounding.

For respondents whose youngest child is five years of age or
older, this table reports on the school year arrangement. Not included on the
table are respondents whose youngest child is five or older but who did not
participate in GAIN during the school year. Also not incluced are the small

number of respondents for whom data are not available about the age of their
youngest child.

Chi-square tests were applied to each row of the table to
determine whether the percentages in the population from which the sample was
drawn were equal for all age of child categories. A statistically significant
result indicates that there is little chance they are equal in the population.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = § percent;
*** = 1 percent.
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Table 13

Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements
for Respondents' Youngest Child During Mos? Recent Activity,
by GAIN Status and Type of Activity

Mandatory AFDC-FG Voluntary AFDC-FG
Resvondents Respondents
Job Voca- Job Voca-
Basic Search tional Basic Search tional
Child Care Arrangement Education Services Training Education Services Training
Activity occurred while 57.7X 66.7% 44 . 6%X** 8.3% 2.6% 7.4%
child was in school
Relative provided care 22.4 15.0 9.6* 33.4 3.1 22.0
In child's home 10.6 6.7 2.4 16.7 7.7 8.8
In providerts home 11.8 8.3 7.2 16.7 15.4 13.2
Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-relative provided care 11.8 8.3 20.5* 22.3 17.9 17.6
In child's home 2.4 3.3 7.2 5.6 0.0 2.9
In providerts home 9.4 5.0 13.3 16.7 12.8 14.7
€ lsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.1 0.0*
Center-based care 4.7 6.7 21, 7aex 36.1 51.3 50.0
Child cares for self 3.5 1.7 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Data not available 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 5.1 2.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents
vho Participated 85 w0 83 36 3 68

SOURCE: MDRC Child Care Survey.

NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent and subcategories may not add to category
totals due to rounding.

For respordents whose youngest child is five years of age or older, this table
reports on the school year arrangement. Not included on the table are respondents whose
youngest child is five or older but who did not participate in GAIN during the school year.

Respondents who participated in PREP &s their most recent GAIN activity are not
included on this table because of small sample sizes.

Chi-square tests were applied to determine whether the percentages in the population
from which the sample was drawn were equal for each GAIN activity. For each row, a separate
test was applied to the percentages for mandatory respondents and to the percentages for
voluntary respondents. A statistically significant result indicates that there is little
chance they are equal in the population. Statistical significence levels are indicated as:

* = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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participants were also less likely to have their child in school during the entire part of the day
they were in vocational training than during other GAIN activities.

The average number of hours that participants used their child care arrangements also
varied by GAIN activity (see Table 11). During the school year mandatory participants in
basic education and job search activities used their child care arrangements for 17 and 15
hours per week, respectively, while those in training activities used them for 23 hours per
week. The varying schedules and time commitments of different GAIN activities explain these
differences. Basic education courses and job search activities occurred primarily during school
hours, usually daily during the morning. Basic education programs offered instruction for 12
to 20 hours per week, depending on the provider. Job club met daily for 3 to 4 hours, while
the hours for supervised job search were more sporadic.39 Training programs often had
longer hours.

In each GAIN activity, the average number of hours mandatory participants used their
arrangements during the summer was slightly higher than it was during the school year
(particularly for job search activities). However, the number of hours arrangements were used
during the summer were similar to those reported by voluntary participants (see Table 11).

As shown in Table 14, there was variation among counties in the types of arrangements
GAIN participants were likely to use during their most recent activity. The proportion of
mandatory participants (see Panel A) who reported that their most recent activity occurred
during the hours their youngest child was in school varied from 36 percent in Stanislaus to
72 percent in San Mateo. This may be partially accounted for by variations in the scheaules
of GAIN services across counties. In addition, the activities in which GAIN registrants most
recently participated could have affected these rates. This is particularly notable in Butte,
where a relatively low proportion of respondents had their youngest child in school during
GAIN activities and where approximately 70 percent most recently participated in vocational
training, which was less likely to take place during school hours.

Approximately 20 percent of the mandatory participants in Butte, Santa Clara, and
Ventura used center-based care, while only about 4 to 5 percent of those in the more
agricultural counties of Fresno, Kern, and Stanislaus used them. The supply of licensed child
care, which is often more limited in rural areas, may partially account for these differences.
Patterns in child care arrangements for voluntary registrants (see Panel B) were mcre similar
across counties, although there was a lower use of center-based care in Ventura.

B. Parental Perceptions of Child Care Arrangements

This section and the next discuss respondents’ perceptions of and experiences with child
care while they participated in GAIN, including the reasons they chose their arrangements,
the problems they experienced with them, and whether they preferred to change them.

39Survey respondents reported that they more commonly participated in job club (76
percent) as opposed to job search (24 percent).
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Table 14
Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements
for Respondents' Youngest Child During Most Recent Activity,
by County and GAIN Status
A. Manriatory AFDC-FG Respondents
San Stanis-  Santa
Child Care Arrangement Napa Mateo Butte Ventura Kern laus Clare fresno Total |
Activity occurred while child |
was in school 60.0% 72.1% 44.8% 52.2%X 66.7% 35.7% 45.0% 50.0% 54.6% *
Relative provided care 13.3 4.6 10.4 21.8 14.8 28.6 10.0 3.3 17.3
In child's home 3.3 2.3 3.5 4.4 3.7 14.3 5.0 21.1 7.6
In providerts home 10.0 2.3 6.9 17.4 1.1 14.3 5.0 13.2 9.7
Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-relative provided care 13.3 9.3 20.7 4.4 14.8 28.6 15.0 7.9 13.9
in child's home 3.3 2.3 6.9 4.4 0.0 16.3 0.0 2.6 4.2
In providerts home 10.0 7.0 13.8 0.0 14.8 14.3 15.0 5.3 9.7
Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Center-based care 10.0 11.6 20.7 17.4 3.7 3.6 20.0 5.3 10.9
Child cares for self 3.3 2.3 3.5 0.c 0.0 3.6 10.0 2.6 2.9
Data not available 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Mandatory Respondents
who Participated 30 43 29 23 27 28 20 38 238
B. Voluntary AFDC-FG Respondents
Child Care Arrangement Napa San Mateo Ventura Santa Clara Total
Activity occurred while child
was in school 5.9% 9.1% 4.2% 5.6% 6.3%
Relative provided care 23.5 21.2 25.0 30.6 25.0
In child's home 9.8 9.1 4.2 16.7 10.4
In provider's home 13.7 12.1 20.8 13.9 14.6
Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-relative provider care 13.8 15.2 37.5 16.7 18.8
In child's home 2.0 6.1 0.0 2.8 2.8
In provider's home 9.8 9.1 33.3 13.9 14.6
Elsewhere 2.0 0.0 4.2 0.0 1.4
Center-based care 54.9 54.6 25.0 44.4 47.2 *
Child cares for self 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Data not available 2.0 0.0 8.3 2.8 2.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Voluntary Respondents
who Participated , 51 33 24 36 144
(continued)
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Table 14 (continued)

SOURCE: MORC Child Care Survey.

NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent and subcategories may not add to category totals due to
rounding.

for respondents whose youngest child is five years of age or older, this table reports on the school year
arrangement. Not included on the table are respondents whose youngest child is five or older but who did not participate
in GAIN during the school year.

Chi-square tests were applied to each row of the table to determine whether the percentages in the
population from which the sample was drawn were equal for all counties. A statistically significant result indicates
that there is little chance they sre equal in the populstion. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10
percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = { percent.

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




For several questions in the survey that are covered in the remainder of this report, the
actual answers of respondents were recorded during the interview and then coded into
broader categories, which are indicated in the tables. Respondents were allowed up to three
answers per question. Percentages may sum to more than 100 percent because a respondent
could give more than one answer.

Table 15 examines respondents’ perceptions of the child care arrangements they used
when they participated in their most recent GAIN activity. (Respondents who participated
in GAIN activities and did not use child care arrangements -- either because their youngest
child was in school or because their youngest child cared for himself or herself -- are not
included in this analysis of parental perceptions.) Approximately one-third of the respondents
reported that they initially selected their child care arrangements because the provider was
conveniently located or because they liked the provider for general reasons (as suggested by
comments such as "I liked the provider” or "I trusted the provider”). Compared to those using
other types of care, respoadents using center-based care were more likely to choose their
provider because they liked specific aspects of their arrangement such as the supervision or
educational stimulation of the children, while those using relatives were more likely to select
their arrangements because they were "affordable.”

Overall, respondents’ answers to several survey questions suggest that a majority
perceived the child care arrangements they used when they participated in their most recent
GAIN activity to be at least adequate, but some would have preferred different arrangements.
About 87 percent described their arrangements as "very dependable,” while only one percent
described them as "very undependable.” When respondents were asked whether they would
choose the same arrangements again, or whether they would prefer different arrangements
now that they were familiar with the arrangements for their youngest child, 14 percent said
that they would prefer different arrangements (see Table 15). Respondents who preferred
different arrangements (a different arrangement type or simply a different person or center)
most commonly reported that they were not satisfied with a specific aspect of the care, such
as the lack of educational stimulation, or that their provider was undependable.

Respondents were also asked whether they would have picked the same type of
arrangement or a different one if they could have chosen any type (a question encouraging
them to disregard practical constraints such as availability or cost). About 40 percent said that
they would have selected a different type of arrangement. Approximately one-half of these

“The reasons registrants gave for preferring different arrangement- were as follows: 18
percent said that the child was not stimulated educationally, 16 percent said that the provider
was not dependable, 12 percent said that the supervision of the children was inadequate, 12
percent said that the care was unsatisfactory for other reasons, 9 percent said that they
preferred professional care, 7 percent said that they ¢* not like the physical facilities of the
provider, 7 percent said that the provider was inconvezuently located, and S percent said that
the hours were inconvenient. The remaining responses were under 5 percent.
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Table

15

Perceptions of Child Care Arrangements
for Respondents' Youngest Child During Most Recent Activity,
by Type of Child Care Arrangement

Survey [tem

Relative

Non-relative

Child's
Home

Providerts
Home

Total

Child's
Home

Provider's
Home

Total

Centei-
based

Total

Fercent who reported they
chose their child care
arrengement because:®
Coavenient location
Liked provider generallyb
Prefer someone I know
Only thing available
Liked gpecific aspects of
care
Affordable
Other

Percent who said their child
care arrangement was:®
Very dependable
Somewhat dependable
Somewhat undependable
Very undependable

Now that they are familiar
with arrangements during
most recent activity, per-
cent who said they would
prefer different arrange-
ments rather than choosing
the same arrangements again

1f they could have chosen any
type of child care arrange-
ments while in most recent
activity, percent who said
they would have chosen
different type of
arrangements

Percent who said they
changed their arrangement

0f those who changed their
child care arrangement,
percent who said they changed
because:®’
Ko longer available
Did not like provider
generally®
Inconvenient location
Not dependable
Better arrangements pecame
available
Did not like specjific
aspects of care
Inconvenient hours
inconvenient for other
reasons
Other?
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9.6

25.5

1.7

30.3%
26.1
27.7
12.6
5.9
12.6
16.0
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16.2

41.5

25.8

Number of Respondents
Who Participated and Used
a Child Care Arrangement

47

72

119

19

51

70

110

299
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Table 15 (continued)

SOURCE:  MDRC Child Care Survey.

NOTES: Chi-square tests were applied to each row of the table to determine whether the perczntages in the
population from which the sample was drawn were equal for all type of chiid care arrangement categories. A
statistically significant result indicates that there is little chance they are equal in the population. Statictical
significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = § percent; *** = { percent.

This table reports on the most recent child care arrangement used by the respondent in their most
recent activity.

*Response categories under 5 percent are reported in the "other" category. Responses do hot sum to
100.0 percent because a respondent can give up to three anéwers to the question and because responses of "don't knuw"
and non-applicable responses are not reported on the table.

brnis category includes the responses of: trusted people who recommended provides, trusted provider,
generally favorable impression of provider, and previous experience with provider.

®This category includes the responses of: good supervision, liked the physical or hygienic aspects of
care, child stimulated educationally, child could get affection, and socialization opportunities with other children.

dupthern includes the responses of: convenient hours, good physical environment, dependability, GAIN or
resoL.ce and referral agency edvice, and other miscellaneous responses.

*subcategories may not add to 100.0 percent because some respondents did not know the answer to the
question or did not answer the question or due to rounding.

Lthe sample size for this question is 77 AFDC-FG respondents.

EThis category includes the responses of: my child was unhappy, did not like the provider, and
incompatibility with provider or other children.

Bpis category includes the responses of: supervision was inadequate, fear of sexual abuse, did not
like physical care, inadequate educational stimulation, insufficient attentjon or socialization, and unable to care
for child with special needs.

tupthern includes the responses of: preferred a provider from own culture, the GAIN program did not pay
for the arrangement, unable to afford the arrangement, and other miscel laneous responses.

Ithe symbol #---¢ indicates sample sizes ere too small for statistics to be reported by type of child
care arrangement.
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respondents said that they would have chosen 2 day care center or preschool,4! primarily
because they .cgarded them as more educationally stimulating.42

Child care arrangements during GAIN activities were stabie for the majority of the
respondents. Twenty-six percent said that they changed their arrangements at some point
during their participation in the GAIN program. Of those who chenged, the primary reasons
were that the provider was no longer available o ihat they did not like the provider in
ge eral.

Overall, child care provided by non-relatives appears to have been somewhat more
problematic than other types of care. For example, approximately 90 percent of those
respondents using center-based or relative care reported that their arrangements were “"very
dependable,” while 75 percent of those using non-relative care gave this response, as shown
in Table 15. The issues reported on Table 15 were also analyzed separately for mandatory
and cluntary respoadents; however, there were no significant differences in responses
between the two groups.

Respondenis were asked whether, if they needed child care in order to participate in
GAIN, they would prefer family and friends, or licensed day care homes and centers. Among
mandatory respondents who used any child care arrangements, 54 percent preferred family and
friends, while 20 percent preferced licensed homes and centers. The remainder said that they
had no strong preference. Among volunteers, 30 percent preferred family or friends, 30
percent preferred licensed care, and 40 percent had no strong preference.

Among respondents who both used a child care arrangement while active in GAIN and
said that they preferred family and friends, a majority (68 percent of the mandatory
respondents and 51 percent of the voluntary respondents) had, in fact, used family members

‘“Forty-seven percent of the respondents reported that they would chcose a day care
center or preschool, 13 percent said that they would choose a relative or fricnd, 13 percent
said that they would choose a private sitter, and 16 percent said that they would choose
another arrangement.

420f those respondents who said that they would prefer a day care center, 37 percent said
that they prefer-ed this arrangement because it was educationally stimulating; 25 percent
because it offered ¢ “cialization opportunities with other children; 25 percent because it offered
other advantages for the child (including better supervision, a more structured environment,
more creative surroundings, more special attention for their child, more professional staff, and
lower staff/children ratios); 9 percent because it had a better physical environment; and 9
percent because it was more dependable. Of those respondents who said that they would
orefer that & relative or friend care for their child, 32 percent said that they would prefer
someone they kne ,, 23 percent said that the provider offered other advantages for the . hild
(see ctove tor definition), 23 percent said that this type of care provided a beiter physical
envireaoent; and 9 percent said that the location was more convenient. The remaining
Tesponses were under S percent.
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during their most recent activity. Similarly, 2 majority (66 percent to 76 percent) of those
preferring licensed homes and centers had used center-based care.

C. Experiences with Child Care While in GAIN

Table 16 examines respondents’ experiences with child care during their ienure in the
GAIN program* (This analysis includes all respondents who participated in the GAIN
program, regardless of whether they used a child care arrangement.) Respondents were
registered for the GAIN program for a relatively long period of time -- sixteen months (on
average) for mandatory respondents and about one year (oa average) for voluntaty
respondents. During this time, about 18 percent of the mandatory and voluatary respondents
combined reported that they experienced child care "problems.” Common types of problems
included trouble {inding reliable providers and paymant difficulties.4

About 22 percent of the respondents who participated in a GAIN activity stated that
they missed time in GAIN because their child care provider was not available or because they
did not have a provider, although about one-half said that this occurred only once or twice.
Twelve percent of the participating respondents said that they found it necessary to leave any
of their children under the age of twelve at home, without a babysitter, when they were
attending GAIN activities. Few respondents did this regularly, however, and it occurred more
frequently among mandatory respondents, who had older children. (It is also likely that
volunteers may have left their older, school-age children alone, since they rarely left their
youngest child to care for himself or herself (see Table 9).) Almost two-thirds of the
respondents reported that they stayed home from their GAIN activity at some point because
their child became ill (see Table 16).

Voluntary respondents who participated in GAIN made greater use of the assistance
provided by the GAIN program and the resource and referral staff than did mandatory
participants. While approximately one-half of the voluntary participants said that they asked

30f the mandatory respondents who reported that they preferred child care provided by
family and friends, 68 percent used relative care in their most recent activity, 24 percent used
non-relative care, and 8 percent used center-based care. Of the mandatory respondents who
reported that they preferred child care provided by licensed centers and homes, 66 percent
used center-based care in their most recent activity, 22 percent used non-relative care, and 12
percent used relative care. The findings were similar for volunteer respondents. Of the
volunteers who reported that they preferred child care provided by family and friends, 51
percent used relative care in their most recent activity, 15 percent used non-relative care, and
33 percent used center-based care. Of the volunteers who reported that they preferred child
care provided by licensed centers and homes, 76 percent used center-based care in their most
recent activity, 21 percent used non-relative care, and 2 percent used relative care.

“The analysis of the survey items in Table 16 could not be completed by type of child
care arrangement used. The questions were asked about respondents’ general experiences in
the GAIN program and were not tied to the use of a particular child care arrangement.

45Responses included in the payment difficulties response category were: difficulty finding
affordable care, the GAIN program would not pay the rate requested by the provider, and the
payments made by the GAIN program were not timely.
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Table 16

LAIN Respondents!' Experiences with
Child Care During Program Activities,
by GAIN Status

Mandatory Voluntary
AFDC-FG AFDC-FG
Child care Problem Respondents Respondents Total
Average length of time in GAIN
{months) 16.0 12.6 14.8
Percent who saic they had
problems with child cere for
any of their children younger
than 12 17.4 18.8 17.9
Of thuse who had child care
probtems, percegt who said the
problem was: &
Difficu'ty finding reliable
provicer 23.4 7.1 17.3
Difficulty finding provider
to meet schedule 17.0 17.9 17.3
Payment difficulties® 12.8 25.0 17.3
Difficulty finding quality
care 12.8 21.4 16.0
Difficulty when child sick 14.9 7.1 12.0
Problems with quality of
program 10.6 7.1 9.3
Difficult finding a provider
for child with special
problems 4.3 7.1 5.3
Other 17.0 28.6 21.3
Percent who missed time in
SAIN because their child care
provider was not available or
because they did not have a
provider 23.7 17.4 21.5
Percent who said this
happened: ®
Once or twice 11.9 7.4 10.3
3-5 times 6.3 5.4 6.0
6-10 times 2.2 2.0 2.2
More than 10 times 2.6 2.7 2.6
Percent who left any child
younger than 12 home without
a babysitter 15.6 5.4 11.9
Percent who said they did
this:®
Regularly 4.8 0.7 3.3
Somet imes 4.1 2.0 3.3
Very infrequently 6.7 2.7 5.3
(continued)
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Table 16 (continued)

Mandatory Voluntary
AFOC-FG AFDC-FG
Child care Problem Respondents Respondents Total
when child was sick, percent
who said they: *
Stay home to care for child 62.2 69.8 64.9
Find relative 26.1 22.2 23.4
Child never sick during
activity 14.1 9.4 12.4
Use same arrangement 4.4 10.1 6.4
Find ;riend 6.3 4.7 5.7
Other 7.4 4.0 6.2
Number of Respondents Who
Participated 270 149 419

SOURCE:  MCRC Child Care Study.
NOTES: Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

®Response categories under 5 percent are reported in the "other"
category. Responses do not sum to 100.0 percent because a respondent can give up
to three answers to the quesion and because responses of "don't know" and non-
' applicable responses are not reported on the table.

b the sample size for tnis question is 47 mandatory AFDC-FG
respondents and 28 voluntary AFDC-FG respondents.

°Responses included in the payment difficulties category were:
difficulty finding affordable care, the GAIN program would not pay the rate
requested by the provider, and the payments made by the GAIN program were not
timely.

4 upthepn includes the responses of: not enough help from GAIN or
resource and referral staff and other miscellaneous responses.,

e Subcategories may not add to category totals because some
respondents did not know the answer to the question or did not answer the
question.

£ "Other” includes other miscellaneous child care arreangements.
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for assistance with their child care from GAIN or the resource and referral staff, 18 percent
of the mandatory participants did so. Similarly, 52 percent of the voluntary participants
reported that they received assistance at some point during the program, as compared to 19
percent of the mandatory participants. The relatively higher use of GAIN and resource and
referral agency staff by volunteers may redect \he greater assistance required in locating or
arranging center-based care (which was more common among volunteers) compared to other

types of care.

Of the 18 percent of respondents who reported having child care problems,
approximately 50 percent said that they had asked GAIN or the resource and referral staff
for assistance. However, while approximately one-half reported that the assistance was "very
helpful” or "somewhat helpful,” more than one-third sta‘ed that it was "not helpful at all.”

The survey also inquired about the child care arrangements for older children, age twelve
to fourteen, who did not qualify for GAIN child care funds. About one-third of the GAIN
respondents who had a child in this age bracket reported that the child was on his or her own
without supervision after school or on days when schoo! was closed. Forty percent of these
respondeats reported that the situation caused them "problems or worries,” primarily that their
child "could not be trusted" on his or her own.*

D. Utilization of Child Care Funds While in GAIN

As discussed above, a factor that has affected the program’s overall child care
expenditures is the extent to which GAIN registrants were using child care arrangements that
were paid for with GAIN funds. Among respondents who participated in a GAIN activity,
29 percent of the mandatory grovp and 68 percent of the volunteers used a GAIN-funded
child care arrangement for their youngest child (see Figure 7).

As shown in Table 17, a significant proportion of the respondents who both participated
in GAIN and used a child care arrangement (at some point during the program) reported that
they did not use GAIN funds to pay for this care. Overall, only 56 percent of respondents
who used a child care arrangement reported that they used any GAIN funds. Volunteers
were moge likely to use program funds (70 percent) *han were mandatory respondents (44
percent).

4%When asked what types of problems or worries leaving their twelve-to-fourteen-year-
old child alone caused, 69 percent of the participants reported that they felt that their child
could not be trusted, 38 percent said that they thought it was unsafe, and 13 percent were
afraid of crime. The remaining responses were under 5 percent.

4TThere were not substantial differences in the average age of the youngest child of those
who did and did not use GAIN in-pro,.cam child care funds. However, those who used the
funds had more hours of child care per week in their most recent activity. For mandatory
respondents, the figures are 24 hours for those who used the funds (average age of youngest
child: 6.1 years) compared to 17 hours (and 7.6 years) for those who did not use the funds.
For voluntary respondents, the equivalent figures are 27 acurs (< 6 years) and 24 hours (3.3
years). The hours refer to those used in the respondents’ most recent child care arrangement.
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Table 17

Use of GAIN Child Care Funds by
Respondents Using a Child Care Arrangement,
by County and GAIN Status

Survey ltem Napa San Mateo Butte Ventura Kern Stanislaus Santa Clara Fresno Total
Percent who reported using
GAIN child care funds
Mandatory 42.9% 46.4% 52.2% 38.9% 37.5% 20.7% 64.3% 57.1% 46.1%
Voluntary 79.6 1.9 -- 43.5 -- -- 7.4 -~ 70.1 **
Percent who said that GAIN
paid:
whole cost of child care
expenses
Mandatory 33.3 42.9 34.8 27.8 18.8 20.7 35.7 53.6 34.5
Voluntary 66.7 62.5 .- 3.8 .- .- 60.0 .- 59.0 *
Part of the cost of child
care expenses
Mandatory 4.8 3.6 13.0 5.6 18.8 0.0 21.4 3.6 7.3
i Voluntary 5.6 9.4 -- 4.4 -- -- 11.4 -- 7.6
w
‘i" Average number of children per
household using GAIN child .
care funds
Mandatory 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.0 1.8 1.7 1.3 1.5 1.4
voluntary 1.5 1.5 -- 1.4 .- .- 1.7 -- 1.5
Number of Respondents
Who Participated and Used
8 Child Care Arrangement
Mandatory 21 28 23 18 16 29 14 28 177
voluntary 54 32 .- 23 -- -- 35 - 144

SOURCE:  MDRC Child Care Survey.
NOTES: The symbol #-- indicates that a volunteer sample was not studied in this county.

Subcategories may not add to category totals berause some respondents did not know the answer to the question or did not answer the
question.

Chi-square tests were applied to each row of the table to determine whether the percentages in the
population from which the sample was drawn were equal for all counties. A statistically significant result indicates that there is little chance they
are equal in the population. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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Table 18 indicates that among respondents using GAIN funds, GAIN paid child care
expenses for an average of 1.4 children. A majority of those using program funds said that
GAIN covered all of their expenses, although some reported that GAIN paid for oniy part
of them.

Registrants who used relatives as child care providers were less likely to use GAIN
payments than were those who used non-relatives or center-based care. As Table 18
indicates, of those who used only a relative as a child care provider, 39 percent reported that
they used GAIN funds. In contrast, almost 60 percent of those who used non-relative care
and about 75 percent of those who used day care centers reported that they used program
funds. These differences are not explained by any variation in registrants’ awareness of the
availability of GAIN funding for the different types of care (see Table 18).

The exact reasons that some respondents who were eligible for GAIN child care funds
reportedly did not use them cannot directly be determined from the available data. However,
MDRC field research suggested that a number of factors may have contributed to this
outcome, particalarly for respondents using relative and non-relative care.

First, as discussed above, participation in GAIN was usually a part-time commitment,
requiring that the participant be away from home for only a few hours at a time. Given the
nature of participation, some registrants may not have wanted to go through the
inconvenience of having a provider authorized by GAIN and having the payment system set
up. In particular, the GAIN regulations stipulate that specified information on license-exempt
providers (such as the age of the provider) be maintained bv the GAIN program. This
usually required a meeting between GAIN staff and the child care provider to collect this
information. In addition, completing the necessary paperwork to receive payments from
GAIN required extra time on the part of the registrant and the provider.

Second, relatives or friends may have provided care at no cost to the GAIN registrant.
In these cases the registrant may have felt that payment was not necessary or, as noted above,
that the effort to secure GAIN child care payments was not worthwhile. In addition, GAIN
staff reported to MDRC fieid researchers that relatives and friends providing care may
themselves have been on AFDC. Some providers may not have wanted to receive payment
for their services because it would have been merely deducted from their welfare grant as
income.

Third, county interpretations of state regulations also contributed to the lower than
anticipated use of GAIN child care funds. In at least one of the study counties, program
administrators did not allow relatives who provided care in the child’s homc to receive GAIN
child care funds during the study, owing to their interpretation of minimum wage laws. 48

There are other possible reasons for this outcome. For example, some registrants who
were entitled to GAIN child care funds did not realize that this was available (although most
did). Of those who used a child care arrangement while participating in GAIN but did not

48see note 13.




Table 18

Percent of Respondents Who Reported Being Informed of
Child Care Issues and Percent Who Reported Using Child Care Funds,
by Type of Child Care Arrangements

Only Used Only Used Only Used
Relative Non-relative Center-based
Issue Care Care Care
Percent who said they were
informed that GAIN would pay
for child care provided by
adult family members or friends 74.8% 77.5% 75.0%
Percent who said they were
_informed that GAIN would pay
for child care provided by
ceniters or licensed homes 82.1 80.3 91.7 *
Percent who used GAIN
child care funds 39.0 57.8 75,9 ***
Nurber of Respondents
who Participated 123 4] 108

SOURCE: MDRC Child Care Survey.

NOTES:  This table includes GAIN partic.pants who only used one type of
child care throughout their participation in the GAIN program.

Chi-square tests were applied to each row of the table to determine
whether the percentages in the population from which the sample was drawn were
equal for all type of child care arrangement categories. A statistically
significant result indicates that there is little chance they are equal in the
populat”on. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent;
** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.




pay for it with GAIN funds, 68 percent reported that they were informed that GAIN would
pay for child care provided by family and friends, and 77 percent were informed that GAIN
would pay for child care provided by licensed day care centers.

Finally, since this was an carly period of program operations, county GAIN programs
may not have had effective child care payment systems operating. However, the utilization
of funds did not increase over time. The percentage of the supplemental sample that
reported using GAIN child care funds was very similar to that of the main child care
sample.4?

VII. USE OF CHILD CARE BY EMPLOYED RESPONDENTS

This section examines the use of and experiences with child care arrangements for
respondents who became employed during the survey follow-up period. First, the types of
child care arrangements respondents utilized when they were employed are explored. Second,
parental perceptions of and experiences with their child care arrangements are described.
Third, the use of GAIN transitional child care funds and child care expenses for employed
respondents are examined. These issues are studied for the respondent’s most recent job.
(For respondents who were employed at the time of the interview, this was their current job.)

A. Employment Experiences of Respondents

Figure 8 provides an overview of the employment experiences and use of transitional
child care funds by survey respondents. As shown, a substantial proportion of the respondents
reported that they had been employed at scme point since registering for the GAIN program:
48 percent of the mandatory respondents and 56 percent of the voluntary respondents. (It
is important to note that in the absence of comparisons to a control group, the extent to
which these employment rates can be attributed to GAIN is uncertain.)’® Hcwever only 21
percent of the mandatory respondents and 26 percent of the volunteers were c¢ligible for
transitional child care if they needed it (that is, they left AFDC because of employment and
had a child under the age of twelve at the time). A much smaller percentage -- 3 percent
of the mandatory respondents and 6 percent of the volunteers -- reported that they used
transitional child care funds.

Figure 9 illustrates that the use of child care arrangements during employed respondents’
most fecent job was extensive -- 78 percent of the mandatory group and 98 percent of the
voluntary group used them. Sixteen percent of the uiandatory respondents did not need

“9For the supplemental sample, 61 percent of the respondents reported that they received
GAIN child care funds (42 percent of the mandatory respondents and 77 percent of the
volunteer respondents).

500ther MDRC studies have shown that a segment of the wrelfare population will leave
welfare and find jobs in the absence of employment and training programs. For a summary
of these findings, see Judith M. Gueron, Reforming Welfare with Work, New York: The Ford
Foundation, 1987.
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Figure 8

Survey Respondents’ Eligibility for and Use of
GAIN Transitional Child Care Funds, by GAIN Status

Mandatory AFDC-FG Respondents
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Figure 9

Employed Respondents' Use of Child Care Arrangements
During Most Recent Job,
by GAIN Status
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arrangements because their child was in school during the entire part of the day they were
working.

When respondents who did not become employed were asked why they were not
working, most gave reasons unrelated to child care. Twelve percent reported that they were
not working because they could not locate or afford adequate child care arrangements. (Fifty-
five percent of these respondents who mentioned child care problems reported that they were
aware of GAIN’s transitional child care payments.) The major reasons given for not working
were that respondents wanted to return to school or felt they were not qualified for any jobs,

suggesting that those who were not employed were not looking for work.>!

Table 19 presents details on the most recent job of respondents who were employed
during the survey follow-up period. Of these employed respondents, approximately 70 percent
were still employed and about 52 percent were off AFDC at the time of the interview.
Respondents who became employed did so, on average, approximately one year after register-
ing for the GAIN program. Employed respondents worked a substantial number of hours per
week, with 60 percent working more than thirty-five hours per week and with the number of
hours worked per week averaging thirty-three. The mean length of employment during their
most recent job was approximately ten months. A small percentage started their employment
as an on-the-job training activity in GAIN, but this became a regular job for the vast majority
of these respondents.

A substantial portion, approximately 45 percent, of the employed respondents reported
that they had left AFDC because of employment at some point since enrolling in GAIN.53
As discussed above, this segment of the population was therefore eligibie for GAIN’s
transitional child care assistance if they needed it; it lasted for three months.

B. Patterns of Child Care Arrangements

This section examines the type of child care azrangements survey respondents used when
they became employed, regardless of whether the employment allowed them to leave AFDC.
Arrangements are examined for voluntary and mandatory respondents, during the summer and
the school year, and for part-time and full-time employment. The principal finding is that

S1Asked why they were not working, registrants gave the following reasons: they wanted
to go to school (26 percent), were not qualified for any jobs (18 percent), had health or
emotional problems that prevented them from working (15 percent), preferred to stay home
and raise their child (14 percent), had no jobs available (11 percent), and did not have
adequate transportation (9 percent). All remaining responses were under 5 percent.

520f the respondents who were employed as part of their on-the-job training activity, 90
percent reported that the activity resulted in "regular employment." Al respondents who
participated in an on-the-job training activity are analyzed in this section, regardless of whether
the activity resulted in employment.

53Because respondents may go off AFDC for reasons other than employment, this
percentage is somewhat lower than the proportion of respondents who reported that they

were currently off AFDC.
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Table 19

Selected Employment Characteristics of Respondents
Frployed Since Registering for GAIN,
by GAIN Status

Mandatory AFOC-FG  voluntary AFOC-FG
Characteristic Respondents Respondents Total

Percent currently employed 71.0 85.3 68.9

Percent who are not currently
on AFOC 50.5 53.4 51.6

Average number of months
between GAIN registration and

start of most recent job 12.5 10.2 1.7

Percent employed:
Less than 20 hours per week 14.3 1.1 13.1
20-34 hours per week 26.0 7.4 26.5
35 or more hours per week 57.7 61.5 60.4

Average number of hours

worked per week in most

recent job 331 32.8 33.0

Average number of months

employed in most recent job 10.3 9.0 9.8
For those currently working 12.0 11.5 11.8
For those not currently 5.9 4.2 5.2

working

Percent starting most recent

job as an on-the-job training

sctivity in the GAIN program 5.5 7.6 &3

Percent who left AFOC for
employment during survey 43.0 46.6 44.3
fol low-up period

Number of Employed Respondents 200 118 318

SOURCE: MORC Child Care Survey.

NOTE: Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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patterns of child care arrangements for employed respondents are similar to those of GAIN
participants in general.

Table 20 shows the extent to which different types of child care arrangements were used
by mandatory and voluntary employed respondents while they were holding their most recent
job.  Approximately 40 percent of the mandatory GAIN respondents who were employed
during the school year had their youngest child in school the entire: portion of the day during
which they were employed. This is a somewhat smaller percentage than that of program
participants, indicating that work schedules did not coincide with school schedules as often as
GAIN activity schedules did. The remainder primarily used relatives and non-relatives to care
for their youngest child, with twice as many relying on relative care. Fewer than 10 percent
used center-based care or had their youngest child care for himself or herself when they were
employed.

During the summer, when their youngest child was out of school, employed mandatory
respondents relied primarily on relatives to provide child care (Table 20). The use of relative
care increased substantially during the summer months, while there were only modest
increases in the use of non-relative providers. The percentage of employed respondents who
had no arrangement doubled.

Employed respondents who had volunteered for GAIN used different types of child care
arrangements than did mandatory respondents (Table 20). Thirty-nine percent of the
employed voluntary respondents used day care centers or preschools (a slightly lower
percentage than the voluntary program participants using center-based care). The remaining
respondents relied on relatives and non-relatives for their child care. Whereas program
participants relied more heavily on relative care, voluntary respondents who were employed
were as likely to use relatives as non-relatives. None left their child alone while they were
employed.

Table 21 exainines the age and relationship of relative and non-relative providers of child
care to employed GAIN respondents. During the school year mandatory respondents using
relative care relied on both the other parent of the child and other relatives (not including
another child). During the summer there wes a greater use of another child as the child care
provider and a decline in the use of the other parent. Compared to program participants, a
much larger percentage of mandatory employed respondents, 16 percent, used & provider
under the age of eighteen during the school year. This proportion increased to 23 percent
in the summer months. Voluntary respondents using relative care rarely used their other
children, the child’s other parent, or persons under the age of eighteen as providers when
they were working.

Child care arrangements ‘iffered according to the age of the youngest child, as indicated
in Table 22. Employed respondents with young children (in the two-to-five age bracket) were
most likely to receive care from a day care center or nursery. However, in contrast to
program participants, employed respondents with their youngest child under the age of two
used relatives as child care providers more often. The likelihood that the youngest child was
in schoo! during the respondents’ most recent job increased with the age of the child.
Fourteen percent of those whose youngest child was in the nine-to-eleven age bracket had
their child take care of himself or herself while they were at work. (Of the few respondents
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Table 20

Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements
for Employed Respondents' Youngest Child During Most Recent Job,
by GAIN Status and Time of Year

Mandatory AFOC-FG voluntairy AFOC-FG
Respondents Respondents

Child Care Arrangement School Year Summer
Employment occurred while
child was in school 40.5% 0.0% 5.9%
Relative provided care 28.7 54.7 26.2

In child's home 14.6 28.1 9.3

In provider!s home 14.1 26.6 16.9

Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nori-relative provide care 14.6 18.7 25.4

In child's home 3.2 3.9 3.4

In provider!s home 1.4 14.8 22.0

Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0
Center-based care 9.2 7.8 39.0
Child cares for self 5.9 12.5 0.0
Data not available G 6.2 3.4
Total 100.0 100.9 100.0
Number of Emplcyed Respondents 187 128 118

SOURCE:  MDRC Child Care Survey.

NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent and subcategories
may not add to category totals due to rounding.

Not all respondents were employed during both the school year and
the sumer. For the small number of mandatory AFDC-FG respondents whose youngest
child is less than five (pre-school age), the child care arrangement is reported
in the school year colum. For the small number of voluntary AFDC-FG responcents
whose youngest child is five or older, the arrangement reported is the school
year arrangement if the respondent was employed in the school year only or in
both the school year and the summer, and is the surmer arrangement if the
respondent was employed in the summer only.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

1)

Q -64-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ane

£




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 21

Percentage Distribution of Selected Charscteristics
of Relative and Non-relative Child Care Providers
Ouring Employed Respondents® Most Recent Job,
by GAIN Status and Time of Year

Mandatory AFDC-FG Voluntary AFDC-FG
Respondents Respondents
Characteristic School Year Summer
Age of provider
Twelve or younger 2.6% 4.5% 0.0%
13-14 2.6 4.5 0.0
15-17 10.5 13.¢ 1.8
18-25 18.4 19.3 14.3
26-35 26.3 20.5 26.8
36-55 2.4 21.6 39.3
Older than 55 17.1 15.9 17.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Relationship to respondent
Other child 1.1 24.5 1.6
Other parent 2.7 8.5 9.8
Other relative 30.9 41.5 39.3
Non-relative 3.3 25.5 49.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Employed Respondents
Using Relative or Non-relative 81 94 61
Child Care Providers

SOURCE:  MODRC Child Care Survey.
NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

This table includes child care provided by relatives or non-
relatives in the child's home, the pravider's home, or elsewhere.

Not all respondents were employed during both the school year and
the summer. For the small number of mandatory AFDC-FG respondents whose youngest
child is less than five (pre-school age), the charscteristics of the provider are
reported in the school year colum. For the small number of voluntary AFDC-FG
respondents whose youngest child is five or older, the characteristics reported
are of the school year provider if the respondent was employed in the school year
only or in both .he school year and the summer, and are of the summer provider if
the respondent was employed in the summer only.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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Table 22

Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements
for Employed Respondents' Youngest Child During Most Recent Job,
by Age of Child

Age of Child

Child Care Arrangement < 2-5 6-8 9-11
Employment occurred while
child was in school 0.0% 6.8% 40.7% 50.8 #x%
Relative provided care 51.3 20.4 26.0 26.2

In child's home 23.1 10.2 13.9 7.7

In provider’s home 28.2 10.2 13.0 18.5 *

Elsenhere 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-relative provided care 20.5 21.6 19.4 9.2

In child's home 5.1 2.3 4.6 c.0

In provider's home 15.4 19.3 14.8 9.2

Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Center-based care 28.2 46.6 10.2 0.0 #ww
Child cares for self 0.0 0.0 1.9 13.9
Data not available 0.0 4.6 1.9 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Employed Respondents 39 48 108 65

SOURCE: MDRC Child Care Survey.

NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent and subcategories may not
add to category totals due to rounding.

for respondents whose youngest child is five yeais of age or older,
this table reports on the school year arrangement. Not included on the 2able are
respondents whose youngest child is five or older but who were not employed
during the school year. Also not included are the small number of respondents
for whom data are not available about the age of their youngest ~hild.

Chi-square tests were applied to each row of the table to determine
whether the percentages in the population from which the sample was drawn were
equal for all age of child categories. A statistically significant result
indicates that there is littie chance they are equal in the population.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent;
**t z | percent.
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who had their child care for himself or herself, fewer than one-half'reported that they were
informed of GAIN’s transitional child care payments.)*

Child care arrangements also differed according to the number of hours per week the
registrant worked, although not all of the differences are statistically significant. As shown
in Table 23, respondents employed more than thirty-five hours per week were more likely to
use center-based care and care provided by non-relatives. Respondents employed par:-time
were more likely to have their child in school the entire part of the day they were at work.

C. Parental Perceptions of anu Experiences with Child Care
Arrangements While Employed

This section discusses GAIN respondents’ perceptions of and experiences with their child
care arrangements while they were employed, including the problems they experienced with
their arrangements and whether they preferred to change arrangements.

Table 24 examines the perceptions of those employed respondents who used child care
arrangements. (Employed respondents who did not use child care arrangements -- either
because their youngest child was in school or because their youngest child cared for himself
or herself -- are not included in this analysis of parental perceptions.) Respondents were
employed, on average, for ten months. Respondents’ answers to several survey questions
suggest that during this time period the majority perceived their child care arrangements to
be at least adequate, although, as was ir .icated for in-program care, a portion would have
preferred different arrangements. Overall, 83 percent of the employed respondents reported
that their child care arrangements were "very dependable,” and none reported that they were
"very undependable.” Moreover, as discussed earlier, few respondents reported that they were
not working because of child care problems.

V'hen employed respondents were asked whether they would choose the same
arrangements again or would prefer different arrangements now that they were familiar with
the arrangements for their youngest child, one-fifth of the respondents said that they would
choose different arrangements (see Table 24). However, 16 percent of the respondents using
center-based or relative care gave this response, while more than 30 percent of those using
non-relative care did so. Employed respondents who preferred different arrangen. :nts (whici,
again, could include a different type of arrangement altogether or simply a different person
or center) reported that they did so because they were dissatisfied with the level of
educational stimulation, because the supervision was inadequate, or because the provider was
undependable.ss

54Among the eleven respondents who were employed during the school year and had
their child care for himself or herself, four reported that they were informed of the availability
of transitional child care.

55The reasons registrants gave for preferring different arrangements were as follows: 24
percent said the child was not stimulated educationally, 18 percent said the provider was not
dependable, 18 percent reported the supervision was inadequate, and 6 percent said the
provider was inconveniently located. All remaining responses were under 5 percent.
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Tabla 23

Percentage Distribution of Child Care Arrangements
for Employed Respondents' Youngest Child During Most Recent Job,
by Heurs of Employment

Employed Employed Employed
Less Then 20 20-34 35 or More
Child Care Arrangement Hours/Week Hours/Week  Hours/Week
Employment occurred while
child was in school 41.0% 37.0% 21,0% ***
Relative provided care 33.4 27.2 25.0
In child*s home 10.3 9.9 12.5
In provider's home 23.1 17.3 12.5
Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-relative provided care 12.9 12.3 22.7
In chitld's home 2.6 3.7 3.4
In providerts home 10.3 8.6 19.3 *
Elsewhere 0.0 0.0 0.0
Center-based care 10.3 18.5 24.4
Child cares for self 0.0 2.5 5.1
Data not available 2.6 2.5 1.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Employed Respondents 39 81 176

SOURCE:  MORC Chiid Care Survey.

NOTES: Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent and subcategories
may not add to catzgory totals du2 to rounding.

For respondents whose youngast child is five years of age or oulder,
this table reports on the school year arrangement. Not included on the table are
respondents whose youngest child is five or older but who were not employed
during the school year. Also not ficluded are the small number of respondents
for whom data are not available about hours of employment per week.

Chi-square tests were applied to each row of the table to determine
whether the percentages in the population from which the sample was drawn were
equal for all three hours of employment categories. A statistically significant
result indicates that there is little chance they are equal in the population.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = §5 percent;
*** = 1 percent.
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Table 24

Perceptions of and Experiences with Child Care Arrangements
for GAIN Respondentst Youngest Child During Most Receni .uvb,
by Type of Child Care Arrangements

Survey ltem

Relative

Non-relative

Child!s
Home

Provideris
Home

Total

Child's
Home

Providerts
Home Total

Center-
based

Total

Average length of time
employed (months)

Percent who said child care
arrangement was:
"Very dependable
Somewhat dependable
Somewhat undependable
Very undepandable

Now that they are familiar
with arrangements during most
recent job, percent who said
they would prefer different
arrangements rather than
choosing the same arrange-
ment again

Percent who changed their
child care arrangement

Of those who changed thefr
child care arrangement,
percent gho said they changed
because:°’©
No longer available
Better arrangements became
available
Not dependable
Could not afford it
Did not like specific
aspects of care
Inconvenient hours
GAIN could no longer pay
Other®

Percent who said they had
problems with child care
for their children younger
than 12

Of those who had child
care problems, percent gho
said the problem was:>’
Difficulty finding
relisble providers
Difficulty finding pro-
vider to meet schedule
Payment difficulties®
Difficulty finding quaiity
care
Problems with quality of
program
Other

10.3

16.1

5.4

7.1

10.1

15.9

16.3

1.3

10.2

16.0

0.1

10.9

30.8

15.4

31.6 31.4

19.3 18.6
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20.2%*

22.6***
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Table 24 (continued)

Relative Non-relative
Child*s Providerts Child's Provider's Center-
Survey ltem Home Home Total Home Home Total based Total
Percent who said they missed
time on job because child
care provider was not avaik-
able or because did not have
provider 12.5 17.5 15.1 38.5 22.8 25.7 1%.7 17.9
Percent who said this
happened:*
Once or twice --- --- --- eee .- .- .- 10.1
3-5 times -.- --- .e- --- .- --- .e- 5.1
6-10 times .- .-- --- .- --- --- --- 2.0
More than 10 times .- .o .- cee .- .-- ..- 0.8
Percent who left any child
under 12 home alone without a
babysitter 14.3 14.3 14.3 15.4 17.5 7.1 2.9 12.1%*
Percent who said they did
this:®
Regularly .-- .-- --- --- --- .-- --- 3.9
Somet imes --- --- --- --- .-- .- -.- 4.3
very infrequently ..- --- .-- .- .- .e- --- 3.9
when child was sick, percent
Mho:b
Stay home to care for child] 51.8 50.8 51.3 46.2 50.9 50.0 €3.2 54.1
Find relative 44.6 39.7 42.0 7.7 15.8 14.3 32.4 31.9%xe
Use same arrangements 7.1 4.8 5.9 15.4 26.3 2.3 1.5 Q. Th%x
Find friend 3.6 3.2 3.4 23.1 17.5 18.6 10.3 9.3xxx
child never sick during
enp!oyment 5.4 7.9 6.7 15.4 5.3 7.1 5.9 6.6
Other 12.5 7.9 10.1 7.7 8.8 8.6 14.7 10.9
Number of Employad
Respondents Using a8 Child
Care Arrangement 56 63 119 13 57 70 68 257
SOURCE: MDRC child Care Survey.
NOTES: Chi-square tests Were applied to each row of the table to determine whether the percentages in the

population from which the sample wus drawn were equal for all type of child care arrangement categorins. A
statistically significant result indicates that there is little chance they are equal in the population. S$tatistical
significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.

This table reports on the most recent child care arrangenent used by the respondent in their most
recent job.

®subcategories may not add to category totals because some responderts did not know the answer to
the question or did not answer the question or due to rounding.

bResptmse categories under 5 percent are reported in the “other" category. Responses do not sum to
100.0 percent because respondent can give up to three answers to the question and because responses of "don't know"
and non-applicable responses are not reported on the table.

“The sample size for this question is 58 AFDC-FG respondents.
this category includes the responses of: supervision was inadequate, fear of sexual abuse, did not

like physical care, inadequate educational stimulation, insufficient attention/socialization, unable to care for
child with special needs.
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Table 24 (continued)

*ugther” includes the responses of: did not Like physical environment, did not like provider
generally, inconvenient location, and other miscellaneous responses.

Lthe sample size for this question is 37 AFDC-FG respondents.

EThe symbol "---n jndicates sample sizes are too small for statistics to be reported by type of
child care arrangement.

hl!esportses included in the payment difficulties category are: difficulty finding affordable care
and GAIN program would not pay rate requested by provider.

Lupther® includes the responses of: difficulties when child was sick and other miscellaneous
responses.

dugthern includes other miscel laneous responses.
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Generally, child care arrangements during employment were most stable for those using
relative care. Almost 39 percent of the employed respondents using non-relative care and
about 28 percent of those using center-based care reported that they changed their
arrangements at some point during their most recent job. However, 10 percent of those using
relative care made a change (see Table 24). The primary reasons that employed respondents
reported for chauging arrangements were that the provider was no longer available, a better
arrangement became available, or the provider was not dependable.

Overall, child care provided by non-relatives appears to have been somewhat more
problematic than other types of care (see Table 24). For example, 74 percent of the
empioyed respordents using non-relative care reported that their arrangements were "very
dependable,” whiie 90 percent of the respondents ucing center-based care had this response.

Table 25 examines the child care experiences of all employed mandatory and voluntary
respondents. (This analysis includes all employed respondents, regardless of whether they
used a child care arrangement.) Much like the piogram participants, approximately 15 percent
of the employed respondents reported that they experienced chiid care "problems.” Of those
employed respondents who had problems, most reported that they had difficulty locating
reliable providers or locating a provider who could accommodate their schedule.

Eighteen perccnt of the employed respondents stated that they missed time at their job
becaus"g their child care provider was not available or because they did not have a provider,
although.most said that this occurred only once or twice. Sixteen percent of the employed
respcadents:found it necessary at some point to leave a child younger than tweive years of
age home without a babysitter when they were at work. More than one-half stayed home at
some point because their child was ill, while one-quarter primarily used relative care when this

situation arose.

Table 24 examines these child care experiences for employed respondents by the type of
child care arrangement they used in their most recent job. As illustrated, there are few
differences between the types of child care providers, although those using center-based care
were less likely to leave any of their children alone with a babysitter.

D. The Use of Transitional Child Care

As discussed above, the use of GAIN transitional child care funds was relatively low.
Of those respondents who would qualify for this assistance if they needed it (that is, they left
AFDC because of employment and had a child who was still under the age of twelve at the
time), 17 percent reported that they had used the payment. As Table 26 illustrates, voluntary
respondents (24 percent; were more likely to use these funds than were mandatory
respondents (13 percent). 6 In addition, fewer than one-half of those who used transitional

child care funds reported that they covered the entire cost of the child care services.

36For the mandatory group and the voluntary group, there was no difference between the
average age of the youngest child for thuse who used transitional child care funds and for
those who did not.

-

105




[

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Empl oyed Respondents' Experiences with Child Care
During Most Recent Job, hy GAIN Status

Table 25

Mandatory voluntary
AFOC-FG AFDC-FG
Child Care Problem Respondents Respordents Total
Average length of employment
(mnths) 10.3 9.0 9.8
Percent who said they had
problems with their child
care arrangement for child
younger than 12 15.5 14.4 15.1
Of those who had child care
problems, percent who said the
problem was: %
Difficulty finding reiiable
provider 19.4 23.5 20.8
Difficulty finding provider
to meet schedule 16.1 23.5 18.8
payment difficulties® 12.9 23.5 16.7
Difficulty finding quality
care 9.7 11.8 10.4
Difficulty when child sick Q.7 5.9 8.3
Problems with quality of
program 19.4 0.0 12.5
Other 16.1 29.6 20.8
Percent who missed time on
job because their child care
provider was not available or
because they did not have a
provider 17.0 19.5 17.9
Percent who said this
happened: ®
Once or twice 10.0 10.2 10.1
3-5 times 5.0 5.1 5.0
6-10 times 2.0 2.5 2.2
More than 10 times 0.0 1.7 0.6
Percent who left any child
younger than 12 home without
babysitter: 22.0 5.9 16.0
Percent who said they did
this:*
Regularly 10.0 1.7 6.9
Sometimes 5.0 0.9 3.5
Very infrequently 6.5 3.4 5.4
(continued)
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Tuble 25 (continued)

|| Mandatory Voluntary
{ AFDC-FG AFDC-FG
Chitd Care Problem ‘| Respondents Respondents Total
When child was sick, percent |
who said they:® |
Stay home to care for chidd | 53.0 55.9 56.1
Find retative i 5.0 31.6 27.4
Child never sick during
sctivity l 9.5 5.1 7.9
Use same arrangement { 7.5 9.3 8.2
find ;riend 9.5 8.5 9.1
Other ' 11.0 9.3 10.4
Number of Employed Respondents : @nc 118 218

SOURCE:  MDRC Chilei Tyre Study.
NOTES: Tests of statistical significance were not examined,

*Response amtegories undor 5 percent are reported in the
“other" category. Responses aonot sum to 100.0 percent because a respondent can
give up to three answers up the question and because responses of "don't know"
and non-applicable responses ame not reported on the table.

brne sanple size for this question is 37 mandatory AFDC-FG
respondents and 17 voluntaty MRIC-FG respondents.

“Respormes fincluded in the payment difficulties category are:
difficulty finding affordable xmme and GAIN program would not pay rate requested
by provider.

9n0thern fmdides other miscellaineous responses.

®Subcategories may not add to category totals because some
respondents did not know the armeer to the question or did not answer the
question or due to rounding,

t “other" ficludes other miscellaneous child care
arrangements.
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Tasble 26

Use of Transitional Child Care by Respondents
Who Left AFOC Because of Employment, by GAIN Status

Mandatory AFOC-FG Vc.untary AFOC-FG
Survey Jtem Respondents Respondents Total

Percent who reported using
GAIN transitional child care
funds® 12.8 23.6 17.0
Percent who sajd GAIN paid:
Whole cost of child care

expenses 3.5 10.9 6.4
Part of the cost of child
care expenses 9.3 10.9 9.9

Average number of children
per household receiving GAIN
transitional child care funds 1.3 1.5 1.4

1f they did not use transi-
tional child care, percent
who said they did not use it

because:
0id not need it 31.9 25.0 29.5
0id not know about it 29.2 10.0 22.3
0id not qualify for it 9.7 27.5 16.1
0id not want it 12.5 0.0 8.0
Other® 12.5 17.5 14.3

Number of Respondents Who Left

AFOC Because of Employment . 55 141

SOURCE: MORC Child Care Survey.
NOTES: Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

‘Subcategories may not add to category totals because some respondents
did not know the answer to the question or did not answer the question.

brne sample size for this question §s 75 mandatory AFOC-FG responderts
and 42 voluntary AFOC-FG respondents. Response cotegories under 5 percent are
reported in the "other" category. Responses do not sum to 100.0 percent because
a respondent can gfve up to three answers to the question and because responses
of "don't know" and non-applicable responses are not reported on the table.

®The "other® category includes the responses of: did not think they
were eligible for the funds, Gaii or resource and referral agency staff did not
provide assistance, and other misce!laneous responses.
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Although the exact reasons cannot be determined, there were several factors that con-
tributed to the lower than anticipated use of transitional child care funds. First, as Table 26
illustrates, when those who left AFDC because of employment were asked why they did not
use the funds, respondents most commonly reported that they did not need the assistance (30
percent). As will be explained below, a subsianiial portion of all the employed respondents
reported that they did not pay for their child care arrangements in their most recent job.
Data on how many respondents dld not pay for their arrangements whe: they left AFDC due
to employment are not available;’’ however, the use of free child care arrangements may have
affected the utilization of transitional child care funds and may partially account for
respondents’ reports that they did not need the funds. In additnon, some of those eligible
for transitional child care payments may not have required the servm‘ because their child was
in schoo! the entire part of the day when they were working 38

Second, respondents do pot appear to have been adeguately informed about transitional
child care, which may explaiu why some did not take advantage of the service. About one-
quarter of the respondents who left AFDC because of employment reported that they did not
use the payments because they did not know about them. In addition, as explained in the
previous section, 44 percent of those who left AFDC because of employment reported that
they knew the funding was available when asked explicitly. (Among those who left AFDC
because of employment and did not use transitional rhild care funds, 39 percent reported
knowing that GAIN offered these payments.)

Third, during the study period, which covers a very early period of program operations,
county interpretations of eligibility for transitional child care were not uniform. In particular,
some counties reported that based on their understanding of GAIN regulations, registrants
were not eligible for transitional child care unless they participated in a GAIN activity. Of
the survey respondents, more than one-third of those who left AFDC because of employment
never participated in a GAIN component. County programs may not have had the
procedures in place to arrange transitional child care for this group of registrants. (It should
be noted that the proportion of the supplemental sample who reported using transitional child
care funds was similar to that of the main child care sample, mdlcatmg that no substantial
program improvements in this area were made during the study penod)

57In the child care survey, respondents were askad about child care costs only for their
most recent job. Child care costs for the job that allowed the registrant to leave AFDC were
not collected.

8Child care arrangements during the mandatory respondents’ most recent job were
examined for those who left AFDC because of employment but did not use transitional child
care funds. Forty-one percent of those repondents reported that their youngest child was in
school the entire part of the day they were at work (during the school year). (It cannot be
determined whether the respondents’ most recent job was the job that allowed them to leave
AFDC due to employment; therefore, this percentage can only be used as an estimate of the
extent to which respondents did not use transitional child care funds because their child was
in school)

90f the 22 respondents in the supplemental sample who left AFDC due to employment,

9 percent reported that they used transitional child care funds.
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Finally, when registrants became employed and left welfare, they may not have informed
their GAIN case manager (particularly if they did not remember or know about the
avaiiability of transitional child care). Thus, program staff may not have had the opportunity
to remind the registrants that this service was available and to arrarge the payments for them.

When the three months of transitional child care are over, the GAIN regulations intend
employed respondents who need continued assistance to rely on subsidized child care slots,
funded by the State Department of Education. Based on survey responses, a small segment
of the employed respondents - 8 percent of the mandatory respondents and 14 percent of
the volunteer respondents -- reported that they had used this form of subsidized child care
since being employed.

E. Child Care Costs of Employed Respondents

A substantial portion of those who used a chili care arrangement in their most recent
job reported that they did not pay for it. Overall, approximately one-third of all employed
respondents who used a child care arrangement said that their weekly child care costs were
"zero." While almost one-half of the mandatory respondents gave this response, only about
20 percent of the voluntary respondents did so. Respondents who reported that their child
care arrangements were free pr:marily used relatives as their providers.%

Table 27 reports the average hourly rate paid by employed respondents for the child care
arrangement for their youngest child. (Respondents who did not pay anything for their child
care arrangements are not included in this table.) For mandatory respondens, the average
hourly rate was $1.90. The rate for volunteer respondents was similar. Center-based care,
at $2.00 per hour, was somewhat more expensive than care provided by relatives and non-
relatives.

Average weekly child care costs paid by employed respondents for all their ciiildren are
also reported in Table 27. As indicated, mandatory respondents paid approximately $41 per
week for their child care, while volunteer respondents paid $62 per week. Volunteer
respondents may have paid more per week for their arrangements because their children were
not yet in school and thus they required more hours of child care. Not surprisingly, average
weekly costs increased for respondents who had more children.

®Eighty-six percent of the 64 mandatory respondents who reported that they did pay for
their child care arrangements while employed used relatives most recently. Five percent used
non-relatives, and 3 percent used center-based care. For the 20 voluntary respondents in this
situation, 40 percent used relative care, 30 percent used center-based care, and 25 percent
used non-relative care.
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Table 27

Average Hourly Child Care Costs for Employed Respondents' Youngest Child
and Average Weekly Child Care Costs for ALl Children of Employed Respondents,

by GAIN Status
Mandatory Voluntary
AFDC-FG AFDC-FG
Type of Cost Respondents Respondents Total
Hourly rate for youngest child $1.90 $1.82 $1.86
(70) (82) (152)
Age of Child:
Younger than 2 $1.05 $1.69 $1.62
(3 (25) (28)
2-5 $1.75 $1.82 $1.81
(7 (52) (59)
6-8 $1.85 $2.37 $1.91
(44) (5) (49)
9-11 $2.27 --- $2.27
(16) .- (16)
Hourly rate for youngast child
for child care provided by:
Non-relatives $1.92 $1.76 $1.86
' (33) (25) (58)
Relatives $1.74 $1.62 $1.68
(22) (21) (43)
Day care centers® $2.06 $1.97 $2.00
(16) (36) (52)
Weekly child care costs:
for all children $41.95 $62.08 $52.95
(59) (71) (130)
for one child $36.79 $56.46 $47.71
{28) (35) (63)
for two children $44.31 $63.05 $52.90
(26) (22) (48)
for three or more children $58.60 $74.64 $70.42
(5 (14) (19)

SOURCE: MDRC Child Care Survey.
NOTES: The sample size is listed below each average in parentheses.
Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

%day care centers include nurseries and pre-schools.
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MDF CHILD CARE SURVEY

{ RECORD A.1 - A.2 ON GRID 1, FCLLOWING PAGE |

A1 Since the time you started in the GAIN program, how many children have you been responsibie for? 1am concemed only with children who Mave lived with you,
A.2  Andwhat are their names and bithdays, starting with the youngest and worlung up 1o the oldest?

] RECORD A.3 - A.16 ON GRID 2, FOLLOWING PAGE

A.3  Now I'd ke 10 ask you about some of the things you may have done in GAIN. Some of the questions go way back 1o when you first started in GAIN 30 if you need a minute 10 think aboui & that's OK. As you know, there are
alf sorts of GAIN activities and not everyone has been in or will be in alf of them. Have you ever beenin as partof GAIN? [F YES, ASK] And are you stll in ?

A4 [IFMOST RECENT ACTIVITY ISN'T EVIDENT OR IS UNCLEAR, ASK] Whal is your most recent GAIN activity, in other words, the Latest activity you participatod in? {CIRCLE NUMBER/S OF CURRENTIMOST RECENT ACTIVITIVAES)
[ASK_FOLLOW-UP_CHILD CARE _ARRANGEMENT QUESTIONS ONLY FOR BASIC_EDUCATION COURSES, EDUCATION & TRAINING, MOST RECENT ACT'VITY, AND DURING JOB. _]

{F RESPONDENT'S YOUNGEST CHILD S UNDER § = ASK A.S - A.7. IF YOUNGEST IS S - 12 = ASK A8 - A.14.

| AS  Was [YOUNGEST CHILD UNDER 5] your youngest chidwhile you werein _____ 7 [IF NOT YOUNGEST, ASK] Who was youngest al that tme? [RECORD CHILD NUMBER FROM ASOVE!
© A6, Whousually caresicared for [CHILO JUST gnmneo]m youwerein____ 7 And where did this care usually take piace? [PROBE FOR MOST RECENT PRIMARY CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT)
1 A7 [IF CHILD CARE PROVIDER IN A.6 IS AN INDIVIDUAL, NOT A CHILD CARE CENTER, ASK] And how old is this person? GO TO A.15 AFTER COMPLETING FOLLOW-UPS FOR ACTIVITY/IES
[__ASK A8 - A.14 IF RESPONDENT HAS A CHILD 5 - 12 AND NO CHILD UNDER &.]
A8 Was[YOUNGEST CHILD S - 12} your youngestchidwhisyouwerein________ ? [IF NOT YOUNGEST, ASK] Who was the youngest child a1 that time? [RECORD CHILD NUMBER FROM ABOVE)
A9 Andwereyouin__________during the achool’s long vacation, the regular schooi year, of both?
A.10  [IF DURING BOTH OR LONG VACATION ONLY, ASK] During the school's long vacation, who usually cares/cared for [CHILD JUST ENTERED) while You were in ? And where did ths care usually take

place? [PROBE FOR MOST RECENT PRIMARY CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT)
A.11  {IF CHILD CARE PROVIDER IN A.10 IS AN INDIVIDUAL, NOT A CHILD CARE CENTER, ASK] And how old is this person? IF LONG VACATION ONLY, GO TO A.8 AND ASK ABOUT NEXT ACTIVITY

A.12  [iF DURING BOTH OR REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR ONLY, ASK] Dunng the regulas school yezs, was [YOUNGEST CHILD BETWEEN 5 - 12] usually at school for the entire part of the day you wers at [ACTIVITY]? IF
YES, GO TO A.8 AND ASK ABOUT NEXT ACTIVITY

A.13  Durng thg regular school year, who usually cares/cared for {CHILD JUST ENTERED]) whie you were in 7 And where did this cara usually take place? [PROBE FOR
MOST RECENT PRIMARY CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT]}

A.14  {IF CHILD CARE PROVIDER IN A.13 IS AN INDIVIDUAL, NOT A CHILLD CARE CENTER, ASK] And how old is this person?

A.15 [DETERMINE MOST RECENT PRIMARY CHILO CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR MOST RECENT ACTIVITY AND JOB] And which of thess, the vacaton or school year arangement, dd you use most recenty? [IF
RESPONDENT IS IN CONCURRENT ACTIVITIES, ASK] Now, of the cheld care arrangements you used most recently, which (does/dd) [YOUNGEST CHILD) spend the most tme in? {CIRCLE NUMBER ABOVE
MOST RECENT PRIMARY CHILD CARE ARRANGMENT FOR GAIN ACTIVITY AND JOB)

[ ASK ALL RESPONDENTS A.16. ]

A.16  Have you ever had a paid job since you first started the GAIN program? [INCLUDE OJT BUT NOT PREP) [iF HAVE HAD A JOB SINCE BEGINNING GAIN, ASK) Now I'd tke to ask you about your chid care arrangements
dunng your most recent job. [ASK FOLLOW-UP CHILD CARE QUESTIONS FOR CURRENT OR MOST RECENT JOB; F YOUNGEST CHILD 1S <5 ASKA 5 - A.7 & A.15, IF YOUNGEST CHILD IS5- 12, ASK A8 - A 15]

{ IF_ RESPONDENT HAS NOT PARTICIPATED IN ANY GAIN ACTIVITES GO TO A.17, OTHERWISE BEGIN WITH A.18 ]
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L GRID ¥ ™)

Sample &:
AV ____ ____  #OFCHIDREN
A2 GAN REGISTRATION BIRTHDAY DIFFERCNCL
NAMC DATE MONTH & YR} MONTH & YCAR {iN YEARS)
1 —_—— e — INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS AND NOTES
2 — 1 .. __ | IF NO CHiLOREN UNDER 13, THANK & TERMINATE
3 —_—— 1 PR P IS YOUNGEST CHiLD? {1} 1-4
4 __I__....___I___ —— {2) 5-12
5 [ [V S N Y SR S
6 —_——t e -
7 —_— e —
8 —_—— 1 — .
L GRID 2 N |
A4 GAIN ACTiVITIES AJ [~——-—YOUNGEST CHILD'S AGE IS «$ YOUNGEST CHILD'S AGE 1S 6 - 12 L,
Edwd S8 Diamt DY AF || A A$ Chid Care Avangemant (Age <5) A7 Age || A8 AN Tiws of Schoot Yr? A10VAch Chid Care Amangements (5-12) [A.11 Age | A12 AtSchoo?  [a13 School YrChitd Care Ammoms (5-12) .14 Age
{1] | Basic aducation courses, that Is classes h G R chade 1 bt Provider] | Chid #fvach Reg  Bot DROK FE 2 of Provided Ye¢  No DKOR RF 3 of
1 mprove reeding or math skitls, or o
muacm.ubhmavkh?mimz_:._.l_l- N . S SN | SENPN U PRS- UL JOY S N N R JUY 15 DU U PR I [P — e
W Where__ Wherey
. {2} quounimdawnmm«lm 4 s .
- eologo,g]nbwﬁnguudodumlm
What trsins you for 8 parkculat type of job?.1 .....2 . 3.8 8. PO T S SN | SN 7% RV UK. TN OO X [ SR 5 PO U S (e — —
oo Whore: Wheeo
B | Jobelub of job search activises In which ? [ s
you look for & Job of leam how % ook
fora Job? LR U DU PO N | B e | i JUS- JONSNE. TR S (S AN NS PO U YU ¥ [MOU — e
L L Whese!,
(4] | PREP, an activity In which you work st 10 1 12
4 non-paylng hud«mcoin
your Rt PR JOUSE. YU R | MY O R SRS | SU W DR ST T TN Y R SN S JU JUU SR [ —
L Where W,
Ys No  DKDRRF 2 | 2 )
A8 HADA PAID JOB SINCE STARTING GAN?.1....2___ ._._a.__§.. W P % SR | SHN ¥ U U T S X (S S SUNIUIN IS DU JUNAY JU ) [OSp —
L W, Whese,
I If .RESPONDENT HAS NOT PARTICIFATED I ANY GAIH ACTIVITES GO 70 A.17, OTHERWISE BEGIN WITH A1a 3
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Child Care Survey page 3
A.17  Why did you not participate in any GAIN aclivities? [PROBE] Any other reasons?
RESP1:
RESP2: {1
RESP3: {1

A.18  Are you cumently registered for, or still in, the GAIN program, even if you are . stween activities al
this moment?

NO 2

YES 1

GO TO INSTRUCTION #1 <= | DONTREMEMBFR/DK 8
RF g

A.19  When did you finish or leave the GAIN program?

INSTRUCTION #1

IF RESPONDENT HAS PARTICIPATED IN GAIN ACTIVITIES GO 70
MODULE B

IF RESPONDENT HAS NOT PARTICIPATED IN ANY GAIN ACTIVITIES
GO TO MODULE C

NuStats, Inc. 880035.200-088S




Chlld Care Survey . page 4
MODULE B: CHILD CARE DURING CURRENT OR MOST RECENT GAIN ACTIVITY

INSTRUCTION #2

i{F RESPONDENT PARTICIPATED (N OR IS CURRENTLY PARTICIPATING IN JOB
SEARCH (#3 FROM MODULE A), BEGIN WITH B.1, OTHERWISE GO 70 B.2

B.1 What kind of GAIN job search were you involvedin. Was it. ..
Something you did as part of a class or workshop that teaches people how to look for a job. or
Was it something you did mostly on your own?
DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

B.2  About how long (have you been attending/did you atlend) [MOST RECENT ACTIVITY]?

WEEKS/MOS
9 9 DK

W @ N

INSTRUCTION #3A
L IF RESPONDENT HAS NEVER HAD A CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT OR
LEAVES/LEFT CHILD ALONE FOR ALL ACTIVITIES, GO TO MODULE C.

B.3 Did you ever change the person or place you used most often for (YOUNGEST CHILD) during your

time In GAIN?
YES 1
GO TO INSTRUCTION #3 <« NO 2
DONT REMEMBER/DK 8
RF 8
B.4 What were the major reasons you made such a change? [PROBE] Any other reasons?
RESP1; [ 1
RESP2: [ ]
RESP3: [ 1

INSTRUCTION #3
IF RESPONDENT HAS NOT HAD A CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT OR
LEAVES/LEFT CHILD ALONE FOR MOST RECENT ACTIVITY, GO TO MODULE C

——

B.5  About how many hours a week (do/did) you usually use [MOST RECENT CHILD CARE
ARRANGEMENT FOR YOUNGEST CHILD DURING MOST RECENT ACTIVITY] while you
(attend/attended) [MOST RECENT ACTIVITY)?

# HOURS/WEEK
9 9 DK

B.6  Why did you choose this panticular arrangement for L[YQUNGEST CHI D) during [MOST RECENT
ACTIVITY)? [PROBF] Any other reasons?

RESP{: I
RESP2: [ ]
RESP3: I

p B.7 Overall, how dependable would you say that these child care arrangements have {beenswere)? By
dependable | mean thal your provider (is/was) available on a consisient basis. Would you say. ..

Very dependable, 1
Somewhat dependable. 2
Somewhat undependableor 3
Very undependable? 4

8

¢

DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF
NuStats, Inc. 880035-200-C8¢€¢8
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Child Care Survey page 5

B.8  Now that you are familiar with these arrangements for [YOUNGEST CHILD) during [MOST RECENT
ACTIVITY), would you choose the 5ame arrangements gqain. or wouid you prefer different
arrangements?

DIFFERENT 1

GO TO B.10 &« SAME 2
DONT REMEMBER/DK 8

RF 9

B.9 Why would you prefer different arrangements? {PROBE] Any other reasons?

RESP1: {
RESP2: i )
RESP3: { ]

B.10 If you couid have chosen any type of chlld care arrangements for [YOUNGEST CHILD] while you
were In [MOST RECENT ACTIVITY], what arrangements would you have chosen?

B.11 [IF DIFFERENT THAN MOST RECENT ARRANGEMENT, ASK] Why?

«. ERIC

&t
5

oA

i Jee e N
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RESP1: {1
RESP2: |
RESP3: |

RESP1: t )
RESP2: [ ]
RESP3: i ]
NuStats, Inc 880035-200-0€28
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Child Care Survey page 6
MODULE C: GENERAL GAIN CHILD CARE EXPERIENCES

(o8

c.2

c3

C4

C5

c.6

c.7

The next few questlons are about chiid care Information you may have gotten concerning your
children under 12 whiie you were in the GAIN program. These questions are about the entire time
you were In GAIN, even If you didn't participate in any activities. Agaln, there are no right or wrong
answers {o these questions and it is okay to say you don't remember.

First, vvere you informed that if you wanted help In finding chiid care you could get help from GAIN
or (NAME OF LOCAL R&R) so thal you could participate in GAIN?

YES

NO

DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

o o N -

Were you Informed that GAIN would pay for adut famlty members o frlends to take care of a
person’s children under 12 while he or she participated in GAIN activitles?

YES i

NO 2

DONT REMEMBER/DK 8

RF 8
Were you informed that GAIN would pay for child care at centers or homes licensed or approved by

the government, not just child care provided by family or friends?

YES
NO

DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

O O N -

Which of the following best describes your experience inthe GAIN program . . .
I was encouraged more to use family or friends for child care,or
| was encouraged more to use licensed child care homes or centers,or
Both were encouraged about the same,or
There was no encouragement to use elther one?
DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

O O N W N e

In general, if you needed paid child care so that you could participaie in GAIN, would you prefer...
Family or friends,or

Licensed day care homes or centers,or

Both about equally?

IT WOULD DEPEND ON THE CIRCUMSTANCES

DONT REMEMBER/DK

RF

O O bW A -

Waere you informed that if you got a job and could no longer receive welfare, GAIN would pay for
your child care for up to 3 months alter you started thal job?
YES
NO
DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

L o D -

Were you Informed that if you could not find child care you would not have to participate In GAIN?
YES

NO

DONT REMEMBER/LK

RF

W O N -

NuStats, Inc. 880035-200-088¢
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Chi'd Care Survey page 7

cs8 Did you ever ask any staff from GAIN or (LOCAL R&R) fo help you find child care during your time in
GAIN?

YES

NO

DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

O O N -

c.9 Did you ever faceive any help from GAIN staif or stalf from (LOCAL B&R) in finding child care?
YES
NO
DON'T REMEMBER/DK
RF

O O N -

INSTRUCTION #4
LLIF RESPONDENT HAS PARTICIPATED IN GAIN ACTIVITIES, CONTINUE WiTH 0.10 |

IF RESPONDENT HAS NOT PARTICIPATED IN ANY GAIN ACTIVITIES BUT HAS HAD A
PAID JOB SINCE ENTEHRING GAIN, GO TO MODULE D

IF RESPONDENT HAS NOT PARTICIPATED IN ANY GAIN ACTIVITIES AND HAS NOTL
| HAD A PAID JOB SINCE ENTERING GAIN, GO TO MODULE E

C.10  Not counting any appointments with GAIN staff, did you ever have to miss time in any GAIN activities,
gither because the people or places that took care of any of your children under 12 were not
available, or because you didn't have any child care arrangements?

YES
GO TO C.12 ¢ NO
DON'T REMEMBER/DK
RF
C.11  About how often did you have to miss time in GAIN activities for these reasons, . . .

O .0 N -

Once or twice,

3 to 5 times,

6 10 10 times,

of, more than 10 times?
DON'T REMEMBER/DK

B A WD D

RF 9
C.12 Did GAIN ever pay for any child care for any of your children under 12 when you were in the program?
YES 1
GO TO C.16 &= NO 2
DON'T REMEMBER/DK 8
RF 9

C.13  How many children did GAIN pay for? #
9 9 DKARF

C.14  Did GAIN pay for the yrhole cost of the child care for all of these children, or only pad of the
cost? ’

PART OF COST

GO TO C.16 <= WHOLE COST
DON'T REMEMBER/DK

RF

O @ D -

C.15  Did you have tc pay for any of ttus child care with your gwn money? Please do not include

here any money that you had to spend in advance bul that was later paid back t¢ you by
GAIN or any other program

YES 1

NO 2

DON'T REMEMBER/DK 8
RF 9

NuStats, Inc. 880035-200-0€88




Child Care Survey page 8
C.16  Did you find that somstimes when you allended GAIN aclivities #t was necessary to leave any of your
children who were under 12 home without g babysiter?

YES 1

GO TO C.18 <« NO 2

DON'T REMEMBER/DK 8

RF 9

C.17  How often would you say this happened, .. . Regularly, 1

Somelimes, or 2

Very infrequently? 3

DON'T REMEMBER/DK 8

RF 9

C.18  During your ime In GAIN, did you ever have any problems with chiid care for any of your chijdren

under 127 VES

GO TO C.22 <« NO 2

DONT REMEMBER/DK 8

RF 9

C.18  What kinds of problems did you have? [PROBE] Any others?

RESPi: [ 1}
RESP2: [ ]
RESPa: [

C.20 Did you ever request any help from staff at the GAIN program or (LQCAL R&R) in dealing
with these problems?

YES
NO
GO TO0 C.22 <« DONT REMEMBER/DK

RF

O O N

C.21  ingeneral, how would you rate the help you gol? Wouid you say it was...
Very helpiul,

Somewhat helpful,

Not very heiplul, or

Not at all helpful?
DON'T REMEMBER/DK
RF 9

® H N

C.22  What (do/did) you usually do if any of your children under 12 (are/wero) sick when you need(ed) 1o
be at a GAIN aclivity ? [PROBE] Any thing else?

RESP1: [}
RESP2: [ ]
RESP3: [ )

INSTRUCTION #5

IF RESPONDENT HAS ANY CHILDREN 12 . 14, ASK C.23 1

[ IF RESPONDENT HAS NO CHILDREN 12 - 14, GO TO iNSTRUCTION #6 ]

NuStats, Inc 880035-200.0€88
' ~-87-
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C.23 NowI'd like to ask you a question about your (child/children) who (isivasiwere) 12 to 14 years old
when you were in GAIN. When you (are/were) at a GAIN aclivity, (arewere) (he/she/they) usually on

thelr own without supervision alter schoo! or when school {ishwas) out?
YES
GO TO INSTRUCTION #6 <= NO
DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

C.24 Has that caused you any major problems or worries? YES
GO TO INSTRUCTION #6 = NO

DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

C.25 Whatkinds of problems or worries? [PROBE] Any others?
RESP1:

RESP2:

RESP3:

INSTRUCTION #6

IF RESPONDENT HAS HAD A PAID OB SINCE ENTERING GAIN, GO TO

ERIC

1
2
8
9

W O N -

MODULE D
IF RESPONDENT HAS NQT HAD A PAID JOB SINCE ENTERING GAIN, GO TO
MODULE E
NuStats, Inc 880035-200-0888
-88- 12¢
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Child Cate Survey page 10
Module D: EMPLOYMENT
- INSTRUCTION #7
| USE_THIS MODULE ONLY IF RESPONDENT HAS HAD A JOB SINCE ENTERING GAIN |
My las! set of questions has to do with child care and work.
D.1 When did you start working at your most recent job? Month Year
9 9 9 9 DK/RF
D.2  Are you still working at this job? NO 2
YES 1
GO TO D4 = DONT REMEMBER/DK 8
RF 9
D.3 When did you stop working at that job? _____ Month Year
9 9 9 9 DWRF
D.4  Onaverage, how many hours per week do/did you work during your (currentV/most recent) job?
Hours Rer week
9 9 DK/RF
D.S Did you begin this job as an on-the-Job training activity set up by the GAIN program? For example,
did you sign a participation contract with the GAIN program when you began this job?
YES 1
NO 2
GO TO NSTRUCTION #8 = OONT REMEMBER/DK 8
RF 9
D.6 Were you ever hired as a regular employee at that job?
YES
NO 2
DONT REMEMBER/DK 8
RF 9
INSTRUCTION #8 |
.IF RESPONDENT HAS NOT HAD A CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT OR
LEAVES/LEFT CHILD ALONE FOR MOST RECENT JOB, GO TO D.10.
0.7 Overall, how dependable would you say [MOST RECENT CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR
YOUNGEST CHILD WHILE WORKING] (areiwere)? By dependable, | mean that the person or place
Is avallable on a consistent basis. Would you say ...
Very dependable, 1
Somewhat dependable, 2
Somewha!l undependable, or 3
Very undependable? 4
DONT REMEMBLR/DK 8
RF 9
D.8 Since you started working at your (currentV/most recent) job, did you ever change the person or
place you used mos! often to cars for [YOUNGEST CHILDI?
YES 1
NO 2
GO TO D.10 & DON'T REMEMBER/DK 8
RF 9
D.9 What were the major reasons you made such a change? [PROBE) Any others?
RESP1: (1
NESP2: (1
RESP3: I
NuStats, Inc 880035-200-0668
-s- 125




Chitd Care Survey page 11
D.10 Did you ever miss time at your most recent job, githet because the people or places that took care
“ of any of your children under 12 were not available, or because you did not have any child care
arrangements?

YES
NO
GO 70 D12 <« DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

[« B -~ I\ B

D.11  About how often have you had 1o miss time at that job for this reason. ..

Once or twice,

Three to five times,

Six o ten times or,
More than ten times?
OONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

O O b W N -

D.12  Are you currenily receiving cash aid from AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Chlidren)?

YES

NO

DONT REMEMBER/DK
RF

w0 o N -

D.13  Since you firs! started the GAIN program, did you ever leave AFDC because you got a job?

YES

GO TO INSTRUCTION #3 ¢= NO
DONT REMEMBER/DK

RF

0 M N

D.14  Did GAIN ever pay for child ca:s for any of your children under 12 during the first few months
after you left AFDC and stanted working?
NO 2
GO TO D.16 ¢ YES 1
GO TO INSTRUCTION #9 DONT REMEMBER 8
DK/RF 9
D.15 Why didn't you receive paid chilo care at that time from GAIN? {PROBE] Any other
reasons?
RESP1: [ ]
RESP2: [ ]
RESP3: [ ]
| GO TO INSTRUCTION #9 ON NEXT PAGE ]
D.16  For how many of your children (do/did) you receive his paid child care? # CHILDREN
9 9 DK/RF
D.17  When you were working and receiving thls paid child care frcm GAIN, did GAIN pay the whale
cost, or only pad of the cost?
GO TO INSTRUCTION #9 e  WHOLECOST 1
PART OF THECOST 2
DONT REMEMBER/DK 8
RF ¢
D.18 Did you have o pay for any of this child care wilh your own money? Piease do notinclude here
any money that you had lo spend in advance but that was laler paid back to you by GAIN or any
other program.
YES 1
NO 2
DONT REMEMBERDK &
RF 9
NuS:ats, Inc. 880035.200-0£8¢
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Child Care Survey page 12
INSTRUCTION #9

IF RESPONDENT HAS NOT HAD A CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT OR

LEAVES/LEFT CHILD ALONE FOR MOST RECENT JOB, GO TO D.23.

D.19  Allogether, during your (currenymost recent) job, about how much did the people or places that
took care of your children charge per week for thelr sarvices? | am interested here In the total cost
for all your children under 12, aven if part of this was paid for by GAIN or another program. (PROBE
FOR MORE RECENT WEEKS IF COST CHARGED HAS CHANGED OVER TIME)

s PER WEEK
9 9 DOK

0.20  About how much (does/did) the person or place that (currently/most recently) (took/lakes) care of
) while you work(ed) charge per hour® {PROBE FOR GROSS Z0STS,
NOT OUT OF POCKET EXPENSES)

. PER HOUR

S
[IF HOURLY RATE NOT KNOWN, PROBE FOR:
§_____ PER DAY 1 WEEK 2 MONTH 3
HOURS PER INDICATED TIME UNIT
DK 9999

FOR

D.21  Now that you are familiar with these amangements for (YOUNGEST CHILD) during your
(currantmost) recent Job, would you choose the same child care arrangements again, or would you
prefer different arangements?

DIFFERENT 1

SAME 2

GO TO D23 & DONT REMEMBERDK 8

RF 9

D.22  Why would you prefer dilferent arrangemenis? [PROBE] Any other reasons?

RESP1: [ 1
RESP2: {1
RESP3: { 1

0.23 What (do/did )you usually do If any of your children under 12 (are/were) sick when you need{ed) to
be atwork? [PROBE] Anything else?

RESP1: [
RESP2: [ ]
RESP3: {1

L.24  Did you find that sometimes when yoc were at work it was necessary to leave any of your children
who were under 12 home withou!t a babysitter?
YES

NO
GO TO D.26 <« DON'T REMEMBER/OK

RF

W N -

D.25 How oftenwould you say it (isAvas) necessary to do this? Would you say. ..
On a regular basis, 1

Sometimes, 2

or, Very infrequenily? 3

DON'T REMEMBER/DK 8

RF 6

NuStats, Inc. 880035.200-0668
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Child Care Survey page 13
0.26  During your (currentV/most recent) job, did you ever have any problems with child care for any of your

s children under 127
YES 1
GO TO D.28 & NO 2
DONT REMEMBER/DK 8
RF 9
D.27 What kinds of problems did you have? Any others?
RESP1: [ ]
QESP2: ' (]
RESP3: [ ]

D.28  During any of the Jobs you have held since you first started GAIN, have you gyar used chiid care
subsidized by the government for any of your chiidren under 127 By subsidized care, | mean free
care or care al a reduced rate. Please do not include any child care paid for by GAIN,

YES i
NO 2
OONT REMEMBER/DK 8
RF 9
INSTRUCTION #10
[ IF NOT CURRENTLY WORKING, GO TO MODULE E {
{IF_CURRENTLY WORKING, GO TO CONCLUSION SECTION ]
NuStats, Inc 880035.200-088¢
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Chiid Care Survey page 14
Module E: EMPLOYMENT

E.1 What would you say are the major reasos thal you are not working at this time? Any others?

RESP1: [ 1}
RESP2: i (1
RESP3: { i
NuStats, Inc. £80035-200-C€¢2
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Child Care Survey page 15
CONCLUSION

That's the end of my questions Do you have any other comments you would tike 1o make?

Thank you very much for sharing your opinions with us, Have a nice day/evening.

Respondent's Name:

Respondent's Phone Number: (

———)

TIME ENDED:
EDITOR NO. 1:
EDITOR NO. 2:
CODER NO. :

TOTALUNGTHOF INTRVW: _____ INTERVR NO.:

NuStats, Inc. 880035-200 0€€S
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APPENDIX B
CHILD CARE SURVEY METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLE ISSUES

This appendix analyzes the response rates for the child care survey, compares respondents
to nonrespondents, and assesses possible sample nonresponse bias.

I Development of the Survey Instrument

The survey instrument was developed by MDRC, with assistance from the State
Department of Social Services, legislative staff, county representatives, and child care advocacy
groups, and was designed to accommodate, as much 2= possible, the particular concerns of
each group. A pre-test was conducted to evaluate the efficiency and accuracy of the survey
instrument; as a result, slight modifications and additions were made. A Spanish-language
version of the survey was also written.

II.  Data Collection Methodology and Analysis of the Sample

Both telephone and in-person interviews were conducted between August and
November 1988 by NuStats, Inc., an independent research firm. The interview lasted about
twenty minutes. Although the research design called for the survey to be conducted by
telephone, there was concern whether those registrants who could not be reached by phone
may have been different in many respects from those who could be reached. To investigate
this, NuStats attempted in-person interviews in three counties (Kern, San Mateo, and Santa
Clara) for those cases where repeated telephone attempts had failed.

The initial sample size was 1,323 registrants, including both the primary sample -- those
who registered for GAIN between December 1986 and June 1987 -- and the supplemental
sample -- those who registered for GAIN in January and February 1988 in Kern, San Mateo,
or Santa Clara county. To be eligible for the child care analysis, GAIN single-parent
registrants in the larger random sample used in MDRC’s second report on GAIN had to
have attended an orientation and have at least one child under the age of twelve. Program
tracking recowds from the counties were primarily used to identify the registrants who met
these criteria. However, in some counties complete data on children’s ages were not available
from this source. Therefore, several questions on the survey were used to identify registrants
who did not meet this criterion so that they could be eliminated from the analysis. In
addition, since data on orientation attendance in Fresno were not available to the study from
program records, all single-parent mandatory registrants in that county were included in the
child care survey and respondents were asked whether or not they attended a GAIN
orientation. Those who did not were excluded from the analysis.
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Based on the initial contact, 9 percent (120 cases) of the original sample were not
included in the analysis because they did not qualify (had never attended an orientation or
did not have children under the age of twelve). Of the 1,203 registrants in the primary and
supplemental sarple who met the survey eligibility criteria, 852 completed the survey, for an
overall response ratc of 71 percent. (The survey response rate when the 120 cases are
included as completed interviews is 73 ‘percent.)

It is likely that part of the nonrespondent sample was also ineligible for the survey but,
because they were never contacted, remained in the total fielded base of 1,203 registrants.
If it had been possible to exclude the ineligibles in the nonrespondent sample, the overall
response rate for those eligible would have been higher than 71 percent.

Ninety-two percent of the respondents were interviewed by telephone; the rest were
interviewed in person (all in the three counties mentioned above). Telephone interviews
account for slightly more of the primary sample than of the supplemental sample (93 percent
compared to 87 percent), and for approximately equal percentages of mandatory (92 percent)
and voluntary (91 percent) registrants.

III.  Variation in Response Rates

Table B.1 shows response rates by county and GAIN sta.us. The supplemental sample
produced a statistically significaat higher response rate (82 percent) than the primary sample
(67 percent). The difference is probably due to the relatively more current locating
information for the supplemental sample, a direct result of its having been drawn more
recently.

Response rates varied considerably by county. Countics in the supplemental sample had
the highest overall response rates: Santa Clara was the highest at 80 percent, followed by
San Mateo and Kern. Fresno was the lowest at 61 percent.

It would be expected that counties where in-person interviewing was done would also
have higher response rates. In fact, the only counties with response rates greater than 70
percent in the primary sample were Santa Clara and San Mateo, two of the counties with in-
persor: interviews. However, the third county with in-person interviewing, Kern, had one of
the lower primary sample response rates, 63 percent.

Mandatory and voluntary registrants had similar response rates: in the primary sample,
68 percent for mandatory registrants and 67 percent for volunteers; in the supplemental, 79
percent for mandatory registrants and 86 percent for volunteers.

A.  Reasons for Nonresponse

The majority of nonrespondents are GAIN registrants who could not be located (for
example, those without telephones or those with no good recent telephone or address
information -- slightly more than one-half of the nonrespondents) and registrants wo could

97-
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Table B.1

Response Rates Yy County, GAIN Status, and Sample Type

. Child Care Supplemental
County and GAIN Status ' Sample Sample Total
County
Napa 66.7% n/a% 66.74
San Mateo 70.8 85.1 75.2
Butte 69.6 n/a 69.6
Ventura 65.7 n/a 65.7
Kern 62.8 80.2 72.8
Stanislaus 61.9 n/a 61.9
Santa Clara 7.4 82.1 79.6
Fresno 60.8 n/a 60.8
GAIN Status
Mandatory 67.6 79.2 69.9
Voluntary 66.8 86.3 72.1
Total 67.5 82.2 70.8
Number of GAIN Registrants 928 275 1203

SOURCE: MDRC Child Care Survey.
NOTES: /8" indicetes the county was not included in the supplemental sample.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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be located but who could not be reached (either because there was never an answer or
because the sample member was not at home when an interviewer called -- about one-fifth
of the nonrespondents). Only about 3 percent of the nonrespondents refused to be
interviewed.

B.  Respondent Attributes and Sample Bias

This section analyzes survey response patterns to assess whether sample attrition may
have introduced some bias into the findings discussed in this report. Because data on
registrants’ attendance at orientation and many background characteristics were not collected
from Fresno for this study, the following analysis of nonresponse bias is based only on the
remaining seven counties. It is expected that the patterns observed for these seven counties
would also apply to Fresno.

1. Child Care Sample (Primary Sample). The most striking difference between the
respondents and nonrespondents in the primary sample is that respondents had a much higher
participation rate in GAIN within the first four months after orientation, based on program
tracking data collected for MDRC’s second report on GAIN. (See Table B.2.) More than
one-half of the mandatory respondents participated in some GAIN activity within the first four
months after orientation, compared to slightly more than one-third of the nonrespondents.
The comparable proportions for volunteer registrants are about two-thirds for respondents and
two-fifths for nonrespondents.

The two samples differ less in their demographic characteristics. Respondents were
more likely to be recipients of rather than applicants to AFDC, probably because better
contact information was available for those who had already been receiving welfare.
Respondents in both the mandatory and volunteer samples were also more likely to be
Hispanic. In the mandatory sample the percentage of blacks is significantly lower for respond-
ents than for nonrespondents; in the volunteer sample the percentage of whitec is significantly
lower for respondents than for nonrespondents.

An important similarity between the two samples is in the number and ages of
registrants’ children. Although respondents have slightly more children, especially children
under the age of twelve, this difference is noi generally statistically significant. (The exception
is the volunteer registrant sample, where a significantly higher percentage of respondents have
children under the age of six.)

In general, the results of the analysis in this report probably would not have changed
much if a higher percentage of the fielded sample had been interviewed. With the exception
of AFDC status, there are not major differences between respondents and nonrespondents.
It seems probable, based on their greater participation in GAIN, that respondents were more
likely to meet the criteria for obtaining GAIN child care funds, and to use them, than were
nonrespondents. If anything, the report may somewhat overstate the use of child care.

2. Supplemental Sample. As would be expected, given the fairly high response rate
for the supplemental sample, there are few statistically significant differences between




Table B.2

Selected Characteristics of the Child Care Sample,
by GAIN Status and Response Status

Mandatory Voluntary
Characteristic Nonrespondents Regpondents Nonrespondents Respondents
AFDC status (X)
Applicant 50.0 29.9 ver 3.5 27.3 *wx
Recipient 48.1 69,5 wew 56.7 70.8 **
Data not available 1.9 0.6 4.8 1.9
Average age (years) 3.5 32.4 25.8 26.9
Ethnicity (X)
white 58.2 53.9 63.5 53.1 *
Hispanic 17.1 27.4 ** 13.5 27.8 ***
Black 17.7 12.3 * 17.3 15.3
American 1ndian 3.2 1.4 1.0 0.5
Indocninese 1.3 3.7 1.0 0.5
Other Asian 1.3 0.9 2.9 1.4
Data not available 1.3 0.6 1.0 1.4
Limited English (%)
Yes 4.4 10,0 ** 3.9 5.7
No 91.8 84.3 ** 92.3 90.4
Data not available 3.8 5.7 3.9 3.8
Primary language (%)
English 89.9 84.9 94.2 94.3
Spanish 6.3 9.4 2.9 3.8
Chinese 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Laotian 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
vietnamese 0.0 3.4 1.0 c.0
Other 1.3 0.3 0.0 1.0
Data not available 2.5 1.7 1.9 i.0
Number of children (%)
1 36.7 3.2 42.3 40.7
2 33.5 35.5 27.9 3.
3 12.7 14.5 164.4 15.3
4 or more 8.2 8.8 1.9 5.7
Data not available 8.9 6.0 13.5 7.2 %
Any childrer (%)
Less than 6 14.6 15.1 78.9 87.6 **
6-11 79.8 82.6 26.9 29.2
12-18 23.4 3 6.7 12.4
19 or older 2.% 2.0 0.0 0.0
Data not available 8.9 6.0 10.6 6.7
Employed in prior
24 months (X)
Yes 57.6 54.1 42.3 49.3
No 3.2 38.8 43.3 42.1
Data not available 8.2 7.1 14.4 8.6
(continued)
£y 7y
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Teble B.2 (continued)
Mandatory voluntary
Characteristic Nonrespondents Respondents  Nonrespondents Respondents
Sex (X)
Male 19.6 T.7 von 3.9 0.0
Female 80.4 92.0 www 96.2 100.0
Data not available 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Length of time on own AFDC
case {X)
Never 19.0 13.1* 14.4 12.9
2 years or less 29.8 33.9 38.5 47.9
More than 2 years 36.7 41.3 3.7 30.1
Data not available 14.6 11.7 15.4 9.1 *
High scheol dipiome or GED
received (X)
Yes 8.0 47.3 ** 47.1 54.1
No 51.3 44 .2 37.5 34.5
Data not available 10.8 8.6 15.4 11.5
Average highest grade 10.8 11.0 11.2 11.5
Did not pass reading or math
part of basic skills test (X) 39.2 28.2 ** 23.1 23.0
Participated in any
activity 36.7 54.1 wan 41.1 62,7 ***
Participated in basic
education 13.3 23.1 whn 15.4 25.4 W
Participated in any job
search activity® 17.7 14.5 12.5 22.5 **
Participated in vocatigna'
education and training 8.2 19.9 saw 19.2 29.¢ *
Participated in PREP 0.6 1.1 1.0 0.5
Number of Registrants in
the Child Care sample 158 351 104 209

SOURCE: MDRC review of casefiles.
NOTES: Registrants from Fresno are not included on this table.

“Data not available™ refers to information not available for the respondents
because the information was missing for the individusl, this item was not requested by
county staff, or the individusl did not reach the stage of the program model where the
information was collected.

Participation indicates the individual attended a GAIN activity for at least

one day.
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Table B.2 (continued)

Chi-square tests were applied to determine whether the percentages in the
population from which the sample was drawn were equal for respondents and nonrespondents.
For each row, a separate test was applied to the percentages for mandatory respondents and
to the percentages for voluntary respondents. A statisticallv significant result indicc es
that there is little chance they are equal in the population. Statistical significance

levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.

830b search activities include job club and supervised job search.

vacational education and training includes program-referred and self-
initiated training.
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respondents and nonrespondents. (See Tabie B.3.) As in the primary sample, respondents
are more likely to be AFDC recipients. Other statistically significant differences that appear
do not seem to fit a pattern and are not likely to bias the analysis.

C. Comparison of Phone and In-Person Respondents

Only the three counties in which in-person interviews were conducted are included in
the following comparisons. In-person interviews were conducted only when respondents could
not be reached by telephone. The two populations do differ: most notably, respondents to
the in-person interviews were more likely to be black or Hispanic and less likely to have a
high school diploma. (Sce Table B.4.) On other measures the two groups do not differ
greatly, although the large percentage of cases where these data are not available makes the
interpretation of these findings difficult.

Respondents interviewed by telephone and those interviewed in person gave generally
similar answers to the interview questions. (See Table B.5.) Respondents’ knowledge of
GAIN’s child care policies was comgarable for the two groups; none of the differences were
statistically significant. Nor were there significant differences between these two groups in the
percentage who participated in GAIN, had a child care arrangement, used GAIN child care
funds, or became employed.
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Tav'e B.3

Selected Characteristics of the Sup>lemental Sample,
by GAIN Status and Response Status

Mandatory Voluntary
Characteristic Nonrespondents Respondents  Nonrespondents Respondents
AFDC status (%)
Applicant 37.5 20,5 ** 6.3 . 5.0
Recipient 62.5 79.5 ** 93.8 95.1
Data not available 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Average age (years) 24.7 23.0 22.2 17.8
Ethnicity (%)
White 50.0 36.1 25.0 39.6
Hispanic 15.6 32.0 * 62.5 24,8 ***
Black 25.0 27.9 12.5 31.7
American Indian 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Indochinese 9.4 2.5 0.0 1.0
Other Asian 0.0 0.8 0.0 3.0
Data not available 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Limited English (X)
Yes 15.6 4,9 ** 0.0 3.0
No 75.0 88.5 * 87.5 88.1
Data not available 9.4 6.6 12.5 8.9
Primary language (%)
English 87.5 90.2 93.8 93.1
Spanish 3.1 5.7 6.3 0.0
Chinese 9.4 4.1 5.0 5.9
Laotian 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Vietnamese 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Data not available 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
Number of children (%)
1 37.5 23.0 * 43.8 29.7
2 28.1 26.2 18.8 17.8
3 6.3 14.8 12.5 15.8
4 or more 6.3 9.8 6.3 6.9
Data not available 21.9 26.2 13.8 29.7
Any children (%)
Less than 6 18.8 10.7 81.3 89.1
6-11 75.0 86.1 31.3 30.7
12-18 15.6 36.7 ** 12.5 8.9
19 or older 6.3 0.8 ** 0.0 1.0
Data not available 6.3 6.6 12.5 7.9
Employed in prior
24 months (%)
Yes 46.9 47.5 18.8 41.6 *
Ho 40.6 42.6 62.5 43.6
Data not available 12.5 9.8 18.8 14.9
(continued)
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Table B.3 (continued)

Mandatory Voluntary
Characteristic Nonrespondents Respondents  Nonrespondents Respondents
Sex (X)
Male 25.0 13.1 6.3 2.0
Female 75.0 86.9 93.8 98.0
Data not available 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Length of time on own AFDC
case (%)
Never 18.8 19.7 12.5 3.0
2 years or less 31.3 27.1 37.5 53.5
More than 2 years 40.6 46.7 37.5 34.7
Data not available 9.4 6.6 12.5 8.9
High school diploma or GED
received (%)
Yes 46.9 45.1 43.8 47.5
No 37.5 45.1 37.5 38.6
Data not available 15.6 9.8 18.8 13.9
Average highest grade 10.6 10.3 10.8 10.8
Did not pass reading or math
part of basic skills test (%) 31.3 24.6 31.3 17.8
Number of Registrants in
the Supplemental Sample 32 122 16 101

SOURCE:  MDRC review of casefiles.

NOTES: "Data not available" refers to information not available for the respondents
because the information was missing for the individual, this item was not requested by

county staff, or the individual did not reach the stage of the program model where the
information was collected.

Chi-square tests were applied to determine whether the percentages in the
population from which the sample was draun were equal for respondents and nonrespondents.
For each row, a separate test was applied to the percentages for mandatory respondents and
to the percentages for voluntary respondents. A statistically significant result indicates
that chere is little chance they are equal in the population. sStatistical significance
levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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Table B.4

Selected Characteristics of Child Care Sample Respondents,
by Type of Interview

In-person Telephone
Characteristic Interview Interview

AFDC status (X)
Applicant
Recipient
Data not available

Average age (years)

Ethnicity (X)
White
Hispanic
Black
American Indian
Indochinese
Other Asian
Data not available

Limited English (%)
Yes
No
Data not available

Primary language (%)
English
Spanish
Chinese
Laotian
Vietnamese
Other
Data not available

Number of children (%)
1
2
3
4 or more
Data not available

Any children (%)
Less than 6
6-11
12-18
19 or older
Data not available

Employed in prior 24 months (%)
Yes
No
Data not available

«continued)
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Table B.4 (continued)

In-person Tel ephone
Characteristic Interview Interview
Sex (%)
Male 8.6 4.9
female 91.4 94.1
Data not available 0.0 1.0
Length of time on own AFDC
case (%)
Never 7.1 1.1
2 years or less 31.4 40.2
More than 2 years 44.3 32.8 *
Data not available 17.1 16.0
High school diploma or GED
received (%)
Yes 27.1 47,3 *r*
No 61.4 41,9 *ax
Data not available 11.4 11.6
Average highest grade 10.3 10.9
Did not pass reading or math
part of basic skills test (%) 40.0 27.1 **
Number of Respondents 70 406

SOURCE:  MDRC review of casefiles.

NOTES: "Data not available" refers to information not available for the
respondents because the information was missing for the individual, this item was
not requested by county staff, or the individual did not reach the stage of the
program model where the information was cotlected.

Chi-square tests were applied to each row of the table to
determine whether the percentages in the population from which the sample was
drawn were equal for the type of interview categories. A statistically
significant result indicates that there is little chance they are equal in the
population. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent;
** = 5 percent; *** = | percent.
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Table B.5

Measures of Information, Participation, Employment, Use of Child Care,
and Use of Child Care Funds for Child Care and Supplemental Sample
Respondents, by Type of Interview

In-person Telephone
Measure Interview Interview

Informed that they could re-
ceive help from GAIN/resource
and referral agency staff find-
ing child care
Yes 81.46%
No 12.9
Don't remember 5.7

~3¥
l\mg

Informed that GAIN would pay
for adult family members or
friends to care for children

Yes

No

Don't remember

NN
NoN
—-ow
~N
wSd
~N N~

Informed that GAIN would pay
for child care at centers or
homes licensed or approved by
the government

Yes

No

Don't remember

o~ B
O = W
—
Vi o
ooswn

Informed that GAIN would pay
for child care for three
months after started job and
left welfare

Yes

No

Don't remember

w o
we o
~NuwWo

w

0

~

Informed that woula not have
to participate in GAIN if they
could not find child care

Yes 27.1 21.9
No 64.3 60.1
Don't remember 8.6 18.0
Participated in any
GAIN activity 7.1 69.7
pariicipated in GAIN and used
a child care arrangement 61.4 55.2
Used GAIN in-program child
care funds 38.6 35.0
c.poloyed during survey
fol low-up period 34.3 37.0
Number of Respondents 70 406
(cont inued)
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Table 8.5 (continued)

SOURCE:  MORC Child Care Survey.

NOTE: Chi-square tests were applied to each row of the table to
determine whether the percentages in the population from which the sample was
drawn were equzl for the type of interview categories. A statistically
significant result indicates that there is little chance they are equal in the
population. Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; **
= 5 percent; *** = { percent.
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