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INTRODUCTION

Interest in child care intensified as more
women entered the labor force and sought
to balance both family and work.  The need
for child care may increase further as wel-
fare reform encourages recipients, who of-
ten have young children, to seek work.
This report shows the number and charac-
teristics of children in different child care
arrangements (including those in more than
one type of arrangement) and the charac-
teristics of their families.  The data come
from the fall 1995 Survey of Income and
Program Participation (SIPP) and continue a
series that dates back to 1985.

Past reports presented only the primary child
care arrangements of employed mothers.
New information in this report shows child
care arrangements while the designated par-
ent (see box for definition) is not at work nor
in school.1  Additional new information
shows specific types of arrangements such
as Head Start, enrichment activities, and self
care.  The child care module in SIPP was rede-
signed for the fall 1995 survey to collect this
new information.

The report contrasts child care arrange-
ments for preschool- and grade-school-age
children.  These two age groups differ in
their needs and activities in that the pri-
mary focus of child care for infants and pre-
schoolers is on meeting their basic needs.
For older children, more attention is on
structured activities, educational programs,
and socialization.

1 The child care questions in this survey capture the ar-
rangements that families use in a typical week and not nec-
essarily those used consistently on a regular basis in the
past month.  For this reason, usage rates for particular
child care arrangements may be higher than expected.
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HIGHLIGHTS

• Multiple child care arrange-
ments are common.  In 1995,
about 44 percent of children
under 5 years old (or pre-
schoolers) and 75 percent of
children 5 to 14 years old (or
grade-school-age children) regu-
larly spent time in more than
one arrangement per week.

• Fifty percent of preschoolers
were cared for by a relative, with
grandparents being the single
most frequently mentioned care
provider (30 percent).

• Forty-nine percent of children
under 5 were cared for by
nonrelatives, with 30 percent in
an organized facility, which in-
cludes day care centers, nursery
or preschools, Head Start pro-
grams, and kindergarten.

• Preschoolers spent an average of
28 hours per week in child care;
however, more time was spent in
child care when the parent
worked or was in school (on av-
erage, 35 hours per week).

• On average, children ages 5 to
14 of parents who were em-
ployed or in school were cared
for in 3.4 arrangements per
week.  Children whose parents
were neither employed nor in
school were cared for in 1.6 ar-
rangements.

• Thirty-nine percent of grade-
school-age children participated
in enrichment activities, includ-
ing sports, lessons, clubs, and
before- or after-school programs.

• Approximately 6.9 million chil-
dren 5 to 14 years old (18 per-
cent of children in this age
group) cared for themselves on a
regular basis.

• Average child care costs per
family (in 1995 dollars) rose
from $59 in 1985 to $85 in
1995.  In 1995, poor families

who paid for child care spent
35 percent of their income on
child care, compared with 7 per-
cent spent by nonpoor families.

CHILDREN UNDER
5 YEARS OLD

After describing the multiple ar-
rangements families use for child
care, this section turns to more de-
tail on the patterns of use and then
turns to how the arrangements
vary with other characteristics of
the family.  The section concludes
by summarizing some historical
trends and by giving detailed infor-
mation about the role of Head
Start.

Multiple Arrangements

In 1995, 14.4 million (75 percent)
of the 19.3 million children under
5 years of age were in some form
of regular child care arrangement

during a typical week (see Table 1).
About 8.5 million children (44 per-
cent) were cared for in multiple ar-
rangements (two or more per
week).  Overall, children using a
regular arrangement averaged
2.0 arrangements.2

About one-quarter (4.9 million chil-
dren) of preschoolers had no regu-
lar child care arrangement.  The
vast majority of them (96 percent)
had a designated parent who was
neither employed nor in school and
presumably available during the
day to care for the children.

Virtually any preschool-age child
whose parent3 was either employed

2 The survey does not ask whether the par-
ents or siblings care for the child during the
designated parent’s nonwork hours.

3 The parent’s characteristics refer to the
characteristics of the designated parent who
responded to the child care questions.  See the
box on page 2 for the definition of the desig-
nated parent.

Definitions

The universe of respondents in the SIPP child care module consists of
adults who are the parents of children under 15 years old.  To avoid
asking each parent the same questions, a designated parent is selected
in households where both parents are present.  In married-couple fami-
lies, the mother is the designated parent.  If the mother is not available
for an interview, proxy responses are accepted from the father or hus-
band.  In single-parent families, the resident parent is the designated
parent.  If neither parent is in the household, the guardian is the desig-
nated parent.  Designated parents include biological, step- and adop-
tive parents, or other relatives/nonrelatives acting as a guardian in the
absence of parents. In this report, unless otherwise noted, the term
parent is used to refer to the designated parent.

Relatives include mothers, fathers, siblings, grandparents, and other
relatives such as aunts, uncles, and cousins.  An organized child
care facility is a day care center, nursery school, or preschool. A
family day care provider is a nonrelative who cares for one or more
unrelated children in the provider’s home.  Nonrelatives include in-
home babysitters, family day care providers, and other nonrelatives
providing care in the provider’s home.  To present a comprehensive
view of the regular weekly experiences of children under 15 years
old, this report defines child care broadly to include school, enrich-
ment activities (such as sports, lessons, clubs, and before- and after-
school programs), and time with parents.
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or in school was in some type of
regular child care arrangement dur-
ing their parent’s work or school
hours (98 percent),4 compared with
fewer than half of preschoolers
with a parent who was neither em-
ployed nor in school (43 percent).
The high prevalence of child care
use among preschoolers with a par-
ent who was neither employed nor
in school may be due to these par-
ents using child care arrangements
for enrichment purposes or educa-
tional development.

Use of multiple child care arrange-
ments is also more common
among children whose parents
were employed or in school than
among other children.  Preschool-
ers of employed parents who were
in child care arrangements had an
average of 2.2 arrangements per

4 Not having any regular child care arrange-
ment during work/school hours may indicate
instability in child care arrangements or diffi-
culty in identifying what is regularly used.  It
may not mean that no one looked after the
child.

week: 73 percent of these 22.5 mil-
lion arrangements were used dur-
ing the parent’s work hours (see
Table 1).  Preschoolers of parents
who were in school also averaged
2.2 arrangements per week, sug-
gesting that parents who have
structured schedules that take
them out of the house for set peri-
ods of time face similar complexi-
ties in arranging for child care pro-
viders.  Preschoolers of parents
who were not employed nor in
school, on the other hand, used an
average of only 1.4 arrangements
per week.

Parents use child care similarly dur-
ing their nonwork/school hours, re-
gardless of their employment or
enrollment status (see Figure 1).
More than half of both groups of
children did not have a regular
nonparental arrangement during
nonwork/school hours, and pre-
sumably were being cared for by
their parents.  Fewer than 35 per-
cent were in one regular arrange-
ment, roughly 10 percent were in

two arrangements, and only
around 2 percent were in three or
more arrangements during their
parent’s nonwork/school hours.

Types of Child Care
Arrangements

Table 2 presents the use of different
types of child care arrangements for
preschoolers.  Since many children
are in more than one type of ar-
rangement, these percentages total
more than 100 percent.5  Of the
19.3 million preschoolers, 50 per-
cent were regularly cared for by a
relative.  Grandparents were the
single most frequently mentioned
care provider, with 5.8 million pre-
schoolers, or 30 percent, in this type
of arrangement.  Parents relied on
the child’s other parent (18 percent,
usually the father) more than other
relatives (15 percent).  Some
preschoolers were cared for by the

5 If no regular arrangement was mentioned,
then the child is not represented in the distri-
bution as using an arrangement.

Table 1.
Number of Child Care Arrangements for Preschoolers During Their Parent’s Work,
School, and Nonwork/School Hours: Fall 1995
(Numbers in thousands)

With a regular Number of arrangements per child Total arrangementsarrangement
Activity status of parent Number

of Four or Average
children Number Percent One Two Three more Number per child1

Children under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . 19,281 14,428 74.8 5,943 4,875 1,959 1,651 29,093 2.0

Parent Employed
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,309 10,129 98.3 3,266 3,696 1,640 1,527 22,547 2.2
During work hours . . . . . . . . . . 10,309 10,072 97.7 5,466 3,186 1,104 316 16,512 1.6
During nonwork hours . . . . . . . 10,309 4,496

Parent in School

43.6 3,176 1,128 166 26 6,035 1.3

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 859 846 98.5 218 405 124 98 1,842 2.2
During school hours. . . . . . . . . 859 846 98.5 546 224 67 9 1,231 1.5
During nonschool hours . . . . . 859 487

Parent not Employed nor in

56.7 403 52 28 5 611 1.3

School . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,112 3,452 42.6 2,458 775 194 26 4,696 1.4

1Averages are based on those who reported having child care arrangements for specified periods of parental activity. Some parents do not
report any regular child care arrangement for their child.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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designated parent while working
(5 percent) or by siblings (2 percent).

Nonrelatives also played a prominent
role in the care of preschoolers.  In
1995, 49 percent of children under 5
were cared for by a nonrelative on a
regular basis.  Similar proportions of
preschoolers were cared for in either
an organized facility6 (30 percent) or
by some other nonrelative either in
the child’s home or in the provider’s
home (29 percent).  In addition, com-
parable proportions of preschoolers
were in a day care center or in a
nursery or preschool (15 percent and
14 percent, respectively).  Children
under 5 years old were also cared
for by family day care providers
(13 percent), and similar proportions
were cared for by other nonrelatives
in the child’s home or the provider’s
home (9 percent each).  This last
category probably consisted of
friends or neighbors of the family
who were not officially licensed as
family day care providers.

Arrangements used during
the parent’s work and
nonwork hours

Of the 19.3 million preschool-age
children in 1995, 11.2 million had
a designated parent who was either
employed or in school.  Similar pro-
portions were cared for by either
relatives or nonrelatives as child
care providers (about 61 percent of
children) while the parent was at
work or in school (these percent-
ages exceed 100 percent because
some children were in both types
of arrangements).

6 Organized facilities include day care cen-
ters, nursery or preschools, or federal Head
Start programs.  For these younger children,
the small proportion of children enrolled in kin-
dergarten and grade school are also included in
this overall category.

Use of regular child care arrange-
ments tends to be less common
during the parent’s nonwork/school
hours.  For example, only 26 per-
cent of children under 5 were cared
for by relatives as regular care pro-
viders during their parent’s
nonwork/school hours, compared
with 62 percent of children under 5
during their parent’s work/school
hours.  This relationship holds true
for most of the arrangement types.

Some similar patterns of child care
emerge regardless of the time pe-
riod examined.  In particular, care
by grandparents was prevalent re-
gardless of when the arrangement
was used.

Number of hours spent
in child care

The proportion of children cared
for by a particular provider shows
only one dimension of child care.
Examining the number of hours
spent in the arrangement can shed
light on how and with whom chil-
dren may be spending significant
periods of the day.  Table 2 shows

the average number of hours per
week children were in different ar-
rangements among those parents
reporting use of a specified ar-
rangement.  The table distin-
guishes between time in particular
arrangements during their parent’s
work/school hours and the time
spent, if any, in arrangements dur-
ing the other periods of the day.
Time spent with either a parent or
sibling was not collected during the
nonwork/school hours as we at-
tempted to separate “family time”
from child care arrangements used
by the family during the designated
parent’s work hours.

On average, children under 5 spent
28 hours per week in child care.  If
cared for by nonrelatives, pre-
schoolers spent an average of
39 hours per week in nonrelative
care, but those cared for by rela-
tives spent only 23 hours per week
in relative care.  Preschoolers spent
the most time in day care centers
and with family day care providers
(both an average of 33 hours per
week), and they spent the least
amount of time in sibling care

Figure 1.

Number of Arrangements for Preschoolers 
During Their Parent's Work/School and 
Nonwork/School Hours: Fall 1995

Parent refers to designated parent.
1Includes designated parents who are looking for work or out of the labor force.
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.

(Percent distribution)

Three or MoreTwo One None

Parent not employed
nor in school1

Parent employed or
in school

Parent employed
or in school

During work/school hours

During nonwork/school hours

2 54 31 13

55 32 11 2

57 30 10 3
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(11 hours per week).  Preschoolers This difference is to be expected as care than nonrelatives suggests
received care from a grandparent employed parents are likely to need that parents use relatives as
and their other parent for similar child care for reasonably longer supplemental care providers.
amounts of time each week stretches of time.
(18 hours per week and 17 hours Primary and Supplemental
per week, respectively) among chil- In addition, preschoolers spent Arrangements
dren who were in these arrange- more time in the care of a nonrela-

This section explores primary and
ments. tive than in the care of a relative

supplemental arrangements used
during their parent’s work/school

by parents, the amount of time
Preschoolers spent more time in hours (33 hours and 24 hours per

children spend in these arrange-
various child care arrangements week, respectively) and also during

ments per week, and some of the
during their parent’s work/school their parent’s nonwork/school

most common child care combina-
hours (35 hours per week) than hours (20 hours and 12 hours per

tions.
during their parent’s nonwork/ week, respectively).  The fact that
school hours (8 hours per week). relatives provided fewer hours of

Table 2.
Preschoolers In Different Types of Arrangements by Activity Schedule of
Designated Parent: Fall 1995
(Numbers in thousands)

Arrangement type

Activity schedule of designated parent

Total1 During work/school hours3 During nonwork/school hours

Receiving care
Average

hours2

Receiving care
Average

hours2

Receiving care
Average

hours2Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

4Children under 5 years . . . . . . . . . 19,281 (NA) 27.9 11,168 (NA) 34.8 19,281 (NA) 7.8

NUMBER USING:

Relative Care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,656 50.1 23.4 6,908 61.9 24.1 5,020 26.0 11.9
Designated parent . . . . . . . . . . . . 945 4.9 18.9 945 8.5 18.9 (X) (X) (X)
Other parent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,516 18.2 17.3 3,512 31.4 17.4 (X) (X) (X)
Sibling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 369 1.9 10.5 369 3.3 10.5 (X) (X) (X)
Grandparent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,781 30.0 18.2 3,241 29.0 19.8 3,809 19.8 10.7
Other relative. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,788 14.5 13.7 1,078 9.7 18.3 1,948 10.1 9.6

Nonrelative Care 9,342 48.5 39.0 6,798 60.9 32.6 4,436 23.0 19.5
Organized facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,758 29.9 32.6 3,936 35.2 26.8 2,967 15.4 19.7

Day care center . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,848 14.8 32.5 2,535 22.7 27.4 796 4.1 28.7
Nursery or preschool . . . . . . . . 2,598 13.5 19.2 1,371 12.3 19.7 1,734 9.0 13.1
Head Start . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 582 3.0 25.8 224 2.0 (B) 453 2.4 21.1
School5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 291 1.5 24.9 143 1.3 (B) 168 0.9 (B)

Other nonrelative care. . . . . . . . . 5,559 28.8 27.1 4,215 37.7 27.6 2,357 12.2 14.3
In child’s home . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,749 9.1 18.4 894 8.0 23.6 1,112 5.8 9.3
In provider’s home . . . . . . . . . . 4,043 21.0 25.2 3,369 30.2 27.0 1,293 6.7 11.1

Family day care . . . . . . . . . . 2,426 12.6 32.6 2,196 19.7 28.8 594 3.1 27.0
Other care arrangement . . . 1,735 9.0 23.7 1,221 10.9 26.3 706 3.7 11.2

Other
Self care. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 0.1 (B) 13 0.1 (B) 14 0.1 (B)

B Base too small to show derived statistic. NA Not applicable. X Category not asked for nonwork/school hours.
1If a child uses the same type of arrangement during different parental activity schedules, the arrangement type is counted only once in

this column.
2Average hours based on those reporting using this type of arrangement.
3Limited to children whose designated parent was either employed or enrolled in school.
4Number of children includes those children for whom no regular arrangement was used.
5Includes kindergarten or grade school.

Note: Because of multiple arrangements, children may appear in more than one arrangement type; thus, the numbers and percentages
may exceed the total number of children.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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7 Ties in arrangements for primary, second-
ary, and tertiary arrangements are counted
once for each arrangement in the tie, so the
sum of the individual arrangements may ex-
ceed the total number of children.  Children
with no regular arrangements are not included
in this total.

Child care patterns

Table 3 presents the primary, sec-
ondary, and tertiary child care ar-
rangements for preschoolers in 1995
during both the parent’s work/school
hours and the nonwork/school
hours so that they may be com-
pared.  Primary, secondary, and ter-
tiary arrangements are defined in
terms of hours per week.7

During the parent’s work/school work/school hours.  More than half
hours, nonrelatives were more likely (56 percent) of preschoolers using
than relatives to be the primary pro- a secondary care arrangement were
viders of child care for preschoolers. cared for by a relative and only
In 1995, 55 percent of preschoolers 31 percent were cared for by a
were cared for by nonrelatives as the nonrelative.  A similar pattern ex-
primary provider during the parent’s ists for the tertiary care arrange-
work/school hours, while 48 percent ment during the parent’s work/
were cared for by relatives.  A large school hours and also when the
proportion (28 percent) were primar- designated parent was not at work
ily cared for in an organized facility. or in school.  In particular, large

proportions of children are cared
An interesting pattern emerges for by their grandparents while par-
when looking at the secondary and ents are not working or in school, a
tertiary arrangements used to care time when parents presumably
for preschoolers during the parent’s

Table 3.
Primary, Secondary, and Tertiary Child Care Arrangements for Preschoolers: Fall 1995
(Numbers in thousands. Limited to children with one or more arrangements)

Primary Secondary Tertiary

Arrangement type Receiving care Receiving care Receiving care
Average Average Average

Number Percent hours1 Number Percent hours1 Percent Number hours1

Children in care arrangements
during work/school hours . . . . . . 10,917 (NA) 28.9 4,905 (NA) 10.2 1,498 (NA) 5.6

NUMBER USING:

Relative Care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,192 47.6 25.8 2,741 55.9 9.1 672 44.9 5.2
Designated parent . . . . . . . . . . . . 649 5.9 24.4 195 4.0 (B) 73 4.9 (B)
Other parent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,010 18.4 24.1 1,215 24.8 9.3 222 14.8 (B)
Sibling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 138 1.3 (B) 133 2.7 (B) 64 4.2 (B)
Grandparent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,048 18.8 26.3 1,013 20.6 9.1 153 10.2 (B)
Other relative. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 546 5.0 29.1 352 7.2 8.0 160 10.7 (B)

Nonrelative Care. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,998 54.9 31.2 1,512 30.8 12.0 351 23.5 6.2
Organized facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,066 28.1 29.6 836 17.0 12.3 232 15.5 (B)
Other nonrelative care. . . . . . . . . 3,456 31.7 31.1 712 14.5 11.7 119 8.0 (B)

Self Care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 0.1 (B) - - - 6 0.4 (B)

Children in care arrangements
during nonwork/school hours . . . . 8,436 (NA) 15.3 2,400 (NA) 6.2 445 (NA) 3.4

NUMBER USING:

Relative Care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,248 50.4 12.4 1,095 45.7 4.8 164 36.9 (B)
Designated parent . . . . . . . . . . . . (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)
Other parent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)
Sibling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)
Grandparent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,085 36.6 12.1 601 25.0 5.1 124 27.8 (B)
Other relative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,340 15.9 12.0 543 22.6 4.3 59 13.3 (B)

Nonrelative Care. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,384 52.0 17.9 823 34.3 7.8 97 21.7 (B)
Organized facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,524 29.9 19.7 362 15.1 9.7 39 8.8 (B)
Other nonrelative care. . . . . . . . . 1,893 22.4 16.2 457 19.1 6.2 57 12.9 (B)

Self Care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 0.1 (B) 6 0.3 (B) - - -

- Represents zero or less than zero. B Base too small to show derived statistic. NA Not applicable. X Category not asked for
nonwork/school hours.

1Average hours based on those reporting using this type of arrangement.

Note: Because of multiple arrangements, children may appear in more than one arrangement type; thus, the numbers and percentages
may exceed the total number of children.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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could care for their children. arrangement, and 6 hours per week
Parents may welcome or even was spent in their tertiary arrange-
encourage involvement of their ment.
own parents in the everyday lives
of their children on a regular basis. Children under 5 spent nearly twice

Regular contact with other family as much time in their primary ar-

members may also provide another rangement during their parent’s

type of social interaction for chil- work/school hours as in their

dren.  This greater reliance on rela- parent’s nonwork/school hours

tives for supplementary care ar- (29 hours per week compared with

rangements is understandable as 15 hours per week).  In secondary

families seeking additional care arrangements, children also spent

provision will attempt to secure more time in care during their

providers at little or no financial parent’s work/school hours than

cost, and relatives often meet this outside such hours.

criterion.
While relatives may be more likely
to pitch in and help out as a

Hours spent in primary and supplemental arrangement, they
supplemental arrangements generally are used for fewer hours
Table 3 shows also that preschoolers per week than nonrelatives regard-
spent an average of 29 hours per less of whether the care is during
week in their primary arrangement the parent’s work/school hours or
during the parent’s work/school during the parent’s nonwork/school
hours.  Among preschoolers who hours.  For example, preschoolers
had multiple child care arrange- secondarily using a relative during
ments, an average of 10 hours per the parent’s work/school hours
week was spent in their secondary spent only 9 hours per week in that

arrangement compared with
12 hours per week for preschoolers
secondarily cared for by a
nonrelative.

Common child care combinations

When parents require a combina-
tion of child care arrangements to
cover their work schedule, they
must choose among professional
providers, relatives, neighbors, and
friends.  Figure 2 shows frequently
used combinations of arrange-
ments for preschoolers cared for
by two or more providers during
the parent’s work/school hours.
The most frequently used combina-
tion was an organized facility (such
as a day care center) and a nonrela-
tive, which would include friends
and family day care providers
(28 percent).  About one quarter
were cared for by the child’s other
parent and a nonrelative.

The child’s other parent and grand-
parents are key child care provid-
ers.  In 1995, 20 percent of pre-
schoolers were cared for by the
other parent and the grandparent
combination during the parent’s
work/school hours.  Similar propor-
tions of preschoolers were cared
for either by the other parent and
by an organized facility or a grand-
parent and an organized facility
(18 percent and 16 percent, respec-
tively).  Smaller proportions of pre-
schoolers combined other relatives
with either the other parent or a
grandparent. Examining the mul-
tiple arrangements of preschoolers
shows that relatives, especially
grandparents, pitch in as supple-
mental care providers.

Family Characteristics

This section shows variations in
child care use by family character-
istics such as marital status, race
and ethnicity, educational level,
family income, and child’s age.

Figure 2.

Common Child Care Combinations Used for 
Preschoolers During Their Parent's 
Work/School Hours: Fall 1995

Note:  Data are for preschoolers in two or more arrangements.  Children may be in other arrangement 
types as well as these combinations.
*Includes care in the child's home or the provider's home.
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.

(Percent in specified combination)

Other parent and
other relative

Grandparent and
other relative

Grandparent and
other nonrelative*

Grandparent and
organized facility

Other parent and
organized facility

Other parent and
grandparent

Other parent and
other nonrelative*

Organized facility and
other nonrelative* 28

23

20

18

16

11

9

7
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Table 4.
Preschoolers Receiving Care by Selected Arrangements and Family
Characteristics: Fall 1995
(Number in thousands)

Characteristic of parent/family
Number

of
children

Percent in selected arrangement

Percent
in multiple

care

Relative care Nonrelative care

Total1

Desig-
nated

parent
Other

Parent
Grand-
parent Total

Orga-
nized

facility

Other
non-

relative

Children under 5 years . . . . . . . . . .

Marital Status

19,281 50.1 4.9 18.2 30.0 48.5 29.9 28.8 44.0

Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,722 48.7 5.3 20.7 27.6 49.1 29.3 29.9 42.4
Separated, divorced, widowed. . 1,956 50.7 3.5 11.2 29.3 58.7 39.1 34.0 54.9
Never married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race and Hispanic Origin

3,554 54.9 4.0 12.6 39.5 40.4 26.9 21.7 44.1

Non-Hispanic White . . . . . . . . . . 12,998 51.9 5.6 20.7 32.2 51.5 30.2 32.1 46.1
Non-Hispanic Black . . . . . . . . . . 2,632 47.9 3.0 11.5 27.9 49.9 34.9 27.6 49.2
Non-Hispanic other races . . . . . 835 52.9 8.1 19.6 31.8 45.6 30.8 25.6 48.0
Hispanic (of any race) . . . . . . . .

Educational Level

2,816 43.0 2.6 12.7 21.1 33.9 23.3 15.7 28.4

High school or less . . . . . . . . . . . 9,752 48.0 4.0 13.3 30.0 37.9 25.2 20.9 36.3
College, 1 or more years . . . . . .

Poverty Status2

9,529 52.3 5.8 23.3 30.0 59.3 34.6 37.0 51.9

In poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,332 40.8 2.8 9.4 25.0 32.4 23.4 15.2 31.2
Not in poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,748 52.9 5.5 21.0 31.3 53.5 32.1 32.9 48.0

During Work/School Hours . . . . .

Marital Status

11,168 61.9 8.5 31.4 29.0 60.9 35.2 37.7 43.9

Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,972 62.4 9.2 35.7 26.9 61.2 33.8 38.8 44.1
Separated, divorced, widowed. . 1,300 50.2 5.2 16.8 23.8 74.1 48.3 42.5 45.5
Never married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race and Hispanic Origin

1,897 67.7 7.5 23.5 41.3 50.6 32.4 30.1 42.2

Non-Hispanic White . . . . . . . . . . . 7,872 61.8 9.2 34.1 29.4 62.6 34.8 39.1 45.6
Non-Hispanic Black . . . . . . . . . . . 1,603 58.5 4.9 18.9 27.9 60.0 41.1 37.1 40.0
Non-Hispanic other races . . . . . . 513 71.7 6.2 31.9 35.7 55.8 34.0 36.3 52.2
Hispanic (of any race) . . . . . . . . .

Educational Level

1,180 62.8 13.2 30.3 25.3 52.9 30.7 30.3 34.5

High school or less . . . . . . . . . . . 4,621 65.2 8.5 28.0 32.7 52.7 33.4 31.6 43.3
College, 1 or more years . . . . . .

Poverty Status2

6,547 59.5 8.4 33.9 26.4 66.6 36.5 42.1 44.3

In poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,405 67.9 8.6 29.0 33.7 52.5 35.9 31.2 43.5
Not in poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,709 61.0 8.4 31.9 28.2 62.1 35.3 38.6 44.0

During Nonwork/School Hours .
Marital Status

19,281 26.0 (X) (X) 19.8 23.0 15.4 12.2 12.4

Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,772 24.2 (X) (X) 18.0 23.3 15.4 12.4 11.4
Separated, divorced, widowed. . 1,956 28.4 (X) (X) 21.4 24.0 18.3 14.5 16.8
Never married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race and Hispanic Origin

3,554 31.8 (X) (X) 25.7 21.2 13.9 10.3 13.9

Non-Hispanic White . . . . . . . . . . 12,998 26.4 (X) (X) 21.0 23.4 14.8 13.7 13.6
Non-Hispanic Black . . . . . . . . . . 2,632 24.3 (X) (X) 17.5 26.8 19.3 13.6 13.0
Non-Hispanic other races . . . . . . 835 27.0 (X) (X) 21.3 22.1 16.3 6.8 9.4
Hispanic (of any race) . . . . . . . .

Educational Level

2,816 25.7 (X) (X) 15.7 18.1 14.3 5.7 7.5

High school or less . . . . . . . . . . . 9,752 26.9 (X) (X) 20.3 20.2 14.5 9.6 12.0
College, 1 or more years . . . . . .

Poverty Status2

9,529 25.1 (X) (X) 19.2 25.9 16.3 14.9 12.9

In poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,332 25.3 (X) (X) 17.9 21.9 17.1 9.3 12.6
Not in poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,748 26.1 (X) (X) 20.1 23.5 15.0 13.1 12.2

X Category not asked for nonwork/school hours.
1Total includes care by siblings and other relatives not shown separately in this table.
2Excludes those with missing income data.

Note: Because of multiple arrangements, the total numbers and percentages may exceed the total numb

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.

er of children.
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Marital status

Interesting relationships emerge
when the marital status of the
parent is considered.  Preschoolers
of never-married parents were
more likely to be cared for by a
relative (55 percent) than by a
nonrelative (40 percent), with
grandparents playing a large role in
the care of these children (see
Table 4).8  While 40 percent of chil-
dren of never-married parents were
usually cared for by a grandparent
during the week, this arrangement
applied to 29 percent of children of
previously-married9 or married par-
ents.

Children living with both married
parents were much more likely to
be cared for by their other parent
(21 percent), usually the father,
than children living with a single
parent (12 percent), demonstrating
the importance of living arrange-
ments in determining the father’s
involvement in the care of their
children.  However, the sex of the
single parent seems to make a dif-
ference with regard to whether the
child is cared for by the nonresi-
dent parent on a regular basis.  Pre-
schoolers living with a single father
were about three times as likely
(32 percent) to be cared for by
their nonresident parent as pre-
schoolers living with a single
mother (11 percent).  This differ-
ence suggests that mothers are
more regularly involved in the care
of their children even when they do
not live with them.

8 Because parents and grandparents are im-
portant adult role models for young children,
this table highlights these categories of care by
relatives.  More detailed child care arrange-
ments by family characteristics can be found in
PPL-138 or on the Census Bureau’s Web site
(see the “More Information” section at the end
of this report).

9 Previously married includes those who are
separated, divorced, or widowed.

How are children in different living
arrangements cared for during their
parent’s work/school hours?
Children living with married par-
ents were cared for by similar pro-
portions of relatives and nonrela-
tives during the work/school hours
(62 percent and 61 percent, respec-
tively).  However, children of previ-
ously-married parents relied more
heavily on nonrelatives (74 per-
cent) than on relatives (50 percent)
during the parent’s work/school
hours.  Half of children under 5 liv-
ing with a previously-married par-
ent were cared for by organized
care facilities.

Race and Hispanic origin

Table 4 shows that preschoolers of
non-Hispanic White parents regu-
larly used child care by relatives
and nonrelatives similarly (52 per-
cent for both).  About 32 percent
were cared for by a grandparent,
and similar proportions were cared
for by other nonrelatives.  While
similar proportions of preschoolers
of non-Hispanic Black parents were
in relative and nonrelative care,
these children were often cared for
in an organized facility (35 per-
cent).  However, preschoolers of
Hispanic10 parents were more likely
to be cared for by a relative
(43 percent) than a nonrelative
(34 percent).  Common to all
groups is the heavy reliance on
grandparents as care providers
among relatives providing child
care.

Hispanics have lower levels of mul-
tiple child care use than the other
racial and ethnic groups (28 per-
cent).  All three of the other racial
and ethnic groups have similar lev-
els of multiple care arrangements
(about 47 percent).

10 Hispanics may be of any race.

Educational level

Parental educational level appears
to be a factor in the decisions par-
ents make regarding care for their
preschoolers.  Parents with at most
a high school diploma relied more
often on relatives than nonrela-
tives.  Conversely, parents with a
higher educational level — at least
some college — relied more often
on nonrelatives than relatives.  In
addition, Table 4 shows that pre-
schoolers of parents with some col-
lege education were cared for by
two or more child care arrange-
ments — 52 percent compared
with 36 percent of preschoolers of
parents with a high school degree
or less.  Similar patterns exist dur-
ing the parent’s work/school hours,
except the variation in use of mul-
tiple arrangements disappears.

Use of a nonrelative’s care during
the parent’s nonwork/school hours
is also related to the parent’s edu-
cational level.  Children under 5 of
parents with at least some college
were more likely to use care by a
nonrelative during the parent’s
nonwork/school hours (26 per-
cent), than children of parents with
less than a high school education
(20 percent).  However, the use of
organized child care facilities
shows little difference by the
parent’s educational level, regard-
less of their work or school status.

Family income

Families in poverty rely more on
relatives than nonrelatives to pro-
vide child care.  About 41 percent
of preschoolers in families below
the poverty level were cared for by
relatives and 32 percent were cared
for by nonrelatives.  In families not
in poverty, children were about
equally likely to be cared for by
relatives as by nonrelatives – about
53 percent in each (these percent-
ages exceed 100 percent because
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some children were in both types
of arrangements).

About 23 percent of poor pre-
schoolers and 32 percent of
nonpoor preschoolers were in an
organized facility.  This difference
derives from whether a child has a
parent who is employed or in
school.11  For children with a parent
at work or in school, about 35 per-
cent of both poor and nonpoor pre-
schoolers were in an organized fa-
cility while their parent was at work
or at school.  In addition, about
68 percent of poor preschoolers re-
ceived care by relatives, compared
with 61 percent of nonpoor chil-
dren, while the parent was working
or in school.

Outside of a parent’s hours at work
or at school, the poor and nonpoor
were about equally likely to rely on
relatives for care – about 26 per-
cent of both groups of preschool-
ers.

Child’s age

Use of nonrelatives as child care
providers varies widely by age.  For
example, use of organized facility
care increases dramatically by age:
only 19 percent of children less
than one year old during their
parent’s work/school hours but
50 percent of children 3 to 4 years
old did so (see Figure 3).  Care by
two other arrangement types —
other nonrelatives and grandpar-
ents — appears to work in reverse
of organized facilities, as the pro-
portion decreases with age of the
child.  The percent of children who
were cared for by an “other
nonrelative” falls from 44 percent
of children under 1 year old to

11 Although similar proportions of poor and
nonpoor children use organized facilities dur-
ing the hours their parents are at work or in
school, nonpoor children are more likely to
have employed or enrolled designated parents
(66 percent) than nonpoor children (32 per-
cent).

36 percent for children 3 to 4 years
old.  Children cared for by a grand-
parent falls from 33 percent for
children under 1 year old to 27 per-
cent for children ages 3 and 4.
Care by the other parent does not
differ by the age of the child.

Taken all together, the SIPP data
suggest that parents of preschool
children face different constraints
securing child care during their
work/school hours depending on
the child’s age.  Parents may have
difficulty securing infant care at or-
ganized facilities because infant
care is not provided, or they may
prefer their very young children to
be cared for in a home environ-
ment.  As children age, however,
school readiness may weigh in as
an important factor in the choice of
child care, thus explaining the high
proportion of children 3 to 4 years
old in organized facilities.  Multiple

child care arrangements also ap-
pears to be more common when a
child is 3 or more years old than
among younger children.

Historical Trends in
the Primary Child Care
Arrangements of
Employed Mothers

Child care data were first collected
in the SIPP in 1985, which now pro-
vides the opportunity to examine
10 years of child care trends for
preschoolers with employed moth-
ers.12  The distribution of arrange-
ments shown in this table is
slightly different from previous
tables to provide comparable data
with previously published reports.

12  Before 1995, data are shown only for the
primary arrangements. Data for 1995 distrib-
ute the “tied” responses proportionally for the
primary arrangement to make the distributions
comparable to prior survey years.

Figure 3.

Arrangement Usage During the Parent's Work/School 
Hours by Child's Age: Fall 1995

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.

(Percent in specified arrangement)

3 to 4 years
1 to 2 years
Less than 1 year

In multiple
arrangements

Other
nonrelative

Organized
facility

GrandparentOther parent

31 32 31
33

29
27

19

27

50

44

37 36
39 40

50

Specified type of arrangement
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Table 5.
Primary Child Care Arrangements Used by Employed Mothers of Preschoolers
While Working: Selected Years
(In percent)

Type of arrangement Winter
1985

Fall
1988

Fall
1990

Fall
1991

Fall
1993

Fall
19951

Number of children (in thousands). . . . . . . . . . .
Percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Parents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Mother while working . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Father . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Grandparent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Sibling and other relative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Organized facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Day care center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nursery/preschool . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Federal Head Start program . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Other nonrelative care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
In child’s home. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
In provider’s home. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Family day care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other nonrelative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Self care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other arrangement2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
No regular arrangement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

8,168
100.0

23.8
8.1

15.7

24.1
15.9
8.2

23.1
14.0
9.1

(NA)

28.2
5.9

22.3
(NA)
(NA)

0.8
-

0.8
(NA)

9,483
100.0

22.7
7.6

15.1

21.1
13.9
7.2

25.8
16.6
9.2

(NA)

28.9
5.3

23.6
(NA)
(NA)

1.6
0.1
1.5

(NA)

9,629
100.0

22.9
6.4

16.5

23.1
14.3
8.8

27.5
20.6
6.9

(NA)

25.1
5.0

20.1
(NA)
(NA)

1.3
0.1
1.2

(NA)

9,854
100.0

28.7
8.7

20.0

23.5
15.8
7.7

23.1
15.8
7.3

(NA)

23.3
5.4

17.9
(NA)
(NA)

1.6
-

1.6
(NA)

9,937
100.0

22.1
6.2

15.9

26.0
17.0
9.0

29.9
18.3
11.6
(NA)

21.6
5.0

16.6
(NA)
(NA)

1.1
-

1.1
(NA)

10,047
100.0

22.0
5.4

16.6

21.4
15.9
5.5

25.1
17.7
5.9
1.5

28.4
4.9

23.5
15.7
7.8

2.9
0.1
0.6
2.2

- Represents zero or less than zero. NA Not available.
1To make the 1995 data consistent with prior surveys, the 1995 distribution was proportionately redistributed to account for tied respons-

es for the primary arrangement (including responses of no regular arrangement) to make the percentages total to 100 percent.
2Includes children in kindergarten/grade school-based activity.

Source: Tabulations derived from Current Population Reports, Series P-70-9 Table 1; P-70-30 Table 1; P-70-36 Table 1; P-70-53 Table 2;
and this report P-70-70, U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.

In 1995, 10 million preschoolers 1985 to 1995, with parents’ reli- During the same 10-year period,
lived with employed mothers, up ance on nonrelatives waxing and the use of organized facilities for
from 8.2 million in 1985 (see Table waning in response to economic preschoolers fluctuated.  From
5).  Fewer than half (43 percent) and other situations.  In 1985 and 1985 to 1990, the proportion of
were cared for by either a parent 1995, the proportion of preschool- preschoolers being cared for in
(including the mother herself) or by ers who were in nonrelative care organized facilities rose from
some other relative in 1995, lower (either in the child’s home or in the 23 percent to 28 percent, and it
than in 1985 (48 percent).  Orga- provider’s home) was 28 percent. has wavered since then.
nized child care facilities and other In 1993, only 22 percent were
types of nonrelative care made up cared for in a home-based arrange- Rates of family and relative care

at least one-half of all primary ar- ment by a nonrelative of the child. also have varied during this 10-

rangements in 1995, a pattern Care by nonrelatives in the child’s year period.  Care by fathers, while

similar for every survey year since home remained steady at roughly remaining around 15 percent be-

1985, except for in 1991.  In 1991 5 percent throughout the entire 10- tween 1985 and 1988, increased

fathers reached an all-time high as year period; thus, the significant sharply to 20 percent by 1991.

a primary care provider for pre- changes in care by nonrelatives in However, by 1995, this proportion

schoolers of employed mothers. informal settings can be attributed had dropped back down to around

to changes in the care of pre- 17 percent.  Interestingly, the over-
The use of nonrelatives has had an schoolers by nonrelatives in the all declining trend in care by moth-
erratic trend over the period from provider’s home (see Table 5). ers while working was interrupted
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in 1991 as well, when it reached a
level similar to the 1985 level, and
then it decreased to 5 percent by
1995.  Care by grandparents did
not change much across the late
1980s and early 1990s.

The lower levels of child care by
mothers and fathers in 1995 rela-
tive to 1991 supports prior re-
search suggesting that the rela-
tively higher use of father and
mother care in 1991 was in re-
sponse to the economic recession
at the time.13  Apparently parental
care of preschoolers — father care
and mother care — is more respon-
sive to changes in the economy
than care by grandparents, who
seem to be a stable component of
child care arrangements.

Head Start Programs

For many parents, reliable child
care is an integral component of
their ability to find a job and re-
main employed.  Federal programs
such as Head Start aim to improve
school readiness among children
from low-income families by inte-
grating child care with high quality
early education.  In addition, Head
Start programs provide the partici-
pants and their families with links
to social and health services, job
training, and schooling, while en-
couraging parental involvement.

Head Start eligibility is determined
prior to enrollment based on in-
come level and other special needs,
such as disability of the child.14  Be-
cause the SIPP asks questions on
current socioeconomic and demo-
graphic characteristics and not

13 Lynne Casper and Martin O’Connell.
“Work, Income, the Economy, and Married Fa-
thers as Child-Care Providers.” Demography,
35(1998):243-250.

14 Administration on Children, Youth, and
Families. “1995 Head Start Information Memo-
randum: The 1995 Family Income Guidelines.”
Washington, DC; US Department of Health and
Human Services, 1995.

15 The SIPP estimate, which represents only
current enrollment in the month preceding the
interview during the fall 1995, is lower than
the National Head Start administrative number
of funded enrollment slots (750,696).

16 Head Start Administrative records show
that 7 percent of Head Start enrollees were
5 years old and 4 percent were 3 years old in
1995 (1995 Head Start Fact Sheet, Administra-
tion on Children, Youth, and Families).

when the child first enrolled in
Head Start, characteristics may
have changed since the child’s en-
rollment.  Furthermore, Head Start
programs may enable parents to
further their education or gain em-
ployment which would increase
their income level over time.  For
these reasons, some children cur-
rently in Head Start may have char-
acteristics which would normally
not have qualified them for enroll-
ment; however, they are still
enrolled because they initially
qualified.  These caveats should be
kept in mind when considering cur-
rent characteristics of children en-
rolled in Head Start.

Estimates of Head Start
participation

The fall 1995 SIPP estimates show
that 710,000 children under 6
(3 percent of children in that age
group) were enrolled in a federally
funded Head Start program.15  Ac-
cording to the SIPP, the majority
(74 percent) of children enrolled
in Head Start were either 3 or
4 years old; smaller proportions
were 5 years old (18 percent) or
under 3 (8 percent).16

Family characteristics of
Head Start enrollees

Because many poor families with
children are headed by single par-
ents, it is not surprising that Head
Start serves more single-parent
households than married-parent
households (see Table 6).  For ex-
ample in 1995, 62 percent of Head
Start enrollees lived with a single
parent, including 25 percent who

lived with a previously-married par-
ent and 37 percent who lived with
a never-married parent.  Among
children in Head Start, equal pro-
portions were non-Hispanic White
or Black, comparatively fewer were
Hispanic.

For children in Head Start, 42 per-
cent had a parent who was a high
school graduate, but only 24 percent
had some college education, and
very few had completed four or
more years of college (5 percent).  In
1995, 55 percent of parents of Head
Start enrollees were not employed in
the fall of 1995, 28 percent were
employed full-time, and 17 percent
were employed part-time.

About two thirds of the Head Start
enrollees lived in families that re-
ceived some government assis-
tance (62 percent): 52 percent re-
ceived food stamps and 31 percent
received Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC) benefits.17  Participa-
tion in other government programs
may reflect the degree to which the
family is integrated into networks
that assist low-income populations.

Enrollment in Head Start differs by
region of residence and metropoli-
tan status.  Children enrolled in
Head Start were more likely to live
in the South (45 percent) or the
West (27 percent), than in the
Northeast or the Midwest (both
about 15 percent).  More enrollees
lived in central cities (47 percent)
than in other areas.  These varia-
tions may reflect differences in lev-
els of poverty, knowledge of pro-
grams, and availability of
programs.

17  WIC is the supplemental nutrition pro-
gram administered by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture which provides supplemental food
and nutritional education to mothers with chil-
dren under 5 years of age to reduce the possi-
bility of nutrition-related illnesses.
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Characteristics of Head Start reach more members of the low-in- define potential candidates, since
enrollees and nonenrollees come community. The following each Head Start program deter-

comparison of Head Start participa- mines eligibility based on a set ofWith changes in welfare reform,
tion among a group of children programmatic, community, andfederal agencies and programs, in-
who are potential candidates for family considerations, which in-cluding Head Start, are looking for
enrollment promotes a better clude but are not limited to povertyways to facilitate transitions from
understanding of the variations and the child’s need based on dis-welfare to work.  Because child
among those who participate in abilities.  Rather, potentialcare problems can hinder low-
Head Start and those who do not. candidates are defined simply asincome parents looking for employ-
Official Head Start guidelines or eli- those children ages 3 and 4 livingment, Head Start is contemplating
gibility criteria are not used here to in families at 185 percent of theways to expand its program to

Table 6.
Characteristics of Children in Head Start:
(Numbers in thousands)

Fall 1995

Characteristic of parent/family

Children in Head Start Potential candidates for enrollment in Head Start1

Enrollees Nonenrollees

Number Percent Total Number Percent Number Percent

Total children . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Marital Status

710 100.0 3,765 401 100.0 3,364 100.0

Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 269 38.0 1,894 122 30.3 1,773 52.7
Separated, divorced, widowed . . . . . . . . 175 24.7 836 64 16.1 771 22.9
Never married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race and Hispanic Origin

265 37.3 1,035 215 53.6 820 24.4

Non-Hispanic White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 274 38.6 1,859 158 39.4 1,701 50.6
Non-Hispanic Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 291 40.9 876 156 38.9 720 21.4
Non-Hispanic other races . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 4.2 188 10 2.4 179 5.3
Hispanic (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Educational Level

116 16.3 841 77 19.3 764 22.7

Less than high school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 210 29.6 1,164 129 32.2 1,035 30.8
High school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 298 41.9 1,452 165 41.0 1,288 38.3
College, 1 to 3 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169 23.8 971 107 26.7 864 25.7
College, 4 or more years. . . . . . . . . . . . .

Employment Status

34 4.8 177 - - 177 5.3

Not employed. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 390 55.0 2,444 249 62.1 2,195 65.2
Employed full time . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197 27.8 766 83 20.7 683 20.3
Employed part time. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Receipt of Assistance

122 17.2 555 69 17.2 486 14.4

No assistance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 268 37.7 1,749 102 25.5 1,646 48.9
Any assistance2. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 442 62.3 2,016 299 74.5 1,718 51.1

Receipt of AFDC3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 298 41.9 1,156 198 49.5 957 28.5
Receipt of food stamps . . . . . . . . . . . . 366 51.6 1,642 264 65.8 1,378 41.0
Receipt of WIC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Region

217 30.6 1,190 161 40.0 1,030 30.6

Northeast . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107 15.1 783 44 11.0 739 22.0
Midwest. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90 12.7 847 43 10.8 804 23.9
South . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 321 45.2 1,194 177 44.1 1,017 30.2
West . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Metropolitan Residence

192 27.0 941 137 34.2 804 23.9

In central city . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 332 46.7 1,535 171 42.8 1,363 40.5
Outside central city . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 221 31.1 1,456 133 33.3 1,323 39.3
Nonmetropolitan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157 22.1 774 96 24.0 678 20.1

- Represents zero or less than zero.
1Includes children 3 and 4 years old who were living at 185 percent of poverty level or lower. Those Head Start children whose families

lived above 185 percent of poverty level in 1995 were excluded from this analysis. Children age 5 are excluded from this analysis because
Head Start programs do not accept children age 5 as new enrollees.

2Includes receipt of general assistance, AFDC, food stamps, or WIC.
3AFDC was the government sponsored welfare program administered by the Department of Health and Human Services in 1995.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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poverty level or lower in 1995, a
group that encompasses low-
income families who are eligible for
many government assistance pro-
grams.  In this analysis, the family
income level of the potential candi-
dates is higher than the poverty
line because poverty is episodic —
a transitory condition for many —
and low-income families are at risk
of experiencing multiple short-term
spells of living in poverty.18

The right hand panel of Table 6
compares the characteristics of
children’s families who were poten-
tial candidates for Head Start, by
the children’s current enrollment
status.  Only 401,000 (11 percent)
of these 3.8 million potential candi-
dates were enrolled in Head Start in
the fall of 1995. Head Start enroll-
ees were more likely than nonen-
rollees to be living with a single
parent who had never married —
54 percent compared with 24 per-
cent — and less likely than nonen-
rollees to be living in a married-
couple family (30 percent and
53 percent, respectively).  As previ-
ously noted, fathers and other rela-
tives play an important child care
role among poor families.  Children
of unmarried parents may not re-
ceive care from both parents and
these families may seek free day
care services from Head Start.

Head Start enrollees were more
likely to be non-Hispanic Black than
were nonenrollees.  Head Start pro-
grams may be more accessible to
Black families because of their his-
tory of serving this minority group
since the onset of the Head Start

18  Mary Naifeh.  Dynamics of Economic Well-
Being, Poverty 1993-94: Trap Door?  Revolving
Door?  Or Both? Current Population Reports,
P70-63. U.S. Census Bureau: Washington, DC,
1998; Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood. Welfare
Realities: From Rhetoric to Reform. Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, MA, 1994.

program in the 1960s and because
of the trust the program has
earned in Black communities.

The two groups were quite similar
when comparing the educational
and employment characteristics.
About one-quarter of the desig-
nated parents in both groups had
attended 1 to 3 years of college,
and more than half were not
employed.  This similarity is ex-
pected as these children were se-
lected into this “potential pool” be-
cause they were living in families
with low incomes.

Across the board, higher propor-
tions of Head Start enrollees than
nonenrollees lived in families that
received government assistance.
Head Start participant families were
much more likely to receive AFDC
(50 percent) than nonenrollee fami-
lies (29 percent).  They were also
more likely to receive food stamps.
This finding suggests that families
with children enrolled in Head Start
programs may be better connected
into networks of assistance and are
more aware of the variety of gov-
ernment assistance programs avail-
able to low-income families.  Some
families may not know that they
are eligible for Head Start even
though they may qualify for the
program because of their low in-
come levels.

Lack of access to a Head Start pro-
gram may also be an impediment
to enrollment.  A larger proportion
of the Head Start enrollees lived in
the South (44 percent) compared
with nonenrollees (30 percent), and
many fewer enrollees lived in the
Midwest (11 percent) compared
with nonenrollees (24 percent).
This difference may reflect varia-
tions in the number of and accessi-
bility to programs in different re-
gions.

Child care characteristics of Head
Start enrollees

The SIPP data show that Head Start
programs, although used by a
small fraction of the overall popula-
tion, were an important source of
child care or school readiness for
many poor families.  Overall, chil-
dren in Head Start spent about
26 hours per week in the program
(see Table 7).  Head Start was the
primary care provider for 79 per-
cent of Head Start children; for
31 percent, it was their only ar-
rangement.  Even though the Head
Start program was used by families
for a large portion of their child’s
daytime hours, many families still
found it necessary to seek out
other care providers to cover all
their child care needs.

Child care provided by relatives
plays a more important role than
that provided by nonrelatives
among Head Start participants
(46 percent and 32 percent, respec-
tively), with grandparents playing
the most prominent role.  This pat-
tern is to be expected because
Head Start families typically have
low incomes and tend to rely on
less expensive supplemental care
arrangements, such as family mem-
bers or relatives, rather than
nonrelative care arrangements.

Patterns of child care use
by Head Start enrollees and
nonenrollees

Among potential Head Start candi-
dates, actual Head Start enrollees
tend to use more child care arrange-
ments than nonenrollees (an average
of 2.3 arrangements compared with
1.3 arrangements per child, respec-
tively).  They also spent twice as
much time in child care — 41 hours
per week in all of their child care ar-
rangements combined compared
with only 23 hours.
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Although enrollees and nonenroll- CHILDREN 5 TO 14 arrangement, including school, dur-
ees were cared for by relatives to a YEARS OLD ing a typical week (see Table 8).
similar extent, nonenrollees were Three quarters of grade-school-ageAfter describing multiple child care
more likely to be cared for by children (28.7 million) were caredarrangements families use for
nonrelatives (excluding Head Start for in multiple arrangements.grade-school-age children, this sec-
and school).  Among the potential Overall, grade-school-age childrention examines different patterns of
pool, 19 percent of nonenrollees were regularly in an average ofuse by characteristics of the family.
were in a nursery or preschool 2.8 arrangements per week.The section concludes by giving
compared with 3 percent of Head School is counted in this report indetailed information about enrich-
Start enrollees.  This difference the tally of all arrangements andment activities and self care.
suggests that low-income families activities because the intention is
may seek educational and school- to show children’s various activities

Multiple Arrangements
readiness programs for their chil- during the day and because school
dren through enrollment in child More and more parents and activities figure prominently in their
care arrangements, such as a nurs- policymakers are asking what daily lives.
ery or preschool, if Head Start slots grade-school-age children are do-

or programs are not available. ing when not in school?  In 1995, Multiple arrangements are more
virtually all of the 38.2 million chil- common among children whose
dren 5 to 14 years old (98 percent) parents are employed/in school
were in a regular child care than among those whose parents

Table 7.
Child Care Characteristics of Children in Head Start:
(Numbers in thousands)

Fall 1995

Child care characteristics

Children in Head Start Potential candidates for enrollment in Head Start1

Enrollees Nonenrollees

Number Percent Total Number Percent Number Percent

Total children . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 710 100.0 3,765 401 100.0 3,364 100.0

Average number of arrangements . . . . . . . 2.4 (NA) 1.4 2.3 (NA) 1.3 (NA)
In multiple arrangements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 488 68.7 1,563 253 63.0 1,310 38.9
Average hours in Head Start . . . . . . . . . . . 25.6 (NA) 2.5 23.9 (NA) (NA) (NA)
Average hours in all arrangements . . . . . . 45.6 (NA) 25.1 41.2 (NA) 23.2 (NA)

Use of Head Start:
As only arrangement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 222 31.3 149 149 37.0 (NA) (NA)
As primary care provider . . . . . . . . . . . . . 561 79.0 327 327 81.4 (NA) (NA)
As secondary care provider . . . . . . . . . . 136 19.2 68 68 16.9 (NA) (NA)

Use of other child care providers:

Relative Care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 327 46.1 1,728 192 47.9 1,536 45.7
Designated parent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 2.5 102 13 3.3 89 2.6
Other parent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 81 11.4 495 44 10.9 451 13.4
Sibling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 3.8 85 10 2.4 76 2.2
Grandparent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 215 30.2 1,020 126 31.3 895 26.6
Other relative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 111 15.7 551 78 19.4 473 14.1

Nonrelative Care2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 226 31.8 1,393 110 27.4 1,283 38.1
Day care center. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 3.6 425 26 6.5 399 11.9
Nursery or preschool . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 3.6 665 13 3.3 652 19.4
Other nonrelative care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125 17.5 694 77 19.2 617 18.4

NA Not applicable.
1Includes children 3 and 4 years old who were living at 185 percent of poverty level or lower. Those Head Start children whose

families lived above 185 percent of poverty level in 1995 were excluded from this analysis. Children age 5 are excluded from this analysis
because Head Start programs do not accept children age 5 as new enrollees.

2Excludes Head Start and school (some of the Head Start children are in kindergarten).

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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are not — children of employed from those shown for younger chil- involvement in other structured ac-
parents were cared for in 3.4 ar- dren. tivities.  Nearly all grade-school-age
rangements per week compared children (93 percent) were in
with 1.6 arrangements for children Relatives are important contribu- school and a large proportion
whose parents were neither em- tors to the overall care of grade- (39 percent) participated in enrich-
ployed nor in school.  Most of the school-age children — 43 percent ment activities such as sports, les-
79.0 million arrangements of chil- regularly received care from a rela- sons, clubs, and before- or after-
dren of employed parents were tive (see Table 9).  A slightly higher school programs.  In addition,
used during their parent’s work proportion of children received care 18 percent (6.9 million) grade-
hours (68 percent).  Among chil- by a grandparent (17 percent) than school-age children cared for them-
dren whose parent was in school, by the other parent (16 percent). selves on a regular basis without
the majority of arrangements oc- Care by a sibling is not common any adult supervision.
curred during the parent’s school for grade-school-age children

hours (60 percent). (9 percent), but is more common Arrangements used during
than among preschoolers. the parent’s work/school and

Types of Child Care nonwork/school hoursGrade-school-age children are lessArrangements
likely to be cared for by nonrela- In general, parents are more likely to

Older children experience a wider tives (such as organized care facili- use arrangements during their work
array of daily activities than do pre- ties or other nonrelative care in the or school hours than during their
schoolers.  They may have ex- child’s home or the provider’s nonwork/school hours, primarily be-
tended peer groups of friends at home) than by relatives.  Only cause many parents care for their
school and participate in various 17 percent of children 5 to 14 children themselves during this time.
afterschool or enrichment pro- years old were cared for by these In 1995, there were 24.7 million
grams that are not available to types of nonrelatives on a regular grade-school-age children whose
younger children.  To capture these basis.  This relatively low use of designated parent was either em-
activities, the child care arrange- nonrelatives may be due to the ployed or in school.  Fifty-two per-
ments shown in the tables for high rate of school enrollment for cent were in relative care during their
grade-school-age children differ these children as well as their parent’s work/school hours and

Table 8.
Number of Child Care Arrangements for Grade-School-Age Children During
Their Parent’s Work, School, and Nonwork/School Hours: Fall 1995
(Numbers in thousands)

With a regular Number of arrangements Total arrangementsarrangement
Characteristic of parent Number

of Four or Average
children Number Percent One Two Three more Total per child1

Children 5 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . 38,228 37,465 98.0 8,751 10,035 8,221 10,458 103,751 2.8

Parent Employed
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,472 23,324 99.4 1,578 5,496 6,652 9,598 79,012 3.4
During work hours . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,472 23,114 98.5 4,692 9,496 6,309 2,617 53,923 2.3
During nonwork hours . . . . . . . . . 23,472 16,160 68.8 9,385 5,068 1,295 412 25,089

Parent in School

1.6

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,226 1,222 99.7 65 354 288 515 3,960 3.2
During school hours. . . . . . . . . . . 1,226 1,197 97.6 395 525 187 90 2,373 2.0
During nonschool hours . . . . . . . 1,226 1,055 86.1 645 317 75 18 1,586

Parent not Employed nor in

1.5

School . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,531 12,921 95.5 7,109 4,186 1,281 345 20,780

1Averages are based on those who reported having child care arrangements for specified periods of parental activity.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.

1.6
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25 percent were cared for by the parent’s nonwork/school hours was work/school hours.  Many parents’
child’s other parent. Only 18 percent also low (7 percent). work/school schedules overlap
of children 5 to 14 years old were substantially or coincide with their
cared for by a relative during the Comparing the use of school, en- children’s school hours, thus reduc-
parent’s nonwork/school hours. richment activities, and self care ing the overall need for child care

across the two different activity arrangements.
Care by nonrelatives was less com- schedules of the parent reveals
mon than care by relatives during some important findings.  Among Thirty-five percent of children of
the parent’s work/school hours — children whose parent was em- employed/in-school parents regu-
18 percent compared with 52 per- ployed or in school, 88 percent larly participated in at least one en-
cent.  Nonrelative care during the were in school during their parent’s richment activity during the

Table 9.
Grade-School-Age Children In Different Types of Arrangements by Activity
Schedule of Designated Parent: Fall 1995
(Numbers in thousands)

Arrangement type

Activity schedule of designated parent

Total1 During work/school hours3 During nonwork/school hours

Receiving care
Average

hours2

Receiving care
Average

hours2

Receiving care
Average

hours2Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

4Children 5 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . 38,228 (NA) 43.0 24,698 (NA) 38.7 38,228 (NA) 19.5

NUMBER USING:

Relative Care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,270 42.6 15.7 12,709 51.5 15.0 6,897 18.0 9.5
Designated parent . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,341 3.5 14.6 1,341 5.4 14.6 (X) (X) (X)
Other parent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,106 16.0 13.1 6,106 24.7 13.1 (X) (X) (X)
Sibling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,486 9.1 9.1 3,479 14.1 9.1 (X) (X) (X)
Grandparent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,634 17.4 11.7 3,840 15.6 11.3 4,396 11.5 7.8
Other relative. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,362 11.4 10.7 1,407 5.7 11.0 3,334 8.7 9.4

Nonrelative Care. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,414 16.8 15.1 4,549 18.4 14.1 2,672 7.0 11.2
Organized care facility . . . . . . . . . 1,344 3.5 22.7 831 3.4 19.1 772 2.0 18.9

Day care center . . . . . . . . . . . . 557 1.5 25.1 505 2.0 19.3 196 0.5 (B)
Nursery or preschool . . . . . . . . 736 1.9 18.2 344 1.4 16.6 482 1.3 15.8
Head Start . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128 0.3 (B) 31 0.1 (B) 122 0.3 (B)

Other nonrelative care. . . . . . . . . 5,398 14.1 12.3 3,921 15.9 12.3 2,246 5.9 8.0
In child’s home . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,875 4.9 10.9 1,025 4.1 12.4 1,097 2.9 6.8
In provider’s home . . . . . . . . . . 3,687 9.6 10.8 2,931 11.9 10.5 1,179 3.1 7.0
Family day care . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,731 4.5 14.8 1,560 6.3 13.4 321 0.8 14.3
Other care arrangement . . . . . 1,997 5.2 10.6 1,402 5.7 10.3 862 2.3 6.9

Other
School. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,486 92.8 35.1 21,681 87.8 28.2 22,881 59.9 25.2
Enrichment activities5 . . . . . . . . . 15,020 39.3 7.9 8,556 34.6 7.0 10,411 27.2 5.7

Sports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,545 22.4 6.6 4,598 18.6 5.7 5,930 15.5 5.1
Lessons . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,169 16.1 3.9 3,347 13.6 3.4 3,940 10.3 3.3
Clubs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,545 14.5 3.1 2,604 10.5 2.7 3,955 10.3 2.5
Before/after-school program. . 2,132 5.6 10.0 1,659 6.7 9.5 817 2.1 6.8

Self care. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,880 18.0 6.1 5,018 20.3 5.7 3,257 8.5 4.1

B Base too small to show derived statistic. NA Not applicable. X Category not asked for nonwork/school hours.
1If a child uses the same type of arrangement during different parental activity schedules, the arrangement type is counted only once in

this column.
2Average hours based on those reporting using this type of arrangement.
3 Limited to children whose designated parent was either employed or enrolled in school.
4 Number of children includes those children for whom no regular arrangement was used.
5This category consists of organized sports, lessons (such as music, art, dance, language, and computer), clubs, and before- or after-

school programs located either at school or other places.

Note: Because of multiple arrangements, children may appear in more than one arrangement type; thus, the numbers and percentages
may exceed the total number of children.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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parent’s work/school hours.  Al- Primary and Supplemental Hours spent in primary and
Arrangementsthough fewer participated in en- supplemental arrangements

richment activities during their
Arrangement use patterns On average, grade-school-age chil-

parent’s nonwork/school hours, en- dren spent 28 hours per week in
richment activities were the most Table 10 presents the primary,

their primary arrangement during
frequently used arrangement, aside secondary, and tertiary child care

the parent’s work/school hours
from school, during this time arrangements for children 5 to

compared with 22 hours per week
(27 percent).  These findings sug- 14 years old by their parent’s em-

during the parent’s nonwork/school
gest that enrichment activities play ployment/enrollment status.  Of

hours.  About 25 hours per week
a large role in what children are the 24.3 million grade-school-age

was spent in relative and
doing when outside school, children with a primary arrange-

nonrelative care during the parent’s
regardless of their parent’s employ- ment during the parent’s work/

work/school hours.
ment or enrollment status.  Some school hours, 80 percent were in
parents may use enrichment pro- school at this time.  Compara- The number of weekly hours spent
grams as a type of child care pro- tively small proportions of grade- in enrichment activities is twice as
vider, especially if they occur after school-age children had relatives high during the parent’s work/
school and before the parent re- (14 percent) and nonrelatives school hours than during their
turns home from work.  However, (5 percent) as their primary ar- nonwork/school hours (14 hours
many activities, for example Satur- rangement.  Only 2 percent of compared with 7 hours per week,
day morning soccer leagues, are grade-school-age children were respectively).  The longer hours
scheduled outside of parents’ work either in enrichment activities or noted during the parent’s work/
or school hours. in self care as their primary ar- school hours suggests that they

rangement. use enrichment activities to meet
Among children whose parent both their child care needs and to
was either employed or in school, The role of enrichment activities

promote child well-being.
20 percent regularly spent time in becomes more apparent when one
self care during the parent’s work/ looks at the secondary and tertiary

Family Characteristics
school hours.  This figure is more arrangements.  In 1995, 24 percent
than twice the proportion for of grade-school-age children par- This section shows the variations

grade-school-age children who ticipated in enrichment activities as in child care use regarding family

regularly spent time in self care their secondary arrangement, and characteristics such as marital sta-

during their parent’s nonwork/ 30 percent participated as their ter- tus, race and ethnicity, educational

school hours (9 percent). tiary arrangement when their par- level, and family income.

ent was at work or in school.  In

Number of hours spent addition, greater proportions of Marital status

in child care grade-school-age children cared for
Grade-school-age children of mar-

themselves as their secondary or
The amount of time a child spends ried parents were more likely to re-

tertiary arrangements than as their
in a particular arrangement can have ceive care by the other parent

primary arrangement (13 percent
a lasting effect on development. (20 percent) than were children of

and 17 percent compared with
Overall, grade-school-age children single parents, while children of

2 percent).
spent 43 hours in child care per unmarried parents were most likely

week — the greatest number of to have grandparents as their prin-Enrichment activities are also im-
hours were in school (35 hours per cipal source of relative care (seeportant supplemental arrange-
week).  They were regularly cared for Table 11).  Children of married par-ments when their parents are not
by relatives and nonrelatives for ap- ents were also more likely to par-working or attending school.
proximately 15 hours per week each. ticipate in enrichment activitiesGrade-school-age children were
Children 5 to 14 years old spent (42 percent) compared with thosenearly two times as likely to partici-
about 8 hours in enrichment activi- of previously- or never-marriedpate in enrichment activities as
ties per week and about 6 hours per parents (38 percent and 22 per-their secondary arrangement dur-
week in self-care situations. cent, respectively).  Higher propor-ing the parents nonwork/school

tions of grade-school-age childrenhours (44 percent) than during the
work/school hours (24 percent).
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of previously-married parents took arrangements, a lower proportion Race and Hispanic origin
care of themselves (22 percent) than children of previously or Child care use varies by the race and
compared with children of married currently married parents (about ethnicity of the parent (see Table 11).
parents (18 percent) or children of 76 percent).  However, children of Similar proportions of grade-school-
never-married parents (8 percent). all three marital status groups ex- age children of non-Hispanic Black

perience multiple care arrange- and non-Hispanic White parents useOverall, 64 percent of grade- ments about the same extent (all relative care (both 44 percent), butschool-age children of never- approximately 78 percent) when Hispanics tend to use relative caremarried parents were in multiple parents are at work or at school.

Table 10.
Primary, Secondary, and Tertiary Child Care Arrangements for Children 5 to 14 Years
Old: Fall 1995
(Numbers in thousands. Limited to children with one or more arrangements)

Arrangement type

Primary Secondary Tertiary

Receiving care
Average

hours1

Receiving care
Average

hours1

Receiving care
Average

hours1Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Children in care arrangements
during work/school hours . . . . . . .

NUMBER USING:

Relative Care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Designated parent . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other parent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Sibling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Grandparent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other relative. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Nonrelative Care. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Organized facility . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other care arrangement . . . . . . .

Other
School. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Enrichment activities2 . . . . . . . . .
Self care. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Children in care arrangements
during nonwork/school hours . . . .

NUMBER USING:

Relative Care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Designated parent . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other parent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Sibling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Grandparent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other relative. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Nonrelative Care. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Organized facility . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other care arrangement . . . . . . .

Other
School. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Enrichment activities2 . . . . . . . . .
Self care. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

24,311

3,450
370

1,827
523
639
219

1,091
415
688

19,500
581
477

30,136

3,002
(X)
(X)
(X)

1,683
1,425

1,376
670
720

21,787
3,634

963

(NA)

14.2
1.5
7.5
2.1
2.6
0.9

4.5
1.7
2.8

80.2
2.4
2.0

(NA)

10.0
(X)
(X)
(X)
5.6
4.7

4.6
2.2
2.4

72.3
12.1
3.2

28.3

24.9
29.1
23.4
20.0
26.9
28.6

25.5
24.9
25.9

29.6
14.2
11.7

21.6

13.6
(X)
(X)
(X)

12.3
14.9

16.5
19.3
13.9

25.8
7.3
6.2

19,224

8,005
689

3,066
1,976
1,983

751

2,852
363

2,502

1,968
4,575
2,435

12,977

3,282
(X)
(X)
(X)

2,100
1,305

1,278
109

1,182

976
5,740
1,587

(NA)

41.6
3.6

16.0
10.3
10.3
3.9

14.8
1.9

13.0

10.2
23.8
12.7

(NA)

25.3
(X)
(X)
(X)

16.2
10.1

9.8
0.8
9.1

7.5
44.2
12.2

10.2

9.9
10.4
10.1
8.5

10.4
9.9

11.0
12.8
10.7

16.7
8.4
6.6

5.9

5.8
(X)
(X)
(X)
5.5
6.4

6.4
(B)
5.8

13.8
5.0
3.7

9,203

2,997
212

1,012
770
931
282

669
79

611

194
2,791
1,537

3,397

1,027
(X)
(X)
(X)

507
567

270
7

264

114
940
567

(NA)

32.6
2.3

11.0
8.4

10.1
3.1

7.3
0.9
6.6

2.1
30.3
16.7

(NA)

30.2
(X)
(X)
(X)

14.9
16.7

7.9
0.2
7.8

3.4
27.7
16.7

4.8

5.3
6.3
5.7
5.0
4.8
4.5

5.5
(B)
5.2

(B)
4.2
3.8

3.2

3.0
(X)
(X)
(X)
3.0
2.8

3.6
(B)
3.4

(B)
3.4
2.4

B Base too small to show derived statistic. NA Not applicable. X Category not asked for nonwork/school hours.
1Average hours based on those reporting using this type of arrangement.
2This category consists of organized sports, lessons (such as music, art, dance, language, computer), clubs, and before- or after-school

programs located either at school or other places.

Note: Because of multiple arrangements, children may appear in more than one arrangement type; thus, the numbers and percentages
may exceed the total number of children.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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Table 11.
Children5 to 14 Years Olds ReceivingCare by SelectedArrangementsand Family
Characteristics: Fall 1995
(Number in thousands)

Percent in selected arrangement

Relative care Other
Characteristic of parent/family

Number Non- Enrich- Percent
of Other Grand- relative ment Self in multiple

2children Total1 parent Sibling parent care activity care care

Children 5 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . 38,228 42.6 16.0 9.1 17.4 16.8 39.3 18.0 75.1
Marital Status

Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26,820 42.5 20.1 8.5 15.6 15.8 41.9 17.9 76.2
Separated, divorced, widowed. . 7,914 43.2 7.7 11.8 20.3 18.6 38.3 22.4 76.4
Never married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,495 41.4

Race and Hispanic Origin
3.0 7.5 24.2 19.9 21.8 8.4 63.8

Non-Hispanic White . . . . . . . . . . . 25,292 43.5 18.3 9.1 17.8 18.7 44.6 21.1 79.5
Non-Hispanic Black . . . . . . . . . . . 5,510 43.5 7.5 11.1 20.2 16.1 30.2 12.0 68.8
Non-Hispanic other races . . . . . . 1,497 39.9 14.6 10.2 12.8 15.0 33.8 12.4 71.3
Hispanic (of any race) . . . . . . . . . 5,929 38.4

Educational Level
14.1 7.2 13.7 11.9 26.6 11.8 63.1

High school or less . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,508 40.7 13.7 8.5 16.9 14.1 30.7 14.7 68.4
College, 1 or more years . . . . . . . 17,721 44.7

Poverty Status3

18.6 9.8 17.9 19.9 49.3 21.8 82.9

In poverty. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,609 29.7 6.4 6.7 13.9 11.9 23.7 11.1 54.3
Not in poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,300 46.4 19.0 9.9 18.4 18.3 44.1 20.2 81.5

During Work/School Hours . . . . . 24,698 51.5
Marital Status

24.7 14.1 15.6 18.4 34.6 20.3 77.8

Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,537 52.5 30.7 13.1 13.4 16.7 35.1 19.9 77.2
Separated, divorced, widowed. . . 5,549 48.1 11.0 16.8 19.3 20.1 36.5 24.3 79.7
Never married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,612 51.9

Race and Hispanic Origin
6.6 15.9 26.0 30.8 23.5 11.4 78.7

Non-Hispanic White . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,494 49.6 26.5 13.1 14.3 18.9 37.1 22.6 78.3
Non-Hispanic Black . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,213 54.7 12.9 18.8 21.0 18.2 28.6 15.8 74.1
Non-Hispanic other races . . . . . . . 950 55.4 23.0 16.1 15.0 18.0 33.7 15.3 84.8
Hispanic (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . 3,041 57.7

Educational Level
27.6 14.1 17.3 16.1 26.9 13.4 77.1

High school or less . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,346 55.3 24.8 15.3 16.4 17.2 29.2 17.9 76.7
College, 1 or more years . . . . . . . 13,351 48.2

Poverty Status3

24.6 13.0 14.8 19.4 39.2 22.4 78.8

In poverty. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,981 51.9 18.4 19.2 15.6 17.2 27.1 15.4 71.1
Not in poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21,666 51.5 25.6 13.4 15.6 18.6 35.6 21.0 78.8

During Nonwork/School Hours . 38,228 18.0
Marital Status

(X) (X) 11.5 7.0 27.2 8.5 33.9

Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26,820 16.4 (X) (X) 10.3 6.9 29.9 8.6 35.3
Separated, divorced, widowed. . . 7,914 20.6 (X) (X) 13.0 6.2 23.0 10.0 29.9
Never married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,495 24.8

Race and Hispanic Origin
(X) (X) 17.3 9.5 16.6 4.2 33.2

Non-Hispanic White . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,292 17.7 (X) (X) 12.0 7.4 31.0 10.0 37.0
Non-Hispanic Black . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,510 21.1 (X) (X) 12.9 7.7 21.0 4.3 30.9
Non-Hispanic other races . . . . . . . 1,497 15.9 (X) (X) 8.2 5.2 20.9 5.4 23.8
Hispanic (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . 5,929 17.1

Educational Level
(X) (X) 8.8 5.1 18.8 6.8 26.4

High school or less . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,508 18.3 (X) (X) 11.7 5.9 22.0 7.4 31.6
College, 1 or more years . . . . . . . 17,721 17.7

Poverty Status3

(X) (X) 11.2 8.2 33.3 9.8 36.7

In poverty. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,609 16.9 (X) (X) 10.6 6.6 19.2 7.5 32.5
Not in poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,300 18.2 (X) (X) 11.8 7.1 29.8 8.9 34.4

X Category not asked for nonwork/school hours.
1Total includes care by the designated parent and other relatives not shown separately in this table.
2Includes care in an organized facility or by other nonrelatives.
3Excludes those with missing income data.
Note: Because of multiple arrangements, the total numbers and percentages may exceed the total number of children.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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less frequently (38 percent).  Use of children of Hispanic parents are least activities.  This pattern prevails
nonrelative care (organized facility or likely to use multiple arrangements during and outside the parent’s
other nonrelatives) was also similar (63 percent). work or study hours (see Table 11).
among non-Hispanic White and Black Greater use of care by nonrelatives
parents.  In addition, children of non- Do the patterns differ when probably reflects higher income
Hispanic White parents were more comparing the care used during and the ability to purchase such
likely than the other three racial/eth- different times in the parent’s care by parents with higher levels
nic groups to participate in enrich- schedule?  Higher participation in of education.
ment activities (45 percent), while enrichment activities and self care

Hispanic children were least likely to among grade-school-age children Family income
participate in enrichment activities of non-Hispanic White parents seen

Children living in households(27 percent).  Non-Hispanic White above repeats itself regardless of

children were also more likely to be the parent’s activity schedule. above the poverty line experienced
a wider variety of child care ar-in a self care situation at some time
rangements.  Eighty-two percent ofduring the day (21 percent) than ei- Educational level
grade-school-age children living inther non-Hispanic Black children or Parents with one or more years of nonpoor families were cared for inHispanic children (both 12 percent). college education are more likely multiple arrangements, comparedThe cumulative result is that children

than parents with less education to with 54 percent of those living inof non-Hispanic White parents are use nonrelative care and have their poverty.  Compared with grade-most likely to use multiple child care children participate in enrichment school-age children living in poorarrangements (80 percent), while

Table 12.
Participation in Enrichment Activities Among Children 5 to 14 Years Old:
(Numbers in thousands)

Fall 1995

Characteristic
of child/family Number

of
children

Participation in enrichment activities

Total1 Sports Lessons Clubs Before/after—
school program

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

2Children 5 to 14 years . . . . .

Child’s Age

38,228 15,020 39.3 8,545 22.4 6,169 16.1 5,545 14.5 2,132 5.6

5 to 8 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,953 4,535 28.4 2,028 12.7 1,884 11.8 1,759 11.0 1,004 6.3
9 to 11 years . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,368 5,246 46.2 2,827 24.9 2,284 20.1 1,945 17.1 725 6.4
12 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . .

Child’s Gender

10,907 5,239 48.0 3,690 33.8 2,001 18.4 1,841 16.9 402 3.7

Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,669 7,461 40.0 3,662 19.6 3,719 19.9 2,916 15.6 1,006 5.4
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Family Poverty Status3

Less than 100 percent of

19,559 7,559 38.7 4,884 25.0 2,450 12.5 2,628 13.4 1,125 5.8

poverty. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
100 to 199 percent of

8,609 2,040 23.7 965 11.2 859 10.0 700 8.1 228 2.6

poverty. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
200 percent and above

9,214 3,030 32.9 1,674 18.2 1,056 11.5 1,065 11.6 394 4.3

poverty. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Monthly Family Income3

20,085 9,894 49.3 5,882 29.3 4,232 21.1 3,779 18.8 1,501 7.5

Less than $1,500. . . . . . . . . 9,374 2,246 24.0 1,039 11.1 888 9.5 736 7.9 303 3.2
$1,500 to $2,999 . . . . . . . . . 9,817 3,632 37.0 2,073 21.1 1,345 13.7 1,269 12.9 500 5.1
$3,000 to $4,499 . . . . . . . . . 7,837 3,388 43.2 1,876 23.9 1,456 18.3 1,337 17.1 391 5.0
$4,500 and over. . . . . . . . . . 10,881 5,698 52.4 3,533 32.5 2,478 22.8 2,203 20.3 928 8.5

1This category consists of organized sports, lessons (such as music, art, dance, language, computer), clubs, and before- or after-school
programs located either at school or other places.

2Number of children includes those children for whom no regular arrangement was used.
3Excludes those with missing income data.

Note: Because of multiple arrangements, the total numbers and percentages may exceed the total number of children.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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families, higher proportions of chil-
dren living in nonpoor families use
nonrelative care, enrichment activi-
ties, and self care.

During the parent’s work/school
hours, grade-school-age children
were cared for by relatives and
nonrelatives similarly regardless of
the families’ poverty status; how-
ever, participation in enrichment
activities remains higher among
children living in nonpoor families
(36 percent) than in poor families
(27 percent).  A similar pattern is
seen during the parent’s nonwork/
school hours.

During the parent’s work/school
hours, grade-school-age children in
nonpoor families are more likely to
care for themselves (21 percent)
than are children in poor families
(15 percent).  This difference may
arise if a larger proportion of par-
ents of children in nonpoor families
work full-time and therefore need
child care for longer amounts of
time during the day.  However, a
slightly higher proportion of grade-
school-age children living in
nonpoor families compared with
poor families were in self care dur-
ing their parent’s nonwork/school
hours (9 percent and 8 percent, re-
spectively).

Enrichment Activities

Because there is interest in a com-
prehensive view of the regular
weekly experiences of children,
greater detail is provided on enrich-
ment activities.  For some parents,
enrichment activities may be a form
of child care.  In 1995, 15 million
children between the ages of 5 and
14 (39 percent) participated in at
least one enrichment activity during
the week (see Table 12).  The most
frequently mentioned enrichment ac-
tivity for grade-school-age children
was sports (22 percent).  Similar

proportions of grade-school-age chil- seven hours per week in sports;
dren participated in lessons and they spent fewer hours per week in
clubs (16 percent and 15 percent, lessons or clubs (four hours and
respectively).  A smaller proportion three hours per week, respectively).
of grade-school-age children partici-
pated in before- or after-school pro- Participation in sports activities is
grams (6 percent).  Overall, 24 per- almost three times as likely among
cent participated in one activity per 12- to 14-year olds (34 percent)
week while 15 percent participated than among 5- to 8-year olds
in two or more activities. (13 percent).  Table 12 also shows

that 5- to 8-year olds were less
likely to participate in lessons orHours spent in
clubs than older grade-school-ageenrichment activities
children.  However, children 5 to

On average, grade-school-age chil- 8 years old participated in before-
dren spent 8 hours per week in en- and after-school programs similarly
richment activities among those compared with children 9 to
who participated in enrichment ac- 11 years old (both 6 percent).  Chil-
tivities (see Table 9).  Although the dren 12 to 14 years old were less
lowest proportion of children par- likely to be enrolled in before- or
ticipated in before- or after-school after-school programs (4 percent).
programs, these children spent
10 hours per week doing so, the Girls and boys were about equally

likely to participate in at least onegreatest average number of hours
enrichment activity, but the type ofper week in an enrichment activity.
activity differs.  While boys wereGrade-school-age children spent
more likely than girls to participate

Figure 4.

Participation of Children 5 to 14 Years Old in 
Enrichment Activities by Family Type: Fall 1995

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.

(Percent in specified activity)

Before/
after-school
program

Clubs
Lessons
Sports

Single fatherSingle motherMarried couple

24

18
16

5

17

12
11

6

27

15

13

4



23U.S. Census Bureau

in sports, girls were more likely In addition, the number of enrich- to 48 percent among 14 year olds
than boys to participate in lessons ment activities in which a child par- (see Figure 5).  Grade-school-age
or clubs.  Similar proportions of ticipates differs by the income level children are separated into two
both girls and boys were enrolled of the family.  Half of the children groups depending on the generally
in before- or after-school programs. living in families at or above accepted age cut-offs for

200 percent of the poverty line par- elementary and middle school:

Child’s living arrangements ticipated in at least one enrichment roughly 9 percent of children 5 to
activity, while one quarter of the 11 and 41 percent of children 12 to

Participation in specific enrichment children living below the poverty 14 were in self care.
activities differs by the child’s living line did so.  In sum, children from
arrangements.  Figure 4 shows that economically advantaged families Because being in school is consid-
children living with a father in the are more likely to be exposed to ered a child care arrangement, self
household, for example a married- activities that would assist their de- care is not a prevalent primary care
couple family or a single father velopment and transition to adult- arrangement for grade-school-age
household (both approximately hood than children in families with children — 1 percent of children 5
25 percent), were more likely to fewer economic resources. to 11 and 7 percent of children 12
participate in sports than children to 14 years old (see Table 13).
living with a single mother (17 per- However, use of self care as a sec-Self Care
cent).  A higher proportion of chil- ondary or tertiary arrangement is
dren living in a married-couple fam- Self care can be an important part more prevalent, especially among
ily participated in lessons of the natural process of indepen- older children.  Among children 12
(18 percent) than children living dence, allowing children structured to 14 years old who have two or
with a single mother (12 percent). opportunities for successful transi- more arrangements, 24 percent
Similarly, participation in clubs is tions to adulthood.  While some were in self care as their secondary
higher among children living in children may encounter self care in arrangement.  Among children with
married-couple families than a safe environment, with neighbors three or more arrangements,
among children living in single- and parents checking in periodi- 23 percent were in self care as
mother families (16 percent and cally, other children may experi- their tertiary arrangement.  Self
10 percent, respectively).  Enrich- ence self care in a less structured care is a less prominent supple-
ment activities, which may involve and unsafe environment.  Parents mental arrangement for children 5
expenses to families, may be least base their decisions to allow their to 11, with 4 percent in self care as
affordable by single mothers.  Par- children to care for themselves on a secondary arrangement and
ticipation in before- or after-school a number of factors including the 6 percent as a tertiary arrange-
programs, which are more likely to age and maturity level of the child, ment.
be of low cost or free as part of the the environment in which the child

school curricula, did not differ sig- will be in self care, the financial re- On average, children 5 to 14 years
nificantly by the child’s living ar- sources and parental time available old in self care spent six hours per
rangements. to provide alternative care arrange- week doing so.  Fifty percent spent

ments, and the perceived risks as- less than five hours per week in self
Enrichment activities may be costly sociated with self care. care, while only 13 percent spent
in terms of money and time to more than 10 hours per week in self
transport children to and from the Estimates of self care care.  Children 12 to 14 years old
site.  Table 12 shows that children spent an average of 2.4 hours more

In 1995, 6.9 million (18 percent) ofliving in families with a monthly in- per week in self care than children 5
the 38.2 million children 5 to 14come of $4,500 or more were more to 11 years old and were more than
years old were reported to be inthan twice as likely to participate in twice as likely to spend more than
self care on a regular basis (seeenrichment activities than were 10 hours per week in self care than
Table 13).  The majority of thesechildren living in families with a those aged 5 to 11 (16 percent and
children were of middle-school age,monthly income of under $1,500 7 percent, respectively).
12 to 14 years old (65 percent).(52 percent and 24 percent, respec-
An upward trend exists in the usetively).  These differences by in-
of self care by the age of the child,come persist regardless of the type
from 2 percent among 5 year oldsof activity.
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19 The 1990 National Child Care Survey
(NCCS) was a national sample and the con-
struction of the questions on self care in the
1995 SIPP and the 1990 NCCS are similar and
permit useful comparison across these sur-
veys.

20 Bureau of Labor Statistics.  “Employment
Status of Women by Presence and Age of
Youngest Child, March 1975-98.”  Information
provided by the Labor Force and Women
Branch, August, 1999.

21  Virginia Cain and Sandra Hofferth. “Paren-
tal Choice of Self-care for School-age Children.”
Journal of Marriage and the Family.
51(1994):65-77; Harriet Presser. “Can We Make
Time for Children? The Economy, Work Sched-
ules, and Child Care.” Demography.
26(1989):523-543; Kristin Smith and Lynne
Casper. “Home Alone: Reasons Parents Leave
Their Children Unsupervised.” Paper presented
at the Annual Meetings of the Population Asso-
ciation of America. New York, NY, March 1999.

Historical trends in self care:
1990 to 1995

According to the 1990 National
Child Care Survey, 12 percent (3.4
million) of children 5 to 12 years
old were in self care.  SIPP data for
1995 also indicate that 12 percent
(3.7 million) of children 5 to
12 years old were in self care.19

Similar percentages of self care in
1990 and 1995 likely reflect stable
labor force participation rates of
mothers during this time.  For ex-
ample, 76 percent of mothers with
their youngest child between 6 and
17 years old were in the labor force
in 1995, up only one percentage
point from 1990.20

Parental time

Research indicates that the amount
of time a child will be in self care is
associated with the amount of pa-
rental time available to care for
children, which in turn, depends on
family structure and labor force
participation.21  In 1995, grade-
school-age children living in a
single-parent household were not
significantly more likely to be in
self care than children living in a
two-parent family (18 percent
each).  However, when the sex of
the single parent is considered,
large differences emerge.  Figure 6
shows that grade-school-age

children living with a single father the parent. Grade-school-age chil-
were more likely to be in self care dren of parents who were em-
than children living with a single ployed were more than twice as
mother (31 percent and 17 percent, likely to be in self care than those
respectively).  This relationship per- whose parent was not employed:
sists for 12- to 14-year olds. 25 percent of children ages 5 to 14

whose parent worked full-time and
Patterns of self care use also vary 21 percent of children whose par-
by the labor force participation of ent worked part-time were in self

Table 13.
Prevalence of Self Care Among Grade-School-Age Children:
Fall 1995

Characteristic
Child’s age in years

5 to 14 5 to 11 12 to 14

Total number of children (in
thousands) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38,228 27,321 10,907

Number in self care (in thousands) . . . . . . . . 6,880 2,433 4,446
Percent in self care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

PERCENT IN SELF CARE:1

Type of Arrangement2

Percent using self care as:

18.0 8.9 40.8

Primary arrangement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.6 0.8 6.9
Secondary arrangement. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9.8 4.0 24.0
Tertiary arrangement. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Employment Schedule and Marital Status

11.0 6.0 22.6

Married couple . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17.9 8.6 41.0
Both employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24.2 12.1 50.8
One employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9.6 4.1 26.3
Neither employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.9 3.0 8.9

Single parent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18.1 9.7 40.2
Employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25.1 13.0 52.8
Not employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Poverty Status

8.0 5.0 17.7

Less than 100 percent of poverty. . . . . . . . . . 11.1 6.4 24.5
100 to 199 percent of poverty. . . . . . . . . . . . . 15.8 7.8 38.3
200 percent and above poverty . . . . . . . . . . .

Enrichment Activities

22.2 10.7 48.1

Participated in any activity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26.1 13.8 49.0
Did not participate in an activity . . . . . . . . . . .

Child Care Arrangements

12.7 6.2 33.1

Received care by relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17.7 10.4 41.4
Did not receive care by relatives . . . . . . . . . . 18.2 7.7 40.4
Received care by nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . 17.6 9.0 40.8
Did not receive care by nonrelatives . . . . . . .

HOURS PER WEEK:3

25.2 6.4 40.8

Average hours per week . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Number of Hours per Week (percent
distribution)

6.1 4.5 6.9

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0
Less than 2 hours . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24.1 36.1 17.5
2 to 4.9 hours. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26.1 25.3 26.5
5 to 10 hours . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36.8 31.5 39.7
More than 10 hours per week. . . . . . . . . . . . . 13.1 7.2 16.4

1Percent of children with specified characteristic in self-care arrangements.
2Primary includes children with one or more arrangements; secondary includes children

with two or more arrangements; tertiary includes children with three or more arrangements.
3Average hours and distribution based only on those children in self care arrangements.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993
Panel Wave 9.
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care compared with only 8 percent
of children of nonemployed parents
(see Figure 6).  This pattern holds
true for children ages 12 to 14
years old.

It is important to simultaneously
consider the marital and employ-
ment statuses of the parents when
examining the prevalence of self
care. Table 13 shows that the
prevalence of self care was compa-
rable among children of dual earner
married-couple families and single
working parents (24 percent and
25 percent, respectively).  Use of
self care was greatly reduced
among children living in a married-
couple family where one or neither
of the parents worked, and in
single-parent families where the
parent did not work.  This suggests
that families with less time (mar-
ried couples who are both em-
ployed or single parents who work)
are more likely to have children
who are in self care.

Due to the strong and significant
correlation between parent’s em-
ployment status and self care,
changes in mothers’ labor force
participation (due to welfare reform
for example) may be associated
with changes in the proportion of
children in self care, especially if af-
fordable child care is not concur-
rently available.

Family income

Children in self care were more
likely to live in families with higher
average monthly family incomes
than the overall population of
children.  For example, the average
monthly income of families with
children 5 to 11 years old in self
care was $4,512, whereas the aver-
age monthly family income of chil-
dren not in self care was $3,664.
The same pattern exists for chil-
dren 12 to 14 years old.  Table 13
shows that self care is more

Figure 5.

Grade-School-Age Children in Self Care: Fall 1995

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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Grade-School-Age Children in Self Care by 
Selected Family Characteristics: Fall 1995

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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22 In recent research by Smith and Casper,
“Home Alone: Reasons Parents Leave Their
Children Unsupervised”  (1999) where socio-
economic, demographic, and neighborhood
variables were considered simultaneously in a
multi-variate logistic regression model, the in-
come level of the family was not a statistically
significant predictor variable of self care.

prevalent among more economi-
cally advantaged families.  In 1995,
11 percent of children living in pov-
erty, 16 percent of children living
just above the poverty line
(between 100 and 199 percent of
poverty), and 22 percent of chil-
dren living at or above 200 percent
of the poverty line were in self
care.  Since families with higher in-
comes are likely to have both par-
ents working, some of the income
correlation with self care is likely to
be related to employment rather
than the income.22  In addition,
families with higher incomes tend

to live in safer neighborhoods and because the time that would be
parents may be more comfortable spent in self care is significantly
with self care. shorter.

Enrichment activities FAMILY EXPENDITURES
ON CHILD CARE FOR

Children who participated in en-
ALL CHILDREN UNDER

richment activities were more likely 15 YEARS OLD
to be in self care than those who
did not.  While 49 percent of chil- Family Payments
dren 12 to 14 years old who par- for Child Care
ticipated in enrichment activities Of the 19.9 million employed
spent some part of their day in self women with children under 15
care, a much smaller proportion years of age in the fall of 1995,
(33 percent) of children 12 to 14 41 percent (8.1 million) reported
years old who did not participate in they made a cash payment for
enrichment activities were in self child care for at least one of their
care.  A similar relationship also ex- children, the highest percentage re-
ists for children 5 to 11 years old. corded since 1985, with the pos-
This pattern may occur because sible exception of 1988 (see Table
parents see these activities as 14).  In 1995, a family paid an aver-
building more confidence and re- age of $85 per week for child care.
sponsibility in their children or

Table 14.
Weekly Child Care Payments by Families With Employed Mothers for Selected
Periods: 1984 to 1995
(Numbers in thousands. Excludes people with no report of family income in the last 4 months)

Period Number
of

mothers

Making payments
Weekly child care payments Income spent on

child care per monthActual dollars 1995 dollars

Number Percent 1Average
Standard

error 1Average
Standard

error Percent2
Standard

error

Sept. to Dec. 1995 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19,907 8,065 40.5 85.0 3.3 85.0 3.3 7.4 0.2

Monthly family income
Less than $1,500 . . . . . . . . . . . 2,657 990 37.2 71.1 10.6 71.1 10.6 30.6 22.7
$1,500 to $2,999 . . . . . . . . . . . 5,181 1,866 36.0 69.5 5.7 69.5 5.7 12.8 6.9
$3,000 to $4,499 . . . . . . . . . . . 4,787 1,885 39.4 79.8 5.4 79.8 5.4 9.4 5.0
$4,500 and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,282 3,225 45.7 100.7 5.8 100.7 5.8 5.2 0.1

Below poverty level . . . . . . . . . 1,734 570 32.9 75.3 15.6 75.3 15.6 34.8 8.7
Above poverty level . . . . . . . . . 18,173 7,496 41.2 85.7 3.4 85.7 3.4 7.0 0.2

100 to 199 percent of
poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,278 1,459 34.1 75.0 7.8 75.0 7.8 16.9 7.4
200 percent and above
poverty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,894 6,037 43.4 88.3 3.7 88.3 3.7 6.2 0.1

Sept. to Dec. 1993 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19,798 6,987 35.3 70.0 1.1 73.8 1.2 7.3 0.3
Sept. to Dec. 1991 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19,180 6,616 34.5 63.3 2.4 70.6 2.7 7.1 0.3
Sept. to Dec. 1990 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,938 7,202 38.0 59.7 1.3 68.7 1.5 6.9 0.2
Sept. to Dec. 1988 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,843 7,520 39.9 54.0 1.2 69.0 1.5 6.8 0.2
Sept. to Dec. 1987 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,501 6,168 33.3 48.5 1.8 64.6 2.4 6.6 0.3
Sept. to Dec. 1986 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,305 5,742 31.4 44.3 1.4 61.6 1.9 6.3 0.3
Dec. 1984 to March 1985 . . . . . . . . 15,706 5,299 33.7 40.3 1.1 58.5 1.3 (NA) (NA)

NA Not available (not tablulated for this survey).
1Average expenditures per week among people making child care payments.
2Percent is a ratio of average monthly child care payments (prorated from week

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIP

ly averages) to average monthly income.

P), 1993 Panel Wave 9.
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In constant 1995 dollars, child care
costs increased from $59 in the
winter of 1985 to $85 in the fall of
1995, an increase of 44 percent.  In
addition, families are spending a
greater portion of their family in-
come on child care per month. The
proportion of family income spent
on child care increased from 6 per-
cent in 1986 to 7 percent in
1995.23

In 1995, relatively fewer poor than
nonpoor families paid for child care
(33 percent compared with 41 per-
cent).  Poor families paid about the
same amount per week for child
care as nonpoor families ($75 com-
pared with $86).  However, larger
variations in the cost of child care
exist when one considers the
broader income distribution.  For
example, those with monthly fam-
ily incomes under $1,500 (approxi-
mately $18,000 annually) paid an
average of $71 per week, while
those with monthly family incomes
of $4,500 or more (approximately
$54,000 or more annually) paid
$101 per week.

Income Spent on
Child Care

In 1995, poor families who paid for
care spent five times more of their
budget than nonpoor families on
child care (35 percent compared
with 7 percent).  This large gap in
the proportion of income paid for
child care by poverty status has
persisted over the period 1987 to
1995.

SOURCE OF THE DATA

The estimates in this report come
from the Survey of Income and Pro-
gram Participation (SIPP), collected in
the fall of 1995 by the U.S. Census
Bureau.  The data highlighted in this

23 Family income data are not tabulated for
1985 from the SIPP.

report come primarily from the child For further information on statistical
care topical module of the 1993, standards and the computation and
Wave 9 SIPP panel.  The SIPP is a use of standard errors, contact Reid
nationally representative longitudinal Rottach, Demographic Statistical Meth-
survey conducted at 4-month inter- ods Division, at 301-457-4228 or on
vals by the Census Bureau.  Although the Internet at
the main focus of the SIPP is informa- reid.a.rottach@census.gov.
tion on labor force participation,
jobs, income, and participation in MORE INFORMATION
federal assistance programs, infor-

The report is available on the
mation on other topics, such as child

Internet (www.census.gov); search
care, is also collected in topical mod-

for children’s data by clicking on the
ules on a rotating basis.

“Subjects A-Z” button and selecting
“child care” under “C.”  A detailed

ACCURACY OF table package presenting more in-
THE ESTIMATES

depth child care information for both
Statistics from sample surveys are sub- preschool- and grade-school-age chil-
ject to sampling and nonsampling er- dren is also on the Internet, as well
ror.  All comparisons presented in this as more information on child care.
report have taken sampling error into Future child care reports will focus
account and meet the Census Bureau’s on the costs of child care.
standards for statistical significance.
Nonsampling errors in surveys may be CONTACTS
attributed to a variety of sources, such

Child care issues—as how the survey was designed, how
Kristin Smithrespondents interpret questions, how
301-457-2416able and willing respondents are to
ksmith@census.govprovide correct answers, and how ac-

curately answers are coded and classi-
Statistical Information Staff

fied.  The Census Bureau employs
301-457-2422

quality control procedures throughout
pop@census.gov

the production process — including
the overall design of surveys, testing

USER COMMENTSthe wording of questions, review of
the work of interviewers and coders, The Census Bureau welcomes the
and statistical review of reports. comments and advice of users of its

data and reports.  If you have any
The SIPP employs ratio estimation, suggestions or comments, please
whereby sample estimates are ad- write to:
justed to independent estimates of the

Chief, Population Divisionnational population by age, race, sex,
U.S. Census Bureauand Hispanic origin.  This weighting
Washington, DC 20233partially corrects for bias due to under

coverage, but how it affects different or send an e-mail inquiry to:
variables in the survey is not precisely pop@census.gov
known.  Moreover, biases may also be
present when people who are missed SUGGESTED CITATION
in the survey differ from those inter-

Smith, Kristin.  2000.  Who’s Mindingviewed in ways other than the catego-
the Kids? Child Care Arrangements:ries used in weighting (age, race, sex,
Fall 1995. Current Population Reports,and Hispanic origin).  All of these con-
P70-70.  U.S. Census Bureau, Washing-siderations affect comparisons across
ton, DC.different surveys or data sources.


