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Introductlon 

This paper sumarizes some general resuLts of an econometrlc 

analyslsofchildcareexPensesandwork-relatedexpensesforfemale-

headed familLes who were worktng and receiving AFDC asslstance Ln 

March of. L975. The sanple base for the analysis is the 1975 AFDC 

Characteristl'esSurvey.Theestinationproblenwereviewherearose 

ln connection u,ith another ongoing research problem: estimating the 

number of eltglble fanllles in the general populatlon who would be 

categorlcallyeligibleforvarlousexlstingandproposedAFDCassistance 

prograns. Ttre results of thls analysis are also direetly applicable to 

estimatl_on probrems involved in deternlnLng AFDC partLcipatLon rates 

anong these eltgtble farnilies' 

The najority of female-headed familles wlth dependent children* who 

receive AEDC asslstance do not work, though the mother Ls tyPically 

requiredtoworkortralnforworkwhenheryoungestchlldreaches 
eehoolage.Ahuebandl'nanlntact,husband-wlfefanll}rolttheother 
hand, is required to work, though he may not work more than 100 hours 

Permontharrdremalnell.gtbleforAFDCbeneflts.CurreatAFDC 
regul_atlons provide financlal incentlves to work and pald ernploynent 

*DePendent chlldren are defined throughout as chtldren under the 

age of 18, or chlldren 1-8 to 2A who are enrolled in school' 
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does not preclude the possibility that a given fanily will be eligible 

for AFDC benefits. 

In addltion to restrictlons on the age and health of the fanily 

head and the value of assets held by the farallYr* an lmportant deter:ml.nant 

of AFDC eligibiJ.ity is the anount of non-welfare l-ncome received during 

the month, relative to a state-set |tstandard of needtt for basic items. 

If nonthly income after deductLng allowable disregards from earnings is 

less than the state Btandard of need, the fanily qualifies for 

assistance. Most eliglbLe fanilies quaLify for money Paynents and 

other benefits, such as !{edical-d, or posslbly subsidized housing and 

food stanps. Other familles nay qualify only for non-cash benefits. 

Fanily income countable against the need standard has two 

components: earned and nonearned Lncome. All nonearned income, sueh 

as alinony, chil-d support, interest or dLvldends, etc. is deducted' 
from the need standard without any disregard. Thus a female-headed 

fanlly that regularJ-y receives $500 per month Ln child suPPort would not 

be ellgtble for AFDC benefits tf the monthLy state standard of need 

was $500, even lf monthly earnlngs lrere zero and the head of the fanily 

was othencise eli.gible. 

Monthly gross earnings, however, are reduced by allowable disregards 

*A fantly head who is over sixty-five or disabled wouLd probably 
be ellgibl-e for Supplenentary Securlty Lncone or SocLal Security benefits' 
although the chll-dren may be eltgibLe for AEDC assLstance. Linitations 
on assets restrict the anount a fanLly can hold in a eavlngs or 
cheeklng account, nay affect home ownership, and vary conalderably fronn 
state tp state (See CharacterLstl.cs of State Plans for Atd to Fgnil{es
IJith Dependent gita*--.W., Oetober 1976). The Al'DC-Unernployed 
father progran aaas eeveral conditions for el-lgtbtlity: the head must 
be a regulir nember of the labor force, must have been unemployed prior 
to applicatLon for beneflts, and ruat remein ln the labor force once 
accepted onto the Atr'DC roIIs. 

http:CharacterLstl.cs
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before being counted against the state standard of need. The current 

monthly earnings disregard formula is: 

$Oisregard = $30 + L/ 3 ($Gross Earnings - $30) 

+ Allowable Child Care Expenses 

+ Allowable Work-Related Expenses . 

This dlsregard is subtracted from gross monthly earnings and the 

remainder, countable earnings, is added to all nonearned income; the 

sum is then used to determine fanily el-iglbility. 
The AIDC earni-ngs disregard contains two deductions fron monthLy 

earnings that micro-survey data (whtch ls otherwise suitabLe for 
deterrnining categoricaL eligibillty) do not contaln: nonthl-y expenditures 

for the care of dependent children; and other work-related expenses, 

such as aLL taxes (FICA, federal and state Lncone), transportatlon to 

and from work, lunches, and work clothing or speeial uniforns and tools.* 
To the extent that these allowable expenses are poorly estlmated for 
working families, population estLmates of AFDC eJ.tgible worklng fanilies 
will be poorly esti:nated. This paper suggests one approach to close 

thls information gap. 

Section I briefly describes the population coverage of the L97 5 

AFDC Characteristics Survey and defines the relevant population for the 

estimation. Section II outlines the econometric models and sunmarizes 

the results of the estimation. Section III deals with the future research 

uses of these results. 

* . I,Iork Incentive Program expenses are Lncluded Ln work costs, as 
reported by the L97 5 AFDC CharacteristLcs Survey File. 



Section I
	

The Characterlstics Survev
	

Tab1e l- presents the totaL nunber of fantlies (AFDC recipient units) 

for which sunrey data were avalLable Ln the 1975 AIDC Characterlstics 

Survey FiLe. These fanf-lies are distributed by Census divislon (Flgure l) ' 
the geographic unit of analysis used in the estLmation Process. Based 

on these data, 3r4L9,671 fanllies were receiving AIDC benefLts in March 

of 1g75.* Of these, 3331451 familles had at least one worklng adult and 

had child care and work-rel-ated expense data reported as separate budget 

i.tems.** These fanllies, defined as ttworking faniJ'iesrtt represent the 

first cut in deveLoping a sanple base. 

In order to select a sample for estlmation, it was necessary to 

classlfy working farnil-les according to the kind of Atr'DC program ln whieh 

they were l-ikely to have been participating. In thi-s way, Program-specific 

*Reporred AFDC caseload in March, L975 was 314491386 (NCSS, Report 
A-2, "pubLic Asslstance Statisticsr" ll,arch, 1975). The minor difference 
(W-., the sum of aurvey sample welghts minus reported NCSS caseload) is 
pEcipaUy due ro sanple varlabillty ln the AFDC Characteristics Survey. 

**Child care and work-related expenses could be zero, provlded that 
total expenses (their surn) were also zero. FarnLlies ltere excluded from 
the "worting't category only if total reported exPenses were greater than 
zero, but both chlld care and work-related expenses \tere reported as 
zero. Further, earnings of the Payee had to be less than $999 (rnissing 
data code?); the fanily had to reslde ln one of the 50 states or ln the 
Dl.strlct of Colunbia; and the payee had to be the Parent of the youngest 
child in the reciPient unit. 

-'4-
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Table 1: 	 Popul-ation Estimates Based on L975 AFDC Characterlstics 
Survev (Weighted Counts) 

Not 
Census Divisions: Total Unusable* Working tr{orking** 

Divisi,on 1: 
New England 207 ,26A 1g,685 166,411 2L,L64 

Division 2z 
l'liddle Atlantic 67 o ,597 66,825 550,535 53, 237 

Division 3: 
East North Central- 695,82L 7 A ,008 57 4,37 4 52,439 

Division 4z 
West North Central 202,557 25,204 135 ,228 42,r25 

Division 5: 
South Atlantic 483 ,L20 88,611 344,28L 50, 228 

Division 6z 
East South Central 225,42L 33, 67 0 L64 ,662 27 ,08 g 

Division 7 z 

hlest South Central 244 ,87 6 28,352 L92,350 24,L7 4 

Division 8: 
I'lountain 104 ,966 L2,425 86, 3L2 6,229 

Division 9 z 

Pacific 539,036 43,050 438 ,220 57 ,7 66 

United States 3 ,4Lg ,67 L 433,847 21652,373 333,45L 

*A fanily record was ttunusablett for analysis in cases where any of 
the followl.ng were true: (a) the assistance payment was greater than 
$999; (U) enplo)rment expenses and child care expenses nere not reported
eeparately; (c) the place of resldence nas not one of the 50 states or 
the DlstrLct of Columbia; or (d) the payee was not the parent of the 
youngest chtld in the AFDC asslstance group. 

**An aesiatance group is called "workLng" if all of the following 
were true: (a) the payee was currently a part-tlne or full.-tlne worker;
(b) the payee had earned lncome; and (c) the payee had separate expense
data for child care and work related expenses. 

http:followl.ng
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estimating equations for child care expenses and work-related expenses 

could be matched wtth program-speelfic estirntes of eLigible families 

and participation rates based on micro-survey data. It is rel-atively 

safe to assume, for s).ample, that fanilles in which the payee was fenal-e 

and no spouse was present (or disabl-ed or aged) would have participated 

Ln the AIDC-Regul-ar progran (AFDC-R). It ls 1ikewlse reLatively safe 

to assume that two-parent fanllies ln which the payee was male and not 

disabLed or aged would be receiving benefits under the AFDC-Unenployed 

Father program (AFDC-UT). 

F:rnilies headed by nale payees in which no spouse lilas Present' 

and families headed by a female payee which lncluded a nale spouse' are 

not expLlcitly classlfied, though they nay have participated Ln the AFDC 

Basic program. These families, a relatively small portlon of total casel-oad 

and survey records, are excluded fron the sampl-e bases. 

The distributLon of workl.ng (separate expense data) fanilies J-ikely 

to have participated in dlfferent AFDC programs is given in Table 2. This 

table is based on the sex and employnent status of the payee' and whether 

the payeets spouse nas present in the AIDC recipient unit. The 

maJority of working fanilies, as expected, were headed by a female payee 

whose spouse \ras not in the farnily (i.e., AFDC-R fanllies). Relatively 

few farnilles were headed by a male payee whose spouse ltas not ln the AFDC 

recipient unit. 

For purposes of empirical analyeis, the s3nPle base is made up of 

the nr.rmber of physlcal records present on the 1975 Survey FlIe' not 

the number of fanilies represented by each record. Table 3 shows the 

distribution of physical records by sex, empJ-olmrent status, and sPouse 

present atatus. In all, 31428 records (observations) were available 

http:workl.ng


Families* b Status and Spouse Present Status 

Spouse Present No Spouse in Row 
Payee: EnpJ-oynent Assistance Group Assistance Group Total-s 

Working 
Male: 

Not Working 

I^Iorking 
Female: 

Not Working 

*See Note Table 1. 

6 rLLz 2 1084 8,196 

180 ,260 25 ,7 03 205 ,7 03 

10, 520 3L4 ,7 35 325,255 

242,429 2,203 ,981 2 r 446 ,410 

Working: 333,451 

Not Working: 21652,373 

Phvsical Records: Status and S ouse Present Status 

Payee: 

ldale : 

Female: 

Employment 

Working 

Not Working 

Working 

Not trIorking 

POUSe rresenE l-n 
Assistance GrouP 

52 

1, 590 

118 

2,507 

No Spouse in
	
Assistance Group
	

2L 

229 

3,237 

18,891 

tlorking: 
Not l{orking 

Row 
Totals 

1,819 

3,355 

2L,398 

3 ,428 

23 r2L7 

73 
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for working, seParate exPense data familLes. Of these records, 31237 

were for ltorkLng farnllles headed by slng}e female Payees (AFDC-R); fifty-

two rrere for lntact, male-headed fanilies (AFDC-UF) ' 

The distrlbution of records for working familles by geographic 

divislon is given in Table 4. Fron thls eanple we eventually chose to 

use only farnilles 1tkeLy to have ParticLPated in the AI'DC-Regular Program--

i.e., fenile-headed faniLies. Restrictlons on data aval-J.abtllty for age 

and educatLon of all dependent chlldren, and educatlon and occuPation of 

the working Payee, further reduced the number of obeerirrations' We now 

exanine the statl.stLcal models and the results of the estfinatlon' 
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Table Ph sical Records Based on L97 5 AI'DC Characteristics Surve 

Division 1: 
New England 

Division 2z 
Middle Atlantic 

Division 3: 
East North Central 

Division 4 z 

West North Central 

Division 5: 
South Atlantic 

Division 6 z 

East South Central 

Divis ion 7 z 

West South Central 

Division 8: 
I*lountain 

Division 9 z 

Pacific 

United States 

Total 

2064
	

4L7 L 

4257
	

43s5 

5543
	

287 4
	

2427
	

2L7 6
	

2384
	

31063
	

Unusable*
	

L76
	

410
	

430
	

475
	

938
	

410
	

263
	

288
	

2L6
	

44L8
	

Ncl t 
Working
	

1580
	

339s
	

3463
	

2987
	

407 2
	

2096
	

L9L7
	

27 68
	

2939
	

232L7 

itrorking**
	

308
	

366
	

364
	

893
	

533
	

368
	

247
	

L20
	

229
	

3428
	

*See Table L Note. 

**A f amil-y is called worklng ls all of the f oJ-l-owlng nere true:(a) the payee was currently a part-tlme or full-tlme worker; (b)
the payee had earned income; and (c) the payee had eeparate expense
data for child care and work-related expenses. 

see Appendix A for dLstrlbution of physlcal records by stateslrlthin Census DLvl.sions. 
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Section II
	

The Models
	

This section outlines the sample bases and econometric model-s 

used to estimate prediction equations for child care and work-related 

expenses for fanilies in a general population. In order to utilize the 

AFDC Characteristics Survey to estimate these equations we will assume 

that these faniLies, if they become e1-igibLe for AI'DC benefits, nill 
have, on average, the same propensity to incur child care and work-

related expenses as existing AI'DC families with sixnllar economic and 

demographic characteristics. Sfuoilarly, we will assr.rme that the amount 

of child care and work-related expenses attributed to families in a 

general population wil-l be the sane, on average, as the amount received 

by AFDC families, again provided that the characteristies of these 

farnilies are the same. 

This static hypothesis is not unreasonable. Estimatlng the paynent 

to an A3DC-eligible fanily, however, depends on a thorny, complementary 

i.ssue--the so-called 'rlabor response" question: To what extent to 

eliglble fanilies alter thei-r work behavior once they begin to receive 

AFDC benefits; and to what extent do ineligible fanLlies "make" 

themselves eJ-lgible by changing their behavior? In the first instance, 

benefits estinated on the basis of pre-assiatance characterlstics may 

change after the farnlly participates ln an AFDC program; in the second, 

-11-
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benefits wouLd in fact accrue, even though we would lmpute then at 

zero at the tLne of the eLigibtltty determl.nation. 

I{e will not presently address the question of how fanlLies alter 
their denographic and income characteristics to assemble an optlnal 

bundle of labor market earnings and welfare assistance. This will be 

left for later work. The research reported here lntegrates child care 

and work-related eKpense models into generaL models of program 

participation rates, where the labor response of eJ.lgible fanllies is 

assumed to be constant. 

The Estimators 

The actual values of chil-d care and work-related expenses among 

working fanilies introduced an lnteresting statistl.cal problen. The 

t'dependent variablestt of the expense models were elther zero or aome 

positive value. Over half the observations on child care expenses 

nere zero; ten to tlrenty percent of the observatlons on work-rel-ated 

expenses rrere zero. Wtrile our ulltnate aim is to quantify the narginal 

relationshtps between the level of expenses and their determinants, 

ordinary least eguares regression analysl.s on dependent variables of 

thl-s type may be inappropriate.* ,or this reason, the estlmation problern 

* Linear regression assumes that the unobservable, stochastic error 
term is uncorrelated with the explanatory variables in the estlmating
equation. Hence, in the equation, Y = a + bX + e, corr(erX) = 0 must 
hold in order for the sample statistics to be effl.cient. If the 
dependent variable ls inplicitly dichotomous, the estLmated value of 
e for observations in which the dependent variable ls zero is 0 - a -
bX = e. This vloLates the regresslon assumption. As the nnmber of 
zero-val-ued observations on the dependent variable increases, the 
llket-ihood that corr(erX) = 0 rapidly dtrninlshes. The two-step 
estinatLon procedure adopted ln this study wlll produce a set of 
predicted expenses that satisfy the ordinary regresslon result that 
(average actuaL expense) - (average predlcted expense). 
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was dlvLded into two parts, involving two different estlmators.* 

First, the probability (likelthood) that a fanil-y incurred a 

posltlve emount of child care or work-related expense is e,stlmated. The 

dependent variabl-e in this esti-mator can be thought of as a dichotomous 

variabl-e which takes on a value of one if sone expense was incurred 

or zero if no expense was incurred. The probability estLmator is based 

on the logistlc function and the nethod is maximr:m likeLihood. 

The second step deternlnes the expected value (LeveL) of an expense 

and is conditioned on the faet that a fanily actually incurred an 

expense. The dependent variabl-e in this est{nator is always greater 

than zero and the nethod is ordinary least, squares linear regression. 

Cornbining steps one and two, the estirnated val-ue of child care or 

work-related expense, Ur<plnse, is the product of the expected value of 

an expense, gl.ven the fanli-y had a posltlve amount of expense, times 

the probability of having incurred an expense. That is: 

* 
The ratlonale for the two-step estimatlon Process can be 

illustrated by exampl-e. Conslder a work-related expense serles for 
elght fanilies: $50 $0 $10 $0 $100 $0 $0 and $40. The arithmetlc average
of this series fs $200/8 = $25. In effect, each observation on work-
related expenses ls given an equal weight of 1/8. This is equivalent
to dividing the sample lnto two parts: those famllles who actually
incurred an expense, $50 $L0 $100 and $40, and those who did not, $O 

$0 $0 and $0. In the first step we determine the relative importanee
of positive expense items in the entire sampLe; this le 4/8. We 
cornbLne this neasure of relative irnportance with the sanple average
of the positive observations on work-related expenses, $20014, and 
compute an overall, veLghted average of $20014 x 418 = $25. 

The logistlc estlmator determines the probabtllty of Lncurring 
an expense baeed on the Lndividual eharacteristics of workLng AFDC 
famLlles. This is the relative lmportance of posLtive observations in 
the entire expense serLes. The regression estimator deterrnines the 
expected value of an expense item for each lndLviduaL fanlly' given
that all expenses are greater than zero. The product conPletes the 
estimatlon procedure. 
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E:rpense = Prob(Expense > Olx) x E(ExpenselExpense > O, Z). 

Prob(E:<pense > 0lX) ls a logistic estimator conditioned on a set of 

explanatory variables, X, and refers to the probability of lncurring an 

expense ltem. E(Expenselexpense > 0, Z) is a regression estimator 

conditl.oned on the fact that aLl expenses are greater than zero and on 

a set of orplanatory variables, Z, and refers to the expected value 

(level) of an expense ltem. The set of explanatory varlables X may have 

nany cormon eLements with the set of explanatory variables, Z, as we 

now exarnine them in some detail. 

The Deter:ninants of Child Care and l{ork Related E>rpenses 

The enplrical determinants of variation in child care and work-

related expenses were expected to be quite similar. A prLori, the 

characteristics of the working motherfs enplolnrent situation--level- of 

monthly earnings and number of houre worked per week; the characteristics 

of her fanlly-number of children, age distrlbution of children, and 

other adults present In the fanily; the fanily's place of residence; 

and other personal characteristlcs of the working mother--education, 

occupatLon, and raee, all rnay affect the likelihood and level of expenses 

locurred. These characteristics and their hypotheslzed relationship 

to varlation Ln each expense item are now examlned. 

*The documentation for the data set used, AFDCT5_AI.IAIL, ac eompanies
this paper and gi.ves exact def initLons of Survey codes for variousvartables. 
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(A) Characteristlcs of Enplorruent
	

(1) EarnLngs per Month: The 1975 AFDC Characteristlcs Survey 

reports gross Donthly earnings, $EARIII, for employed fanlly members. 

Child care and work-related ocpenses are expected to vary positively 

with the level of monthLy earnlngs of working AIDC mothers: 

Higher earnings (1) should lncrease the probability of incurring 

a given expense and (2) should lncrease the level- of that exPense 

anong farnilles who reported a posLtive anount of expense. 

In the chlld care expense models the relevant measure of 

rnonthly earnlngs ls earnings net of taxes and other work-related 

costs. This measure' $NETEARN, ls simply gross earnlngs minus 

reported work-related expenses and is as close a measure of 

spendable (disposable) earnings lte can obtain with the 1975 Survey. 

We expect that htgher net earnings w111 expand the possible 

nrimber of fee-for-service chlld care aLternatl.ves for working Dothers 

and, hence, increase both the likelihood and level of these exPenses. 

An increase Ln net earnings, for example, may per-nit a working 

mother to enroll her young chLld(ren) ln a pre-school progran rather 

than hirl-ng baby sl.tters or leavl.ng them nith older children ln the 

fanlly. Further, sl.nce hlgher net earnings are typically associated 

wl.th an increase Ln the number of hours worked per week, all else 

constant, hlgher net earnings ehould also be related to an increased 

denand for chlld care services, especlally durlng afternoon hours 

when most publlc echoole do not provl.de any suPervLsion for younger 

children. 

http:provl.de
http:leavl.ng
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In the work-reLated expense models the reLevant earnings 

varlable is gross earnlngs. As gross earnings rise, taxes rlset 

and we expect that both the LikelLhood and 1evel of work-reLated 

expenses wilL aLso rlse. Illgher earnl-ngs are also posltively 

related to longer hours worked, wage rates constant. Hence, we 

er(pect that increases in gross earnings wiLl be positively related 

to lncreases in the costs of transportatlon (to full--tirne jobs) 

and meals among full-time working mothers. 

Monthly earnings may also be expressed as earnings per child. 

In the chtld care nodel-s, $EARN/KIO nay be a theoretlcally better 

measure of a famllyts "abll-tty to pay'r for child care servlces, 

given that most all household costs rise wLth increases in faurily 

size. In the work-related expense models' gross earnings per 

chlld, $EARN/KID, Day be a better Proxy for earnings subject to 

ta:(atlon after indl.vidual tax exemptlons for dependent children. 

$EARN/KID may also be a better Deasure of spendable earnlngs, farnil-y 

eize constant, wlth which to purchase different kinds of transportation 

and ueals at work.
	

(Z> Weekly t{ork Schedule: The fu11-tLne/Part-ttme work status
	

of enployed payees l-s also glven by the 1975 Characteristics Survey.
	

Anong workers with the sane level of gross earnings, full-tine
	

workers (35 houre or more Per week) may Lncur higher expenses than
	

part-tLne workers. These exPenses would lnclude afternoon care of
	

young chl.ldren, one meal per day, and posslbly dtfferentr more
	

o<penslve transportatl.on routes to a full-tine Job. Both expense
	

http:transportatl.on
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equations were estimated wlth a dichotonous variable, FT, coded L 

lf the motherrs work sehedule was fuLl-tlme, 0 if part-time. 

(3) Earnings/I{ork Sehedul-e Interactions: Gross earnlngs and 

weekly work schedule nay also have an independent interactive 

effect on monthly expenditures for chiLd care and work-related 

costs. For example, the following partial regression equation 

for work-related expenses, 

$Work Expenses = a, $EARN * a, TI + a, $EARN x E[, 

would pernLt the following interpretations: Work-related expenses 

Lncrease on average by $al for each $1.00 increase Ln gross nonthly 

earnings, Lndependent of work schedule. But among full-tine 
workers (FT = 1), work-related expenses would be an additional 

$a, higher, due to higher marginal taxes col-lected while on a 

full-tine work schedul-e, possibl-y longer transportation to work 

at full-tlne jobs, and at Least one neal at work per day. 

On the other hand, relative to part-tirne workers, full-tine 

employees would spend an additional $a, on work-related expenses 

plus an additLonal $a3 times gross earnings, which may represent 

higher tax rates on earnings assoclated with longer hours worked. 

In the Lnteractive form, gross earnings per chil-d, $EARN/KID, may 

be substituted for. $EARN. 

It is an empirical questlon whether the hypotheslzed independent 

effects of variatlons Ln earnings and work schedules will prove 

to be atatlstl.cally significant in a complete interactl.ve rnodel. 

It nay be that only a simpler form, Lncluding $EARN and/or FT 

http:interactl.ve
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wil-l be statlstically sLgnificant, gl.ven that work schedule and 

gross nonthLy earnlngs (or earoings per dependent child) are
	

llkely to be correlated.
	

(B) Characteristics of the Family 

(1) Children tn the Farnilv (KIDS); Variation ln fanLly size is 
most likely to affect child care expen""".* The extent to which 

fanily size affects the probabllity or leveL of work-related 

expenaes is already proxied by $EARN/KID. In the child care expense 

probabiJ-ity and regresslon equatLons, we expect a positive relationship 
between uonthly expenditures for child care and the number of 

dependent children present in the recipient unit. 

Withln a given fanily, however, older children do not require 

chil-d care, but they may be able to provide care for younger 

farnily members. (Other adul-ts in the recipient household nay also 

Berve as chlld care providers.) Hence, it is preferabLe to include 

a measure of the age distribution of dependent chlldren, permittlng 

chlld care to vary with the number or presence of young chLldren 

1ikeLy to require day supervislon while the mother is worklng, and 

also the number or presence of older chLldren who may not need any 

supervision but nay be able to provlde chlld care during portions 

of the day. The chl1d care eguations Lncluded tow different 
proxies for age distribution of children. 

The first proxy for age distribution, DKIDS-(AGE), is made up 

* 
The sanple bases are restricted to those worklng famLll.es who 

had complete Lnfornatlon on all chtldren in the recipient unlt;
nanely, at least one chLld had to be present and the age and 
educational attaf.nment of all dependent children had to be known. 

http:famLll.es
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two dichotomous variables and represents the presence of any 

child (ren) in two specif ie age groups 3 DKIDS_5 takes on a value 

of one Lf any children in the recipient unit were five years of 

age or younger, zero othemise; and DKIDS-l$*, which takes on a 

value of one lf any children were 15 years of age or older, zeto 

otherwise. Children in the flve-or-less age group are not of public 

schooL age and would require child care while the mother works. 

School age children Ln the older age group would probably not need 

supervision during the day, but coul-d provide after-echool care 

of younger famlly members lf the mother worked full-tine. Wtren 

both variables are entered in a chil-d care equation, we exPect that 

the llkelihood or l-evel- of expenses will be positively related 

to the presence of young children, but negativel-y related to the 

presence of older children. Further, families wlth on1-y older 

chiLdren (reLative to children in the six to fourteen year group) 

would be expected to have lower child care expensesr ceteris 

paribus, while famllies wlth only young children would be expeeted 

to have higher expenses. 

The second form of the age distributlon variable, /IKIDS_(AIIE), 

has the actual number of chil-dren present in each year grouP. Here 

we expect that child care exPenses would vary positivel-y with 

lncreases in the number of young ehildren, #KIDS-$, and negatively 

with the number of older children, /IKIDS_1S+, all othe.r characteristics 

of families held constant. It is unclear a prl'ori whl'ch form 

is better suited for a particular estfunating equatlon.* 

* It IJas emplrl,cally determined that the age grouPs discussed 
here produced the most statistically signlficant estimating equations, 
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(2) 0ther Adults In Reci.pient Unit:* Chl1d care servlces may 

be provided by other adults ln fa.milies headed by a worklng mother, 

as for example, by non-worklag grandParents. The other-adults-

ln-fanily variable was coded Ln two ltays: (1) a dumty varlable 

for the presence of any other nonworklng adult, DADIILTS = 1, else 

0; and (2) a continuous variable /leo&tS, for the number of other 

nonworking aduLts. It ltas exPected that the presence or increasing 

auober of other adults would tend to decrease both the probability 

and lev-el of child care expenses. It ls unclear that the presence 

or nu:aber of nonworklng adults ls theoreticaLly rel.evant to the 

work-related expense models, excePt that some of these nonworking 

adults may be dependent on the fanily head for suPPort and thr:s 

reduce spendable earnings for such expenditures as transPortation 

to work or meals at work. 

(C) _Characteristics of Re_sidgnc-e 

(1) Central City/ suburb : The estlmation samples were divided into 

Census divisions Ln an attempt to controL for gross differences 

between state ta>c rat€s r labor markets, transPortation networks 

and welfare agency polleles coneernl-ng what would be 'rallowabl-e" as 

child care and emplolmrent expenses.** A palr of residence variables 

was introduced into each division modeL to try to further eontrol 

rtTechnically, this variable proxies the Presence of adul-ts 
trprobablytr not working, since the Characteristics Survey does not 
code earnLngs for every adult Present in the reclpl.ent unlt. 

**The 1975 Survey does no! have sufficient data to estinate 
aeparat,e models for all states. we then aggregated to census 
divlsion as a next-best' consl.stent alternative. 
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for remaining differences wlthin each division. 

We defined two dichotonous variables, CC and SIEURB' such that 

l-f a fanily lived withLn the centraL city of an SMSA, CC took on 

a value of one, zero otherwise. If the fanily l-ived ln an SMSA 

but not in a central eity, SIEIIRB took on a value of one, zero 

otherwise. Non-SMSA areas was used as the reference variable when 

both residence variables were entered lnto an estimating eguation. 

The expected sign(s) on the residence variables may vary frorn 

one geographic dj-vision to another, depending on the characteristics 

of Labor markets, transPortation networks, social networks, and 

welfare services provided within SMSAs relative to non-SMSAs. In 

the dense urban areas of the Northeast, for s:<ample' chl1d eare 

I'networkstt among related families in central cities may lower the cost 

of child care 'mong working parents relative to working parents outside 

of centraL cities where neighborhood networks may be absent. In other 

dlvisions, non-famiJ-y child care in central cities may be avaiLabl-e 

only at eost, other factors held constant' and that cost may be 

hl.gher than ln rural- areas of the division. 

(D) Characteristlcs of the l{orking Parent 

(1) Educational Attainment: Educational" attainment may serve as 

a discriminating variable for the kinds of jobs available to working 

welfare mothers and for the kinds of services availabl-e within 

welfare agencies. As a ttcredentiaLrrt for example, a htgh school 

diplona may enable a working welfare mother to obtain a better job 

rclthtn the set of Jobs typically reserved for low-educated working 
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Iromen. These better Jobs wouJ-d lnclude white collar and wouLd probably 

orclude fatm and service work. Further, these better jobs would be 

uore 11keLy to be covered by the Social Seeurity System (FICA taxes), 

are more likely to be stable, and are nore llkely to offer more hours 

of work. They nay also lnvolve longer travel- tl-rne to work and necessi.tate 

afternoon care of young children. Thi.s would tend to be associated with 

relatLvely higher probabillties and Levels of both child care and work-

related expenses. 

Better educated welfare mothers may also be better able to exPress 

their needs to wel-fare service workers and thereby obtain a wider 

variety of benefits provided by the AFDC program. One of these benefits 

nay be hassle-free allowances of clained work and child care exPenses. 

Hence, better educated working mothers may be more likely to incur 

expenses, knowing that they wii.L be abLe to disregard them agalnst 

earnings. 

To test these hyPothes€s r a set of 0/L dumrny variables were entered 

Lnto the expenae equations in an attempt to quantify the education/ 

atlowable expense relatlonship. These variables rreres ED_8' completion 

of elght years of education; ED-9-11, cornpletion of nine through 11 

years; and ED_L2*, completLon of L2 or more years. l{e expeeted that' 

lf signifl.cant, coefficients on these dummy variables wouLd increase 

arithmetically with additional years of schooi-ing conpleted. Estirnating 

eguatLons that used educatLonal attairuDent had fewer observations' 

eLnce gone worklng payees did not have educationaL attainment coded. 

The reference group, ED_0_7, was always excluded fron the estlnating 

equatlons. 
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(2) Occupation: The 1975 Survey provided twelve occupation 

categories, dl.strlbuted within four najor occupation groups: white 

collar, bLue collar, farm, and service workers. Under eurrent 

AFDC rules, clothing and equipment needed for certaln kinds of 

employment are allowabLe work-related expenses. It was expected 

that the probabllity and 1evel of work-related exPenses would be 

relatively higher for workers in occupations such as eervice or 

blue collar, relative to fatm and white coll-ar, earnings constant.* 

To proxy for these possible additional work costs, diehotomous 

variabl-es for occupation group were coded L tf a working mother 

was in a specific grouP; 0 otherwise. At least one occuPation 

group was excluded from an estlrnating equation as a reference 

variable. Eguations with occupation group had fewer observations 

since not all worklng payees had thls variable coded. 

(3) Race of Payee: In the child care and work-related expense 

equations, race of payee may proxy for the kinds of Jobs avallabl-e 

to nonwhite rdomen in the labor market, relative to jobs for whites' 

and al-so for discrininatory practlces within welfare service offices 

in the determination of what are alLowable exPenses. A11 other 

variabLes held constant, noawhite women are more likeJ.y to work in 

occupations, such as domestics and food or health servicer which 

may have higher work'related costs. Nonwhites Inay also be "allowed" 

* 
Occupation may also proxy for social class. Workers in white 

collar jobs then would be more llkely to incur fee-for-servlce 
child care than workers in manual and farm jobs. There ltas no 
broad-based, statistlcal evidence to suPPort this hypothesis based 
on the 1975 Characteristics Survey. 



_24_ 

fewer e:xpenses than whltes. We also pernit the hyPothesis that 

nonwhltes nay clafun lower expenses, because, for exanple, they are 

more lLkely than whites to use extended fanily or aeighborhood 

networks to care for dependent children or they are more 1ikeLy 

to flnd work ln industries not covered by the FICA payroLl tax. 

Race of payee was coded 1 lf the working mother was nonwhite; 

0 otherwise (rrwhite"). 

(4) 	 tlin Registration Status: During the time of the 1975 Survey 

ttemployable" welfarethe Work Incentive Program attempted to move 

reclpients into pald enploJrment by the use of sanctions and added 

benefits. Thls effort involved, in particular, granting certain 

benefits to fanilies who voluntarily registered ln }JIN. Among 

participating fanilies, then, we might exPect to find reLativeLy 

higher probabillties and Levels of allowabJ-e 	expenses than among 

fanil-ies who were not registered, were mandatorily registered, or 

who had no WIN proJect in their area. Sorne portion of the expenses 

allowed by welfare serrsice officers may, therefore, be attributabLe 

to the benefit structure of WIN. Conversely, relatl'vely lower 

expenses anong fanilies not voluntarily regLstered may be due to 

the sanctions or absence of wIN. l{IN was coded L if a fanily 

was noq voLuntarily registered, 0 othemise. 

The Samples 

As pointed out earlLer, the total number of eanple records 

aval-Lable for all workLng (separate sxpense data) farnllies had to be 

culled down to those which are relevant for analysf.s of program 
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eligibility among specific populatLons. In this paper we li-nited our 

analysis to chil-d care expenses and work-related expenses among 

familles probably receivlng AIIDC-ReguLar benefits at the tLme of the 

1975 Characterlstics Survey. These record counts are sho\rn in Table 5. 

Due to data limitations on two potential explanatory variables, 

educational attainnent and occupation group, three different estimation 

sampLes were generated. Model L (Dtl), the largest and least restrictive 
sample, l-ncLudes all AIDC-R records of working fenilles whose survey 

data lncluded age and education Lnformation on all dependent chll-dren 

and had reported the earnlngs of the payee as less than $999. Based 

on !I1, about 37 percent of aLl- female-headed working AFDC-R families 

incurred a chlLd care expense during the survey month; about 89 percent 

incurred a work-related expense. 

Model 2 (Vlz) restricts Ml by inposing the condit,ion that educational 

attainment of the payee was knorm. This sample was used in expense 

equations that ineluded education as an explanatory variable. Model 3 

(M3) adds to Ml the conditlon that occupation of payee was available 

and was used to estimate expense equations including occupation grouP. 

The sanple sizes for the regression eguations are smaller than 

the sarnpJ.e sizes for the probabllity equations, since only positive 

values of the dependent variables are lncluded in these equations. 

Dlvision 8, for example, had only eight observations on farnilies who 

actualLy incurred a chlld care expendi,ture. For whatever reasons--

undersanplLng wlthin the Mountain states or very few farnLlles ln these 

states actually used paid child care servl.ces--there is nothing that 
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Table Sanple Observations for Estimatin Equations
	

Regress ion
Probability Eqqat ions** 
Equati.ons 

Child Work-
Census Divisions Working* M1 vrz Mil Care Related 

(1) New England 308 27A 204 226 119 257 

(2) liiddle Arlanric 366 334 267 316 L46 298 

(3) East North 
Central 364 338 295 322 L34 275 

(4) West North 
Central 893 804 690 785 278 763 

(5) South Atlantie s33 513 45L 498 185 436 

(6) East South 
Central 368 34L 318 330 L29 298 

(7 ) West South 
Central 247 237 2A5 233 84 2L7 

(8 ) Mountain L20 LL4 94 111 8 82 

(9) Pacific 229 206 141 203 101 182 

United States 3428 3L57 2665 3A24 118 4 2808 

Ml: 	 Payee is fenale and no spouse present, has earnlngs
greater than zero but less than $999, and has 
survey data for dependent children (age and education 
for all chlldren under 21 years of age). 

t42z !t[ and educatlonal attal.nment of Payee rilas 
available. 

Dt|: 	Dll and occ.upatLon of payee nas available. 

*See Table 4. 

**No regression equations had either educational attainment or 
occupation of payee as slgnificant explanatory variables, 8o 
only observations for a Ml nodel- are given here. Occupation 
was margLnally elgnlflcant I'n one cnlld care probablllty model,
but lt will not be reported below. 
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can be done wlth thl.s sanple for purposes of enpirical estlmation. 

Prediction equations for chlld care in Division 8 will have to be 

generated through some othe, pro"""".* The work-related expense 

equatloas generated for this divislon may be subJect to the same kind 

of statistical sceptlcism, even though there are a sufficient number 

of observations avaiable. 

The Child Care Expense Probabili-ty Equations 

Table 6 presents the final parameter estimates for the child care 
** 

expense probabillty equations. All variables, but one, are statistically 

signlficant at the .99 confidence level (ED_12+ is signLficant at .95) 

The predlcting equation Ln each Census division was statlsticall-y 
slgnificant at the .01- level of the X2 statisti".*** Each equation 

contains net monthly earnlngs of the working mother and 0/1 d"mny 

variables for the presence of dependent chi1dren of specific ages. 

As hypothesized, the probabiJ-ity that a fanily would have incurred a 

* For example, child care could be estinated as twenty percent of 
gross earnlngs; or the sample average for the United States could be 
used as a predlctor. 

** Only statlstically signifLcant variables are presented Ln Tables
6 through 9, given that these predictl.on equatlons produced the best
models. There rrere some other equations Ln some dlvislons that also 
could have been used. See sensitivLty analysis, Tables 11 through 18. 

*** ?
The 1- measurea the degree to whLch the estlmatlng equation as 

a whole produced an arlthmeticall-y greater likelthood (jolnt probabiEty)
of repll.catlng the distribution of. OlL outcomes of allowable expenses
than an estLmating equation which merely assl.gned the eample average 
probablllty to each fanLly, regardless of its characterlstLcs. The 
sanple average probablllty ls (number of famtlies lncurrLng an expense)
/ (total nunber of farnllies ln eanple). The corresponding statistic

ln regresslon analysis Ls the F Btatlstic. 

http:predictl.on


.-------------~------~-- -- -- - - -- --- -

Table 6: 

Division 1: 

Division 2: 

Division 3: 

Division 4: 

Division 5: 

Division 6: 

Division 7: 

Division 8: 

Division 9: 

Parameter Estimates for Child Care Expense Probability Models 

Any Any Net Central Non Full 2 
Constant Kids<6 Kids>l4 Earnings City White Time Ed=l2+ OBS xdf 

-2.3502 1.0486 -1.7124 0.0103 -1.5320 
(5.23) (3.23) (4.34) (6.06) (3.83) 

-1.7217 0.6872 -1.8145 0.0064 -0.6551 
(3. 87) (2.20) (4.60) (5.29) (2.20) 

-2.2386 1.1403 -0.8096 0.0028 0.8468 
(5.92) (4.38) (2.50) (3.36) (3.04) 

-1.5692 0.9381 -1.3412 0.0031 
(6.98) (5.25) (5.09) (4.69) 

-2.7066 0.8663 -1.8443 0.0089 
(8.47) (3.76) (5.71) (8.11) 

-2.7572 1.4776 -1.7122 0.1179 
(5.69) (4.53) (4.23) (7.16) 

-3.8796 1.9364 -1.2270 0.0090 
(6.83) (4.62) (2.49) (4.00) 

No equation estimated: Sample size too small. 

-1.7563 1.2194 -2.1183 0.0057 
(3.98) (3.46) (4.08) (4.47) 

Asymptotic t-ratios in parentheses. 


-0.7035 
(3.52) 

-1.2872 
(3.77) 

1.1313 
(2.51) 

0.5985 
(2.03) 

270 

267 

338 

804 

513 

341 

237 

103.71 

89.45 

56.43 

125.41 

161.40 

159.44 

120.48 

I 
N 
00 
I 

206 71.04 
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chlld care etrpense Lncreases with its spendable (net) earnings.* The 

probabLl-ity also lncreases when children under the age of six are 

present in the family, but decreases with the presence of children
	
**
	flfteen years and older. This is consistent rrrith the hypothesis that 

earnings constant, very young children require supervision whil_e the 

mother works, but oLder children often do not. In six of the eight 

divisions estimated, the net impact on the probability of incurring a 

chlld care expense is negative for a fanily that had both young and 

older children, other factors held const"ot.*** These results suggest 

that hlgh school chil.dren, when not in schoolr Day effectiveJ-y provide 

child care services to younger brothers and sisters and thus reduce 

the likellhood that a given farnily would incur a child care expense at 

all. Apparentl-y, the presence of older children not only contributes 

to the motherrs abtrlity to work, but also contrLbutes to her abiJ-ity 

* 
The usual interpretation of parameter estimates, Itchange in the 

dependent variable per unit change Ln its explanatory variable, ceteris
paribusrrr cannot be used for the logistic probability estimator.-Thf
logisticfunction, P=1 / (t+ exp(-a'-.L*1-"2*Z -anxn)),
is nonllnear and nrrmerical methods must be used to solve for the specifie
impact of changes Ln individual explanatory variables on the probability
of incurrlng a gLven expense. See Tables 11 through 27. 

** 
By definition of a recLplent unit,, there mrst be at least one 

dependent child Ln the fantly. The reference group Ln estinating
equations that lnclude children under six and chl-ldren over fourteen
is, therefore, children between the ages of six and fourteen. Hence,
relative to the presence of children ln .thls age group, a farnlly that 
has young children has a higher probabllity of Lncurring an expense,
whl.le a fanlly wlth older children has a lower probabilLty.

*** In Divlsion 1, for exa:nple, the net impact ts 1.0486 - L.7L24
for a fanlly with both young and older children. Fanllies in these 
dLvLslons rtere more ltkely to have chl.ldren present Ln the fifteen year
and older group and less llkely to have chlldren ln the'eix and under 
age group. In the two Census divlsions where the net inpact nas positive
the age dLstrlbutlon of chLldren favored the presence of younger,
rather than older, ,chlldren. 
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to work a1L day. However, there was no evidence that the presence or 

number of nonworklng adults ln a recipient unit had any inpact on the 

likeLihood of incurring a chiLd care experr"..* 

Other variables constant, the fact that a working mother lived in 
a central city reduced the probability of incurring a chLld care 

expense in the two Census divisione l-n the Northeast. Thls ts 

consistent with the hypothesLs that child care services nay be provlded 

by extended farnilies, neighborhood networks, or other cooperative 

arrangements within the older cl.ties of thls regl.on. In contrast, in 
the only other dLvlsion ln which resldence was independently significant, 
Division 3, the probabillty of LncurrLng a child care expense was 

relatl.vely higher for fanilies in central cities. Nearly 70 percent 

of aLl working famiLies in this dlvislon l-ive in central cities; and 

over 70 percent of all- working fanilles are employed full-time. In 

this division, then, centraL city nay serve as a proxy for work 

schedule, and hence for the increased likelihood of Lncurring a child 

care exPense, earnings constant. 

The 0/1 durnny variable tr'I was entered lnto the probabiltty models 

to expressely measure the inpact of full-time or part-time work schedules. 

It was significant only ln Division 7. This was the only dl.visl.on in 

whlch both net earnings and work echedule were both signLficant. None 

of the more compl-ex Lnteraction forms of earnings and work schedule 

were significant. 

* 
Bethreen five and 29 percent of all households included another 

adult across the el.ght Census divlsions. The fewest number of households 
containlng other adulte was Ln DlvLsLon 2; at least one-fourth of all 
recLpl.ent units ln the South contained another adult. 

http:dl.visl.on
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Finally, ln Division 2 payees with at least a high schooL 

education wouLd have a higher probability of incurring a chlld care 

expenae, other factors held constant, relative to payees wlth l-ess 

educatLon. This division l-neludes New York and other Large urban 

cities. Education nay be serving as a proxy for the kinds of Jobs 

avaiLabLe to working welfare mothers wlth dlfferent kinds of educational 

attainment; that is, relatively better, full-time Jobs for high school 

graduates, part-tlme jobs for those with less than high school. 

Education may also be serving as a proxy for English speaking abilities 

wlthin the nany ethnic groups present in this division. There was 

no evidence that educational attainment had an independent inpact on 

the llkelihood of Lncurring a child care expense in any other divlsion. 

OccupaEion itself rras never statisticall-y significant. 

The Chil-d Care ExPense Regression Equations 

In each Census division, net (sPendable) earnings was an important 

determ:inant of the l-evel of monthly chll-d care expenses among fanLlies 

who actuallv incurred an exPense (Table 7). In fact' net earnings 

(gross rnonthly earnings minus all work-related expenses) was the only 

statlstically significant variable present in every regresslon equation. 

As expeeted, net earnings had a positive irnpact on the level of chlld 

care er(penses. The coefficients on net earnings range from .10 to .28 

among the Census dlvislons, and indlcate that an additLonal ten to t\tenty-

€lght eents, on average, was spent on chiLd care for each additlonal 

dollar of net earnLngs. 



Table 7 : 

Division 1: 

Division 2: 

Division 3: 

Division 4: 

Division 5: 

Division 6: 

Division 7: 

Division 8: 

Division 9: 

Parameter Estimates for Linear Child Care Expense Regressions 


Constant 
Net 

Earnings 
Number 
Kids<6 

Number 
Kids>l4 

Not 
White 

21.26 
(2.66) 

.17 
(6.48) 

12.52 
(3.12) 

-11.71 
(2.48) 

36.86 
(3.05) 

28.92 
(3.11) 

.18 
(6.23) 

32.78 
(4. 97) 

.15 
(7.16) 

9.57 
(1. 93) 

.19 
(12.59) 

13.99 
(5.28) 

40.78 
(4.78) 

.17 
(7 .35) 

10.05 
(3. 60) 

-25.08 
(4.25) 

53.72 .10 
(7. 00) (3.62) 

35.09 .15 
(3 .87) (4.69) 

No equation estimated: 

2.89 .28 
(0.31) (10.24) 

-21.24 
(4.28) 

-16.05 
(2.70) 

sample size too small 

OBS 

119 

146 

134 

278 

185 

129 

84 

8 

101 

2 
Rdf 

.38 

.23 

.27 

.39 I w 
N 
I 

.29 

.16 

•25 

.51 

2T-ratios in parentheses. Rdf corrected for degrees of freedom. 
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In DivisLons 1, 4, and 5, the number of chil-dren under the age of 

six also had an independent impact on the leveL of child care expenses. 

The coefficients range fron 10.05 to 13.99 and indicate that each 

child under the age of sl-x boosts average child care expenditures by 

between ten and fourteen dollars per month. Only in Division I was the 

nr.rmber of chLldren over age fourteen also statistically significant. 

Each of these oLder chlldren would, on average, reduee child care 

exKpenses by nearly g12 per month.* 

The only other statistical-ly significant variable was race of 

payee. In the New England division nonwhite working mothers would 

have incurred (been all-owed) nearly $37 nore chlld care expenses than 

white nothers, earnings and age distribution of children the same. 

In contrast, nonwhite fanilies in the southern states would have 

lncurred between $L6 and $25 Less on average per month, net earnings 

constant. Nonwhite families rnay in fact have used relatively more 

fee-for-service child care services in New England, but relatively 

fewer serviees in the South. I{hat is ttallowedtt as a child care expense 

by welfare service offices nust, of course, aLso be considered. Only 

six percent of working, AFDC-R mothers in New England were nonwhite; 

ln the South, around 70 percent ltere nonwhite. 

Educatlonal attainment, occupatl.on grouP, and work-schedule of 

the working parent nere never etatistically significant in any division. 

No equation rras estimated for Division 8, due to the extrernely small 

sample eLze for these states. 

*"These esttnates must, of eourse, be weighted by the probabllity
of lneurring a chtld care expense to arrive at an estinate of the overall 
lmpact of famLl-y and earnings characteristics on child care exPenses. 

http:occupatl.on
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The l{ork-Related E:rpense Probability Equations 

As expected, gross monthLy earnlngs was positlvely related to the 

probability of incurring a work-related expense. $EARN, in fact' Iilas 

the only expl-anatory variable statistically significant in every dLvlsion 

equation (Table 8). In six dlvisions, gross earnings per dependent chil-d 

provided the statistically most powerful form of the gross earnings 

variable. * This suggests that earnlngs per child may indeed serve as 

an adequate proxy for earnings subJect to lncome taxes after allowable 

exemptlons have been claimed by the working parent,. In the three 

renaining divislons, gross earnings produced the most signlflcant 
predictlng equati.on. 

In Divisions 4 and 5 full-tine work schedule al-so had a Posltive inpact 

on the probability of incurring a work-reLated expense. Earnlngs constant 

this nay be picking up the likelihood of other kinds of enployment 

expenses associated wlth full-tine, rather than part-time, work. Gross 

earnings and work schedule lrere not both significantl-y related to the 

probability of work-related expenses in any other divislon.** 

Residence in a central city had a positive inpact on the work-related 

expense probability in onl-y two southern divisions (5 and 7). The 

najorlty of working welfare mothers in each of these divislons are in 

That ls, produced the largest sample joint probabillty' as 

measured by the X2 statistic. 
**I{hile statistLcalLy significant, work schedule ls lnportant only

for famllles wlth relativel-y low earnlngs. At higher levels of gross
earnings, gross earnLngs dominates the expected val-ue of work-related 
expenaea. See Tables 19 through 27. 

http:equati.on
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Table a: Parameter Estimates for Work-Related Expense Probability Models 


Division 1: 

Division 2: 

Division 3: 

Division 4: 

Division 5: 

Division 6: 

Division 7: 

Division 8: 

Division 9: 

Constant 
Earnings/ 

Child 
Gross 

Earnings 
Full 
Time 

Central 
City 

Not 
Voluntary
Win Reg. 

Not 
White 

2.4849 
(7 .16) 

.0152 
(4.03) 

.3095 
(0.92) 

.0130 
(4.64) 

.9925 
(3.10) 

.0083 
(4.33) 

-0.9436 
(2.94) 

.7338 
(2.62) 

.0169 
(4.34) 

1.2438 
(2.74) 

-0.8719 
(3.05) 

.0238 
(5. 74)' 

1.0953 
(3.31) 

.6765 
(2. 27) 

-1.8058 
(3.61) 

.0163 
(6.38) 

1.5717 
(3.59) 

-0.2760 
(0.56) 

.0480 
(3.60) 

1.1281 
(1.98) 

-0.7782 
(1.86) 

.0087 
(4.16) 

-0.2828 
(0.50) 

.0299 
(4.96) 

-1.6809 
(2.76) 

2 
XOBS 

270 32.42 

334 39.53 

338 39.36 

804 78.72 

513 127.45 

341 95.46 

237 40.19 

114 24.66 

206 66.75 

I 
w 
\11 
I 

Asymptotic t-ratios in parentheses. 
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service occupations and live 1n central clties. Central city then may 

be serving as a proxy for the higher work costs associated wLth service 

occupatlons, especiaS-Iy unlforms. Central- clty jobs ln other occupations 

in the southern states may also be more likely to be covered by the 

Soeia1 Security System, relative to fatm workers and service workers. 

In thl-s case, central- eLty nay be serving as a proxy for higher payroll 

taxes among central city workers within the two divlsions. No other 

divlsions produeed a signiflcant central- city lmpaet on the l-ikelihood 

of work-reLated expenses. 

In two divisions fanilies who were not voluntarily registered with 
* the llIN program would have signlfieantly lower probabillties of 

incurring allowabl-e work-related expenses, earnings per chlld constant. 

In these states (Dlvisions 3 and 9), voLuntary reglstrants may have 

indeed benefited from the incentives offered by WIN, in that' once 

employed, their work-related expenses were more llkeLy to be counted 

as deductlons from gross earnings. Conversely, it nay be that non-

voluntary WIN registranrs had a nore diffl.cult tine (lower probabllity) 

of clairning thelr work-related costs. 

The race of the worki-ng parent nas statLsticall-y signJ-flcant in 

onLy one southern division. Within these states' gross earnlngs the 

same, nonwhites had a signiflcantly higher probability of incurrlng 

work-rel-ated expenses. Over two-thirds of working welfare mothers in 

Division 6 are nonwhite and work in blue collar and service employuent. 

As we found for central citLes in the other two southern dlvisions, 

* 
I'Iandatory regLstrants, f amilies waiting for I{IN status, and families 

with no WIN proj ect Ln their area. 
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these kinds of jobs may have higher work-related costs, such as elothing 

expenses, and race may be serving as a statistical proxy for these 

expenses. OecupatLon grouP lTas never significant. As noted earl-ier, 

the probabtlity of lncurrlng a chlld care expense is lower for nonwhites 

in Division 6, but Ehey are more likely to have employment-related 

expenses than whites. These results Buggest that nonwhites rnay in deed 

work in relatively more costly kinds of enplolment, and yet be more 

will-ing (or have to) put up chiJ-d care costs out of take hone earnings. 

The Work-Rel-ated Expense Regression Equatlons 

The onJ-y statisticalLy significant deterninant of the level- of 

work-related expenses ln each of the nine Census divlslons rras gross 

rnonthly earnings. This analysis ls linited to fanilies who actually 

incurred a work-related exPense during the survey month. As shown in 

Tabl-e 9, the coefficlents on gross earnings are stable across divisions 

and range from a low of .22 in Division 2 to a high of .28 in Division 

g. (The .11 coefflcient in DLvislon 8 may be unusually low due to 

general undersampling within these Mountain Etates.) These results 

indicate that betneen 22 and 28 cents per additional dollar of gross 

earnings will- be sPent on work-related exPenses. This coefficient 

combl-nes the imPact of varying tax rates on earnings among working 

faniLies with all other allowable work-related costs paid out of earnings 

net of to(es. The overalL 22 to 28 Percent marginal tttax ratett seems 

quite reasonable, glven an average fantly earnings between $250 and 

$400 per month. 
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labl-e 9: Pqra4eter Estimates for Linear Work gxpense Regressions 

Division 

D ivis ion 2 t 

Divis ion 3: 

Division 

Division 5: 

Divis ion 6 z 

Divisi-on 7 z 

Division 8: 

Division 

Constant 

-2.7 3 
(0. 46) 

LL.62 
(2.42) 

-7 .39 
(1.68)
	

-8.15
	
(3. 92) 

-11. 48 
(3.30) 

-8.18
(2.L2) 

-4 ,66
(1. 15)
	

L6,23

(3.14) 

-2L.50 
(3.09) 

Gross 
Earnin 

.27 
(rs. 91) 

.22 
(19.61) 

.24 
(2L.78) 

,26
(45.73) 

.24 
(22. 16) 

.25 
(rg .7 6) 

.24 
(rs. 60) 

.11 
(6.65) 

.28 
(r2.28) 

OBS 

T-ratios in parentheses.
	

R2 corrected for degrees of freedom (df)
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Prediction Accuracv 

A ftnal set of sample statistics are given in Table L0. These 

statistics conpare the prediction accuracy of the estimated expense 

models for the nine Census divlsions. Actual average expense ls based 

on reported expenses of worklng fanilies who actually had a child 
care expense or work-related expense, as welL as on families who did 

not. Average predicted expense is based on estlmates from the 

probabillty and regression prediction equations, using actual 

characteristics of working farnilies.* In prediction we assr:ne that, 

a given fanily actually incurred an expense and compute the l-evel of 

that expense with the regression equation. This estinated l-evel is 
then weighted by the estlnated probability that the fanily would have 

incurred the expense. This product is predicted expense. 

The nulI hypothesis tested in Table 10 is that predicted expense 

based on the sampl-e average (actual expense) would not be significantly 

different from predicted expense based on the estimating eguations. 

The sanpLe test statistic is the F-statistlc3 the ratio of strm of 

equared errors of each faml-lyfs aetual expense fron the division average 

sxpense, to the sum of squared errors of the familyts actuaL expense 

fron the predicted value. 

Sum (Aetual Expense - Sample Average Expen se)z
F= 

Snm (Actual Expense - Predicted Expens dz 

* 
Regresslon equatl.ons ueing the log of expenses were also esti-rnated. 

Based on sample statl.stl.cs from these equatl.ons, it was clear that a 
linear model in expenses waa preferable. The sauple statlstlcs in TabLe 
10 aLso argued for the sl.mpler lLnear form of the expense regressions. 

http:statl.stl.cs
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Table 10 :_ Predi.c.tj-olr Accuracy of Expepse Models 

Average Average
Chlld Care Actual Predicted OBS 

Division 1: $ gg .66 $:a . oo L.77 270 

Division 2z 4A.34 40.85 L.46 267 

Division 3: 29.77 29.77 L,26 338 

Dl-vi.sLon 4 t 24.77 24.86 L.2L 804 

Division 5: 28.73 28.L5 1.40 513 

Division 6z 24.70 24 .69 L.7 0 34L 

Division 7 z 22 .09 2L.98 1.84 237 

Division 8: 3. 59 (No Model Estimated) 

Division 9: 45 .46 43.7L L.77 206 

Work-Related 

Division 1: $90.63 $81 .82 2.L4 270 

Division 2z 87 .06 85.69 2.36 334 

Division 3: 62.7 7 59 .85 2.78 338 

Division 4 z 72.79 7 2.25 3.82 804 

Division 5: 49.70 48 .29 2 .64 513 

Division 6z 52.40 52 .39 2.57 341 

Division 7 z 46.L5 45.52 2.39 237 

DLvision 8: 33. 70 33. 70 1.68 LL4 

Division 9 z 77 .58 7 6.4L 3.11 205 

F = Sum of Sguared Errors (Actual) I Sum of Squared Errors (Predicted) 

AI-l- equations signlf ieant at .05 or better. 
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The number of observations in each surnmation ls the same. 

If the calculated value of F is greater than the critLcal- value 

of F for the nr.mber of observations in the sumatlons, the prediction 

equations have significantly reduced the overall prediction error, 

relative to a nodeL which uses the sampl-e average. A11 child care 

and work-related expense models reported in this study are statistically 
significant. 

Sensitivitv Analvsis of Expense Models 

A final- series of tables ll1-ustrates the sensitivity of the expense 

models to changes Ln the characteristics of working AIDC-R famiLies. 

In these tabLes, families are assuned to have certain characteristics 

and their chil-d care and work-related expenses are estimated on the 

basis of these characteristics. The characteristics of these farnilies 

are then changed, one by one, and the impact of these changes on predicted 

expenses is tabulated. We examine each model in turn. 

Child Care Expense Model 

The child care expense model conrbines the probabllity equation with 

the regression expense equatlon; that is, 

$Child Care Expense = Prob(Child Care ExpenselFauril-y Characteristics) 

X Regression Expense LevellFarnily Characteristics. 

Child care models for eight Census divisions are given ln Tables 11 

through 18. No child care nodel- was estimated for Divislon 8.* In each 

Child care expenses could be estimated as: $CC = .20 x Net Earnings. 
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table, the oumber of characteristics asslgned to a family depends on 

the number of statistLcally signLficant characteristlcs Ln the 

probablllty and regression equations. These characteristics include:* 

the payeers net monthLy earnings ($100 or $500); the race and educational 

attalnment of the payee; the location of the farniLy in a central city; 
and the age distribution of dependent children Ln the fanily. These 

characterlstlcs are represented by YES (1) or NO (0) ans\rers to epecific 

questl.ons. Predicted chlld care expenses are presented for each set 

of speeiflc characteristics. This procedure is best lllustrated by 

example. 

Table 11 displays the components of the chiLd care model- for 

Division l, New England. In the first panel we assume that the payeets 

net monthly earnings are $100 and the payee is white. Speclflc questions 

about the age dl.stribution of chiLdren and fanily residence are 

distributed Ln the rest of the panel. If, for example, a family in 

New England had NO chil-dren under the age of six, and NO children over 

the age of fourteen, and was NOt living Ln a central city, the probability 

of receiving chlld care expenses (P) ls .21. The predlcted level of 

faml.lyfs chtld care expense (R) ls $38.52. (R is based on a prediction 

equation for New England in whl-ch all fanilLes actually received child 

care expenses.) Estlrnated child care erpenses for this farnily (CC), 

then, is the product of P and R, .21 x $38.52 = $8.11.** CC ls predicted 

* lfork schedule of payee (full tfune/part time) was BtatLstically
el.gnLficant l-n Divislon 7. It ls palred with earnings ln Table 17. 

**P, R, and CC (and $fE) were estLmated ln floating polnt arithnetic 
to etx slgnificant digits. These tables report each statistic rounded to 
only two or three elgnlficant dfglts. 
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TabJeJl: ChlLd Care Dlodel--DtvlsLon 1 

NET EARNINGS: 100 RACE: trfillTE 

AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES 

AIIY KIDS AIVY KIDS 

NO YES NO YES 

;l CENTRAL CITY CENTRAT CITY CEII'IRAT CITY CENTML CITY 
*rl 
rI1I NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YESel
F{l 

P: .2L .05 .05 .01 .43 .L4 .L2 .03 

R: 38 .52 38.52 26,82 26 ,82 51.04 51. 04 39. 33 39. 33 

CC: 8.11 2.L0 L.23 .29 22.A7 7 .22 4.75 1.13 

Sample Average Expense = $Sg .66 

NET EARNINGS: 5OO RACE: !illIITE 

AIVY KIDS 

NO YES 

ANY KIDS AI\TY KIDS 

NO YES NO YES 

HI P: 

CENTRAT CITY 

NO YES 

.94 .79 

CENTRAI, CITY 

NO 

.75 

YES 

.39 

CENTRAL CITY 

NO 

.98 

YES 

.91 

CENTRAL CITY 

NO YES 

.89 .64 

R: 

CC: 

LO7 .57 L07 .57 

101.04 g3 .92 

95.87 

7L.67 

95.87 

37.42 

L20,0g 

L17.58 

L27,09 

109.29 

108.38 108.38 

96 .92 7 0.04 

*If', any chtldren under six present, one child is assumed. 

**If any chlldren over fourteen present, one child is assumed. 
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Lehlq !1 : child care Model--Division 1, conr. 

RACE: NONWHITE 

AIVY KIDS 

NO YES 

ANY KIDS AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES Ng YES 

cnf CENTML CITY CENTRAL CITY CENTRAT CITY CENTRAT CITY 
dl 
zlp{I 

NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES 

P: .2L .05 .05 ,01 .43 .L4 .L2 .03 

R: 7 5.39 75.39 63. 58 63.68 87.90 87.90 7 6.20 7 6,20 

CC: 15. 89 4.11 2 .93 .66 38.01 L2.43 9 .2L 2.20 

Sample Average Expense = $33 .66 

NET EARNINGS: s00 RACE: NONWHITE 

ANY KIDS 

NO YES 

ANY KIDS ANY KIDS 

NO YES NO YES 

CENTRAL CITY CENTRAL CITY CENTRAT CITY CENTRAL CITY 

;l Ng YES NO YES NO YES NO YErg
el
F{I 

P: .94 .79 .7 5 ,39 .98 .91 .gg .64 

R: L44 .43 L44 .43 L32 .7 3 L32 .7 3 156.95 L56. 95 L45.25 L45.25 

CC: 136. 15 LLz.68 99 .23 51.80 153.67 L42.84 L29.88 93.96 

*rf any children under six present, one child is assumed.
	

?t?t I f any chtLdren over fourteen present, one child is assumed.
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child care expenses, given that a fanily with these characteristics would 

have an average 21 percent chance of receivlng an expected (average) 

child care expense of $38.52. 

Consider another fanily with these same characteristics, eKcept 

that thts fanily has one chlld under the age of six. The probability 

that this fanily would receive child care expenses (P) ls .43; the 

expected level of this expense is $51.04. Because of the presence of a 

young child in the family, all other characterLstlcs the same, both the 

probability and level of expense have rl-sen. Predicted child care 

expenses are: P x R = .43 x $51.04 = $22.07. This l-s an lncrease of 

$13.96 a rnonth ln chiLd care expenses, reLative to a famlly with no young 

children. If this farnlly also has a dependent child over the age of 

fourteen, the probabil-ity of ieceiving chil-d care expenses would decrease 

to .L2; the expected level- of the expense would decrease to $39.33. 

Predicted chil-d care expenses correspondingly drops to $4.75. The 

presence of an older child in faurilles with these characteristics has an 

independent effect of reducing child care expenses by $L7.32 ($22.07 -
$4.75). This represents an annual reduction in chlLd care costs of over 

$200, all else constant. 

PaneL 2 of Table 11 assumes net earnings of $500 per month. A11 

other characteristlcs except race are pernitted to vary as in Panel 1. 

It is evident that farnil-ies with nuch hlgher monthly earnings al-so would 

have much higher probabilities of receiving chlld care expenses and 

higher expense levels of child care expenses. Thts is true regardless 

of place of residence and age distribution of children. 

Panel-s 3 and 4 of Table 11 assume the payee ls nonwhite. A comparison 

of Panel 1 and Panel 3 shows that familles with net earnLngs of $100, the 
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B€rme place of residence, and the aame age distrl"bution of children 

would bave the same probabllity of ineurrlng a child care exPense. 

The expeeted leveL of the exPense among noildhite Payees, however, 

could be over twlce as large, depending on pLace of resldence and ages 

of dependent chiLdren. Since the probability of incurring the exPense 

is relatively srnall for families with only $100 of monthly net earnings' 

the difference in predicted child care expenses (P x R) is usually srnall. 

A comparison of predicted expenses at net earnings of $500 indicates 

the same dlrectLon of difference for varlous fanil-y characteristics' 

but the relative nagnitude of the differences ls much smaLler. Hlgher 

earnings reduces the independent effects of race, loeation in central 

clty, and age distributlon of children. Stnilar results can be found 

ln child care models for the other Census Divisions. 

Tables 12 through 18 for the remal-ning seven chiLd eare models 

are constructed in the sane fashion. I'ltrile the statistical-ly 

significant deternLnants of chlld care exPenses' other than famlly 

net earnings, vary somewhat, the same overalL plcture emerges: The 

non earnl.ngs characteristics of workLng welfare familles are relatively 

important in determining varlatlon in child care exPenses among fanilies 

with 1ow nonthly earnings. Differences due to race of Payee' Locatlon 

in a central city, age distribution of children, and educational 

attainment, can mean differences Ln predicted chtld care expenses on 

the order of one-and-a-ha1f to five. Fa:nilLes with htgher net rnonthly 

earninge, however, would have proportionately snaller variations l-n 

predleted child care expenses. Higher nonthly earnlngs tend to "Ievel 
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Table L2z Child Care Model--Division 2 

NET EARNINGS: 100 EDUCATION: LESS 
TITAN HIGH SCHOOL 

AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES 

ANY KIDS AI.IY KIDS 

NO YES NO YES 

F{l CENTRAL CITY CENTRAL CITY CENTRAT CITY CENTMT CITY
Ffl
rdt 
EI NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES
F{l 

P: .25 .15 .05 .03 .40 .26 .10 .05 

R: 46.93 46.93 46.93 46.93 46.93 46,93 46.93 46,93 

CC: 11.88 7 .42 2.45 1. 31 18. gg L2.L6 4.64 2.53 

Sample Average Expense = $40 ,34 

NET EARNINGS: 500 EDUCATION: LESS 
TTIAN HIGH SCHOOL 

AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES 

AI{Y KIDS AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES NO YES 

Nl 
F?lHI 
elF{l 

CENTRAL CITY 

NO YES 

CENTRAL CITY 

NO YES 

CENTRAT CITY 

NO YES 

CENTRAL CITY 

NO YES 

P: .81 .69 .42 .27 .90 .82 . 59 .42 

R: 118 .95 118.95 119.95 118.95 118.95 118.95 118.95 118.95 

CC: 96.81 82.58 49 .48 32.L2 L06. 58 97 .38 69 .7 2 50. 41 
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Table L2: Chlld Care Model--Dl,vl,sion 2 Cont. 

NET EARNINGS: lOO EDUCATION: HIGH 
SCHOOL OR MORE 

ANY KIDS 

N YES 

ANY KIDS AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES NO YES 
cnl 
*lHI CENTRAT CITY CENTRAT CITY CENTRAT CITY CEI.ITRAL CITY 

elAI NO YEI NO YES NO YES NO YES 

P: .38 .24 .10 .05 .55 .39 .L7 .09 

R: 46.93 46.93 46.93 46.93 46.93 46.93 46.93 46.93 

CC: L7 .90 11. 38 4.28 2.33 25.84 18. 25 7.81 4.4L 

Sample Average Expense = $40 .34 

NET EARNINGS: 500 EDUCATION: HIGH 
SCHOOL OR MORE 

AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES 

AI{Y KIDS AI{Y KIDS 

NO YESNO YES 

;l CENTRAT CITY CENTRAT CITY CENTRAT CITY CENTRAT CITY 

F{I NO YES NO YES NO YES YEs
el {g 

P: .gg .81 .56 .40 .94 .gg .72 .57 

R: 118. 95 118.95 118.95 118 .95 118 .95 118. 95 118.95 118 .95 

CC: 105.67 95.77 67 .L4 47 .85 111.88 106.04 85.69 68.08 
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Table 13: chlld care Model--Divlsion 3 

NET EARNINGS: r00 

AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES 

ANY KIDS AI-IY KIDS 

NO YES NO YES 

:l CENTRAT CITY CENTRAT CITY CEI\nRAT CITY CENTMT CITY 
HIsl NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES 

po 
-a .L2 .25 .06 .13 .31 .52 .16 .31 

R: 47.69 47 .69 47.69 47 .68 47 .69 47.59 47 .69 47 .69 

CC: 5. 89 LL.V 9 2.81 6.09 14. 5g 24.L6 7 .91 L4 .96 

Sanple Average Expense = $29.77 

NET EARNINGS: 500 

ANY KIDS 

NO YES 

AIIY KIDS AIVY KIDS 

s YES NO YES 

CENTRAL CITY CENTRAT CITY CENTRAI, CITY CENTML CITY 

HI NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES 

P: .30 .50 .16 .31 .57 .76 .37 .59 

R: 107 .27 107 .29 107 .28 L07 .28 107 .28 107 .28 107 .28 107 .29 

CC: 32.L9 53 .64 17 .19 33. 04 61.45 81. 29 40.10 62.43 
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Table L4: Chlld Care I'Iodsf-pivision 4 

NET EARNINGS: 1OO 

ANY KIDS 

NO 

ANY KIDS 

-NO YES 

HI RACE RACE 

NOT 
LTHITE IIHITE IMITE 

NOT 
I'IHITE 

P: .22 .L2 .07 .a4 

R: 2g .42 28.42 28.42 2g .42 

CC: 6 .28 3. 50 L.97 1.01 

Sarnple Average Expense = $24.77 

NET EARNINGS: 5OO 

AIIY KIDS 

NO 

ANY KIDS 

NO YES 

Nl RACE RACE 
*IIFll 
el
F{l WHITE 

NOT 
I,THITE 

NOT 
ITHITE MIITE 

P: .50 .33 .20 .11 

R: L03.86 103.86 103. 86 103. 86 

CC: 51. 51 34. 01 2L.26 11. 73 

YES 

ANY KIDS 

NO 

RACE 

NOT 
ITHITE ITHITE 

.42 ,26 

42.42 42.42 

L7 .84 11. 21 

YES-

ANY KIDS 

NO 

RACE 

NOT 
I,THITE IIHITE 

,72 .55 

L17.86 117. g6 

84.32 65.34 

YES 

RACE 

NOT 
IIHITE T'IHITE 

.16 .09 

42.42 42,42 

6.77 3.64 

YES 

RACE 

NOT 
IIHITE T'IHITE 

.40 .25 

117.86 117.86 

46 .7 5 28.93 

*If any chLldren present under age of el.x, one chlLd is assumed.
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Table 15: child care Model--Division 5 

NET EARNINGS: 100 

ANY KIDS 

NO 

ANY KIDS 

YES 

ANY KIDS 

NO YES NO YES 

;l RACE RACE RACE RACE 

*ll
Frl NOT NOT NOT NOTel 
P.f I'HITE IIHITE !'ffiITE I'IHITE ITHITE T'IHITE WIIITE IMITE 

P: .L4 .L4 .02 .02 .27 .27 .06 .06 

R: 58.13 33.06 58.13 33.06 68 .18 43.10 68.18 43. 10 

CC: 7.94 4.52 L.42 .81 L8 .64 LL.7 9 3.83 2.42 

Sample Average Expense = $Zg .73 

NET EARNINGS: 5OO 

ANY KIDS 

NO YES 

AIIY KIDS ANY KIDS 

NO YES NO YES 

RACE RACE RACE RACE 

;l 
NOT NOT NOT NOT 

3l WITITE ITHITE ITHITE WHITE ITHITE IIHITE IIHITE I'THITE 

P: .83 .93 .44 .44 .92 .92 .65 .65 

R: L27.55 L02.48 L27.55 L02.48 L37.60 LLz.52 L37.60 LLz.52 

CC: 106.28 85.39 56.30 45.24 L26.92 103 .7 g 89,81 73.44 

*If any children present under age of sLx, one chtld Ls assumed.
	



Table 16:
	

-tf;l
Fll 
el
P{l 

P: 

"R: 

CC: 

e*l 
*lFll 
el
F{l 

Pt 

R: 
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Chlld Care Modgt-plvlsl.on 6 

NET EARNINGS: 100 

A}TY KIDS 

NO 

AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES 

RACE RACE 

NOT
IIHITE IIHITE IIHITE 

NOT 
IIHITE 

.29 .10 .0v ,a2 

63.51 42 .27 53. 51 42.27 

18. 65 4 .35 4 ,43 .96 

SampJ.e Average Expense = $Z+ .7 0 

NET EARNINGS: 5OO 

AT{Y KIDS 

NO 

AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES 

RACE RACE 

NOT NOT
IIHITE IIHITE IIHITE IIHITE 

.98 .93 .gg .70 

L02.67 81. 43 102.67 81. 43 

IN CENTML CITY 

YES 

ANY KIDS 

NO YES 

RACE RACE 

WHITE 
NOT 

IIHITE 
NOT

IIHITE WHITE 

.65 .33 .25 .09 

63. 51 42 .27 63.51 42.27 

41. 01 14.L5 L5,72 3.52 

IN CENTML CITY 

YES 

AI{Y KIDS 

NO 

RACE 

NOT NOT 
W}TITE }'HITE IIHITE IITI ITE 

.gg .98 .97 .91 

102 .67 81.43 L02.67 81.43 

CC: 100. 50 75.54 9L.7 2 65.85 LOz, L7 80. 01 99.95 7 4.L2 

http:Modgt-plvlsl.on
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Table L6: Chlld Care ModsJ--plvfslon 6 cont. 

NET EARNINGS: 100 NOT IN CENTRAL CITY 

A}IY KIDS 

NO YES 

AI{Y KIDS ANY KIDS 

NO YES NO YES 

:lFll 
RACE RACE RACE RACE 

4lp{I 
ITHITE 

NOT 
TTHITE 

NOT
IIHITE IIHITE 

NOT
IIHITE WHITE II}I ITE 

NOT 
IIHITE 

P: .L7 .05 .04 .01 .47 .20 .r4 .04 

R: 63. 51 42.27 63.51 42 .27 63.51 42.27 63. 51 42.27 

CC: 10. 86 2.29 2.29 .43 30. 15 8.44 8. 91 L. g2 

SampJ-e Average Expense r $24.T0 

NET EARNINGS: 500 NOT IN CENTRAL CITY 

A}IY KIDS 

NO YES 

ANY KIDS AIIY KIDS 

.rl 
rlF{lFll 

el
F{I 

NO 

RACE 

NOT 
TTHITE IIHITE 

YES 

RACE 

NOT
IIHITE IIHITE 

NO 

RACE 

ITHITE 
NOT 

IIHITE 

YES 

RACE 

NOT
IIHITE IIH ITE 

P: .96 .96 .81 .53 .gg .97 .95 .93 

R: 102.67 81.43 L02.67 81. 43 L02.67 81.43 L02.67 91.43 

CC: 98.40 70.37 92.51 43. 51 101.66 78. 61 97 ,33 67 .93 
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Table L7 z Child Care Modsl-pLvision 7 

PART-TIME WORKERSNET EARNINGS: 100 

AI{Y KIDS 

NO YES 

ANY KIDS ANY KIDS 

NO YES YES. 

:lrIII 
el
P"l 

P: 

RACE 

NOT 
WHITE IMITE 

.05 .05 

RACE 

NOT 
IMITE }IHITE 

.015 .015 

I,IHITE 

.26 

NOT 
IMITE 

.26 

RACE 

NOT 
IIHITE IIIIITE 

.09 .09 

R: 50. 16 34 .11 50.16 34.11 50.16 34. 11 50.16 34 . 11 

CC: 2 .42 1. 65 .73 .50 13.06 8. 88 4.69 3.19 

Sample Average Expense = $22.09 

NET EARNINGS: 5OO FIILL-TIME I^IORKERS 

A}[Y KIDS 

YES 

ANY KIDS ANY KIDS 

NO 

N0_ YES YES 

Nl 
Ffl 
rr1l 

el
P.l 

P: 

RACE 

ITIHITE 

.95 

NOT 
WTIITE 

.95 

RACE 

NOT 
I,THITE IIHITE 

.63 .63 

IIHITE 

.98 

NOT 
IIHITE 

.98 

RACE 

NOT 
IIHITE I,IHITE 

.92 ,92 

R: 110 .42 94.37 110 .42 94 .37 110.42 94.37 110 .42 94.37 

CC: 94.04 80. 37 69 .27 59 .20 107.7L 92.05 101 .07 86.92 
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Table 18 : Chlld Care Model--Divlsion 9 

AI\TY KIDS 

NO YES 

;l
;l
rdl 

NO 

ANY KIDS 

YES NO 

ANY KIDS 

YES 

elPrl p: .23 .03 .50 .11 

R: 30. 40 30. 40 30. 40 30. 40 

CC: 6.94 1.04 15. 21 3.26 

Al[Y KIDS 

NO YES 

Nl 
-llFl I 

AI{Y KIDS AI{'T KIDS 

el
F{| NO YES NO YES 

P: .72 .23 .gg .51 

R: 140 .45 140 .45 140 .45 140 .45 

CC: L00. 88 32.95 L25 .87 7 L.53 

Sample Average Expense = $4S.46 

I 
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outrr a eubetantial anount of the Lndependent effects of educatl.onal 

attalnment, central city resi.dence, and age df.stributLon of chil-dren 

ln the probablllty and expense level estfunates. Dtfferences in 
predicted chlld care expenses due to race of payee, however, remain 

relatlvely powerful, regardless of net earnings.* 

Work-&ela ted Expense Modqls 

The work-related expense nodeL for each of the nine Census 

DLvisl.ons combines the work-related expense probabil-ity equation (P) 

with the work-related expense regression leveJ- equation (R). Predicted 

work-related expenses for working mothers wl.th specific characteristics 

are I,lE = P x R. These expense models are presented in TabLes 19 

through 27. As in the case of the chil-d care expense models, the 

work related nodels assume certain characterlstics of an AFDC fanil-y, 

such as payee's gross nonthly earnLngs and earnings per child, location 

wlthln a centraL, race, work schedule, and IilIN registrat.lon status. 

Each of the work-related expenae models Ls evaluated at gross 

earnlngs equal to $100, $250, and $500. In the six Census dLvislons 

where earnl.ngs per child produced the most significant probability 

equatLon, the expense models are evaluated assurning oue and two 

dependent chlldren l.n the family. Relative to variation in other fanily 

*In Divisl.on 4, rece of payee affects the probabllity of incurring
chlld care expenses, but not the expected 1eveL; in Dlvislons 5 and 7, 
race affects the expected level, but not the probabiltty; ln DLvision 
6, race affects both the probabillty and expected level. ThLs lmpact
of race of payee Ls always negatl.ve Ln these DLvislons: nonwhl.te 
working welfare mothers have lower probabillties and/or lower expected
chtld care expense Ievels. In Divisl.on 6 the combined lmpact of race 
le proportionately greeter than in other Southern divisions. 

http:Divisl.on
http:nonwhl.te
http:negatl.ve
http:Divisl.on
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Table
	

qROSS MONTHLY EARNINGS 

$100 $ 250 

P: .98 1.0 

R: 24.40 65.10 

hIE: 23 .98 65. 00 

SAI"IPLE AVEMGE E)(PENSE: $80. 63 

$5oo 

1.0 

L32.94 

L32.93 
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Igble_202 l{ork-Relate_d Expense }1ollP1--Divisioq 2 

GROSS MONTHLY EARNINGS 

$ loo $gto $5oo 

P: 

MONTHLY 
EA4NINGS /KID 

$so gloo 

.72 .83 

MONTHLY 
EARNINGS/KID 

$12s $2:0 

.87 ,97 

MONTHLY 
EARNINGS /KID 

$2s0 $s00 

.97 . gg8 

R: 34.07 34.07 67 .75 67 .75 L23.87 L23.97 

WE: 24.63 28.38 59 .L7 65.86 L20.42 L23.7 4 

SAI'{PLE A\TEMGE E)PENSE: $87 .06 
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Table 2Iz Work-Related Ex ense Model--Division 3 

(1) lrrN REGTSTRATTON STATUS: VOLI]NTARY 

GROS S MONTHI,Y EARNINGS 

$ 100 $2s0 $s oo 

MONTHLY MONTHLY 
EARNINGS/TTO EARNINGS /NTO

F{l MONTHLY 
EARNINGS/TTO*ll 

zlrI1 I 

<I $so $1oo $12s $2so $2so $sooF.r I 

P: .90 .96 .gg .96 .96 

R: 16.84 16.94 53.19 53.19 113 .7 7 113 .7 7 

WE: 13.53 14.50 47 .02 50. g2 108 .7 L 113 . 11 

(2) wll! REGTsTMTToN sTATUS: NoT voLUNTARy 

GROSS MONTHLY EARNINGS 

$roo $ 2so $s 00 

orf 
-rlrI]I 
el 
P.f 

MONTHLY 
EARN:INGS/KID 

$so $roo 

MONTHLY 
EAEIUNGS/TTN 

$1 2s $ 2s0 

MONTHLY 
EARNI.NGS /KID 

$2so $soo 

P: .61 .7L .75 .gg . gg .99 

R: L6.94 L6.94 53.19 53.19 113 .7 7 113 .7 7 

WE: 10. 34 11.90 39 .77 47 .5L 101.63 LLz.0g 

SAI'{PLE AVERAGE E)PENSE: $62,77 

.99 
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Table 22: Work-Related 

(1) 	 PART TrME WORK SCTIEDULE 

GROSS MONTT{LY EARNINGS 

$ 100 $2s0		 $5oo 

MONTHLY		 MONTHLY I'lONTHLY:l EARNINGS/TTO EARNINGS ITTO EARNINGS/TTO
FlIzl<I $so $100P.l		 $12s $2s0 l25o $soo 

P: .93 .92 .95 .gg (s ee f ull
	
R: L7 .97 L7 .97 57 .L5 57 .L5 time work
	

t{E: 14.90 16.51 54 .02 56 .7 5 s chedule )
	

Q) FT]LL TIME I^IoRK ScHEDULE 

GROSS MO}ITHTY EARNINGS 

$ 100		 $ 2s0 $5oo 

c.t I		 MONTHLY MONTHLY I'TONTTTLY 
*,1 EARNINGS/KID EARNINGS /KID EARNIIGS /KIDFll 

P{l
el $so $1oo $12s $2s0 gzso $soo 

P: (see part .98 .998 . ggg 1.0
	

R: time work 57.15 57.r5 L22.45 L22.45
	

I{E: s chedule ) 56.2L 57.03 L22.20 L22.44
	

SAMPLE AVERAGE E)PENSE: $7 2.7 9 
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Table 23: Work-Related Ex efge Model--Divls lon 5 
(1) lN A cENTML crry -- I{ORK SCHEDULE: pARI_TIME 

GROSS MONTHLY EARNINGS 

$ 100 $ 2s0 $s00 

;f
*lFllzl 
f,l 

MONTHLY 
EARNINGS/TTO 

$so $!oo 

MONTHLY 
EARNINGS /rrO 

$12s $2s0 

MONTHLY 
EARNINGS/KID 

$2so $soo 
P: .73 .90 .94 . gg7 (see f ull 
R: L2.06 L2.06 47 ,39 47 .39 time work 

WE: 8. g1 10.95 44.62 47 .23 schedule) 

CRqSS MONTHLY EARNINGS 

$ 100 $ 2s0 $5oo 

MONTHLY MONTHLY MONTHLYo'r 
I

EARNINGS/KID EARNINGS /KID EARNINGS '-TDrll
rltI 
el $so $100 $12s gaso $ ?50 $ s00tr{l 

P: (see part gg. .ggg ggg. 1.0 
R: time work 47 .39 47.39 106.24 106.24 

WE: s chedule ) 46.42 46.42 105. 13 106 .24 

SAI'IPLE AVERAGE H(PENSE: $4g .lO 
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Table 23: !{ork-Related Expense llodel--Dlvision 5 

(3) NOT IN A CENTRAL CITY -- WORK SCHEDULE: PART-TIME 

GROSS MONTHLY EARNINGS 

$ 100 $ 2s0 $5oo 

:lFll 
I'{ONTHLY 

EARNINGS/rrP 
MONTHLY 

EARNINGS/TTO 
MONTHLY 

EARNINGS/TTO 

4l
F{l $so $100 $12s $ 2s0 $2s0 $s00 

P: .58 .82 .gg .994 (see fu11 

R: 12.06 L2.06 47 .38 47 .38 time work 

WE: 6 .99 9.88 42.25 47.A9 schedule ) 

(4) 	NOT IN A CENTRAI CITY -- WORK SCHEDIILE: FULL-TIME 

GROSS MONTHLY EARNINGS 

$ 100 $ 2s0 $s00 

.rl		 MONTHLY MONTHLY MONTHLY 
EARNINGS/KID EARNINGS /KID EARNINGS ''TDdl 

P{l 0 $ loo $ 12s
el

-$.s 	 $2s0 $?so $soo 
P: (see part .96 . 998 .998 1.0 

R: t ime rsork 47 .38 47 .38 106 .24 106 .24 
WE: s chedul-e ) 45.53 47 .28 106.A2 106 .24 

SAI'{PLE AVERAGE E)PENSE: $49 .70 
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Table 24: hlork-Related Expense Model--Division 6 

(1) RACE: I,fiIITE 

GROSS UONTHLY EARNINGS 

$roo $ 2s0 $s00 

P: .46 .91 .998 

R: L6 .57 53. 70 115. 58 

hIE: 7 .56 48 .67 115 .37 

(2) necE: NoNWlrrrE 

:l
	 GROSS MONTHLY EARNINGS
	

tEl I 

el $ 100 $ 2s0 $s00
tr{l 

P: .80 .98 1.0 

R: L6.57 53. 70 115. 58
	

I^IE: 13. 28 52.57 115 .54
	

SAI'{PLE AVERAGE H(PENSE: $SZ. 40 
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Table 

(1)		 WIN REGISTRATION STATUS: VOLI]NTARY 

GROSS UONTHLY EARNINGS 

$ 100 $ 2s0 $s00 

I'IONTHLY UONTHLY I"TONTHLY 

:lrdl 
el
F{l 

P: 

EARNINGS/TTP 

sso $1oo 
.96 .996 

EARNINGS/TTO 

$125 $2so 

.999 1.0 

EARNINGS/rcTO 

$2s0 $:9a 
1.0 1.0 

R: L9 .29 L9 ,29 55 .23 55.23 115 .23 115 .23 

T,IE: 18.57 L9 .23 55 .L7 55 .23 115.13 115. 13 

(2) WIN REGISTRATION STATUS: NOT VOLTTNTARY 

GROSS MONTHTY EARNINGS 

$ 100 

orl MONTHLY 
dl EABNINGS/KIDHIzl<l
F{l -$L9. $1oo 

P: .89 .99
	

R: L9.29 L9.29
	

WE: L7 .23 19.09
	

$ 2s0 

}IONTHLY 
EIUU{INGS /KID 

$12s $2so 

.997 1.0 

55.23 55.23 
55.05 55.23 

SAI'{PLE AVERAGE EXPENSE: $46 . 15 

$5oo 

MONTHLY,KIDEARNINGS 

$2so $soo 
1.0 1.0 

115.13 115. 13 
115.13 L15.13 
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Table 26: I,lgrk-Related Expense Model--Divis ion 8
	

GROSS MONTHLY EARNINGS 

$100 $ 2s0 $ s00 

P: .52 .90 .97
	

R: 27 .34 44.AL 7L.78
	

WE: 14. 31 35 .32 69 .84
	

SAI'{PLE A\IEMGE E)(PENSE: $33. 70
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(1) 1.IIN REGISTRATION STAntS: W 

GROSS UONTHLY EARNINGS 

$100 $ 2s0 $ s00 

MONTHLY }IONTHLY UONTHLY-tl 
EARNTNGS/ruO EARNINGS/TTO EARNINGS/TTO

dl 
el
P.l $so $100 $12s $zso $2so $soo 

P: .7 7 .94 .999 ,999 .ggg 1.0 

R: 6.58 6.58 48.72 48,72 118.95 118.95 

48, 68 118.86 118.95l,IE: 5. 07 6.L7 47 .23 

(2) WIN REGISTRATION STATUS: NOT VOTUNTARY 

GROSS MONTHLY EARNINGS 

$ 10q $ 2s0 $5oo 

MONTHLYI"TONTHLY MONTHLY 
EAR$NGg/KrD EARNINGS /KID EARNINGS '-TD:lHI 

el s12s $2s0 $2so $5oop{I -D9. $1oo 
P: .39 .74 .96 .996 .996 1.0
	

R: 6.58 6. 58 48.72 48.72 118.95 118.95
	

WE: 2.54 4 . 85 4L.67 48.53 118.48 118.95
	

SAI'{PLE AVERAGE E)CENSE: $ll'58 
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characteristl-cs, gross xnonthly earnl-ngs clearly domlnates the variation 
ln predicted work-related expenses. As gross earnings increases, both 
the probabtl-ity and level of work-related expenses increase. 

As Ln the child care models, variation in characteristl-cs other 
than monthly earnings, such as parentrs work schedule, residence in a 
central city, race, and wrN reglstration status, tend to be far more 
lmportant among fanilles with reLatively low earnings. As earnlngs 
inerease, the predicted level of work-related expenses (R) i.ncreases 
rapidly; Ln most division models, this Lncrease in the expense leve1 
outweights differentlals in the probability of incurring the expense (p) 
The net result is relativeLy small differences in predicted expenses 
(P x R), dependlng on characteristlcs other than earnings. Fanilies 
with relatively high gross nonthly earnings ($5OO) have an alrnosr 
certain chance of incurring some expense, regardless of other faniJ-y 
characteristlcs. 
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Sectlon III
	

Uses In Microsimulations
	

EconometrLc nodels for child care and work-related expenses have 
two reLated purposes in microsimuLatl.ons. First, in estimating the 
nnmber of fanilles who would be categorically eligibre for an AFDC 
assf.stance program, the models provide reasonabl-e estixnates of 
disregardable lncone for working families nith different fanily and 
earnlngs characterlstics. This, in turn, enables better estimates of 
countable income, fanily eligibility, and point-in-tine aggregate (state) 
progran participation rates. 

Second, since child care and work-related expenses are parameters 
of the AFDC assistance programs, these modeLs play a crucial role 
in developing econometrLc models of individual family participation on 
AIDC. The goal of this kind of researeh is to estimate the likelihood 
that a f,arnily with given characteristics wLl-l use AFDC assistance to 
supplement nonthly earnLngs. The fact that enplo)ment expenses can be 
incurred and yet spendable nonthly earnlngs will not decrease ls a clear 
ineentive for AFDC participation. Better jobs whlch involve higher work 
costa can be accepted; better child care can be purchased. rt is also 
clear that the Lrnpact of changes in the disregard structure of AFDC can 
be better measured lf the structure ltself is nodeled adequately and 
LB Lntegrated into the decisl.on making process on a famlly by famlly basis. 

-59-
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Flgure 2 lllustrates the use of the chil-d care and work-related 

expense models ln point-in-tLme estlmation of famlLy eligibility for 

AFDC. FaniJ-y ellgibtlity ls conditioned on a set of AFDC program 

criterla, lncludllrg deflnitlons of the flling unit and l-inits on the 

value of fanily property (assets) when applylng for benefits. Estlmates of 

fanily countable incme depend on the gross earnings of fanily members 

Lncluded in a potential asslstance group' after allowable disregards 

for $30 + Ll3 and child care and work related expenses. The characteristics 

of working fanilles drawn from a general ulcro-data survey detetmine 

the anount of child care and work-related exPenses entering the dLsregard 

formula: 

a) work-related expenses are estimated on the basls of gross 

monthly earnings, along wlth other faniJ-y characterl'stlcs; 

.work-related expenses are then disregarded from gross earnings. 

b) estinated work-related exPenses are then used to derive net 

monthly earnings, gross earnLngs - estlmated work-related 

expenses. Net earnings then enter into the esti-mate of chlld 

care expenses, along with other fanLly characterl.stics; chlld 

care expenses are then disregarded frorn gross monthly earnings' 

Polnt-ln-tiure estimates of partl-cipatlon rates are then estlmated as 

the ratio of farnilies actually partlcipating on a PartLcular AFDC state 

program to fanil-ies categorically ellglble for assistance. This static 

assumes that fanilLes wLll not alter thelr characteristicsnethodoLogy 

to rfbecomett eLigible, nor will they alter thel'r characterlstics once they 

begin to receLve ASDC beneflts. The role that a nodel of fantly 

particlpation rates, dete:mlned on a fanily by farnlly basis, plays in 
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Figure 2: EllgibiLitv and PartLcipation Determination
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est{m'tlng the rate at which individual faniLies will participate ls 

crucial Ln this regard. 

The Data AnaLysis Laboratory at SI,IRI has used the expense model-s 

eet{nated Ln this study to generate polnt-ln-tlme estlmates of famiLy 

eligibility for one AI'DC program, AFDC Basic, for April, Lg76.* ,n" 
aecond phase of the research goal, econometric models of lndivldual 

fanlly participation l-s Just underway. 

* 
Lynn B. l{are, "EU.gible FamlLies and PartLclpation Rates: AFDC-

BasLc -- AprLl, 1976r" Data Analysis Laboratory, Social l{elfare Research 
Instl-tute, Boston College, February, L979. 











APPENDIX A 

Distribution of Sam le Records Census Division and State 

Census Division/S tate 

Division 1: New England 

(11) l'laine 
(tZ> New Hampshire 
( 13 ) Vermont 
(14) Massachusetts 
(15) Rhode Island 
(16) Conneeticut 

Division 2z Mid Atlantic 
(21) New York 
(22) New Jersey 
( 23 ) Pennsyl-vania 

Divi,sion 3: East North 
Central 

(31) ohio 
(32) Indiana 
(33) Illinois 
( 34 ) I'lichigan 
(35) Wisconsin 

Division 4: West North 
Central 

(41) I'linnesota 
(42) Iowa 
(43) Missouri 
(44) North Dakota 
(45) South Dakota 
(45) Nebraska 

Total 

2064 

84s 

60 

34 

850 

85 

190 

4L7 L 

18 91 

L37 2 

908 

4257 

982 

836 

113 9 

l_031 

269 

43s5 

929 

841 

840 

750 

107 

72 

* 
Unusable 

L76 

s4 

10 

1 

86 

11 

L4 

410 

r92 
115 

103 

430 

81 

87 

101 

1l-9 

42 

475 

83 

93 

L24 

54 

13 

11 

Not 

Working 


1580 

586 

45 

32 

685 

72 

160 

3395 

1580 

1083 

732 

3463 

884 

610 

94s 

829 

195 

2987 

548 

592 

523 

511 

7A 

50 

** 
WorkiqB 

308 

205 

5 

1 

79 

2 

L6 

366 

119 

L74 

73 

364 

L7 

139 

93 

83 

32 

893 

198 

156 

193 

185 

24 

11 

(47) I(ansas 816 97 593 L26 



APPENDIX A CONT. 

Distribution of le Records Census Division and State 

Not ** 
Census Division/State Total Unusable Working Working 

Division 5: South 
Atlantic 554 3 938 407 2 533 

(51) Delaware 50 6 40 4 

(52) l"Iaryland 294 53 2L6 25 

(53 ) Dis tric t of L44 2L L02 2L
Coltrmbia 

(54) Virginia 870 L25 530 115 

(55 ) West Virginia 838 7A 73L 37 

(56) North Carolina 802 2L7 566 19 

(57 ) South Carolina 845 L34 638 73 

(58) Georgia 835 193 s45 97 

(59) Florida 86s 119 6A4 L42 

Division 6: East 
South Central 287 4 410 2A96 368 

(61) Kentucky 857 56 7L4 87 

(62) Tennessee 880 156 645 79 

(63 ) Alabama 252 44 L82 26 

(64 ) Mississippi 88s 154 555 L76 

Division 7: West 
South Central 2427 263 L9L7 247 

(71) Arkansas 513 51 380 82 

(7 2) Louisiana 909 113 725 7L 

(73) Oklahoma L4L 29 104 8 

(7 4) Texas 854 70 708 86 

I 



APPEI{DrX A, CONT. 

Distribution of Sample Records, By Census Division and State 

Not 
Census Divis ion/ State Total Unusable Working 

Division 8 : I'lountain 2L7 6 288 27 68 

(81) Montana 94 L6 72 

(82) Idaho 58 2 46 

(83) Wyoming 28 6 2L 

(84) Colorado 873 L32 709 
(85) New Mexico 104 11 87 

(86) ArLzona 852 109 700 

(87) utah 155 L2 L22 
(88) Nevada L2 0 11 

Division 9 z Pacifie 2384 2L6 2939 

(91) Washington 478 86 388 

Q2) Oregon 367 2L 304 
( 93 ) Cal j-f ornia 
(94) Alagka 

L427 

39 

104 

I 
1159 

30 
(95 ) Hawaii 73 4 58 

** 
Working 

L20 

6 

10 

l_ 

32 

6 

43 

2L 

1 

229 

4 

42 

L64 

8 

11 

United States 31063 44L8 232L7 3428 

Source: l-975 Atr.DC Characteristics StudyS CPS state code in parens. 
*An entire fanily record rras t'unusable" for analysis in cases where 

any of the following were true: (a) the assistanee pa)'ment was greater
than $999; (b) emplolment expenses and chlLd care expenses were not 
report,ed separately; (c) the residence rras not one of the flfty atates 
or the District of Colunbia; or (d) the payee was not the parent of the 
youngest child in the AFDC assistance group. 

** 
An entl-re fanlly ts l-neluded as "workl.ng" lf all of the following 

were true: (a) the payee lras currentLy a part-tlne or full-time worker;
(b) the payee had earned lncome; and (c) the payee had separate expense
data for chil-d care and work-related expenses. 

http:workl.ng


Division (1) Divl-slon (5) (Cont.) 
South AtLantic 

1I Maine 56 North Carollna 
LZ New llampshire 57 South Caroll-na 
13 Vemont, 58 Georgia 

. 14 l"lassachuset Es 59 Florida
15 Rhode Island 
16 ConnectleuE Divislon (5) 

Central 
Divlslon (2) 

nElc 6f Kentucky
62 Tennessee 

2L New York 63 Alabama 
22 New Jersey 64 DIissl-sstppl
23 Pennsylvania 

Dl-vis Lon (7)
Divlslon (3) Central 

Central 7L Arkansas;

3f 0hio 72 LoulsLana
	
32 Indf,ana 73 Okl-ahona
	
33 lllinols 7 4 Texas
	
34 MLehlgan

35 Wisconsin Di-vLslon (8)
	

DlvlsLon (4) SL MontanaCentral 82 Idaho 
4L l{inneso ta 83 t{yonlng
42 lowa 84 Colorado 
43 Missourl 85 New l"lexlco 
44 North Dakota 86 Arlzona 
45 South Dakota 87 Utah 
46 Nebraska 88 Nevada 
47 Kansas 

Divlslon (9) 
DLvLsLon (5) --GFlc 

tl.c 91 t{ashlngton
51 Delaware 92 Oregon
52 l!'aryland 9 3 Callfo rnta 
53 Dlstrtct of 94 Alaska 

Cofuubla 95 Hawatl
	
54 Virglnia

55 Wes t Vtrgtnia
	




