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Does Child Care Assistance M atter ?
The Effects of Welfare and Employment Programs
on Child Carefor Very Young Children

ABSTRACT

Using data collected from a diverse set of experimental programs for low-income parents that
took place throughout the late 1980s to the mid-1990s, we examine how welfare and employment
policies affect the child care decisions of sngle parents with very young children. Treatment differ-
ences in child care policy are used to identify whether or not support for paid or regulated care in the
context of these experimental sudies affected child care use. Policy components that encourage e
ployment (eg., earnings supplements and employment mandates) gppear to affect the amount of
child care used for parents of very young children. Policies and practices that are specific to support-
ing paid or regulated child care, on the other hand, appear to encourage families to use more formd
rather than home-basad care. These findings suggest that with the right supports in place for making
child care accessible and affordable, expanded child care assstance within income and employment
policies can hep meet the needs of low-income parents, even among those parents with very young
children who otherwise often use care in a home-based setting, and who face relaively fewer options
for infant and toddler care in formal settings.



l. | ntroduction

Parents of children under the age of 6 comprise the largest proportion of families recev-
ing public assgtance didtributed through Temporary Assstance to Needy Families block grants
(U.S. House of Representatives, 2000). Passage of the Family Support Act in 1988, and then of
the 1996 wdfare reform law (PRWORA), imposed requirements that explicitly targeted mothers
of very young children, dlowing dates to require women with children as young as age 3 (under
the Family Support Act) and then as young as age 1 (under PRWORA) to participate in employ-
ment related activities® Though many states exempt work or work-related requirements for par-
ents with infants, these parents are not exempt from other policies that are aso designed to i+
crease employment and reduce dependence on welfare, such as time limits. Available, accessble
and qudity child care are key to the protection of children as welfare and low-income mothers
move into employment and, idedlly, move out of poverty.

Child care needs are even more pronounced for infants and toddlers, a group that requires
care aound the clock and that may be particularly vulnerable to any unfavorable consequences
of maternd employment. Compared to available options for older children, care for infants and
toddlers is harder to find, parents have more concerns with basic care, and, when care is found, it
often is more expendve (U.S. Genera Accounting Office, 1997). Furthermore, child care may
interfere with the development of maternal sengtivity and infant’s attachment to a parent leading
to longer-term consequences on children's development (NICHD Early Child Care Research
Network, 1999).2

Recognizing that child care is essentid to enable welfare recipients to move into the labor
force, federd and date governments increased investment in child care, nearly doubling in the
past two decades (Raikes, 1998). Federa child care tinds targeted to welfare and low-income
families are now collapsed into one large fund, the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF).
With dtate contributions, child care funds totaled $3.5 hillion in 1996, and increased to $6.3 bil-
lion in 1998 (Greenberg, 1999). Edimates suggest that 1.18 million children received federd
child care subgdies in 1995; 20 percent of these children were infants and toddlers and another
20 percent were school-aged children (Raikes, 1998). The 1998 federd budget alocated $50 mil-
lion for enhancement of the qudity of care for infants and toddlers (Raikes, 1998).

There are a number of unanswered questions about the use of child care and the effects of
policy on child care as dates deliberate the future of welfare and child care policy. How are wel-
fare and employment policies affecting the use and type of child care used for very young chil-
dren? Will more investment in child care resources and services increase the use of paid or regu
lated care? What is the role of child care assstance —whether financid, such as through subs-
dies, or nonfinancid, such as through support services — embedded in policies with broader
gods of enhancing the sdf-sufficiency of low-income families on child care? Since child care
sarves as an important support for employment, it is exactly this kind of assstance that plays a
key role, a least in the short term, in enabling families to discontinue cash assstance (Blau and
Tekin, 2001; Gennetian, Morris and Vargas, 2001). Under the best circumstances affordable
quaity child care can enhance parentd sdf-aufficency by fadlitating employment, and, a the
same time, can provide an environment that will improve developmenta outcomes for children
living in poverty (NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2000).



Using data collected from a diverse set of experimenta programs for low-income parents
that took place throughout the late 1980s to the mid-1990s, we examine how welfare and en
ployment policies affect the child care decisons of sngle parents with very young children.
Though recent data collection efforts are greatly expanding our knowledge base about the effects
of federd, state and loca child care policies, none offer a clean test of policy. With experimenta
data, comparing the outcomes of individuas and families in a control group, under the then
current policy environment, with the outcomes of individuds and families in a program group,
under a new palicy environment, offers this kind of clean test. The policies examined in these
expeimental dudies include those amed a incressng employment and earnings (eg., reguire-
ments to participate in employment related activities), and family resources (eg., finandd incen
tives or earnings supplements that make work pay), as well as those policies specificdly target-
ing child care (eg., child care subsdies). All of these palicies in turn, may influence child care
decisons. This sudy highlights the role of policies targeting child care, tha as of yet reman un
explored, by usng trestment differences in child care policy to identify whether or not support
for paid or regulated care in the context of these experimenta studies affected child care use.

Conggent with prior research, we find that most of the very young children of low-income
families in our samples in any child care arangement are in a home-based rather than more for-
mal, center-based, arrangement. Even with this high use of home-based care, policies and prac-
tices that support paid or regulated care have some effect on the type of care used, encouraging
families to use more formd rather than home-based care. Analyses dso reved that policy com:
ponents that encourage employment (eg., earnings supplements and employment mandates) af-
fect the amount of child care used. These findings suggest that with the right supports in place
for making child care accessble and affordable, expanded child care assstance within income
and employment policies can help meet the needs of low-income parents, even among those par-
ents with very young children, who otherwise often use care in a home-based setting, and who
face rdatively fewer options for infant and toddler care in forma settings.

[I. Theoretical Motivation: The Role of Child Care Assistance
in the Lives of L ow-lncome Par ents

Employment and Child Care. The 1990s witnessed marked increases in the labor force
participation rate of women with children under the age of 18, especidly for never-married, sin
ge mothers (Blank, 1998). Currently, more than two-thirds of mothers with children younger
than age sx are in the labor force (U.S. Department of Hedth and Human Services, 1999). The
number of children under age 5 with employed mothers who were in nonparental care more than
doubled between 1977 and 1993 (Council of Economic Advisors, 1997).

Sweeping changes in the federd wefare sysem as a result of PRWORA have contrib-
uted to increases in the employment of sngle mothers. The influx of prior wefare participants
into the workforce or work-related activities has been accompanied by an increased demand for
child care, and this trend is expected to continue® While not dl wefare reform strategies insti-
tute a ‘work first’ approach, they do share such components as education, training, and job
search activities, that require time away from home and away from children.

Severd agpects of parents employment and employment-related activities have implica-
tions for their need for and use of child care. The demand for child care varies in part according



to the timing of the hours employed. Low-income parents are more likey than higher-income
parents to work a more than one job and during nonstandard hours or weekends. Over hdf of
the employed mothers of preschoolers with incomes beow 200% of poverty work evenings,
weekends, or rotating shifts (U.S. Department of Hedlth and Human Services, 1999). And, only
10 percent of centers and 6 percent of family child care homes offer care on weekends (Phillips,
1995).

For mogt families, and especidly sngle mothers, costs associated with child care com+
prise the largest proportion of the costs to employment. Although low-income families are less
likey to use paid arangements than are families with higher incomes, those who do use market
care expend five times more of their budget for care than do nonpoor families (Smith, 2000).
Nearly 18 to 20 percent of poor families incomes are alocated to child care. This is in contrast
to 7 percent of total family income for non-poor families (Casper, 1995).

Because they make non-maternd child care more affordable, child care subsidies play an
essentia role in dlowing parents to go to work and to use care they might not otherwise be able
to afford. In particular, by reducing the cost of care, child care subsdies may make placement in
a child care center a more affordable option.* In fact, sate-level data indicate that center-based
cae is the mog common type of arangement used by parents receiving federal subsidies
(Layzer and Callins, 2000; Phillips, 1995). Child care centers offer advantages over other types
of care as a support for stable employment, but are typicdly more expensve than are family
child care or other home-based arrangements. Centers support stable employment because they
are reliable sources of care that do not often fall unpredictably because of caregiver illness or
other problems that may force parents to miss or be late for work (Hofferth, forthcoming). Eth
nographic work suggests that low-income parents like the sability and predictability of formd
care for employment purposes (Lowe and Weisner, 2001). However, home-based care provides
the flexibility that may be necessry to accommodate employment that is erratic or during non-
traditiond hours (Emlen et d., 1999).

Effects on Children's Development. By adlowing parents to purchase nonmaternd forms
of care, epecidly center care, child care assstance may not only assst parents in entering and
sugtaining employment, but it may dso dter the context of children's day to day environments.
Patterns of child care use (as a function of parental concerns and care avallability) and the impli-
cations of care for development vary for different ages of children.

Whereas only 19 percent of children under age 1 are in center-based or family day care,
50 percent of 3 to 4 year olds are in this type of care (Smith, 2000). Children who attend child
care centers in the infant and preschool years perform better on cognitive and language tasks and
show better school achievement than do those who spend time in home-based care of comparable
quality (eg. NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2000; Zadow et al., 1999).° The posi-
tive effects of center-based care endure into the first few years of school (Yoshikawa, 1999,
Broberg et dl., 1997).°

There are not comparable positive effects of center-based care on children’s socid behav-
ior, socid maturity or behavior problems, and there is some evidence that center care increases
the frequency of respiratory and gadrointestind illnesses in the firs year or two of life (NICHD
Early Child Care Research Network, 2001; Zadow et d., 1999). In generd, these sudies offer
little understanding of why centers may contribute to cognitive and intdlectud development. Al-



though the quality of centers varies greatly, they are subject to licenang procedures that govern
group dze, adult/child ratios, and physcd sdfety in dl dates Many centers have materids and
activities desgned to teach appropriate cognitive and socid skills to young children; some of
them have personnd trained in child development and early education. Whatever the reason, it
appears that centers offer some advantages over other forms of child care for promoting chil-
dren’sintellectual development and school readiness.

[1l1. The Studies and the Data

Usng data from 5 experimentd evaduation sudies that evauae 5 different welfare and
employment programs, our study overcomes many of the limitations in other dudies that edti-
mate the effects of policy on child care use. The experimenta evduation sudies examined for
this paper are”:

Connecticut’s Jobs-Firs Program (CT Jobs-First) includes the shortest time limit in
the country on welfare receipt (21 months) and a generous financia incentive.

Florida’'s Family Trandgtion Program (FTP) combines participation mandates, a smdl
financid incentive, atwo year time limit and services.

The New Chance program (New Chance), emphaszes integrated services, testing a
mix of educationd, persond devedopment, employment-related and support services
amed a hdping 16-to 22-year old mothers who dropped out of school and were on wel-
fare become more sdif-sufficient.

Milwaukee's New Hope program (New Hope), evauates an anti-poverty program with
a financid incentive to work including a generous child care and hedth care subsidy for
low-income parents who work full-time.

The Canadian Sdf-Sufficiency Program (SSP), provides an earnings supplement to
sngle parents who have been on public assstance for at least one year and who agree to
mantan full-time employment, tested in two Canadian provinces (British Columbia and
New Brunswick).

All of these sudies share the common god of moving welfare and low-income families
into work. Some dso share the goad of reducing poverty or increesng sdf-sufficency. The
drategies to reach this god, however, vary substantidly from providing generous earnings Sup-
plements (eg. New Hope and the Canadian Sdf-Sufficiency Project), to mandatory case man-
agement and “work firs” sarvices (eg. Horida's Family Trangtion Program), to imposng a time
limit on the receipt of welfare benefits (Floridas Family Trangtion Program and the Connecticut
Jobs-First Program).

All of these dudies collected three different types of dataz demographic and socio-
economic characteridics a study entry from basdine information forms, longitudind informe-
tion on employment and welfare receipt from unemployment insurance records and public asss-
tance records and information about the characteristics of employment, child care, and other
household and persond circumgances (sometimes including child wel-being) from follow-up
surveys. The follow-up surveys can be categorized into two types. one that generdly asks one



member of a family, dmost dways a mother, about employment, income, child care and other
demographic or socio-economic information and one that only asks respondents with a child of a
catan age (i.e the “focd child”) about that child's well-being, from their home environment
and child care to that child's behavior, academic achievement and hedth. The former is often
referred to as the “core’ survey whereas the latter is referred to as a specid “child outcomes
sudy” or “focd child survey.” Mogt importantly, the measures collected across these sudies are
roughly comparable, making a crosssudy andyss such as a synthess of program effects,
uniquely possible.

The samples for these studies were, for the most part, drawn from the loca welfare popu-
lations. The exceptions to this are New Hope, which offered its benefits and services to al fami-
lies or individuds who sisfied income digibility requirements, and New Chance, which was
amed to assgt very young mothers on welfare. The target samples for these studies dso varied
according to age of youngest child exemptions and other exemptions based on pregnancy, dis-
abilities, welfare or work history, marita status and educationd level.® Nearly dl of the respon-
dents to the follow-up surveys that collected the child care information were mothers, whose ar-
erage age was roughly 30 (with the exception of New Chance where the average age was 19).
Most survey respondents were never married a study entry, had a high school degree or GED
and had been on wefare for 2 or more years prior to study entry. The racia/ethnic mix varies
ubgtantidly by study with the mgority of survey respondents in New Chance, New Hope, and
FTP being AfricanrAmerican and the mgority of survey respondents in SSP being white, non
Hispanic.

Nearly dl of these studies took place during the early to late 1990s, a time period that in-
cluded vast changes in welfare policy (i.e. the passage of PWORWA), expangons in the Earned
Income Tax Credit, expangons in child care funding (i.e. establishment of the Child Care Devel-
opment Fund), and stable economic growth with low unemployment rates. Even though these
changing contexts may affect how successful these programs are in dtering employment behav-
ior (i.e. these changing contexts may interact with a program’s “effectiveness’), the treatment
difference is preserved because both program and control group members were exposed to the
same leve of changesin other wefare, employment and income policies and economic growth.

V. Evaluating the Effects of Policy from Experimental Studies:
Highlighting the Role of Child Care Policy

The random assgnment method used in these studies provides the strongest possible k&
gs for causd inferences regarding program impacts on child care. Upon entering each of the
dudies, an individud or family was randomly assgned to a program group that was digible for
the benefits and subject to the requirements of the new wefare or anti-poverty program, or a
control group, that had access to the usud benefits and requirements available to low-income or
welfare families. For some of these studies, families were recruited and in most of these studies
welfare recipients were randomly assgned to ether the experimenta or control group when they
came in to goply for wefare or for ther annua redeterminaion or recetification of digibility.
Because individuas were assgned a random, any differences in outcomes during the follow-up
between individuas in the program and control groups — the “impact’- can be attributed to the
policy they faced.




The fird step in our empiricd andyss was to congruct comparable measures of child
care across these studies and then to estimate program impacts on these outcomes’ For these
andyses, child care refers to any nonparentd (often nonmaternd) form of care that occurs on a
regular bass (eg. once a week for 10 hours or more during a specified time period). Forma care
or center-based care refers to any care that takes place in a group setting and includes programs
that are designed to enrich or provide early education to young children (eg. Head Start or Pre-
schoal), as well as group settings that primarily provide care while parents are working. This
type of care rady occurs in the caregiver's home and is subject to licensang and regulaion e
quirements. Home-based care refers to care by non-reatives or rddives in the child's home or in
the caregiver's home. It includes licensed and certified child care homes as wel as more infor-
ma arrangements.

These child care outcomes were measured during a two year follow-up period. Formal
and home-based care were not coded to be mutudly exclusve, i.e. children may have experi-
enced ether formd care only, home-based care only, or both forma and home-based care during
the two-year follow-up period. Even though dudies varied in the timing of the follow-up survey,
we were able to condruct comparable measures with reatively comparable time periods (i.e.
over an 18 month to two year time period before the follow-up interview) by usng data from a
child care cdendar in FTP% Average quarterly employment rates are derived from state unem:
ployment insurance records and, thus, exclude any sdf-employment or employment that is not
reported to an unemployment insurance agency in tha particular state. To preserve the experi-
mental design of the sudy, dl sample members were indluded in the andyses. Thus, those who
were employed and not using child care as well as those who were not employed were coded
with a zero.

Although individud experimentd dudies have condderable drength in drawing causa
conclusons about a particular intervention, one drawback of these experimenta sudies is tha
the interventions being tested included multiple components, making it difficult to atribute spe-
cfic effects to specific policy components. By drawing from a vaiety of wefae and anti-
poverty programs that had sSmilar objectives, and in many cases, had broadly Smilar economic
effects on families, the present analyses adlow some inferences about which components of pol-
icy influence child care outcomes. The trestments in these studies included a range of economic
and adminidrative means of assding families in meting ther child care needs These include
expanded child care subgdies, direct payments to providers, on-dte child care, and resource and
referrd programs. In addition to “officid” child care policies, caseworkers for program group
members sometimes had a different level of access to resources (or, more resources) to assst in
child care placement of their clients or were encouraged to promote certain types of care (eg.
formd or home-based) over others compared to caseworkers of control group members.

To the extent that these differences in child care policy and practice between program and
control group members make more types of child care accessble (available and affordable) for
working poor families, they may directly affect the types of care arrangements used by parents
and experienced by children. Consequently, child care assstance policies as a component of wel-
fare and employment programs may have more direct effects than do employment and income
policies on the type of child care used with some exceptions. For example, the type of care used
may aso be influenced by changes in (1) income produced by a program, such as a program with
an eanings supplement, that will then alow parents to buy more or higher qudity child care, (2)
employment schedule, since a parent with a rotating schedule or with nontraditiona hours of
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work may be more likely to use a home-based child care arrangement, and (3) generous earnings
disregards that may increase ties to the wefare system and thus access to welfare-related child
care assistance.

The second step in our empirica work was to array program impacts by a child care pol-
icy index (for more detail see Gennetian et d., 2001). Based on reviews of study reports, field
notes, and discussons with researchers and dtate-level child care gtaff, we found that three of the
sudies ? New Hope, New Chance and FTP — included some kind of trestment difference in
child care assstance as part of the experimental program, and two of the studies ? CT Jobs First
and SSP— did not have a treatment difference in child care assstance. An index caled “support
for pad or regulated care’ was crested from this review, based on the following five compo-
nents programmatic promotion of forma care, case management, efficient reimbursement of
child care, redriction of subsidy to regulated care, and a seamless subsidy system for trangitions
on and off wdfare. Usng a numerical scoring scheme based on the leve of variaion in child
care assdance, i.e. differences between program and control group that reflected larger differ-
ences in the levd of child care support for program group members compared to control group
members, a program scored as “high” or was given a “2’ for each child care policy dimension. If
a program had no treatment difference in child care support compared to the control group then it
scored a“0.”

Tablel

Scoreon Aggregate Child Care Policy Dimension M easuring Relative Treatment Differences
in Support for Paid or Regulated Care and Other Key Policy Components that Differ
Between Program and Control Group Members

Score on Child Care

Policy Dimension Mandatory
Measuring Support for | Employment Earnings Y oungest Child
Program Paid or Regulated Care Services? Supplements” | Time Limits®| Age Exemption®
Programs with a treament differencein child care policy
New Hope 9 X
New Chance 8 X

Programs with no treatment differencein child care poli
CT Jobs-First X X X X

SSP X

NOTES: ®Mandatory employment services are requirements to participate in work or work related activities such as
educaiton, training, or job search.

*Earni ngs supplements allow welfare recipients to receive more money for paid work, either by allowing them to
keep more of their welfare benefits as their earned income increases or receiving an earnings supplement outside of the
welfare system.

Time limits place a cap on the number of months a person can receive welfare.

“Women whose youngest child isless than a set age are not subject to the welfare program's participation
mandate.



Table 1 shows the results of this scoring technique and identifies the other key policy
componerts of these same programs, as well as those programs that represent our base case*
New Hope, having a generous child care subsdy that covered the cost of any licensed child care
arangement after a co-payment, and New Chance'?, having provided on-site center care, had
many and larger differences across these five dimensons in comparison to the control treatment.
FTP, having a resource and referrd agent at the wefare office, scored somewhat lower, with
fewer differences compared to control group members on most of the dimensons. CT Jobs-First
and SSP were programs with no treatment difference in child care policy. Importantly, this table
shows that the child care policy imbedded in these welfare and employment programs does not
coincide exactly with the other program components and thus provides new information about
how individua program differ. For example, programs that have a trestment difference in child
care assistance (e.g. New Hope and FTP), as well as programs that do not have a treatment dif-
ference in child care assgance (eg. SSP), include earnings supplements and mandatory em-
ployment services. Thus, examining program impacts arrayed by the child care index provides an
effective framework for assessng whether or not program impacts are actudly related to child
care policy versus other policies such as mandatory employment services, earning supplements,
time limits or youngest child age exemptions.

V. Sample and Natural Variation in Child Care

The child-levdl analyses were conducted on a sample of children aged less than 3, and
less than 2, a dudy entry. The ages of children during the period in which child care is measured
are roughly 0 to 5, with most of them being aged O to 3. Because the sample sze for the latter
subgroup is relativedly smdl, most of the presented analyses focus on the “less than age 3" sub-
group. The “less than age 2° subgroup effects are useful snce many of the “less than 3 year
olds’ are pre-school aged for some of the follow-up period, and therefore, may be more likely to
be in a forma care arrangement. In some sudies, such as New Hope, information about individ-
ud children that comprise the samples for the child-level analyses was obtained from a subset of
the larger sample. These data were used because it is the only information avallable that links the
child care information to a specific child.

To understand the context in which these programs operated and the naturd variaion in
child care usage across these dudies and dites, average employment rates, rates of child care use
and rates of use of forma care and home-based care in the control group are presented in Ap-
pendix Table 1. This table shows that average quarterly employment rates for control group
members (i.e. respondents who were not subject to requirements of or who did not receive bene-
fits of the program) varied consderably from a low of 20 percent in the Canadian SSP study to a
high of 67 percent in the New Hope sudy. Recdl that the average employment rates of New
Hope control group members stand out because the New Hope study includes al working poor
adults, i.e. it is not limited to wefare recipients. Child care usage across these studies aso shows
a dmilar leved of variation with dout haf of the SSP sample using some kind of care and nearly
al of the New Hope sample usng some kind of care for very young children. Consstent with
what has been found in other research (e.g. see Ehrle, Adams and Tout, 2001), use of home-
based care is dmogt aways higher than use of formd care for these very young children, a large
group of whom are infants and toddlers. Rates of formd care use among those who used any care
varied from 29 percent (in CT Jobs-First) to ahigh of 76 percent (in New Hope).
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V1. Policy Effectson Child Carefor Very Young Children

Because, as previoudy reviewed, research suggests that forma care arrangements may be
more beneficid to children and, in some cases ther parents, than informa, home-based arrange-
ments, we are paticularly interested in whether certain policies influenced the use of certain
types of care. The types of care that families use are probably determined by a range of factors,
many outsde the influence of these polices, induding characteristics of parents employment
(eg. schedule), parenta beliefs and attitudes, child characteridtics, family resources, and the
availability, affordability, and qudity of care Thus with these range of factors in mind, it is of
particular interest whether or not programs with child care assistance policies that favored the
use of forma or paid care can increase the use of this type of care more than programs that did
not implement such policies. One posshility is that some parents prefer to use forma care, and
that policies supporting such care dlow them to choose care that suits their needs.

Effects of Child Care Policy on Use and Type of Care. Figures 1 and 2 present findings
on impacts on employment and use of any child care, and impacts on type of care, respectively.
Each bar in these figures represents the difference between the average outcome, such as use of
child care, for individuds in the program group and the average of this same outcome for indi-
viduds in the control group. As noted at the top of the figure, the three programs that contained
trestment differences in child care policies are arrayed based on their score, i.e. the treatment dif-
ference in child care assgtance on the aggregate child care policy dimenson on the left. The re-
maning two programs that had no treatment difference in child care assstance are presented on
the right.

As shown in Figure 1, child care policy that supports paid or regulated care in the context
of wdfare and employment programs does not gppear to influence program effects on employ-
ment or child care for parents with very young children. Two of the three programs, CT Jobs
Frg and SSP, that showed an increase in employment and an increase in the use of child care
did not have a treatment differencein child care policy, and one, FTP, did.

The pattern of impacts in Figure 2, however, somewha support the concluson that pro-
grams that included high support for child care and that differed from what was offered to cor-
trol group members increased the use of formd care (rdative to home-based care) than programs
that offered the same levd of child care assstance as control group members. This effect is par-
ticularly pronounced for the New Hope and New Chance programs.*® The lower graph showing
effects for children aged less than 2 a study entry show an even cleaner pattern. FTP increased
forma care more than home-based care for a subsample of children who were aged less than 2 a
study entry.!* And, in contrast, effects on use of home-based care were much larger than effects
on use of forma care in CT Jobs-Firs and SSP, suggesting that parents naturdly use more for-
mal based arrangements as their children enter pre-school age. Both of these latter programs had
no treatment difference in child care assstance policy.
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Figurel

Impacts on Average Quarterly Employment and Use of Any Child Care
M easured While Children Were Aged 0to 5
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NOTE: Children were less than age 3 at study entry. Each study had either an 18 or 24 month follow up; children were
between 2 and 5 at the end of the follow up.



Figure?2
Impactson Use of Formal and Home-Based Child Care
For Very Young Children

M easured While Children Were Aged 0-5°
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NOTES: 2Children were less than age 3 at study entry. Each study had either an 18 or 24 month follow up; children were
between 2 and 5 at the end of the follow up.

®Children were less than age 2 at study entry. Each study had either an 18 or 24 month follow up; children were
between 2 and 4 at the end of the follow up.



Severd of the dudies collected additiond information about the characteristics of care
being used by families, though these data are less consdently avalable than available data on
overdl use and type of care. Table 2 presents impacts on duration of care, stability of care, and
parental perceptions of care. Unfortunately, information about these outcomes was only collected
for the programs that had a trestment difference in child care policy.

Table 2

Program Impacts on Duration, Stability, and Parental Perceptions of Quality of Care
Measured While Children Were Aged 0to 5

New Hope New Chance FTP

Control Control Control
Outcome Group Impact Group Impact Group Impact
Number of monthsin any care 17.52 152 7.64 242 *** 12.80 153
Number of monthsin formal care 9.40 3.88 *** 254 2.54 *** 5.28 0.82
Number of months in home-based care 10.32 -245* 562  -0.05 8.62 042
In any care for 12 or more consecutive months (%) 54.98 -0.25
In formal care for 12 or more consecutive months (%) 18.8 1%
Child/Adultratio 6.65 -0.52 3.53 0.18
Group size 13.72 1.19 7.31 0.63
Parental satisfaction with care 169 -0.12 8.90 0.17 33.78 916 *
Sample Sze 204 1673 370

NOTE: Children were less than age 3 at study entry. Each study had either an 18 or 24 month follow up; children were between 2
and 5 at the end of the follow un.

Although children in program group families were more likdy than children in control
group families to have spent a least some time in a nonmaternd care arrangement during the fol-
low-up period, there are not consistent dfferences in the number of months children spent in care
overdl. Children in New Chance, however, did spend 24 more months in a child care arrange-
ment over an 18-month period compared to children in the control group. Programs that had a
trestment difference in child care policy, supporting paid or regulated care, did tend to increase
the number of months that very young children spent in forma care (in New Hope and New
Chance) and decrease the number of months these children spent in home-based care (in New
Hope) compared to children in control group families.

Findly, in these same dudies, parents were asked about characteristics of their current
cae arangement. Child to adult ratios, group size, and parenta perceptions of care provide
some, dbet limited, information about the qudity of care experienced by children. Structurd
and caregiver characteristics may be dgnificantly rdated to more in-depth measures of process
qudity (i.e, experiences that occur in the child care setting) (see review by Vanddl and Wolfe,
2000). As shown in Table 2, there were few dSatigtica differences in a nonexperimental compari-
son of the mean value of hese outcomes across research groups (i.e. these outcomes are meas-
ured for only those children who were in a child care arrangement at the time of the follow-up
interview). However, New Chance parents of very young children did report that their child care
provider was more likey to have a GED or high school diploma compared to control group par-
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ents (not shown). Parents of very young children in FTP aso report being more satisfied with
their care arrangement.

Effects of Other Wdfare and Employment Policies on Use and Type of Child Care. If
child care policy does not influence the use of child care per se, then what kinds of policies do
influence the use of child care? Figure 1 suggedts tha effects on use of care for very young chil-
dren appear to be related to effects on employment, or policies that encourage employment (e.g.
mandatory employment services or earnings supplements). This is paticularly true for FTP, CT
Jobs-First and SSP. In some programs, very high rates of child care use by control group mem-
bers precluded any subgtantid impact on child care despite the impacts of these programs on
employment (e.g., 99 percent of New Hope control children were in some form of care during
the follow-up period). In other cases, child care was provided for services other than employ-
ment. For example, New Chance participants in most sites could use free or on-dte child care for
dl New Chance sarvices, including services for persona development. Note that this pattern of
effects is essaidly identical for parents of children aged less than 2 a study entry (not shown).
The use of child care does not appear to be strongly related to policies that increase income (e.g.
the earnings supplement in the New Hope program), time limits (eg. FTP and CT Jobs-First) or
youngest child age exemptions.

VII. Discussion and Conclusions

Usng data collected from a diverse set of experimentd programs for low-income parents
that took place throughout the late 1980s to the mid-1990s, we examine how wefare and em
ployment policy affects the child care decisons of parents with very young children. Comparing
the outcomes of individuds and families in a control group, under the then-current policy envi-
ronment, with the outcomes of individuds and families in a program group, under a new policy
environment, offers a clean test of the effect of policy. Our work exploits treatment differences
in child care policies that support paid or regulated care to understand whether or not child care
polices have any influence on child care decisons above and beyond the influence of other
components of income and employment policies. We hypothesized that differences in child care
policy and practice would differentiate program effects on the type of care used, encouraging the
use of forma care over home-based care.

We find tha most of the very young children of low-income families in our samples in
any child care arangement are in a home-basad rather than more formal, center-based, arrange-
ment. Conggent with our expectations, we do find that income and employment policies (eg.,
earnings supplements and mandatory employment services) affect child care use, but that it is
policies and practices specific to child care that affect the types of care used. When policies sup-
port families child care needs in genera and encourage forma care specificdly, parents use
more center-based and forma care. When policies do not support and do little to encourage for-
ma care, parents use more home-based and relaive care. Other income and employment poli-
cies, that increese employment or participation in employment-related activities, income and/or
welfare use, do not appear to have this same influence on the type of care used, including time
limits and youngest child age exemptions. Furthermore, data from a subset of the studies provide
some evidence that programs with high support for child care not only increese the likeihood
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that children will be in formd arangements but dso increase the number of months spent in
these arrangements (and decrease the number of months spent in home-based arrangements).

Recdl tha many of the very young children in these data were infants and toddlers at the
time of random assgnment for the experiment and pre-school aged by the time of the survey fol-
low-up. The finding that trestment differences in child care policies that support paid or regu-
lated care leads to more use of forma care is consggtent with a smilar clear and strong pattern on
child care impacts observed for children who were pre-school aged or young school aged at the
time of the folow-up (Crosby, Gennetian and Huston, 2001). The pattern of findings reported
here for very young children may in fact represent a mix of child care decisons. Parents may be
more likely to use home-based care for infants and more likely to use formd, center-based a-
rangements for toddlers and preschoolers.

What should we infer from the fact that child care assstance policies that have enhanced
support for paid or regulated care can dter the types of arrangements that parents use to care for
ther children while they are working? Forma care arrangements may or may not provide the
best support for materna employment or for children’s well-being. Though parents may like the
dability and predictability of forma arangements, these arrangements are less flexible, eg. they
often do not provide off-hour care, and less accommodating, e.g. they will not provide care for
child that is ill. Waiting ligts for child care assgtance and reports from parents in ethnographic
and other survey studies, however, do suggest that some parents prefer more formal, more struc-
tured, and thus, more expensve forms of care. Furthermore, the quaity of care has important
implications for children's wdl-being, and qudity can subgantidly vary, even among formd
care stings (eg. see Helburn, 1995). The data in these studies can not adequately address
whether or not these children are necessarily in higher qudity arrangements. However, there is
some evidence that forma care setings, controlling for qudity, may dill provide bendfits to
children, i.e. by exposing them to educationa experiences (NICHD, 2000).

Though it seems likely that the increased use of forma care in programs with supportive
child care policies is associated with some benefits for parents, and possbly for children, it is
aso the case that parents choice of care arrangements is based on a variety of factors including
the supply of care avallable to them (eg., see Fuller, Holloway and Laing, 1996; Huston, Chang
and Gennetian, 2001; Zadow, et d., 1998). Nonethdess, the findings in this study suggest that
with the right supports in place for making child care accessble and affordable, child care policy
can hep meet the needs of low-income parents, even among those parents with very young chil-
dren, who, under different policy circumstances will use care in a home-based setting and face
relatively fewer options for infant and toddler care in forma settings. Payment efficiency, sup-
portive subsidies, seamless services, case management, and redtricting subsidies to regulated care
may have al contributed to the pettern of effects found in this sudy. In fact, it may be the pres-
ence of multiple care-related supports and services, including those that support employment and
income in other ways besdes child care, that lead these programs to dter the types of care as
well as use of child care subsidies by families with very young children.
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Appendix Table 1

Measured While Children Were Aged 0to 5

Impacts on Average Quarterly Employment and Child Care Use

New Hope New Chance FTP CT Jobs-First SSP
Outcome Control Impact Control Impact Control  Impact Control Impact Control Impact
Employment
Average Quarterly Employment 674 104 64.8 -3.0 ** 46.8 6.7 * 45.0 4.6 204 8.4 ***
Child Care
Percentage Using Any Care 99.0 0.2 83.7 11,1 *** 64.3 80 * 48.0 116 ** 51.8 11.0 ***
Percentage Using Formal Care 75.1 51 36.7 30.9 *** 29.1 59 141 -1.2 23.3 8.3 ***
Percentage Using Home-Based Care 75.3 -9.8 74.4 14 475 6.4 35.0 135 ** 36.3 7.3 **
Among those who used any care:
Percentage Using Formal Care 75.9 5.0 438 274 45.2 3.2 294 -1.7 45.0 54
Percentage Using Home-Based Care 761  -10.1 888 -31.9 739 06 729 85 702  -06
Samplesize 9 99 627 1129 193 177 164 163 421 407

NOTES: Child care type categories are not mutually exclusive and therefore do not add to 100 percent.
Children were less than age 3 at study entry. Each study had either an 18 or 24 month follow up; children were between 2 and 5 at the end of the

follow up.
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Endnotes

! For 20 years prior tothe 1988 Family Support Act (FSA), women receiving welfare who had children under age 6
generally were not subject to participation and work mandates. With the passage of FSA, women with children as
young as age 3 (or asyoung as age 1, at state option) were newly designated asmandatory participants. However,
FSA had also enacted a"child care guarantee” applicable to the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
Program, and a state imposing work-related requirements on families could not sanction afamily if child care was
among the reasons that constituted a good cause for noncomplying. In enacting TANF, Congress also repealed the
child care guarantee.

2 SeeLamb (1998) for areview of evidence regarding the relation between child care, mother-infant relationships

and long term consequences on children’s devel opment.

3 Thereis some indication that the supply of child care has not increased at the same pace as the demand for child
care, especialy the supply of regulated care, care for sick or disable children, and care during nontraditional hours
(Layzer and Coallins, 2000).

* See Blau (2000), Chaplin et al (1999) and Council of Economic Advisers (1997) for areview of the economic lit-
erature examining the relation between the cost of child care and employment outcomes. These reviews suggest that
increasing the cost of child care by 10 percent would reduce the proportion of all families (low and high income)

using paid care by about 5.5 to 11 percent, and that reducing the cost of child care by 10 percent would increase the
number of working mothers by about 1.5 to 3.5 percent. Therelation of child care assistance to the use of paid care
has been examined in Blau and Hagy (1998), Hotz and Kilburn (1992) and Ribar (1995).

® In alarge longitudinal sample, the more time children attended centers in the first three years of life the better their
language and cognitive development was, even with extensive controls for selection and for the quality and amount
of child care they had received (NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2000). Children in a sample of welfare
families who attended center-based early childhood programs performed better on a measure of cognitive develop-
ment than did those cared for by their mothers at home (Zaslow et al., 1999).

® In an analysis of children in the NLSY, children who had experienced center-based care performed better on a
measure of vocabulary than did other children. Thosewho had been in* babysitter” care did less well than did other
children, particularly when their mothers had engaged in little paid employment (Y oshikawa, 1999). Similarly, in a
Swedish sample, second graders’ performance on standardized measures of cognitive ability was predicted by the
number of months they had spent in center-based care before 3.5 years of age. Children who had been in family
child care performed more poorly than did those who experienced centers or fulltime parent care (Broberg et al.,
1997).

7 See Gennetian, et al., 2001 for more detail about these studies or see: Bos et al., 1999 (for New Hope); Quint et al.,
1997 (for New Chance); Bloom et a., 2000 (for FTP); Bloom et a., 1998 (for CT Jobs-First) and Michalopoul os et

a., 2000 (for SSP). Note that these studies were chosen because they had comparabl e information on child care for
very young children and large enough samples for analyses. Other experimental evaluations only collected specific
information about child care for older focal children or, more generally, about child care use at the family level.

8 Details about the target samples and baseline characteristics of the survey samples are available upon request from
the authors.

° All impacts were estimated using a regression based approach controlling for anumber of pre-random assignment
and baseline characteristics such as ever married, number of children, race/ethnicity, and prior welfare and work
history.

10The follow-up period for New Hope was two years. New Chance and Connecticut had an 18-month follow-up
period. The child care questionsin SSP referred to the 18 months prior to the 36 month survey. FTP captured two
years prior to interview.

M This scoring technique is not a qualitative assessment of the state or local child care policy, but rather away of
categorizing whether or not, in the experimental evaluation, program group member experienced a different child
care policy environment than did control group members. Second, the control group members in these programs
were always eligible for child care subsidies and assistance that existed within the pre-PRWORA, AFDC system or
under TANF or through subsidies for low-income families.

Finally, these child care policy dimensions as well as the ranking of these policy dimensions do not necessarily re-
flect the current child care environment in these cities, counties and states.

12 New Chance took placein 16 sites across the United States. Not all sites provided on-site care. Caseworkersin
those sites that did not provide on-site care hel ped participants locate a nearby day care center or family day care



home. A few sites only offered temporary on-site care, or did not have any slots available for New Chance partici-
pants. All analyses are presented for the total New Chance sampl e because the sample sizes per site were extremely
small. Patternsthat vary by site are noted.

13 Each of the New Chance sites that provided on-site care also showed a similar pattern of effects— increased for-
mal care and decreased or little change on home-based care. Effects on formal care were not as pronounced for those
sitesthat only offered temporary on-site care or for those sites in which arrangements had to be made at a nearby
day care center.

1% The child care outcomes constructed for FTP are derived from the child care calendar collected during the two
years prior to interview. Therefore, children who were aged less than 3 at study entry were, at amaximum, nearly 7
yearsold at the time of interview (i.e. at the 48-month follow-up). Children aged less than 2 at study entry were, at a
maximum, aged 6 at the time of interview; an age span that is closer in comparability to the other studies.
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