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ABSTRACT 

 

  Low-income parents who care for children under six years of age are limited in their 

ability to find inexpensive private or public child care. While state and federal governments 

provide subsidies for this type of care, many critics argue that the cost of child care subsidy 

programs burden the already limited budgets of state and federal governments and provide very 

little benefit to unemployed and low-income parents. This thesis assesses the efficacy of three 

child care subsidy programs: the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF), the Child Care 

Access Means Parents in School (CCAMPIS) program and the presence of state child care tax 

credits. These three programs are assessed by their ability to support low-income parents with 

children under six years of age and unemployed parents seeking to rejoin the labor force. The 

results of the study demonstrate that the CCDF and CCAMPIS programs are effective in their 

support of low-income parents with children under six years of age and that child care tax credits 

are effective in their ability to assist unemployed parents as they attempt to rejoin the workforce.  
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I. Introduction 
 

The cost of child care has become a leading financial challenge for many working 

families in the United States. Currently, sixty-five percent of children under the age of five have 

both parents in the workforce.1 For many of these families, the cost of child care has become a 

significant financial burden. At present, the cost of child care for two children exceeds the 

medium cost of housing in 35 states.2 The average annual cost of center-based child care exceeds 

the average cost of public college tuition in 28 states.3    

As child care costs continue to rise, many low-income families and single parents are 

becoming increasingly dependent on child care subsidies and the financial support of state and 

federal programs in order to remain employed and simultaneously provide appropriate care for 

their children while they work. Currently, the families of roughly 1.4 million American children 

receive child care subsidies in order to afford child care services and remain employed.4  

While many low-income families with children are able to benefit from child care 

services and after school public day care programs during the school year, low-income families 

with children under six years of age experience a limited number of child care options for their 

children. Private pre-kindergarten care options are often prohibitively expensive for low-income 

parents and public options are not widely available for most low-income families in the United 

States. Currently, only 12 states have sponsored public pre-kindergarten care programs tied to 

their public school funding for children less than six years of age.5  The limited number of 

 
1 See Madowitz, “Calculating the Hidden Cost of Interrupting a Career for Child Care”.  
2 See ReadyNation: Council for a Strong America’s 2019 report “Want to grow the Economy? Fix the Child Care 

Crisis”. 
3 See ERB Financial, “How Much Does Child Care Really Cost?”. 
4 See The Pew Trust “Child Care Subsidies, Vital for Many Workers, Are Dwindling”. 
5 See Reading Rockets, “Pre-K Across the Country”. 
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affordable child care options for children under six years of age forces many low-income parents 

and families to choose between work and caring for their children. In 2018, over 2 million 

parents or family members in the United States reported having to quit or change their 

occupations due to problems with child care for children under six years of age.6 

While past studies have determined that a positive correlation exists between the level of 

subsidies for child care and the employment rate of low-income parents, some critics have 

argued that the cost of such programs for each state is too high. The critics argue that increasing 

the level of federal and state subsidies for child care would yield minimal to no positive results 

and would only place increased strain on the already overextended budgets of federal and state 

governments.  

In this thesis, I will examine whether the government policies directing child care for 

children under six years of age assist low-income parents in maintaining their careers while 

caring for their children. I will also assess which child care programs are most effective in their 

ability to help low-income parents afford child care so that they may retain the ability to care for 

their children while pursuing their professional goals and careers. While many parents 

voluntarily leave the work force to care for their young children, some parents, particularly in 

low-income families, strive to maintain their careers in order to provide a better future for their 

young children. My thesis will determine which state and federal government child care 

programs help ensure that the decision to work after having children is left to the discretion of a 

parent and is not controlled by the limitations of financial burdens that force parents to leave 

their careers due to the cost of child care services.  

 
6 See The Data Resource Center for Child and Adolescent Health, “2018 National Survey of Children’s Health”.  
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In order to determine which low-income child care policies are effective, I will examine 

the influence of three child care support programs that operate in all 50 states and the District of 

Columbia. By assessing how these programs impact the career decisions of low-income parents 

or family members caring for children under six years of age and the overall unemployment 

levels of parents seeking work in each state, I will be able to determine: 

 

H1:    That state and federal child care programs are effective in their ability to 

reduce the number of low-income parents and family members required to 

change their jobs as a result of problems with child care for children under 

six years of age.   

I also will determine: 

H2:    That state and federal child care programs are effective in their ability to 

reduce the total number of unemployed parents in each state.  

 My hypotheses consist of three components. First, I will identify three child care policies 

that vary throughout all 50 states and the District of Columbia. I will then compare the relative 

limitations and strengths of these policies as they attempt to mitigate the burden faced by low-

income parents and family members caring for children under six years of age and affect the total 

rate of unemployed parents in each state. Finally, through my results, I will assess which policies 

are the most effective in assisting these parents as they attempt to balance the demands of 

maintaining or finding employment and caring for their children. By understanding the efficacy 

of these different programs, I will be able to recommend how to more efficiently balance the cost 

of state and federal child care subsidy programs and their benefits to unemployed and low-



4 

 

income parents. It is through this assessment that the tradeoffs and policy implications of state 

and federal child care support programs can be better understood in the future.  

The paper proceeds as follows. Section II summarizes the history of government child 

care support programs in the United States and the current status of U.S. child care compared to 

other developed countries. Section III reviews current and past studies that have already worked 

to answer components of this thesis. The studies examine the demographics of low-income 

parents who are most susceptible to changes in child care subsidy programs. In addition to the 

demographics of those at risk, the section reviews a model provided by the American Center for 

Progress that depicts how long-term opportunity costs for parents who leave work are calculated 

and what types of factors should be considered when assessing future losses of income and 

professional growth. In addition to the opportunity costs for parents, Section III reviews 

estimates of the opportunity costs experienced by businesses and the United States’ national 

gross domestic product (GDP) solely as a result of parents who have been forced to leave the 

workforce to care for their children.  

 Section IV describes the theoretical framework designed to assess the relationship 

between state and federal child care support programs and the parents they are designed to assist. 

Section V expands on the theoretical framework and reviews the relevant data and descriptive 

statistics that are used to describe the way in which child care subsidy programs vary by state 

and how the differences in federal funding for each state and varying state policies impact the 

parents who rely on their programs for support. Section VI defines the exact equations employed 

to examine the evidence in order to reveal the efficacy of these different child care support 

programs. Section VII reveals the results of my analysis and the strength of the relationships 
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between my dependent variables of interest and the explanatory variables that represent child 

care subsidy programs. Finally, Section VIII includes a policy recommendation based on the 

overall results of the analysis.  
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II. Background  

 
The financial burden of child care exists in most households with children five years of 

age or younger and it is particularly burdensome for low-income families and single parents. 

Parents with children under six years of age are disproportionately affected by the cost of child 

care due to the lack of public care options. In most states, once a child reaches six years of age 

and is able to enroll in the public school system, there are numerous public after school programs 

which are provided at little or no cost to working parents. The absence of these public programs 

for children younger than six forces working parents to seek out and pay for costly child care 

services until their children are old enough to attend public school. For many low-income parents 

the excessive cost of child care may compel at least one parent to step away from their career in 

order to raise their children and avoid the cost of child care. This choice, however, has a number 

of economic repercussions. Parents who leave the workforce for a period of time to care for their 

young children and avoid the constraining costs of child care are forsaking more than just their 

immediate salary. Parents who step back from their careers to care for their young children in the 

absence of affordable child care are also absorbing a variety of career opportunity costs. These 

additional opportunity costs include an immediate loss of wages, a future loss of wage growth 

and, ultimately, the loss of additional retirement assets which could have been accumulated if the 

parent had the financial ability to afford child care in order to continue to work.  

As child care costs continue to grow, many political leaders and policy experts at the 

federal, state and local levels hesitate to offer financial relief to low-income families for child 

care programs. Whether in the form of tax credits, subsidies or other financial incentives, 
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government leaders often cite the excessive cost of these relief programs as the primary reason 

for their lack of support.  

 

History of U.S. Child Care  

Throughout most of the 19th century and the first half of the 20th century, public child 

care options were limited in the United States. While some communities had established child 

care locally, broad government sponsored programs were not supported by Congress until World 

War II. In 1943, the Lanham Act was passed which allocated $52 million over three years to 

subsidize the cost of child care for mothers who were working in the defense industry in support 

of the U.S. war effort. The Act provided full day child care, year-round for up to six days a week. 

While the program was effective in easing the burden on mothers who were both working and 

raising children, the funding ceased in 1946 after the conclusion of the war.  

Federal child care from 1947 to 1964 was limited for many families. In 1965, President 

Lydon B. Johnson passed the Head Start program which was designed to support part-time early 

education for children between the age of three and five in low-income families. While the 

program was successful, and is currently still in effect, it was limited to families with low-

income and was not broad enough to meet the growing demand for child care as more women 

continued to enter the work force.  

In 1971, the Comprehensive Child Care Development Act was introduced and passed in 

both the House and the Senate. This Act was designed to alleviate the burden on many working 

women who were increasingly required to choose between maintaining their careers and 

supporting their young children. Despite the Act’s Congressional support, it was vetoed by 
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President Richard Nixon reportedly out of fear that the program would closely mimic communist 

like communal programs which did not prioritize family-based care.  

In the 1980s, national pressure to establish more comprehensive federal support for child 

care was stifled when the Act for Better Childcare Services (ABC) was not passed by Congress. 

Although ABC was supported by growing evidence that employees with affordable child care 

would be more likely to maintain their careers, it failed to be passed in the House of 

Representatives in 1988. 

In 1990, the Child Care Block Grant (CCBG) was passed in Congress and allocated 

federal funds to be issued to states for child care centers supporting low-income families. Six 

years later, the CCBG, combined with a series of welfare reforms, led to the passing of the Child 

Care Development Fund (CCDF) by Congress in 1996. The CCDF is comprised of federal and 

state funds that offer financial assistance for child care to qualifying low-income families and is 

currently still in effect. 

 

International Standards of Child Care 

Currently, the high cost of U.S. child care has resulted in less child care enrollment when 

compared to many other developed countries. In 2013, the United States ranked 30 out of the 33 

countries of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in public 

spending for children and families, as illustrated in Figure 1.7  

 

 

 

 

 

 
7 See the Washington Center for Equitable Growth, “Falling Behind the Rest of the World: Childcare in the United 

States”. 
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Figure 1. Public Expenditure on Families and Children as a Percentage of GDP in 2013 
Figure provided by The Washington Center for Equitable Growth, Evidence for a Stronger Economy “Falling 

behind the rest of the world: Childcare in the United States.” https://equitablegrowth.org/falling-behind-the-

rest-of-the-world-childcare-in-the-united-states/. 

 

 

The relative lack of public support by the U.S. for child care has reduced the number of 

children aged zero to five who are currently attending child care facilities. In 2014, the United 

States ranked 20 out of 31 countries in its proportion of children zero to two years of age in child 

care when compared to other OECD nations and 29 out of 31 OECD nations in the proportion of 

children three to five years of age in child care, as indicated by Figure 2 and 3, below.8 

 

 
8 See the Washington Center for Equitable Growth, “Falling Behind the Rest of the World: Childcare in the United 

States”. 
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Figure 2. Percent of Children 0 to 2 Years of Age Enrolled in Child Care 
Figure provided by The Washington Center for Equitable Growth, Evidence for a Stronger 

Economy “Falling behind the rest of the world: Childcare in the United States.” 

https://equitablegrowth.org/falling-behind-the-rest-of-the-world-childcare-in-the-united-

states/ 
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Figure 3. Percent of Children 3 to 5 Years of Age Enrolled in Child Care 
Figure provided by The Washington Center for Equitable Growth, Evidence for a Stronger 

Economy “Falling behind the rest of the world: Childcare in the United States.” 

https://equitablegrowth.org/falling-behind-the-rest-of-the-world-childcare-in-the-united-

states/ 

 

 

As the federal policies of the United States continue to remain relatively limited in their 

public support for child care, attendance in U.S. child care programs remains behind other 

nations. Within the United States, state policies also vary considerably in their support for child 

care.  
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State Child Care Support 

Support for the cost of child care for families varies by state. While my thesis examines 

funding for three programs, one of the programs of interest assesses the availability of tax credits 

to families paying for child care. Currently only 15 states offer both employer and dependent tax 

credits for child care and 19 states offer neither a tax credit for employers or parents that front 

the cost of child care. (See Figure 4, below.) Employer-based child care tax credits are designed 

to encourage employers to financially support child care programs for their employees through 

any combination of company sponsored child care services or paid programs that reduce the 

price of private child care for those employees. The dependent care tax credits are intended to 

reduce the cost for parents or family members who are supporting dependents requiring child 

care services through tax breaks. The inconsistency in policies leaves many Americans raising 

children vulnerable to not only the limited support of federal child care policies in the United 

States, but also susceptible to the regulations of the state in which they reside.  

 

Figure 4. State Tax Credit Profiles 
Figure provided by the Committee for Economic Development, “State Tax Credits for Child Care.” 

https://www.ced.org/child-care-state-tax-credits. 
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III. Literature Review 

 
A variety of articles have been published on the affordability of child care. These 

publications focus on four main areas of analysis. They assess parental employment sensitivity to 

changes in child care cost policies, maternal participation in the work force, the opportunity costs 

for parents who step away from their career, and the economic impact of expensive child care 

policies on U.S. businesses and the tax revenue of the federal government. The publications that 

review these four areas demonstrate consistent themes regarding the effects of child care costs 

and the working opportunities for low-income parents.  

 

Parental Employment Sensitivity to Family Friendly Child Care Policies 

The first series of publications review the sensitivity of parent employment rates to 

changes in child care cost policies. While many political leaders argue that the cost of child care 

relief programs would have to be extremely high in order to positively impact parental 

employment rates, these publications shed light on the relationship between increases in 

government child care relief expenditures and the immediate effect these expenditures have on 

parental employment rates. Taryn Morrissey’s report titled, “Child Care and Parent Labor Force 

Participation”, which was published in the Springer Science Journal, describes the relationship 

between the cost of child care and parental employment rates. The paper specifically focuses on 

the elasticity of employment and child care rates and describes how responsive single parent 

employment levels are to changes in the cost of child care. The publication ultimately finds that 

an approximate 10% reduction in child care costs could result in increases in parental 

employment of up to 11%.   
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 Assessments of parents’ sensitivity to child care cost burdens have also examined the 

elasticity of child care costs and parental employment rates among families of different income 

levels. Patricia Anderson and Phillip Levine’s publication, “Child Care and Mothers’ 

Employment Decisions”, reviews the difference in sensitivity among families with different 

earnings. The report identifies that parents of low-income families are particularly sensitive to 

changes in the price of child care. The parents of low-income families are disproportionately 

affected by changes in child care costs and thus could benefit the most from government efforts 

to reduce the cost of child care or be impacted the greatest by increases in the price of child care 

centers. Both publications indicate that while low-income families and single parent families are 

the most sensitive to changes in the cost of child care, a majority of working families and 

middle-class families are also sensitive to changes in child care prices.  

 

Maternal Participation in the Workforce 

Researchers have also assessed the disproportionate effect child care costs have on 

working mothers. In many families with two working parents, mothers often step down from 

their career to care for their young children. With a specific focus on maternal workforce 

participation, Eva M. Garcia-Moran’s paper, “Child Care Costs, Female Labor Force 

Participation and Public Policy”, assesses the effect of different child care support policies and 

the impact they could have on low-income mothers with children. The study determines that 

even small increases to child care support programs would have a great effect on the 

opportunities for single mothers seeking employment. Jean Kimmel’s article, “Child Care Costs 

as a Barrier to Employment for Single and Married Mothers”, published in the Review of 

Economic and Statistics, also indicates that this relationship exists. Kimmel’s article also 
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assesses that currently in the United States child care prices are prohibitively high for low-

income families and currently prevent a significant portion of low-income mothers from 

participating in the labor force.  

 

Opportunity Costs  

In 2016, the Center for American Progress published a report titled, “Calculating the 

Hidden Cost of Interrupting a Career for Child Care”. The report assesses the long-term financial 

impact for families when a single parent steps away from their career for a period of time to care 

for their young children. The Center for American Progress assessed that for families that are 

financially constrained and cannot afford child care, the long-term costs of raising a child exceed 

more than the loss in wages a parent forgoes during the period that they step away from work to 

raise their child. For many parents, stepping away from work for even a period of just a few 

years can result in not just the loss of wages but the loss of wage growth in the future and the 

accumulation of retirement assets. Ultimately, through their assessment of these lost earnings, 

the Center recommended that the United States should provide family-friendly child care 

policies, similar to the policies of other industrialized nations. The Center projected that these 

family-friendly policies would result in “an additional 5 million women in the labor force and 

$500 billion in increased GDP” (Center for American Progress, 10). While this study 

predominately focused on the opportunity costs for families which have parents caring for young 

children in the absence of affordable child care, it also indicated the clear economic benefits of 

new, more family-friendly child care policies.  
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Economic Impact on U.S. Business and Federal Tax Revenue 

 As the relationship between the cost of child care and labor force participation of low-

income and working families emerges, other research has assessed how this relationship has 

affected the revenue of U.S. businesses and the tax revenue of the federal government. In a 

publication titled “Want to Grow the Economy? Fix the Child Care Crisis”, researchers from the 

Council for a Strong America identified that insufficient child care for children under three years 

of age costs U.S. based businesses an average of $13 billion a year and results in the lost 

collection of $7 billion a year for the federal government in taxes. This relationship indicates that 

the cost of unaffordable child care options for parents extends beyond the cost faced by 

individual families. The cost of child care also limits the revenue that businesses, and 

consequently the federal government, can receive each year. Science Direct published similar 

findings in a 2005 report titled “Comparative Benefit–Cost Analysis of The Abecedarian 

Program and its Policy Implications”.9 This report indicated that the benefits of early child care 

also impact the children who are able to receive additional child care support. The assessment 

demonstrated that children raised in financially secure households with access to pre-

kindergarten educational resources will on average become more productive workers in the 

future. While these future benefits are difficult to measure, the assessment indicates that the 

economic impact for future business revenues and the federal government will be improved 

through a more effective workforce.  

  

 
9 The Abecedarian Program was an early-childhood education program developed and tested in 1972. 
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As low-income families and parents continue to be disproportionately affected by the 

high cost of child care and state and federal budgets remain limited in their financial support for 

child care programs, my contribution to the literature will determine the efficacy of three child 

care support programs. My contribution will specifically focus on three programs which are 

funded by the state and federal government and will determine which programs are most 

effective at relieving the financial burden low-income families and parents face as they attempt 

to simultaneously remain employed and provide care for their young children. By assessing these 

three programs and their support of working parents, policy makers and future researchers will 

be able to determine how best to use the government’s limited financial resources to assist the 

families and parents that depend on child care in the future.  
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IV.  Theoretical Framework 
 

The hypothesis for this study is explained by the following two theoretical models: 

 

S = f (F, C, T, D, μ)      (1)  

 

U = f (F, C, T, D, μ)     (2)    

 

In equation 1, the variable S is the number of people who have made career sacrifices as a 

result of the cost of child care; F is the amount of money contributed from each state to child 

care subsidies; C is the amount of money contributed by the federal government to support child 

care for low-income parents in postsecondary education; T measures whether a state offers tax 

deductions for parents paying for child care and D represents the demographics of each state that 

can be controlled for in order to compare each state effectively. The variable mu (μ) is the error 

that is not accounted for in the variables F, C, T or D.   

The second dependent variable U, in equation 2, is the total number of parents who are 

unemployed and are currently seeking employment in each state. The second equation will use 

the same independent variables F, C, T, D and μ that are used in equation 1.  

The first equation is theoretically designed to assess whether state subsidies, tax credits 

and federal support for child care facilities provide greater professional opportunities for low-

income parents who are financially burdened by and unable to afford child care due to its cost. I 

anticipate that all of these programs should be effective in assisting low-income parents with the 

cost of child care services. In order to assess my hypothesis, I am constructing my regression 

models to determine the true magnitude and direction of the relationship between my primary 

independent variables of F, C, and T and the dependent variable S.  
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The second theoretical framework will assess the same variable’s effect on a different 

dependent variable, U. I have designed the second equation to assess the effect of the same 

federal and state child care subsidy programs and tax credits on the overall unemployment rate of 

parents seeking work in each state. I also anticipate that as the amount of money or tax credits 

for these programs increases, the number of unemployed parents seeking work will decrease. 

While I do not expect the relationship between the independent and dependent variables in 

equation 2 to be as strong as the relationship between the variables in equation 1, I anticipate that 

their effects will be present and discernable.  

Overall, I am testing the relationship between the two dependent variables and the five 

theoretical independent variables throughout the United States. My study will focus on the 

differences in the availability of child care tax credits and child care subsidies across each state 

and over a period of years in order to assess if changes internally to each state’s policy affects 

parents and if the varying policies between states impact parental employment levels and 

opportunities differently.  

  



20 

 

V. Data and Descriptive Statistics 
 

The collection of my data was designed to expand on and fulfill my two theoretical 

equations. The data I collected consist of two dependent variables and ten independent variables 

which were collected from all 50 states and the District of Columbia for the years 2013 to 2019. 

My panel data were collected from a variety of different sources that collectively illuminate the 

child care subsidy and tax conditions across the country. In order to compare the child care 

policies of each state to other states across the country, I have also captured demographic data 

that will control for changes in the size and composition of state populations. The collection of 

my data from 2013 to 2019 will also allow data within each state to be compared for a period of 

seven years to identify changes that have internally occurred in a state where policies and 

funding levels for child care are expanded or reduced.  

The first dependent variable in my data measures the number of people in each state who 

were required to quit a job, not take a job or greatly change their job because of problems with 

child care in the last 12 months. These data additionally only apply to parents or families that 

dealt with child care problems for a child from zero to five years of age.10 These data were 

collected from The Resource Center for Child and Adolescent Health and were gathered for each 

state and the District of Columbia for the years of 2016, 2017 and 2018. These data will 

comprise my dependent variable which is labeled carsac. It will be a continuous variable that 

measures the total number of parents and family members who have been required to quit a job, 

 
10 Children six and older have greater child care options through programs like after school public day care, which 

leaves their families less vulnerable to the prices of private child care options. The data for children zero to five 

years of age was used to assess the needs of families that were most vulnerable to child care costs due to a lack of 

free public programs.  
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not take a job or greatly change jobs in each state due to problems with child care in the last 12 

months for a child zero to five years of age.  

The second dependent variable in the data set represents the total number of unemployed 

parents in each state who are currently seeking work. This variable measures the average 

monthly unemployment numbers of parents who are currently seeking work. The data are 

provided by the Kids Count Data Center and the data for my model are provided for the years of 

2013 to 2019. This continuous dependent variable is labeled unemppar and it represents the 

average number of unemployed parents seeking work in each state per calendar year.  

The three primary independent variables, which were represented in my theoretical model 

by the variables F, C and T, have been collected through three independent sources. The first 

primary independent variable will represent the total dollar value of state contributions to a child 

care subsidy program called the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF). The CCDF is a 

state and federal program that offers low-income families financial support in the form of 

subsidies for child care programs. The variable will represent the state’s individual contribution 

to this fund. This continuous independent variable labeled ccdfctrb will represent the total dollar 

value of each state’s allocation to this program. These data were collected from the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Service’s Office of Child Care. 

The second primary independent variable represents the total value of federal dollars 

invested per state in the program Child Care Access Means Parent in School (CCAMPIS). The 

CCAMPIS program allocates federal funds for postsecondary educational institutions to create or 

maintain subsidized child care services for students attending postsecondary educational 

institutions. The program is not managed by the state and is applied for individually by 
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postsecondary educational facilities. The independent variable ccampis is a continuous variable 

that measures the total federal contribution to all postsecondary educational facilities in each 

state. The data were provided by the Department of Education and will be assessed from the 

years 2013 through 2019.  

The third primary independent variable is an indicator variable that represents if a state 

offers parents of any income level tax credits for child care payments. Since the variable is an 

indicator variable it only represents if the state offers tax credits for child care and not the 

magnitude of the tax credit. The variable taxcred was initially recorded as either Yes or No and 

was later modified to taxcredit to test if the presence of tax credits for child care subsidies affects 

either of the dependent variables. The modification of taxcred became (taxcredit = 1) if the state 

offered a tax credit for child care and (taxcredit = 0) if the state did not offer tax credits for child 

care payments. This data were provided by the Committee for Economic Development. 

Two CCDF control variables will also be used in the regressions. The two discrete 

variables ccdffam and ccdfchild describe the number of families and the number of children who 

have benefited from CCDF funding in each state. The two control variables are provided by The 

Office of Health and Human Service’s Office of Child Care.   

State population is also controlled for with the variable statpop. The variable represents 

the total number of people in each state. This control variable is particularly important because it 

controls for the variation in state populations across the country. My models will use data that 

describe both dependent variables using the metric of number of people. This metric makes the 

use of a state population control variable necessary. This continuous variable is provided by data 

managed by the Kaiser Family Foundation.  
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State demographic control variables are also provided by data from the Kaiser Family 

Foundation. The four state control variables include pctmale, black, hisp and asian. The variable 

pctmale is a continuous variable that extends from 0 to 1 and represents the proportions of each 

state that identifies as male. The other control variables black, hisp and asian control for the 

demographics of each state. The three variables are not proportions, but instead they represent 

the number of people in each state that identify as a particular demographic.  
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VI. Empirical Model Specifications 
 

 In order to assess the correlation between my two dependent variables and my primary 

independent and control variables, I used an ordinary least squares (OLS) approach in four 

different regressions. The four regressions incorporate over 300 observations that extend over 

seven years in all 50 states and the District of Columbia.  

The first two regressions, identified as equations 3 and 4, determine how low-income 

parental and family employment is affected specifically by the cost of child care for children 

under six years of age. These first two regressions share the same OLS model and dependent 

variable carsac but differ in their use of independent variables. The last two regressions, 

equations 5 and 6, determine the correlation between child care subsidy programs and the overall 

unemployment rate of parents in each state. Equations 5 and 6 use the same OLS model and 

dependent variable unemppar but differ in their use of one independent variable.  

The equations are as follows: 

Family Members That Have Made Career Sacrifices Due to the Cost of Child Care 

 

carsac = β0 + β1 ccdfctrb + β2 ccampis + β3 unemppar + β4 statpop + β5 pctmale           (3) 

 + β6black + β7 hisp + β8 asian + μ      

 

carsac = β0 + β1ccdfctrb + β2 ccampis + β3 taxcredit + β4 ccdffam + β5 unemppar         (4) 

+ β6 statpop + β7 pctmale + β8 black + β9 hisp + β10 asian + μ  
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Total Unemployment Levels of Parents by State 

 

unemppar = β0 + β1 ccdfctrb + β2 ccampis + β3 taxcredit + β4 ccdffam + β5 ccdfchild  (5) 

+ β6 statpop + β7 pctmale + β8 black + β9 hisp + β10 asian + μ  

 

unemppar = β0 + β1 ccdfctrb + β2 ccampis + β3 taxcredit + β4 statpop + β5 pctmale      (6) 

          + β6 black + β7 hisp + β8 asian + μ    

 

In order to also account for the error in the four regressions which may not be accounted 

for through the independent variables, I have added the variable mu (μ). This term represents all 

the other influences on the dependent variable that are not reflected through the independent 

variables. Table 1 includes a brief description of each variable that is used in the four 

regressions. 
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Table 1. Variables Used in the Four Models 

 

There are three primary independent variables of interest that are used in all four of the 

regression models. The first independent variable ccdfctrb is a continuous variable that 

represents the total funding provided by each state for child care subsidies through the program 

Child Care and Development Fund. The coefficient of this variable is expected to be negative in 

all four equations in order to be consistent with my hypotheses. In the first two equations, a 

negative coefficient demonstrates that as the state commits more money to the CCDF the number 

of low-income families that have to make career sacrifices due to the cost of child care will 

decrease. In the last two equations, equation 5 and 6, the expected negative coefficient would 

 Variable Description 

Y1 carsac 

Number of Parents that have changed their 

employment situation due to the price of child care 

with children zero to five years of age. 

Y2 unemppar Number of unemployed parents per state. 

X1 ccdfctrb Total state contribution in dollars to CCDF. 

X2 ccampis 
Total dollar value of federal support for CCAMPIS 

to all universities in a state.  

X3 taxcredit 

Indicator variable for if the state offers tax credits 

for child care; it equals one if the state does in a 

particular year, and zero otherwise. 

X4 ccdffam Number of families served by CCDF funding. 

X5 ccdfchild Number of children served by CCDF funding. 

X6 statpop Total state population. 

X7 pctmale Percent of state that identifies as male. 

X8 black 
Number of people who identify as African 

Americans per state. 

X9 hisp 
Number of people who identify as Hispanic per 

state. 

X10 asian Number of people who identify as Asian per state. 
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demonstrate that increased state funds to the CCDF would decrease the overall number of 

unemployed parents who are seeking employment.  

The second primary independent variable ccampis is a continuous variable representing 

the total dollar value of federal expenditures for the CCAMPIS program, a program that provides 

subsidized child care for low-income parents attending postsecondary educational centers. This 

variable is expected to have a negative coefficient in all four equations. A negative coefficient in 

equations 3 and 4 will support my hypothesis that greater federal support for postsecondary 

education child care centers will reduce the number of family members that must change their 

work as a result of child care prices. The variable is also expected to have a negative coefficient 

in equations 5 and 6 to support the hypothesis that greater federal funding for child care centers 

in postsecondary education facilities will contribute to lower unemployment levels for parents 

seeking work in each state. A negative coefficient for the variable ccampis in all four regressions 

is consistent with my hypotheses because of the way the two dependent variables are defined. 

For the dependent variables carsac and unemppar a parent or family member who is attending 

school is not considered to be unemployed or seeking work.   

The third primary independent variable is taxcredit. Unlike the other two primary 

variables, the variable taxcredit is an indicator variable and represents whether a state offers tax 

credits for the cost of child care. The variable is labeled 0 if the state does not offer tax credits 

for child care and will be labeled 1 if the state offers any form of tax credit to parents or families 

who pay for child care. This variable is expected to have a negative coefficient in the regressions 

that include these data. The negative coefficient would support the hypotheses that greater 

financial support from the state government in the form of tax credits for child care would 



28 

 

decrease the number of parents who must change their job due to the cost of child care and that 

tax credits would lower the overall unemployment rate of parents seeking work by providing less 

financial strain on parents who need to have their children cared for when they work.  

 I also will use additional independent variables to control for the factors that affect the 

relationship between my two dependent variables, carsac and unemppar, and the three primary 

independent variables ccdfctrb, ccampis and taxcredit. The primary control variable is statpop, 

which is the total population of each state. This control variable is particularly important because 

both dependent variables in my two sets of regressions are measured using the metric, number of 

people. The statpop is a necessary control because each state has a different population that may 

vary by millions of people. In order to account for the different population of each state, I 

include statpop. I also expect that this control variable will be statistically significant on all four 

of my regression models.   

 The next two control variables that are included in my regressions are ccdffam and 

ccdfchild. The variable ccdffam represents the number of families in each state that receive 

funding from the Child Care and Development Fund. The control variable ccdfchild represents 

the total number of children in each state who are beneficiaries of funding from the Child Care 

and Development Fund. These two control variables are able to control for either the number of 

children in each family who use CCDF funding or the total number of parents and working 

family members who benefit from the CCDF program.  

 The final control variables in my four equations are pctmale, black, hisp and asian. These 

four variables control for the demographics of each state. The pctmale variable is a continuous 

variable that represents what percent of each state is male. The variables black, hisp and asian 
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represent the number of people in each state based on their reported ethnicities. These three 

variables are not a proportion, but instead they are reported using the metric, number of people.  

 Both of my empirical models employ the OLS approach in all four of my regressions. I 

used the OLS approach because the data for one of my indicator variables, taxcredit, is limited in 

its variation from 2013 to 2019. The limited variation in each state’s tax credit policies over this 

seven-year period offers a consistency in my data which does not need to be corrected for 

through the fixed effects approach. Fixed effects approaches are better suited for models that 

examine larger variations in indicator variables.  

 While the variable taxcredit is not present in all of my equations, I employed the OLS 

approach in both of my empirical models in order to more effectively compare the results 

between my first and second empirical models. I wanted to guarantee that the same approach was 

used in both of my models to ensure a more effective comparison would be available among all 

four of my regression results.  

 My results section explains the findings of my equations and the significance of the 

outcomes. 
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VII. Results  
 

Two empirical models were assessed through four different regressions. The four 

regressions contained a variety of results. Many of the results in the first and second empirical 

models supported my hypotheses while other portions of the results were inconsistent with my 

hypotheses and my theoretical model.   

 

Results for Regressions 1 and 2 

The variables found in the first or second regression are explained in Table 2:  

 

Table 2. Variables Used in Regressions 1 and 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Variable Description 

Y1 carsac 

Number of Parents who have changed their 

employment situation due to the price of child care 

with children zero to five years of age. 

X1 ccdfctrb Total state contribution in dollars to CCDF. 

X2 ccampis 
Total dollar value of federal support for CCAMPIS 

to all universities in a state.  

X3 taxcredit 

Indicator variable for if the state offers tax credits 

for child care; it equals one if the state does in a 

particular year, and zero otherwise. 

X4 ccdffam Number of families served by CCDF funding. 

X5 unemppar Number of unemployed parents per state. 

X6 statpop Total state population. 

X7 pctmale Percent of state that identifies as male. 

X8 black 
Number of people who identify as African 

Americans per state. 

X9 hisp 
Number of people who identify as Hispanic per 

state. 

X10 asian Number of people who identify as Asian per state. 
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Regression Number 1   

The first regression examines the factors that affect the number of family members in 

each state who have been financially forced to make changes to their careers due to the price of 

child care for a child under six years of age. The regression’s results, as depicted in Table 3, 

demonstrate that the funding levels for two of the child care subsidy programs are correlated to 

the dependent variable. 

The two programs that are statistically significant are the CCDF and the CCAMPIS. 

Between these two programs, CCDF is slightly more statistically significant than the CCAMPIS 

program. The negative coefficients of both programs indicate the relationship that I had 

predicted, demonstrating that greater investment into both of these programs would have a 

statistically significant effect on the number of parents affected by the cost of child care. These 

results clarify that as more money is provided by the state and federal government for the CCDF 

and CCAMPIS respectively, parents with children under six and with financial limitations will 

have greater flexibility in their ability to pursue work.  
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         Table 3. Regression Results for Regression 1 

 Variable Coefficient Standard 

Error 

Y1 

carsac 
Number of Parents who have changed their 

employment situation due to the price of child 

care with children zero to five years of age. 

  

β1 ccdfctrb  
Total state contribution in dollars to CCDF. 

-0.0003476*** 0.0001088 

β2 
ccampis 

Total dollar value of federal support for 

CCAMPIS to all universities in a state. 

-0.0061948** 0.0024069 

β3 unemppar 
Number of unemployed parents per state. 

-0.4309161*** 0.1395663 

β4 statpop 
Total state population. 

0.0135435*** 0.0014881 

β5 pctmale 
Percent of state that identifies as male. 

-89601.35 94668.7 

β6 

black 
Number of People who identify as African 

Americans per state 

-0.00805** 0.0036702 

β7 
hisp 

Number of people who identify as Hispanic 

per state. 

-0.0034668*** 0.0011942 

β8 
asian 

Number of people who identify as Asian per 

state. 

-0.0002171 0.0040489 

β0 Constant Y intercept 43094.88 46836.52 

 

Number of Obs. = 151 Adj. R2 = 0.9367 Prob > F = 0.000*** 

Note: Cells in this table are regression coefficients followed by standard errors.  

Asterisks indicate p-values: * p-value < 0.1; ** p-value < 0.05; *** p-value < 0.01.  

(No asterisk means the p-value > 0.1.) 

 

 Regression Number 2  

 The second regression includes two additional variables which were excluded from the 

first regression. The two additional variables are taxcredit, an indicator variable representing if 

the state offers tax deductions to households that make child care payments and the variable 

ccdffam, a continuous variable which indicates the sum of the number of families in each state 
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that have received financial assistance for child care through the CCDF program. The addition of 

the two variables in the second regression also results in trends that are consistent with the first 

regression. Both the CCDF and CCAMPIS programs remain statistically significant and in the 

second regression the effects of the CCDF program are also statistically more significant than the 

effects of the CCAMPIS program.  

 The variable taxcredit was omitted from the first regression because the variable was 

limited in its variation over the three years that the dependent variable was available. During the 

three years that this data was assessed, a majority of the states’ laws regarding tax credits for 

child care remained the same. Additionally, the variable ccdffam was added for the second 

regression to control for the number of households that have reported using CCDF funding.  

These results were also consistent with my hypothesis except for the significance of the variable 

taxcredit, which was not reported as statistically significant in either the first or second 

regression. The variable taxcredit may not have been statistically significant due to its lack of 

variance in the data. While the addition of the two new variables reduces the statistical 

significance of the CCAMPIS program in the second regression, the effects are extremely small 

and do not deviate from the correlation that I anticipated. 
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         Table 4. Regression Results for Regression 2 

 Variable Coefficient Standard 

Error 

Y1 

carsac 
Number of Parents who have changed their 

employment situation due to the price of child care 

with children zero to five years of age. 

  

β1 ccdfctrb  
Total state contribution in dollars to CCDF. 

-0.0003683*** 0.0001181 

β2 
ccampis 

Total dollar value of federal support for 

CCAMPIS to all universities in a state. 

-0.0064212** 0.0026046 

β3 taxcredit 
If the state offers tax credits for child care. 

1098.837 2095.75 

β4 ccdffam 

Number of families served by CCDF funding. 

0.1126369 0.226729 

β5 unemppar 

Number of unemployed parents per state. 
-0.4297566*** 0.1425958 

β6 
statpop 

Total state population. 
0.0133755*** 0.0014395 

β7 pctmale 
Percent of state that identifies as male. 

-55496.05 132898.7 

β8 
black 

Number of people that identify as African 
Americans per state 

-0.007955** 0.0037969 

β9 
hisp 

Number of people that identify as Hispanic per 

state. 

-0.0034983*** 0.0011841 

β10 asian 
Number of people that identify as Asian per state. 

0.0007315 0.0046832 

β0 Constant Y intercept 25582.38 66735.4 

 

Number of Obs. = 151 Adj. R2 = 0.9370 Prob > F = 0.000*** 

Note: Cells in this table are regression coefficients followed by standard errors. 
Asterisks indicate p-values: * p-value < 0.1; ** p-value < 0.05; *** p-value < 0.01.  

(No asterisk means the p-value > 0.1.) 
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Results for Regressions 3 and 4 

 The third and fourth regressions measure the trends in state and federal funding for child 

care services and their correlation to the parental unemployment rate in each state. The new 

dependent variable unemppar is the total number of parents in each state who are actively 

seeking employment. The variable is different than the previous dependent variable carsac 

because the parents included in this variable are not restricted by the age of their child or their 

income. Any parent that is unemployed and has a child under 18 years of age is included in the 

dependent variable unemppar. I chose to run equations 5 and 6 to identify the correlation 

between child care funding and the ability of all parents to find work. The data used in the 

second empirical model is different than the data used in the first empirical model because it 

observes trends over a seven-year timeframe.    

The third regression also includes an additional variable. The new variable is ccdfchild. I 

added this variable to the first regression because it accounts for the total number of children in 

each state that are receiving the support of CCDF funding.  

The variables found in either the first or second regression are explained in Table 5:  
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      Table 5. Variables Used in Regressions 3 and 4 

 

 

Regression Number 3 

 The third regression assesses the correlation between the total unemployment rate of all 

parents looking for work in each state and the amount of funding provided for child care through 

federal and state subsidies and state tax benefits. The results indicate that for the total parent 

unemployment rate, only one program appears to be statistically significant. The program 

CCAMPIS, represented by the variable ccampis, is highly statistically significant with a P-value 

of less than 0.001. These results differ from the results of regression 1 and 2 because the variable 

ccdfctrb is no longer statistically significant. While I did not predict that ccdfctrb would not be 

statistically significant in regression number three, the coefficient of the variable ccampis was as 

predicted negative and statistically significant. The overall results of my third regression indicate 

 Variable Description 

Y1 unemppar Number of unemployed parents per state. 

X1 ccdfctrb Total state contribution in dollars to CCDF. 

X2 ccampis 
Total dollar value of federal support for CCAMPIS to all 

universities in a state.  

X3 taxcredit 

Indicator variable for if the state offers tax credits for child care; 

it equals one if the state does in a particular year, and zero 

otherwise. 

X4 ccdffam Number of families served by CCDF funding. 

X5 ccdfchild Number of children served by CCDF funding. 

X6 statpop Total state population. 

X7 pctmale Percent of state that identifies as male. 

X8 black Number of people that identify as African Americans per state. 

X9 hisp Number of people that identify as Hispanic per state. 

X10 asian Number of people that identify as Asian per state. 
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that for broader groups of unemployed parents, a program like CCAMPIS may be more effective 

in helping parents return to work by providing them the opportunity to attend higher education 

while still allowing them to care for their children.  

 

 Table 6. Regression Results for Regression 3 

 Variable Coefficient Standard 

Error 

Y1 Unemppar 
Number of unemployed parents per state. 

  

β1 ccdfctrb  
Total state contribution in dollars to CCDF. 

-0.0001935 0.0001466 

β2 
ccampis 

Total dollar value of federal support for CCAMPIS 
to all universities in a state. 

-0.0232903*** 0.0057038 

β3 taxcredit 
If the state offers tax credits for child care. 

-2104.862 1919.351 

β4 ccdffam 
Number of families served by CCDF funding. 

-0.2074801 0.8309254 

β5 ccdfchild 
Number of children served by CCDF funding. 

0.4138854 0.4791903 

β6 
statpop 

Total state population. 
0.0083211*** 0.0014595 

β7 pctmale 
Percent of state that identifies as male. 

-99618.67 91732.77 

β8 
black 

Number of people that identify as African Americans 
per state. 

-0.0054324 0.0034367 

β9 hisp 
Number of people that identify as Hispanic per state. 

-.00015635 0.0024225 

β10 asian 
Number of people that identify as Asian per state. 

.00282481** 0.0110455 

β0 Constant Y intercept 48527.93 46249.17 

 

Number of Obs. = 303 Adj. R2 = 0.8965 Prob > F = 0.000*** 

  Note: Cells in this table are regression coefficients followed by standard errors. 

  Asterisks indicate p-values: * p-value < 0.1; ** p-value < 0.05; *** p-value < 0.01.  
  (No asterisk means the p-value > 0.1.) 
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Regression Number 4 

 The fourth regression differs from the third regression because it has excluded the 

variables ccdfchild which represents the total number of children using CCDF funds and the 

variable ccdffam, the total number of families using CCDF funds. The exclusion of these two 

variables results in the variable ccampis remaining statistically significant and also makes the 

variable taxcredit statistically significant with a P-value of less than 0.1. This statistical 

significance indicates that a state’s tax credit for child care is connected to the total 

unemployment level of parents who are seeking work.  

 The results are consistent with my expectations that CCAMPIS funding and state tax 

credits would affect the level of unemployed parents. However, I did not expect that CCDF 

funding would fail to be statistically significant. 
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Table 7. Regression Results for Regression 4 

 Variable Coefficient Standard 

Error 

Y1 unemppar 
Number of unemployed parents per state. 

  

β1 ccdfctrb  
Total state contribution in dollars to CCDF. 

-0.0000718 0.0001248 

β2 
ccampis 

Total dollar value of federal support for CCAMPIS to 

all universities in a state. 

-0.0231708*** 0.0044018 

β3 taxcredit 
If the state offers tax credits for child care. 

-3025.036* 1601.318 

β4 statpop 
Total state population. 

0.0090263*** 0.0012291 

β5 
pctmale 

Percent of state that identifies as male. 
-111806.1 84876.69 

β6 
black 

Number of people that identify as African Americans 
per state 

-0.0056335** 0.0031821 

β7 hisp 
Number of people that identify as Hispanic per state. 

-0.002254 0.0021637 

β8 asian 
Number of people that identify as Asian per state. 

0.0238672** 0.0099993 

β0 Constant Y intercept 54667.36 42683.73 

 

Number of Obs. = 303 Adj. R2 = 0.8930 Prob > F = 0.000*** 

Note: Cells in this table are regression coefficients followed by standard errors.  

Asterisks indicate p-values: * p-value < 0.1; ** p-value < 0.05; *** p-value < 0.01. 
     (No asterisk means the p-value > 0.1.) 

 

Limitations 

The data assessed in this thesis have a number of limitations. The variable taxcredit, while 

available for the years of 2013 to 2019, lacks variation. Throughout the seven years that the data 

are observed, the states’ child care tax credits do not significantly vary. Since the variable 

taxcredit is an indicator variable and does not measure the magnitude of each tax credit policy in 

each state, the lack of change in the data only provides an effective comparison of the presence 

of tax credits between all 50 states and the District of Columbia.  
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Another limiting factor for the data used in this analysis is due to the dependent variable 

carsac. The data for this variable were only available for three years, 2016, 2017 and 2018. This 

limitation prevents greater assessment of the relationship between carsac and the three child care 

support programs that are assessed. While the three years these data are available are able to 

demonstrate the relationship between the dependent and independent variables, an extended 

analysis of seven years was impossible as opposed to the second empirical model.  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 The descriptive statistics for both empirical models and all four regressions are presented 

in Table 8. While the variable carsac was only observed for the years of 2016, 2017 and 2018, 

all other dependent, independent and control variables were observed for the years 2013 to 2019. 

The variable taxcred, which was initially recorded from the variable as either Yes or No, was 

modified to the variable taxcredit. The variable taxcredit = 1 if the state offered a tax credit for 

child care and taxcredit = 0 if the state did not offer tax credits for child care payments. Data was 

recorded for all 50 states and the District of Columbia. The State variable was encoded to StateN 

to categorize each state as a number for the empirical model. While some variables were missing 

data for certain states and years, the missing data did not prevent the variables from effectively 

demonstrating the trends of each data set.  
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Table 8. Descriptive Statistics 
 

Variable 
Number of 

Observations 
Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 

carsac 153 40192.24 43266.02 2058 217396 

unemppar 357 42344.54 55480.5 1000 486000 

ccdfctrb 357 4.26e+07 5.44e+07 3905500 3.01e+08 

ccampis 356 416291 862828.3 0 9009806 

taxcredit 357 0.5686275 0.495963 0 1 

ccdffam 306 16262.42 17911.5 800 78100 

ccdfchild 306 26906.54 28795.43 1100 125600 

statpop 357 6161713 7007630 560300 3.87e+07 

pctmale 357 0.4903137 0.007942 0.468 0.517 

black 355 751153.5 890484.6 2700 3297200 

hisp 357 1101841 2577203 8700 1.53e+07 

asian 357 333126.3 790582.9 3400 5691100 

taxcred 0     

Year 357 2016 2.002807 2013 2019 

State 0     

StateN 357 26.23529 15.05516 1 51 
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VIII.  Conclusion and Policy Recommendations 
 

I studied the connection between state and federal government child care subsidies and 

parents’ ability to pay for child care in order to understand which programs were effective in 

their ability to help low-income parents maintain their current careers and assist unemployed 

parents as they worked to return to the labor force. While the results of my two empirical models 

and four regressions were not completely consistent with my initial hypotheses, the data were 

able to clarify the strength of the relationships between my two dependent variables and the 

supporting independent variables.  

The first empirical framework examined how state tax credits, the CCDF program, and 

the CCAMPIS program affect the number of people who are at risk of changing or quitting their 

job as the result of the cost of child care for a child zero to five years of age. The results of the 

models demonstrated that certain programs were overall more effective for different types of 

child care challenges. The results for both regressions in equations 3 and 4 illustrated that the 

CCDF program was an effective program in reducing the number of low-income family 

members affected by the cost of child care. The similar and negative coefficients of the ccdfctrb 

variable for both equation 3 and 4 indicate that roughly for every $10,000 a state donates to their 

CCDF program approximately three and a half fewer parents or family members will have to 

change or quit their job as a result of child care costs for a child under six years of age. 

Comparably, on average, one additional low-income parent or family member will be able to 

keep their job for every additional $2,900 that a state contributes to their CCDF.  

The first empirical model also demonstrated that the CCAMPIS program was effective in 

its ability to lower the number of parents or family members who needed to leave or change their 
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work due to the cost of child care for a child younger than six years of age. The magnitude of the 

variable ccampis indicates that roughly for every $1,000 the federal government spends in a state 

on the CCAMPIS program, approximately six more parents or family members will not be 

prevented from attending a postsecondary education institution due to the cost of child care.  

Contrary to my hypothesis for the first empirical model, child care tax credits were not 

statistically significant and did not appear to affect low-income parent and family members’ 

ability to afford child care for children under six years of age. However, this result might be due 

to the fact that I was only able to adjust for the presence or absence of such a credit as opposed to 

the magnitude of the credit. 

The second empirical model demonstrated trends that were consistent between equations 

5 and 6. The second empirical model was designed to assess the relationship between state child 

care tax credits, federal funding for the CCAMPIS program and a state’s contribution to the 

CCDF program to the overall unemployment of parents in each state who were seeking work. 

The results indicated that the CCAMPIS program was statistically significant in its ability to 

affect the parental unemployment rate in each state. The coefficient of the variable ccampis was 

negative and was roughly the same in both equations 5 and 6. While the direction of the ccampis 

variable was negative as the hypothetical model indicated, the magnitude of the variable was too 

large to justify a true conclusion or policy recommendation based on the data. In equation 

number 6, the only other primary independent variable that was statistically significant was the 

variable taxcredit. The magnitude and direction of this indicator variable means that, on average, 

for states that offer child care tax credits, 3,025 fewer parents seeking work would be 

unemployed.  
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Collectively the results of the empirical models demonstrate that the CCDF and 

CCAMPIS programs are effective in reducing the number of low-income family members and 

parents who have to leave a job or quit a job due to the cost of child care for a child less than six 

years of age. The CCDF and CCAMPIS policies are effective in their ability to help low-income 

parents pursue a career and afford for their children, under six years of age, to be properly cared 

for in a child care center through subsidized payments. Additionally, for the total unemployment 

rate of parents in each state, tax credits for child care payments appear to be an effective means 

by which parents can reduce the cost of child care and pursue a professional career. While the 

effectiveness of the CCAMPIS program still requires more data to determine the true extent of 

its relationship between the total unemployment level of parents in each state, there appears to be 

some evidence that the two are connected.  

Governments will forever be burdened by the need to maximize the use of limited 

resources in order to most efficiently benefit its people. The resources examined in this study are 

predominately valued in dollars either in the form of subsidies provided by the state and federal 

governments or in the form of state tax credits for child care.   

The main focus, however, of this study was to determine which programs can truly help 

low-income families with children less than six years of age. The study specifically looked at 

effective programs for parents of children zero to five because often, in many states, the public 

school system does not extend afternoon day care or other free youth care options to children 

under six years of age. The limitation in public child care options that exists for children under 

six requires their parents to find child care that is often too expensive for low-income parents to 

afford. In order to determine how to mitigate the financial strain low-income working parents 
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face while their children are under six, I wanted to determine which programs were the most 

effective in reducing this burden.  

The two programs are the Child Care and Development Fund and the Child Care Access 

Means Parents in School program. In order to ease the burden on low-income parents with 

children under the age of six who are attempting to maintain a career and avoid the qualitative 

and quantitative opportunity costs of breaking away from a career, the CCDF and CCAMPIS 

programs need to be maximized. Based on my data and results, states should increase the level of 

their funding for their respective CCDF programs and more postsecondary education centers 

should work to qualify and apply for CCAMPIS funding grants from the federal government in 

order to support low-income parents who desire to expand their opportunities through education.  

These results can help political leaders and policy makers as they assess the challenges 

that are unique to each individual state. For states with higher numbers of low-income parents or 

family members who support children less than six years of age, increased investment to the 

CCDF and CCAMPIS program is recommended to ensure that parents and family members may 

maintain the option to work while they support younger children. In states that face high overall 

unemployment rates of parents, introducing tax credits for child care is an appropriate policy that 

will reduce the financial strain of child care in order for parents to return to work. All three of 

these programs are effective but they should be funded and exercised appropriately for each state 

depending on the challenges that each state and its citizens face.  

 It is important to consistently press government and public institutions to constantly 

review their stewardship of funds and resources to ensure that the people and the public they 

serve are cared for as carefully as possible. It is important to ensure that the funding of the CCDF 



46 

 

program, CCAMPIS program and availability of child care tax credits are continually reassessed 

to guarantee that the true costs and benefits of the policies that our leaders impose are 

illuminated and presented for the public to understand. It is only through the full transparency of 

government action and an accurate assessment of the consequences that we can ensure that 

government policies work best for all of the people they are designed to support.  
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