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Executive Summary 
 
 The Child Care Resource Center (CCRC) designed a quasi-experimental study to evaluate 
the economic, social, and child development outcomes linked to subsidized child care. Parents in the 
Alternative Payment (AP) program and parents waiting to be selected for this program on the 
Centralized Eligibility List (CEL) were asked about their family’s current economic, social, and child 
development status. By comparing those waiting for service and those receiving service, this allows 
conclusions to be drawn about the impact of subsidized child care services. Of the 5,996 families 
from the CEL group, we received 1,234 surveys (20.6%) and of the 653 AP families, we received 
169 surveys (25.9%). These numbers are statistically representative of their respective groups. 
 The two sets of families are comparable in terms of ethnicity, service area within the broader 
CCRC service area, preferred language, and highest educational level attained. For each group, the 
predominant ethnicity is Latino (greater than 65% in each group), followed by Caucasian at greater 
than 13% in each group. Approximately 80% of each group lives in the San Fernando Valley while 
20% lives in the Antelope Valley. Approximately 2/3 of each group prefers English to Spanish. For 
each group, approximately ¼ have no high school diploma and approximately ¼ have a high school 
diploma or equivalent as their highest level of education.  

There were statistical differences between the groups on marital status, family income, and 
number of children age 0-5 years. A greater percentage of parents on the CEL are married (32.0%) 
as compared with parents in the AP program (10.1%), while a greater percentage of parents in the 
AP program are single, separated, or divorced (86.4%) compared to parents on the CEL (65.5%). 
More families in the AP program have family incomes less than $12,000/year (47.3%) as compared 
with families on the CEL (29.6%). However, given that 96.5% of the AP families and 88.1% of the 
CEL families make less than $35,000/year, none of these families can be described as affluent. 
Finally, the parents on the CEL are more likely to have 1 or 2 children age 0-5 years (88.3%) 
compared with the AP parents (66.3%). Parents report having a child with special needs in both the 
AP (13.6%) and in the CEL group (9.0%). A greater percentage of AP families report using only 
licensed care (78.2%) compared with 48.0% of CEL families. Despite the statistical differences, both 
groups can generally be described as Latino, living in the San Fernando Valley, with a high school 
diploma or lower, not married, making less than $20,000/year, and with at least one child age 0-5 
years. 

Compared with Los Angeles County as a whole, CCRC’s CEL families were less likely to 
turn down a job due to a lack of child care. However, the incidence was fairly high in each group 
(43.9% for CCRC and 58.0% in LA County).  

Statistical tests were conducted to evaluate the impact of receiving subsidized child care in 
the economic, social, and child development domains of the lives of these families. Parents in the 
AP program report statistically greater results in each of the following areas: 

• Economic Outcomes: Ability to get a job, keep a job, get a better job, attend 
education/training, “Make ends meet,” afford to move to a better place, work 
overtime. 

• Social Outcomes: Spend more time with children/family, pay for special 
treats/outings, be the kind of parent you want to be, get connected with other 
needed services. 

• Child Development Outcomes: children are able to grow and develop physically, 
learn what they should know and do at their age, get along better with parent(s), get 
along better with other children, express their special talents and abilities, get ready 
for attending school, do better in school. 
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Subsidized Child Care 
 
Goals of Subsidized Child Care 
The main goal of subsidized child care programs for policy-makers, is to support parental 
employment, with a clearly stated secondary goal of increasing parental choice in child care options.i 
By increasing parental choice, it was hoped that higher quality, more expensive care would be 
selected and parent satisfaction with child care would increase.ii Higher quality care is linked to 
enhanced cognitive and language development, pro-social behavior, academic achievement, and 
socio-emotional development.iii, iv, v, vi, vii, viii It is assumed then that child care subsidies would provide 
low-income children with the opportunities to attend higher quality child care that would normally 
be inaccessible due to cost, and that they would thrive developmentally due to their participation in 
high quality child care. 
 
Employment and Economic Stability 
The ability to find and retain gainful employment for low-income and/or welfare-dependent parents 
is crucial in order to alleviate the negative consequences of poverty. A recent study that considered 
10 experimental welfare-to-work programs found that subsidized child care increased employment 
and reduced welfare receipt.ix These programs provide opportunities for parents to utilize the 
needed child care in order to go to work and to become less dependent upon welfare. However, 
research also shows that it is not merely employment that is important in the lives of families, but 
that the family’s broader economic security over time is crucial in making a positive impact.x It is not 
the single, moment-in-time of unemployment that has a negative impact on children, rather it is 
chronic poverty, which defines the child’s environment.xi Although the passage of the 1996 Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) successfully moved people 
from welfare to work, it failed to lift people out of poverty.xii Therefore, the broader context of 
economic stability should be considered when measuring outcomes for a family and not just parental 
employment. 
 
Beyond mere participation in employment, parents who receive child care subsidies remain 
employed for longer periods of time,xiii, xiv are more likely to work standard (daytime, weekday) 
hours,xv and to increase their earnings.xvi These results differed for various sub-populations. For 
example, reducing child care expenses resulted in the largest gains in employment for mothers with 
the least education (less than a high school diploma).xvii In addition, subsidized care increases 
employment in unmarried women to a greater degree than married women.xviii, xix Some studies have 
found that subsidies increase employment of TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families or 
“welfare”) recipients but not low-income non-welfare recipients.xx, xxi However, other studies have 
found that subsidies increase employment for low-income, non-welfare recipients, but not for 
welfare recipients.xxii 
 
There has been a great deal of research on welfare-to-work programs, but less on programs for the 
“working poor” – parents who are not on welfare, but whose earned income is too low to afford 
safe housing, quality child care, nutritious food, etc. This study aims to assess how subsidized child 
care impacts the economic stability of these “working poor” families. 
 
Child Outcomes 
Several risk factors have repeatedly been found to be associated with poor educational outcomes 
among school-aged children, such as low achievement test scores, grade repetition, suspension or 
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expulsion, and dropping out of high school. These risk factors include having parents who have not 
completed high school,xxiii coming from a low-income or welfare-dependent family,xxiv living in a 
single-parent family, xxv, xxvi, xxvii, xxviii and having parents who speak a language other than English in 
the home.xxix, xxx Unfortunately, risk factors are associated with poor child outcomes well before 
school starts—low-income children are found disproportionately in less formal, less enriched 
settings, which have been found to yield lower school readiness and lower achievement throughout 
the school years.xxxi Even within center-based ECE, low-income children are twice as likely as others 
to be in low-quality settings.xxxii 
 
Children from families who have multiple risks seem to be most in danger of achievement 
difficulties. The greater the number of risk factors, the lower the vocabulary and mathematics test 
scores xxxiii and the lower the verbal IQ and social adjustment.xxxiv Additionally, direct relationships 
exist between cumulative risk and the chances of grade repetition or school suspension xxxv and lower 
readiness skills upon kindergarten entry.xxxvi 
 
High quality early educational experiences have enduring effects on educational attainment in 
English, mathematics and social/behavioral outcomes in elementary school, particularly for boys, 
children with special educational needs, and disadvantaged children.xxxvii Additionally, Cannon and 
Karoly’s xxxviii review of the rigorous evaluations of high-quality preschool programs demonstrates 
that one or two years of pre-k experience before kindergarten entry improves school readiness, 
raises performance on academic achievement tests in the early elementary grades, generates 
sustained effects on academic achievement into the middle-school years, and produces other 
education gains, such as reduced special-education use. These effects have been demonstrated for 
smaller-scale model programs, as well as for larger-scale, publicly funded programs currently 
operating in a number of states. Subsidized child care offers low-income parents the opportunity to 
place their children in a higher quality, more costly setting that could potentially compensate for the 
multiple risk factors that they may face throughout their childhood. 
 
The literature is mixed in terms of the reported impact of welfare-to-work and subsidized child care 
programs. Alternative Payment (AP) programs offer parents a greater range of possibilities in where 
they can place their children. They would have a greater opportunity to place their children in 
higher-cost, higher-quality environments that would normally be inaccessible due to cost. Past 
research has shown that low-income families with subsidized child care are more likely to access 
more formal/regulated care. xxxix , xl, xli, xlii  Furthermore, providers who care for subsidized children are 
more likely to have planned activities.xliii In addition, children receiving subsidies have more stable 
care and have mothers who are more satisfied with their child care arrangements.xliv The Growing 
Up in Poverty project tracked children of parents in welfare-to-work programs. It was found that 
the lower-performing children had steeper inclines in learning trajectories if they attended center-
based programs.xlv This remained significant after taking into account the family’s home language, 
ethnicity, mother’s school attainment and cognitive proficiency, and parenting practices in the home. 
Literacy development was also the greatest for children who attended the highest quality centers.  
 
Some research has shown no links between participation in welfare-to-work programs and/or 
utilization of subsidized child care and the quality of care in which these children are found. For 
example, the previously cited study where children receiving subsides had more stable care and had 
mothers who were more satisfied with their child care arrangements, did not find a link between use 
of subsidized child care and child outcomes in the areas of school readiness, socioemotional 
development or physical health.xlvi As suggested by Fuller et al. (2002), there may be mediating 
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factors that are important (i.e., child care options for licensed care, long-term employment, etc. may 
impact areas such as parenting and maternal depression, which in turn impact child outcomes).xlvii 
Additionally, the connection between status of “licensed” and observed quality is tenuous. One 
study compared a combined group of subsidized parents (Head Start, state subsidized care, and 
federal TANF subsidies) with waitlist parents. Although there was an increase in the use of licensed 
care, observational assessments did not show a difference in quality of child care in the subsidized 
and the waitlist groups.xlviii It was suggested that this may be due to the design of the child care 
subsidized system which allows for only 4% of child care funds to be dedicated to increasing quality 
and that the quality of care in low-income neighborhoods may in general be somewhat low. 
Additionally, the authors of this research suggested the use of a more comparable comparison 
group. The current study will compare two very similar groups – the Alternative Payment group and 
the waitlist group from which these parents are pulled. 
 
Based on this literature, participation in some programs and the use of subsidized care is related to 
an increased use of formal child care, planned activities developed by the provider and increased 
satisfaction in child care. However, there are mixed results in terms of child outcomes and whether 
or not use of subsidized child care or participation in welfare-to-work programs is linked to 
observed quality in child care settings. This study will utilize comparison groups in a quasi-
experimental study and will examine the impacts of the use of subsidized child care in working poor 
families rather than the welfare-to-work families.  
 

Current Study 
Subsidized child care offers low-income families partial or full assistance in paying for child care for 
their children ages 0-12 years old and can come from public or private sources. The Child Care 
Resource Center (CCRC) provides many subsidized child care options through federal, state, county, 
and foundation-based grants. The Alternative Payment (AP) program is federally based and the 
funding is provided through the California Department of Education. Parents who wish to utilize 
this funding source are called the “working poor” because they qualify based on income eligibility 
and work/educational needs. They do not qualify as the welfare-to-work population who are 
categorically eligible for subsidized child care due to their status as a welfare recipient. The parents 
who wish to utilize the Alternative Payment program must be screened for income eligibility and be 
placed on the waiting list called the Centralized Eligibility List (CEL) that is coordinated through 
Los Angeles County Office of Child Care. When funding is available, either from a contract increase 
or due to program attrition, parents are contacted from the CEL, which ranks families based on the 
lowest income-to-family ratio. Those parents screened with the lowest income and an approvable 
work or education activity, are enrolled into the AP program until enrollment or funding targets are 
met. Currently in the CCRC service area, there are 6,733 families on the CEL while only 689 families 
are served in our AP program. 
 
It is hoped that subsidized child care affords low-income parents the opportunities to 1) more easily 
accept and retain employment, 2) begin to experience greater economic and social stability for their 
families, and 3) place their children in a higher quality early care and education setting. This study set 
out to measure how well one subsidized child care program in the North Los Angeles County 
helped low-income families attain these goals. CCRC surveyed families on the CEL who are within 
the CCRC service area as well as families in our AP program to better understand the impact of 
subsidized child care on the lives of these families and get a picture of life without subsidized child 
care. By comparing those receiving services to those on the waitlist, this provides a comparison 
group analysis. For a full description of the methodology, please refer to Appendix A. 
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Demographics 
 
Surveys were distributed to all 6,733 families on the CEL in CCRC’s service area and all 689 families 
served through our AP program. Of the CEL families, there were 737 whose addresses were no 
longer valid, leaving 5,996 families who received a survey. Of the AP families, 36 had an invalid 
address, leaving 653 families who received a survey. Of the 5,996 families from the CEL group, we 
received 1,234 surveys (20.6%) and of the 653 AP families, we received 169 surveys (25.9%). These 
sample sizes are statistically representative of their particular group (i.e., the CEL sample size is 
statistically representative of the full CEL group to whom we sent surveys).  
 
Ethnicity 
The CEL and AP families did not differ statistically in their ethnic background. For each group, 
most parents described themselves as Latino.  

AP Families

16.0%
1.2%

71.6%

7.1% 1.2%

African-American American Indian

Caucasian Latino

Multi-Racial

CEL Families

13.0%
2.1%

65.7%

9.1% 0.5%

African-American American Indian

Caucasian Latino

Multi-Racial
 

 
 
Education 
There were no statistical differences in highest level of education attained for the AP and CEL 
families. Approximately ¼ have no High School Diploma and approximately ¼ have a High School 
Diploma as their highest level of education.  

AP Families

8.4%

6.0%

3.6%
2.4%

28.9%

23.5%

27.1%
No HSD HSD
Vocational Some College
AA BA
Graduate School

CEL Families

8.7%

6.3%

8.7%
2.0%

23.6%

22.5%

28.3%
No HSD HSD
Vocational Some College
AA BA
Graduate School
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Marital Status 
There were statistically significant differences in marital status between the AP and CEL families,  
χ2 (4) = 40.78, p < .001. A greater percentage of parents on the CEL are married (32.0%) as 
compared with parents in the AP program (10.1%), while a greater percentage of parents in the AP 
program are single, separated, or divorced (86.4%) compared to parents on the CEL (65.5%). This 
difference in marital status may help explain the differences found in income (reported next). 
 

AP Families

21.3%

3.0%14.2%
10.1%

50.9%

Married Single Separated

Divorced Widowed

CEL Families

14.1%
0.9%9.6% 32.0%

41.8%

Married Single Separated

Divorced Widowed

 
 
 
Family Income 
Families in the AP program have statistically lower incomes than families on the CEL,  
χ2 (6) = 30.65, p < .001. More families in the AP program have family incomes less than 
$12,000/year (47.3%) as compared with families on the CEL (29.6%). However, given that 96.5% of 
the AP families and 88.1% of the CEL families make less than $35,000/year, none of these families 
can be described as affluent. 
 

AP Families

17.2%
1.2%

1.8% 47.3%

32.0%

< $12,000 $12-$19,999

$20-$34,999 $35-$49,999

$50,000 +

CEL Families

28.4%

2.4%
6.7%

29.6%

30.1%
< $12,000 $12-$19,999

$20-$34,999 $35-$49,999

$50,000 +
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Location 
The response rate by location was similar for AP and CEL families with most of the respondents 
from the San Fernando Valley (HQ) and fewer from Santa Clarita and Antelope Valleys (AV). These 
percentages are fairly representative of what we have in our databases of these families. In our 
databases, 74% of the AP families are from the San Fernando Valley (HQ) and 26% are from AV. 
Additionally, 82% of the CEL families are from HQ and 18% are from AV. 
 

AP Families

18.9%

81.1%

AV
HQ

CEL Families

20.0%

80.0%
AV
HQ

 
 
 
Language 
Surveys were mailed in both English and Spanish. Approximately 2/3 of parents returned the 
English survey in each of the groups. This group breakdown by language is very close to what we 
have in our database for our AP families, where 67% prefer English and 27% prefer Spanish. The 
language data we have in our database for our CEL families is not always reliable and therefore we 
do not have a comparison. 
 

AP Families

62.1%37.9%

English
Spanish

CEL Families

69.6%30.4%

English
Spanish
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Number of Children in Household 
The CEL group has a larger percentage of children age 0-5 years compared with the AP families, 
whereas the AP group has a larger percentage of children age 6-12 years. This shows that the 
families waiting for services have a larger number of younger children than those families 
who are receiving services. The average number of children under age 12 for both groups is less 
than 2 (1.67 for AP and 1.78 for CEL).  
 

 AP CEL 
1 or 2 Children 0-5 Years 66.3% 88.3% 
1 or 2 Children 6-12 Years 48.5% 36.7% 

 
The Urban Research Unit of the Los Angeles County Office of Child Care conducted a survey of 
CEL parents throughout Los Angeles County in October 2006. Compared with the County, families 
on the CEL within the CCRC service area appear to be slightly more likely to have 3 or more 
children than families on the CEL Countywide and families being served by CCRC’s AP program. 
 

 CCRC Los Angeles County 
 AP CEL CEL 

1 Child 41.1% 36.7% 40.0% 
2 Children 38.1% 37.6% 41.0% 
3+ children 20.8% 25.7% 19.0% 

 
 
 
Children with Special Needs 
Although a larger percentage of the responding AP group reported having a child with special needs, 
the raw number of surveyed CEL parents reporting this is much greater. The data received via the 
survey is similar to what exists in our databases with 167 children from the CEL specified as having 
special needs and 29 children from our AP program (per our databases). The database and survey 
data show that there is a significant need for services for both groups. Furthermore, the need may be 
higher given the incidence of underreporting of special needs prior to reaching elementary school. 
When we examine those families who only have children age 0-5 years, 6.6% report having a child 
with special needs. In contrast, of those who only have children age 6-12 years, 15.4% report having 
a child with special needs. This result provides further evidence that special needs may not be 
identified until elementary school. 
 
Compared with the Los Angeles County CEL, there is a greater percentage of families on CCRC’s 
CEL and in our AP program reporting that they have a child with special needs. Given that the 
county data is from 2006 and CCRC’s data is from 2009 it is possible that over 3 years, the increased 
attention of identification of children with special needs has led to this difference and that if parent 
data from the County was pulled in 2009, the numbers might be similar to CCRC’s. 
 

CCRC Los Angeles County 
AP CEL CEL 

13.6% (23) 9% (111) 5% 
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Length of Time Waiting For/Receiving Services 
Most of the CEL families (83.5%) who returned a survey have been waiting for 2 years or less for 
subsidized child care. Approximately 2/3 of families on the AP program have been receiving care 
for 2 years or less. 
 

 AP – 
Receiving 

Care 

CEL – 
Waiting 
for Care 

0-2 years 60.9% 83.5% 
3+ years 39.2% 16.5% 

 
 
Child Care Type 
Data received via the survey is similar to what exists in our database for AP families with 29% using 
exempt and 71% using licensed care according to the database. We do not have this information in a 
database for the CEL parents. Parents in the AP program are more likely to have their children in a 
licensed setting than parents on the CEL (CCRC CEL or LA County CEL) and are less likely to 
have their children in license-exempt care. When we compared CEL and AP families, 48.0% of CEL 
families used only licensed care or a combination of licensed and exempt, whereas 78.2% of AP 
families did so, χ2 (1) = 51.88, p < .001. 
 

 CCRC Los Angeles County 
 AP CEL CEL 

Center 44.4% 28.1% 17.9% 
FCCH 34.9% 13.9% 17.8% 
Exempt 21.3% 42.5% 43.2% 
Older Siblings -- -- 7.4% 
No Care 0 19.2% 13.7% 

 
NOTE: for CCRC’s data, the percentage for Center and FCCH overlaps with other categories (a child can be in a center 
and an FCCH or in a center and in exempt care). However, the percentage for “Exempt” are those children who are 
only in exempt care and not in any licensed setting. Additionally, there are a large percentage in no care because one 
child might be in care while an older child was not. This lead the calculation of the CEL group to sum to greater than 
100% (parents reporting on more than one child in the family). 
 
 
Economic and Social Outcomes 
 
Parents on the CEL were asked if they had ever turned down a job opportunity in the last year 
because they were waiting for child care. Although less than reported at the county level, there was 
still a significant percentage of parents who were unable to get a job or get a better job and increase 
the economic stability of their family due to the lack of child care. 
 

Turned Down a Job Because of a 
Lack of Child Care 

CCRC CEL Los Angeles 
County CEL 

43.9% 58.0% 
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“I was able to go back to school and finish, and find a job and be able to keep it.  
My family benefits because it helps in extending their education, prepare for school,  

and prevents financial hardship on us.” 
 
To explore the economic and social impact of receiving/not receiving subsidized child care, we 
asked the CEL and AP families to rate their ability to do the activities listed in the table below. Each 
item was rated as: “Definitely Not,” “Somewhat No,” “Somewhat Yes,” and “Definitely Yes.” For 
the purpose of analyses, these were coded as: “Definitely Not” = 1, “Somewhat No” = 2, 
“Somewhat Yes” = 3, and “Definitely Yes” = 4. Please see Appendix B for a discussion on the 
appropriate statistic used to correct for unequal sample sizes and unequal variances. The AP families 
reported significantly better progress on each of these activities over the last year, as compared with 
the CEL families.  
 
To ensure that these outcomes were not due to other group differences such as income and marital 
status, an Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted to control for these possible effects. 
For each area impacted as seen in the table below, program (whether or not a family is on the CEL 
or in the AP program) had a statistically significant effect even after income and marital status was 
controlled. This shows that the families enrolled in the AP program experience better outcomes 
than families on the CEL and this occurs regardless of income or marital status. 
 

Utilization of subsidized child care has a significant impact  
on a family’s economic and social stability. 

 
Average out of 4.0  

Area Impacted  CEL AP 
Accept a job 2.66 3.72 
Keep a job  3.11 3.89 
Accept a better job 1.99 3.25 
Attend education/training 2.02 3.19 
“Make ends meet” on your current income 2.26 3.11 
Afford to move to a better place 1.56 2.30 
Work overtime 1.85 2.59 
Spend more time with your children and family 2.70 3.30 
Pay for special treats and family outings 1.75 2.65 
Be the kind of parent you want to be 2.87 3.50 
Get connected with other services your children 
and family need 

2.25 3.32 

 
                                                                                    
“I have been able to be stable with my employment. With my stable employment I have been able to 
support my daughter and myself. I have been able to work an eight hour shift and not worry about 

how I am going to afford to pay for before and after care.” 
 
Prior research found that subsidized child care increased employment, reduced welfare receipt,xlix 
lead to stable employment,l, li increased the ability to work standard (daytime, weekday) hours,lii and 
increased earnings.liii The current findings are similar to prior research that illustrates the links 
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between subsidized child care and employment, stability in employment, and increase in wages. This 
data further demonstrates that social outcomes are impacted as well.  
 
 
Child Development Outcomes 
 
To explore the impact of receiving/not receiving subsidized child care on children, we asked the 
CEL and AP families to rate the extent to which their children in child care experience the activities 
in the table below. Each item was rated as: “Definitely Not,” “Somewhat No,” “Somewhat Yes,” 
and “Definitely Yes.” For the purpose of analyses, these were coded as: “Definitely Not” = 1, 
“Somewhat No” = 2, “Somewhat Yes” = 3, and “Definitely Yes” = 4. Please see Appendix B for a 
presentation of the appropriate statistic used to correct for unequal sample sizes and unequal 
variances. Both the AP and the CEL families report a fairly high level of developmental progress of 
their children who are in child care. However, the AP families reported significantly better 
developmental progress on each of these dimensions for their children, as compared with the CEL 
families.  
 
To ensure that these outcomes were not due to other group differences such as income and marital 
status, an Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted to control for these possible effects. 
For each area of child development impacted in the table below, program (whether or not a family is 
on the CEL or in the AP program) had a statistically significant effect even after controlling for 
effects of income and marital status. This shows that the children enrolled in the AP program 
experience better outcomes as reported by their parents than children waiting for subsidized child 
care and this occurs regardless of income or marital status. 
 

Utilization of subsidized child care has a significant impact  
on parent’s report of their child’s development and school readiness. 

 
Average out of 4.0  

Area Impacted  CEL AP 
Grow and develop physically 3.37 3.83 
Learn what they should know and do at their age 3.30 3.76 
Get along better with you 3.39 3.82 
Get along better with other children 3.35 3.80 
Express their special talents and abilities 3.24 3.68 
Get ready for attending school 3.17 3.75 
Do better in school 3.17 3.78 

 
 

“Thanks to CCRC we have been able to provide our kids a better education 
and they have been able to do their homework while we are both working. 

Without the help of CCRC we would not be able to raise better kids for our society. 
Thank you so much.” 
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In the previously cited study of 10 experimental welfare-to-work programs, a 7.3 percentage point 
increase was found in the number of families stating that their child feels safe with their child care 
provider when comparing those participating and those not participating in programs.liv In addition, 
a statistically significant 5 percentage point increase was found in the number of families reporting 
that their child care provider plans activities. It is possible that by receiving subsidized child care that 
parents had a greater likelihood of affording and choosing providers who plan more stimulating 
activities, which in turn led to greater child development outcomes as seen by the parents. 
 
 
Qualitative Data: How Participating in Subsidized Child Care Has or Would Change 
Families’ Lives 

 
We asked both groups of families, those on the CEL and families served through our AP program 
an open-ended question about how participating in the subsidized child care program would affect 
their family or how participating in a subsidized child care program has affected their family, 
respectively.  Responses to the open-ended questions were coded and analyzed. The results are 
illustrated in the next two figures.  Not all families provided comments to the open-ended questions. 
Therefore, the percentages reflected are proportions out of the number of families who responded 
to the open-ended questions.   
 

The impacts hoped for by the parents waiting for subsidized child care 
 mirror the impacts realized by those utilizing services.  

 
Analyses of the open-ended responses indicate that parents on the CEL have a realistic expectation 
of how participating in the subsidized child care program would impact them, their children, and 
their families.  The comments about how families on the CEL think their families would benefit 
from participating in the subsidized child care program almost mirror the impact reported by 
families who are already participating in the alternative payment program.  Most importantly, 
impacts discussed by families who have participated in the AP program are reflective of the goals of 
subsidized child care such that parents reported direct economic impacts on their families including 
support for parental employment, thus increasing their ability to meet their families’ bare necessities 
such as buying food and paying for housing.  Parents also reported being able to keep a job or attain 
a better one, which is essential for long term economic stability.  Furthermore, parents reported 
increased parental choice in child care indicating that their children were able to begin their 
education and that they were able to place their children in higher quality or licensed care. In turn, 
parents reported enhanced child learning and development.  
 
CEL Families 
Families reported a gamut of potential benefits to participating in subsidized child care ranging from 
a positive impact on parents, the child, and on the family. Out of the 1,234 families who participated 
in this survey, 1,146 provided comments to this question with most of the families providing 1 or 2 
ways in which the program would be beneficial with 68.1% of families indicating at least one way in 
which participating in the program would have an economic impact on their family. One quarter of 
parents (25.8%) indicated that they would go to school, 13.7% indicated that they would get a job, 
and 12.0% indicated that they would be able to make their home or rent payment.  Families also 
indicated that they would be able to pay for necessities such as clothing (6.6%), food (6.6%), bills 
such as utility bills (6.1%) and medical insurance or medical bills (1.0%). Parents also expressed that 
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their lives would change in ways that would impact long term economic stability; they would be able 
to get a better job (10.7%), would be able to work more hours (8.0%), would be able to save money 
or accrue less debt (5.4%) and that they would be able to learn English (0.8%). 
 
About one quarter (24.7%) of families who responded to this question provided us examples of how 
participating in the program would affect their children.  Parents most frequently indicated that by 
participating in the program they would be able to afford their child an education (13.8%) and/or 
that they could put their child in licensed or quality care (6.7%).  In turn, parents reported that their 
children would be able to develop socially (7.4%) because they would have the opportunity to 
interact and be around other children, and that they would be able to provide extracurricular 
activities for their children (2.9%) such as afterschool sports activities, and would be able to connect 
their children with needed resources (1.6%) such as tutoring, books, and other school supplies. 
 
About a quarter of parents (26.8%) indicated that participating in the subsidized child care program 
would impact their parenting.  Parents most frequently indicated that they would be less stressed 
(9.4%) knowing that they are no longer in such a difficult financial situation or that they have stable 
child care for their children. Parents would be able to spend more time with the family (8.7%) either 
because they would find a job with a schedule more conducive to spending time with the family, or 
because they would not have to hold as many jobs as they currently hold.  Other parents indicated 
that having subsidized child care would allow them to take their families on outings (8.6%) on 
occasion.  Other parents indicated that if they received subsidized child care their parenting would 
improve (1.5%) and that they would be able to provide relief to caregivers such as friends and 
families who currently take care of the children without compensation. 
 
AP Families 
The benefits and changes that AP families reported since participating in the alternative payment 
program were similar to those anticipated by families currently on the CEL.  Out of the 169 families 
participating in this survey, 152 provided comments to this question with most families providing 1 
or 2 comments about how participating in subsidized child care has affected their family.   
 
61.1% of families who responded to this question indicated that participating in AP has had at least 
one economic impact.  Parents most frequently reported that participating in the program has 
allowed them to get a job (21.7%) or go to school (21.1%).   The percentage of families who have 
been able to go to school since they started participating in the alternative payment program is of 
note given that about a quarter (23.5%) of the AP parents who responded to this survey indicated 
that they have less than a high school diploma.  Parents indicated that they were able to meet the 
bare necessities of their families and were able to buy food (7.9%), pay bills (5.3%), and make their 
home or rent payment (3.9%) because of their participation in the program.   
 
About one third (32.2%) of families provided us with at least one example of how their children 
have benefited from participating in the program.  The top three child impacts reported are the same 
as those anticipated by CEL families. Parents most frequently reported that their children have been 
able to participate in licensed or higher quality care than the care they were previously in (15.8%), 
that their children have developed socially (7.9%), and that their children have started or have gotten 
an education (7.2%).   
 
A smaller percentage of parents (19.7%) indicated that participating in the program has had a direct 
effect on them.  In this domain, parents most frequently indicated that they are less stressed (7.9%), 
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that they spend more time with family (4.6%), and that they have more family outings (3.9%) since 
participating in the program.  It is important to consider, however, that while the above three 
impacts do not directly affect children’s well-being, potentially a less stressed parent who has more 
time to dedicate to the family may be able to become more invested in their child’s development and 
education than a parent who is more stressed and unable to spend time with the family. In addition, 
outings allow for enriched experiences and conversations. 
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How Participating in Subisidized Child Care Program 
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Conclusions and Next Steps 
 
This study examined the impacts of participating in subsidized child care on low-income families. By 
comparing parents waiting for subsidized child care and those receiving services, we found that 
those receiving services reported a greater extent of: 1) parent employment, 2) family economic 
stability, 3) family social outcomes, and 4) parent's perceived child outcomes and school readiness. 
These impacts held true regardless of parent income or marital status. The comments regarding how 
the program would impact their lives (CEL) and comments regarding how the program did impact 
their lives (AP) mirrored one another. This is further evidence that the goals and expectations for 
the program held by policy-makers and the families waiting for care are the very same outcomes 
experienced by the families who utilize these services. In addition, this study assessed AP families, 
who may be different from TANF families, which much of the cited research uses. This might 
explain why this study found impacts of subsidy use on economic and social stability and child 
development outcomes where some of the prior research did not. 
 
Although the two samples were comparable on dimensions of education, ethnicity, language, and 
location, there were income and marital status differences. Statistical controls were used to account 
for these differences as much as possible. However the next design might include a detailed 
longitudinal study of parents as they move from the waitlist to the AP program (i.e., have families 
serve as their own “control” group in comparing their lives before and after the program). Due to 
our agency’s mission, it is not possible to conduct a true randomized experiment where low-income 
families are intentionally withheld services and assigned to a “control” group. Therefore “causation” 
cannot be assumed in that subsidized child care causes these results. However with some of the 
prior research showing positive results, this as well as future studies can clarify what impacts do exist 
and for which groups. Over time, when multiple studies converge on the same result, even if they 
are not experimental, “causation” can be inferred.  
 
A final caution is that the results are limited to representing those families in the North Los Angeles 
County. Further research should look at similar samples of AP and waitlist clients in more nationally 
representative groups. 
 
In the current climate where decisions have to be made regarding which programs help ensure the 
economic stability of the state of California, or even the nation, policy-makers and legislators may 
find this type of information useful. Programs where parents are helped to find and sustain 
employment are important for the tax-base to stabilize. In addition to stabilizing the tax base 
through sustained employment, these programs are vital for ensuring a family’s self-sufficiency and 
reduced dependence on social services, thus reducing the dependence on governmental programs in 
the long-run. Beyond the budget “crisis” years, this information also lends further evidence of the 
importance of increasing the availability of these funds in order to help low-income parents find and 
retain employment, provide for their families, and access licensed, and potentially high-quality child 
care.  
 
Given that prior research is mixed in terms of whether subsidized children are actually in higher 
quality care or not, child care quality of subsidized child care should be examined and the way in 
which this money is allocated should be evaluated in the future. This and other studies show that 
subsidized child care programs have a positive impact on family employment, economic and social 
stability as well as child development outcomes. In order to fully maximize the impact of these 
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monies, child care quality should also be considered. If allocations were based on quality of child 
care setting, would the outcomes seen in this and other reports be increased? If one of the goals of 
these programs is to ensure optimal child development and school readiness, the use of these 
monies needs to be evaluated further in order to maximize the impact of those funds. Finally, 
research should continue to examine participation in subsidized child care, quality of child care, and 
their impacts on employment, family economic and social stability, and child outcomes to ensure 
that we are maximizing the impact of these monies in the lives of low-income families.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

Surveys were distributed to all 6,733 families on the CEL in CCRC’s service area and all 689 families 
served through our AP program. Of the CEL families, there were 737 whose addresses were no 
longer valid, leaving 5,996 families who received a survey. Of the AP families, 36 had an invalid 
address, leaving 653 families who received a survey. Of the 5,996 families from the CEL group, we 
received 1,234 surveys (20.6%) and of the 653 AP families, we received 169 surveys (25.9%). These 
numbers are statistically representative of their respective groups. To increase the response rate for 
this survey we offered a drawing for a Target gift card and provided a postage-paid return envelope.  
 
In the survey we asked demographic questions such as ethnicity, income, marital status, highest 
educational level, age of parent and number of children 0-5 years, number of children 6-12 years and 
number of children 13-18 years. We also asked about whether or not they have a child with special 
needs. We measured preferred language by which survey was returned (English or Spanish). All 
families received the English and the Spanish version of the survey (the survey was translated to 
Spanish and then back translated to English to ensure equivalency). To track location, we coded the 
surveys to reflect whether they were mailed to a family who lives in the San Fernando Valley or the 
Santa Clarita/Antelope Valley. We asked how long they had been waiting for child care (CEL) or 
how long they had been receiving services (AP). We also asked them to check all of the types of 
child care options they use. Finally, we asked a number of questions to assess the impact of 
receiving/not receiving services. First, we asked the CEL families if they had turned down a 
job/education due to a lack of child care. This was followed by a set of questions evaluating 
economic and social outcomes that one would hope to occur for families receiving subsidized child 
care including accepting a job, keeping a job, “making ends meet,” etc. We also asked about how 
their child(ren) are doing in their current child care situation to assess child development outcomes 
related to subsidized child care. Lastly, we asked families an open-ended question about how 
participating in the subsidized child care program would or has benefited their families. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
Unequal sample sizes are not as problematic as the violation of the assumption of equal variances in 
a t-test. In order to test for and then account for any unequal variances in the two comparison 
groups, the Levene’s test for equal variances was conducted for each item. Where the variances were 
unequal, the appropriate t-test based on unequal variances is reported. The number of respondents 
in each group is also reported as “n” in each group. In addition, given the large number of statistical 
tests, we used the Bonferroni correction (divide the preferred p-value by the number of tests for a 
more stringent p-value). Based on the 18 tests between the child development and the 
economic/social impact variables, we divided .05 (the preferred p-value) by 18. This resulted in a 
needed p-value of .002777 or lower for each test. Finally, to ensure that we were not capitalizing on 
chance by conducting multiple tests, we ran a MANCOVA (Multivariate ANalysis of COVAriance) 
with all dependent variables in the Economic/Social impact group and a second MANCOVA with 
all of the dependent variables in the Child Development impact group. The Covariates included 
family income and marital status. In each instance, the MANCOVA showed that program (AP 
versus CEL) was significantly related to differences in the set of dependent variables in the 
Economic and Social Impact group as well as the Child Development impact group p < .001. The 
Levene’s test for unequal variances, the Bonferroni correction, and MANCOVA were used to 
ensure that we are validly reporting group differences. The following tables illustrate that group 
differences existed on each of the measured variables. 
 
Economic and Social Impacts 

Average out of 4.0  
 
Area Impacted  

CEL 
(n) 

AP 
(n) 

 
 

t (df) 

 
 

p 
Accept a job 2.66 

(898) 
3.72 
(109) 

12.56 
(186.83) 

.000 

Keep a job 3.11 
(1046) 

3.89 
(150) 

15.03 
(431.11) 

.000 

Accept a better job 1.99 
(852) 

3.25 
(83) 

9.51 
(933) 

.000 

Attend education/training 2.02 
(972) 

3.19 
(106) 

9.67 
(1076) 

.000 

“Make ends meet” on your current income 2.26 
(1055) 

3.11 
(131) 

9.20 
(170.70) 

.000 

Afford to move to a better place 1.56 
(1009) 

2.30 
(122) 

6.08 
(135.61) 

.000 

Work overtime 1.85 
(983) 

2.59 
(110) 

6.04 
(129.19) 

.000 

Spend more time with your children and family 2.70 
(1084) 

3.30 
(134) 

7.48 
(196.86) 

.000 

Pay for special treats and family outings 1.75 
(1060) 

2.65 
(128) 

8.51 
(149.30) 

.000 

Be the kind of parent you want to be 2.87  
(1116) 

3.50 
(149) 

9.88 
(252.48) 

.000 

Get connected with other services your children 
and family need 

2.25  
(1023) 

3.32 
(124) 

11.582 
(165.65) 

.000 
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Child Development Impacts 
 

Average out of 4.0 
 
 
Area Impacted  CEL 

(n) 
AP 
(n) 

 
 

t (df) 

 
 

p 

Grow and develop physically 3.37 
(953) 

3.83 
(162) 

10.01 
(407.03) 

.000 

Learn what they should know and do at their age 3.30 
(996) 

3.76 
(154) 

9.18 
(322.52) 

.000 

Get along better with you 3.39 
(956) 

3.82 
(152) 

9.64 
(335.16) 

.000 

Get along better with other children 3.35 
(975) 

3.80 
(153) 

9.68 
(332.192) 

.000 

Express their special talents and abilities 3.24 
(943) 

3.68 
(147) 

7.01 
(240.53) 

.000 

Get ready for attending school 3.17 
(922) 

3.75 
(140) 

9.91 
(286.05) 

.000 

Do better in school 3.17 
(761) 

3.78 
(129) 

10.89 
(326.80) 

.000 
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