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sumers (parents) describe their current use of 

child care services and child:adult ratios for

this age gro u p. We then take into account the

best available data on the supply of child

c a re workers and on such industry chara c t e r-

istics as turnove r. Our effort has been not 

only to provide more complete estimates of

the size and characteristics of this workforc e ,

but also to build a new vocabulary for

describing the workforce, conceptualizing

and categorizing it more clearly than has

been done before. 

For our estimates of the child care workforc e ,

we have included: 

• The teaching staff of center-based programs,

including Head St a rt pro g rams, pre -

k i n d e rg a rten pro g rams, nursery schools, 

and community-based private and public 

child care centers;

• Family child care providers caring for unre l a t e d

c h i l d ren in their own homes; 

• Paid non-re l a t i ves caring for children on a 

regular basis in the child’s home, such as 

nannies and other paid in-home care g i ve r s ;

• Paid re l a t i ves caring for children on a 

regular basis.
2

Executive Summary
In response to the rising demand for data on

the child care
1

w o r k f o rce, the Center for the

Child Care Wo r k f o rce (CCW) and the Human

S e rvices Policy Center (HSPC) at the Unive r s i t y

of Washington have embarked on a two-ye a r

re s e a rch project to develop a framework and

methodology for quantifying the size and

c h a racteristics of the U.S. child care work-

f o rce much more completely than has been

done before. Our focus is on the workforc e

s e rving children ages 0 through 5 (exc l u d i n g

c h i l d ren enrolled in kinderg a rten). 

Policy makers and organizations are turning

i n c reased attention to solving child care

staffing problems – not only ensuring ade-

quate staffing to meet families’ c u r rent and

f u t u re needs for services, but deve l o p i n g

a p p ropriate training pro g rams, as well as local,

state and national initiatives to improve the

compensation and retention of the child care

w o r k f o rce. As they do so, they need complete

counts of the size and character of the pres-

ent workforce, and longer-range estim a t e s o f

the demand for child care of differe n t t y p e s

that will factor in not only growth in the pro-

fession but high rates of occupational turnover.

The estimation model developed for the pro j-

ect is a “demand-based” approach, drawing 

on national data sets in which child care con-

1

1 
The term “child care” is used in this re p o rt as a generic term to encompass the many types of early care and education 

p ro g rams serving children ages 0-5 – including such center-based pro g rams as nursery schools, pre - k i n d e rg a rt e n

p ro g rams, Head St a rt, and public and private child care centers, and such home-based serv i c e s as family child care 

and care by re l a t i ves or other non-parental care g i ve r s .

2
We have excluded office workers and other non-teaching staff at child care centers or family child care pro g ra m s

and volunteers and other unpaid providers, including re l a t i ves (other than parents) and non-re l a t i ve s .



• Looked at by the age of child with whom 

the adult works, approximately: 

6 67,000 (29%)

a re caring for infants (0-18 months), 

1 , 133,000 (49%)

a re caring for toddlers (19-36 months), 

501,000 (22%)

a re caring for pre-schoolers (3-5 years). 

In addition to the paid child care workforc e ,

the total U.S. “c a regiving population” serv i n g

c h i l d ren 0-5 also includes approximately 2.4

million individuals providing unpaid child

c a re during a given week. Most (93%) are

u n p a i d re l a t i ves, and the remainder are vo l-

unteers in center-based pro g rams (primarily

p a rent volunteers) and unpaid, non-re l a t i ve

c a re g i ve r s .

2

3
Occupational turnover data is available in the re s e a rch litera t u re only for center-based staff and family child care 

p roviders, at an estimated rate of 18% per ye a r. Since such data is not available for other segments of the child 

c a re workforce, our figure of 2.5 million workers needed over the course of a year is a conserva t i ve estimate.

Key Findings
Paid care g i vers for children ages 0 through 5

a re the primary focus of the study. We esti-

mate a total of 2.3 million such care g i vers in

the child care workforce at a single point in

time, and 2.5 million over the course of the

year because of occupational turnove r.
3

T h e s e

f i g u res are substantially higher than the total

of 1.7 million child care workers and pre s c h o o l

teachers for all children ages birth through 12

that can be derived from Census Bureau and

B u reau of Labor Statistics data.

• Of the 2.3 million individuals paid to care 

for children ages 0-5 in the U.S. in a given 

week, looked at by the setting in which the 

adult works, approx i m a t e l y :

550,000 (24%)

a re working in center-based settings, including

p r i vate and public child care centers, 

Head Start programs, and pre-kindergarten 

programs,

650,000 (28 % )

p rovide family child care, 

804,000 (35%)

a re paid re l a t i ves other than family child 

c a re prov i d e r s ,

298,000 (13 % )

a re paid non-re l a t i ves other than those work-

i n g in centers or family child care pro g rams 

(e.g., nannies).



Implications of Findings
As we suspected at the outset of the study,

U.S. workers who care for children ages 0-5

h a ve been seriously undercounted in pre v i-

ous analyses, and, as a result, the economic

and social contribution of child care workers

and the projected future need for child care

workers (as well as the re s o u rces to train and

pay them) have been seriously undere s t i m a t-

ed. It appears from these findings that paid

home-based providers, primarily re l a t i ve s

caring for young children, are most often

missed in the currently available federal gov-

ernment counts. We also found a surprisingly

high number of care g i vers working with tod-

dlers (age 19-36 months), suggesting that

c a regiving skills for this age group should be

a major focus of training and pro f e s s i o n a l

d e velopment. The dispro p o rtionate share of

toddler care g i vers is due to three factors: the

ratio of children to adults is much lower in

toddler care than for older children; our pop-

ulation estimates indicate there are more tod-

dlers than pre-schoolers; and more infants

remain in parental care. 

Our demand-based estimate re veals that

m o re than one-third of the child care work-

f o rce is comprised of paid re l a t i ves, a finding

3

that adds complexity to the conventional view

of child care workers in our society. We have

chosen to include this population in the work-

f o rce estimate because they are paid to do

the work on a regular basis, often for a sub-

stantial number of hours per week.  In re c e n t

years, largely in the wake of we l f a re re f o r m ,

c e rtain public child care subsidies have been

made available for the first time to re l a t i ve s

and other unlicensed providers. The share of

s u b s i d i zed children receiving care by re l a t i ve s

ranges from about twenty to fifty perc e n t ,

varying widely by state (Collins et al., 2000;

U.S. Department of Health and Human

S e rvices, 1998). It remains to be seen what

impact this policy will have across sectors of

the child care workforce in terms of re g u l a-

tion, professionalism, compensation, and

t u r n over or stability.

The second year of the project is now focused

on adapting this methodology so that it can

be applied to produce state- and community-

l e vel estimates. The project has been funded

by the Child Care Bureau, Administration for

C h i l d ren, Youth and Families, U.S. Depart m e n t

of Health and Human Serv i c e s .



1



This working paper describes our findings

and methodology related to the first of these

two questions: estimating the size and char-

acteristics of the current U.S. child care work-

f o rce serving children ages 0 through 5

( e xcluding children enrolled in kinderg a rt e n ) .

The estimation model developed for the pro j-

ect is a “demand-based” approach, dra w i n g

on national data sets in which pare n t s

describe their current usage of child care

s e rvices and child:adult ratios for this age

g ro u p. We then take into account the best

a vailable data on the supply of child care

workers and on such industry chara c t e r i s t i c s

as turnove r. The project has been funded by

the Child Care Bureau, Administration for

C h i l d ren, Youth and Families, U.S.

D e p a rtment of Health and Human Serv i c e s .

Introduction
The demand for data on the child care

4
w o r k-

f o rce is rising. Policy makers and org a n i z a-

tions are turning increased attention to solv-

ing child care staffing problems – not only

ensuring adequate staffing to meet families’

c u r rent and future needs for services, but

d e veloping appropriate training pro g rams, as

well as local, state and national initiatives to

re w a rd and retain child care workers. As they

do so, they need complete counts of the size

and character of the present workforce, and

l o n g e r- range estimates of the demand for

child care of different types that will factor in

not only growth in the profession but high

rates of occupational turnove r.

In response, the Center for the Child Care

Wo r k f o rce (CCW) and the Human Serv i c e s

Policy Center (HSPC) at the University of

Washington have embarked on a two-ye a r

re s e a rch project to develop a framework and

methodology for:

1. Quantifying the size and character of the 

U.S. child care workforce much more com-

pletely than has been done before, and

2. Adapting our methodology so that it may 

be developed for state- and community-

l e vel estimates.

5

4
The term "child care" is used in this re p o rt as a generic term to encompass the many types of early care and 

education pro g rams serving children ages 0-5 – including such center-based pro g rams as nursery schools, pre -

k i n d e rg a rten pro g rams, Head St a rt, and public and private child care centers, and such home-based services as 

family child care and care by re l a t i ves or other non-parental care g i vers. W h e re appropriate, the re p o rt distin-

guishes among pro g ram types such as Head St a rt and pre - k i n d e rg a rten pro g rams. 



ate care g i ver training pro g rams, and to offer

wage increases, stipends and other financial

i n c e n t i ves to child care workers. Better com-

pensation has been positively associated

with improvements in observed child care

quality and good developmental outcomes

for young children, including heightened

school re a d i n e s s .
5

Yet policy makers have

l a rgely been forced to develop and monitor

such initiatives without the benefit of re l i a b l e

estimates of the numbers, demographic char-

acteristics, and educational qualifications of

c e n t e r-based and home-based care g i vers in

t a rget states and communities. Most counties

in California, for example, using a new tobac-

co tax fund earmarked to services for yo u n g

c h i l d ren, have begun developing initiatives to

re w a rd child care teachers and providers with

stipends linked to their levels of training and

education. But without accurate data or a

systematic method for estimating the size of

the workforce, policy makers and pro g ra m

a d m i n i s t rators have been seriously hampere d

in budgeting for the initiatives, identifying

The Need for Better
Information on the U.S.
Child Care Workforce

The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics has

named the category of “child care workers”

as among the fastest-growing occupations for

the decade 1998-2008, a distinction share d

with computer pro g rammers, elementary

school teachers and re g i s t e red nurses, and

has estimated that this category will need to

g row by 26% during that period.

Yet although there is every indication that we

will need new care g i vers of many types—

g i ven high turnover rates, growing demand

for non-parental care, and the difficulty of

recruiting and retaining teachers and other

c a re g i vers in this typically very low - p a y i n g

field—available data sources have offered little

information about the size and composition

of this complex workforce, including educ a-

tional qualifications and other demogra p h i c

c h a racteristics. 

A number of policy efforts are now underway

to ensure adequate child care staffing for

meeting families’ needs, to develop appro p r i-

6

5  
While the findings presented here are for the nation as a whole, and thus not directly applicable to local communities

c rafting child care policies, the computational model we have developed should prove to be useful at the state 

and local level. We are currently conducting a second stage of the study to refine state and local applications of 

the model. 



Fu rt h e r, more accurate figures are needed for

building greater public awareness of the

dimensions of child care staffing pro b l e m s .

N ow that the teacher shortage in elementary

and secondary education has been widely

p u b l i c i zed and re c o g n i zed, it would be highly

beneficial to have comparable data placing

the supply of and demand for child care

workers in such a perspective – especially

because these occupations are so interd e-

pendent, with many teachers and care g i ve r s

m oving from the child care field to jobs in ele-

mentary education. A more accurate estimate

of the number of child care workers – placed

in the context of high rates of turnover and

g rowing demand for services – could height-

en awareness of the crucial role they play in

s u p p o rting the U.S. economy, and in pro m o t-

ing good outcomes for children such as

i m p roved school readiness. This could also

heighten awareness of the need for public

policy to support greater professionalism and

better compensation in this field.

u n d e r s e rved populations of care g i vers, moni-

toring pro g ress, and projecting community

demand for child care - related tra i n i n g .

Major questions about the child care work-

f o rce also persist for policy makers,

re s e a rchers and others who are concerned

about serving various populations of childre n

and families with appropriate services. Fo r

example, given what we know about the

demand for family child care
6

s e rvices for

infants, and factoring in annual turnover in

family child care, how many new prov i d e r s

and assistants will be needed each year in

the United States? Similar questions persist

for meeting the child care needs of other

g roups, including racial and ethnic minorities,

c h i l d ren with limited English pro f i c i e n c y, and

c h i l d ren with disabilities. Educational re f o r m

i n i t i a t i ves that seek to increase school re a d i-

ness will also need better estimates of

human re s o u rce capacity in the early care

and education field.

7

6
For the purposes of this study, “family child care” is defined as paid, out-of-home, non-re l a t i ve care .



neighbors, even though it is incre a s i n g l y

receiving public child care dollars.

Data collection by the U.S. Department of

L a b o r, which is the primary source of ongoing

information about the size of the center-

based child care workforce, is limited by its

longstanding practice of classifying differe n t

members of the workforce, as “p re s c h o o l

teachers” or “child care workers” – categories

that have little relation to actual job duties.

The more typical job titles in most child care

centers are “teacher” and “assistant teacher”

for center-based care, and “p rovider” and

“assistant” for family child care settings;

these correspond more accurately to patterns

of responsibility and lines of superv i s i o n .

Although Department of Labor re p o rts on the

number of preschool teachers and child care

workers would seemingly provide a re l i a b l e

m e a s u re of the ove rall number of teaching

staff employed in centers serving children 0-

5, the job titles muddy our understanding of

the distinct roles played by teaching staff,

and omit other key staff such as center directors. 

The currently available profile of home-based

child care workers, both licensed and unre g u-

lated, is particularly limited. The Depart m e n t

Limitations of Existing 
Data Sources

The available data sources and estimates that

we examined at the beginning of this study

indicated a total of 1.7 million members of

the U.S. child care workforce, including cen-

t e r-based and home-based providers, as of

2000. But this estimate is unreliable for sev-

e ral crucial re a s o n s .

While teachers in grades K-12 are individually

c e rtified, and thus re l a t i vely easy to track and

count, no such system exists in child care .

Although the licensing of certain centers and

home-based pro g rams allows for rough tabu-

lations of the numbers of child care workers

in these sectors, the estimates are question-

able, given the often incomplete data collec-

tion at the state level, and the differing meth-

ods among the states for categorizing home-

based providers. 

We also lack a current survey of the child care

w o r k f o rce on the scale of the 1990 Profile of

Child Care Settings (Willer et al., 1991).

Fu rt h e r, the child care data samples gathere d

in recent years as part of re s e a rch studies

h a ve not focused on all segments of the

w o r k f o rce. Very little re s e a rch has been

d e voted to the large “informal” sector of

u n regulated child care by family, friends and

8



Our interests in improving on the estimates

c u r rently offered by child care workforce data

s o u rces are thre e f o l d :

1. To develop a clear set of concepts and defi-

nitions of who is to be included in the “c h i l d

c a re workforce,” recognizing that the bro a d e r

“c a regiving population” is comprised of a

range of participants, from full time workers,

to those who work part time or intermittently,

to those for whom pay may be secondary to

helping a family member. We believe it is

i m p o rtant to estimate the number of unpaid

c a re g i vers as well, since they play a critical

role in caring for young childre n .

2. To estimate more accurately and complete-

ly the number of individuals in the child care

w o r k f o rce at a single point in time and annu-

a l l y, including previously undercounted sec-

tors (such as home-based care providers) and

taking account of high turnover within the

course of a ye a r.

3. To produce estimates which are more con-

sistent with the occupational categories nor-

mally used in the field. 

of Labor does not track self-employed work-

ers, and there f o re excludes the majority of

family child care providers from its surve y s .

The U.S. Census Bure a u’s Current Po p u l a t i o n

S u rvey (CPS), which includes people who

c a re for children in their own homes, offers

no information about whether re s p o n d e n t s

a re licensed family child care providers, non-

p a rental re l a t i ves of the children they care

f o r, or providers of other kinds of services. It

has long been suspected that home-based

child care providers are undercounted by the

CPS, due to the reluctance of many prov i d e r s

to declare their occupations – either out of

concern about unre p o rted or under- re p o rt e d

income, or a disinclination (part i c u l a r l y

among re l a t i ves providing child care) to

define their services as an occupation. Nor

h a ve reliable projections been made of the

demand for family child care and other home-

based forms of care on the pare n t / c o n s u m e r

side. In the absence of better information, it

has remained difficult to grapple with how,

and in what sectors, the child care workforc e

needs to grow, e.g. by type of care, and with

c a re g i vers of what levels of education and

e x p e r i e n c e .

9



Paid Re l a t i ve s
A major issue is whether paid re l a t i ves, about

t w o - t h i rds of whom are gra n d p a rents, should

be included in the child care workforce esti-

mate. In a minority of cases, payment comes

in the form of a public subsidy, which could

otherwise be paid to workers in formal set-

tings. Paid re l a t i ves provide care for an ave r-

age of approximately 35 hours per week; for

m a n y, there f o re, it is the equivalent of a full-

time job (Human Services Policy Center,

2 0 0 2 ) .

C o n c l u s i o n : We have decided to include

estimates of paid re l a t i ves in our final esti-

mates of the paid child care workforce, but to

p resent this group as a separate category as

a p p ropriate. We re c o g n i ze that there are sig-

nificant policy implications invo l ved in con-

sidering paid re l a t i ves as part of the work-

f o rce, and that they generally have not been

counted as such in previous studies. See fur-

ther discussion in “Implications of Findings.”

Paid Non-Re l a t i ve s
Many friends, neighbors and other types of

unlicensed care g i vers are also paid to care

for young children. For reasons similar to

those offered above for paid re l a t i ves, we will

include these in our final estimates of the

child care workforce. Fu rt h e r, since one of our

major data sources, the 1999 National

Household Education Survey (NHES-99), a

nationally re p re s e n t a t i ve survey conducted

by the National Center for Education

Statistics (NCES), does not differe n t i a t e

among types of non-re l a t i ve child care

a r rangements, we assume that some of the

Who is Included in the
Child Care Workforce?
Our approach in this study has been to esti-

mate the entire U.S. “c a regiving population”

– the non-parental population caring for chil-

d ren ages 0-5 in the U.S. at any given time,

whether paid or unpaid – and, within that

n u m b e r, to estimate the subgroup of people

who could be considered members of a bona

fide, paid “child care workforce.” The follow-

ing discussion concerns our rationales for

whether or not various segments of the care-

giving population should be included in the

w o r k f o rce estimate.

Clearly included in the child care workforce are:

• The teaching staff of center-based pro g ra m s ,

including Head St a rt pro g rams, pre - k i n d e r-

g a rten pro g rams, nursery schools, and com-

munity-based private and public child care 

c e n t e r s ;

• Family child care providers who are licensed

or regulated to care for a group of young 

c h i l d ren in their own homes;

• Nannies and other paid in-home care g i ve r s .

Potentially included are :

• Paid relatives caring for children on a regular 

basis;

• Paid non-re l a t i ves (including friends, neighbors,

unlicensed family child care providers, and 

nannies) caring for children on a regular basis;

• Office workers and other non-teaching staff 

at child care centers or family child care

programs;

• Unpaid providers, including re l a t i ves (other 

than parents) and non-re l a t i ve s .

10



C o n c l u s i o n : We have decided to focus on

child care as an occupation, rather than as a

s e c t o r, and there f o re are excluding office

workers and other non-teaching staff fro m

our estimates.

Unpaid Care g i ve r s
F i n a l l y, there is the category of unpaid and/or

vo l u n t e e r, non-parental care g i vers. These are

c a re g i vers who should not be considere d

members of the paid workforce, but for whom

it is useful to develop estimates in order to

complete the picture of all individuals offer-

ing child care. These estimates help provide a

sense of how much the paid workforce would

h a ve to expand if we we re to move the care

p rovided in these unpaid settings to more for-

mal paid settings. They also provide a way to

a c h i e ve an estimate of the cost of paying

unpaid providers if payment policies we re to

c h a n g e .

Conclusion: We have decided to exc l u d e

unpaid re l a t i ves and non-re l a t i ves who care

for children on a regular basis, as well as

child care center volunteers, from our esti-

mates of the child care workforce, but to

include them in our ove rall estimate of the

l a rger U.S. caregiving population.

paid, non-re l a t i ve, out-of-home care g i ve r s

would actually meet the definition of “family

child care prov i d e r.” Those definitions, of

course, vary considerably by state.

C o n c l u s i o n : We include estimates of paid

n o n - re l a t i ves in the final estimates of the

paid child care workforce, and categorize

paid, non-re l a t i ve, out-of-home care g i vers as

family child care providers. Paid, non-re l a t i ve ,

in-home providers, such as nannies, are also

included as part of the child care workforc e ,

but in a separate category from family child

c a re prov i d e r s .

Office Workers and Other 
N o n - Teaching Staff 
The question of including office workers and

other non-teaching staff in the estimates of

the child care workforce raises the issue of

whether we are estimating the workforce of

an occupation or of a sector. In the case of

estimating the entire child care sector – i.e.,

the total workforce of all organizations and

entities that offer child care as a service –

non-teaching staff would be included.
7

If our

i n t e rest, howe ve r, is in estimating how many

individuals are regularly providing direct care

to children on a paid basis, then office assis-

tants and other administra t i ve staff should

not be included.

11
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Non-teaching staff in a child care center could include not only administra t i ve office personnel, cooks, custodians,

and drivers, but such dire c t - c a re - related positions as social workers, educational coordinators and family 

s u p p o rt specialists.



for children at a given point in time. We can

then make a variety of adjustments to move

f rom an estimate of hours of care to the num-

ber of individuals providing care – a single-

point-in-time “workforce estimate” – by fac-

toring in our knowledge from other data

s o u rces of the ave rage number of hours that

c a re g i vers work per week. We then move fro m

an estimate of the number of care g i vers in a

single week to an annual workforce estimate

by factoring in the occupational turnover ra t e .

Since we are working from a data base of

individual households and children in care ,

and the survey includes demographic and

other information about each child in care ,

we can also infer how many adults are caring

for children with different characteristics. We

do this by examining the patterns of care and

re p o rted child:adult ratios for subsets of chil-

d ren with each characteristic of interest. We

i l l u s t rate this method for two ethnic gro u p s

(African American and Latino children), for

c h i l d ren with disabilities, and for childre n

with limited English language pro f i c i e n c y.

Our approach does carry certain limitations

and potential controversies. In order to com-

pute a single total, we have worked from the

a vailable categories of care, using seve ra l

estimates, each with its own potential marg i n

of erro r. T h e re is also the possibility of pare n t

m i s re p o rting of child care usage due to inac-

c u rate recollection, and the possible inaccu-

racy of parent re p o rts of the number of adults

A Demand-Based 
Estimate of the Child 
Care Workforce
Our study has been prompted by the lack of

reliable data that cover all child care workers

and that correspond to occupational titles

and responsibilities as generally re c o g n i ze d

in the field. Due to the limitations of existing

data from the U.S. Department of Labor’s

B u reau of Labor Statistics (BLS) and the U.S.

Census Bureau, we have found it necessary

to develop an alternative route for estimating

the size and characteristics of the U.S. child

c a re workforce, and of the larger “c a re g i v i n g

population” within which it opera t e s .

Our approach follows a re l a t i vely simple

logic. A recent, reliable, nationally re p re s e n-

t a t i ve household survey is available that asks

p a rents about their child care usage: the

1999 National Household Education Surve y

( NHES-99), conducted by the National Center

for Education Statistics. (This survey is

described in more detail in Appendix A, “Data

S o u rces and Methodology.”) Pa rents we re

asked in the survey whether or not their chil-

d ren use a particular child care arra n g e m e n t

(including center-based care, and home-

based care by re l a t i ves or non-re l a t i ves), and

for how much time each week; how many

c h i l d ren and adults are in the room for each

type of care they use; and whether the care is

paid or unpaid, and in-home or out-of-home.

If we know how many children are in each

type of care (paid and unpaid), the number of

hours they use that care, and the ratio of chil-

d ren to adults, we can infer the number of

paid and unpaid adults who must be caring

12



roughly how many adults are caring for spe-

cial needs children on a paid or unpaid basis

– information that is important for planning

a p p ropriate training and support for such

c a re g i vers in various settings. Knowledge of

the settings in which care g i vers work is

i m p o rtant for designing delivery systems,

since, for example, the types of tra i n i n g

materials that would be developed for child

c a re center staff are not likely to be as effec-

t i ve with gra n d p a rents who are paid to care

for a child.

Our estimates are much less certain, howe v-

e r, when we are dealing with chara c t e r i s t i c s

of children (e.g., ethnicity, disability status,

and limited English proficiency), due to our

inability to determine the extent to which

c h i l d ren with these characteristics are con-

c e n t rated in or dispersed among care g i v i n g

locations. For example, let us assume that

t h e re are five children with disabilities using

center care, and that for these children, par-

ents re p o rt an ave rage child:adult ratio of

5:1. If all five of these children are in a single

setting – that is, only with other children with

disabilities – then only one provider per five

c h i l d ren is caring for a child with a disability

and would need to have special skills or

t raining. But if the five children are in five

s e p a rate settings – namely, each is cared for

with four children without special needs –

then there would be a total of five child care

workers spending a portion of their time with

a special needs child and requiring appro p r i-

per child working in a child care pro g ra m .
8

Fu rt h e r, in order to adjust our estimates, we

h a ve relied on various secondary studies,

each of which has its own set of limitations.

F i n a l l y, our decision to include paid re l a t i ve s

and various categories of paid non-re l a t i ve s

in the child care workforce has significant

policy implications, and in general, child care

w o r k f o rce studies and estimates have not

included these gro u p s .

Our approach, howe ve r, has the advantage of

p roducing workforce estimates that are

d i rectly linked to the patterns of child care

usage in the general population. Delineating

these linkages will allow us to project poten-

tial workforce changes likely to result fro m

changes in use of care. Thus, if there is a shift

f rom parental care to family child care as a

result of financing changes, we can re a d i l y

estimate the number of additional family

child care providers that would be re q u i red in

o rder to accommodate that shift. Similarly,

linking workforce estimates to childre n’s

c h a racteristics yields important information.

For example, parents we re asked in the

NHES-95 and 99 whether their child has a

special physical or emotional need.
9

H o f f e rt h ’s (1998) analysis of the NHES - 9 5

d e m o n s t rated that children with special

needs we re more likely to be in center care ,

and to be in care with lower child:adult

ratios, than other children. Our analysis of

the NHES-99 shows similar results. We can

thus use our estimation method to determine

13
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For center care, we offer an adjustment to the pare n t - re p o rted child:adult ratios that is based on a single study 

documenting the extent of parent misre p o rting of child: adult ratios in center-based care (Willer et al., 1991).
9

“Special needs” in the NHES-99 survey is defined as having at least one of the following conditions: learning 

d i s a b i l i t y, mental re t a rdation, speech impairment, serious emotional disturbance, deafness or other hearing 

impairment, blindness or other visual impairment, an orthopedic impairment, or another health impairment 

lasting six months or more .



estimate is the most appropriate. Howe ve r, if

we wish to use the child care workforce esti-

mates for such purposes as estimating how

many people must be recruited into the field,

or the professional development re s o u rc e s

that should be made available, we need to

take into account the total number of individ-

uals who provide child care over the course

of a ye a r. The critical factor relating the annu-

al estimate to the single-point-in-time esti-

mate is the occupational turnover rate – the

number of individuals entering or leaving the

occupation during the course of a ye a r.

For center-based staff and family child care

p roviders, we have reasonably reliable occu-

pational turnover estimates from the litera-

t u re re v i e w, and we use these to adjust the

weekly point-in-time estimates up to annual

e s t i m a t e s .
1 0

We do not, howe ve r, have

t u r n over estimates for other types of paid

c a re g i vers, whether re l a t i ves or non-re l a t i ve s ,

and there f o re include the weekly point-in-

time estimates for those workers in the annu-

al total, knowing that we are there by giving a

minimum estimate of that portion of the

w o r k f o rce through the course of the ye a r.

One advantage of our methodology is that if

t u r n over estimates for these “informal” paid

c a re g i vers become available, our estimates

can easily be adjusted accord i n g l y. Similarly,

if policy initiatives such as efforts to ra i s e

child care workforce compensation succeed

in reducing turnove r, our annual estimates

can be adjusted dow n w a rd. Our methodology

could thus be used to estimate the re d u c t i o n

in the number of care g i vers that could be

a c h i e ved if turnover we re to be re d u c e d .

ate training and support. For these chara c t e r-

istics of children, we there f o re re p o rt an esti-

mated range of care g i vers, with the mid-point

suggesting a moderate level of concentra t i o n .

These ranges are often quite large, as they

reflect two very different scenarios: namely,

high concentration or high integration of chil-

d ren from different populations in each type

of child care .

We would also like to describe the chara c t e r-

istics of care g i vers, including their age, edu-

cational background and income. While we

cannot derive these characteristics from a

reliable national data base, we do have other

s o u rces for such information. In reviewing the

re s e a rch litera t u re (see Appendix C), we

found a variety of studies that provide re a-

sonably reliable information on the chara c t e r-

istics of care g i vers in each component of the

child care sector: centers, family child care

homes, and the population of paid re l a t i ve s ,

friends and neighbors. While the data in

these studies are not amenable to a formal

meta-analysis, we have been able to delin-

eate conve rging estimates for key chara c t e r i s t i c s .

We there f o re re p o rt the distribution of char-

acteristics for the workers in each type of care .

S i n g l e - Po i n t - i n - Time Estimates
vs. Annual Estimates
An important issue is whether to estimate the

number of child care workers at one point in

time, or over the course of a ye a r. Labor forc e

statistics are usually estimates of the number

of workers in a sector or occupation at a sin-

gle point in time, usually one week. For pur-

poses of comparing child care workers to

other occupations, the weekly point-in-time

1 4

1 0
The study used to estimate occupational turnover for center-based providers in a given year is based on a sample of 

re l a t i vely high-quality centers in one state, but is the only available evidence separating occupational t u r n over 

f rom job turnover (Whitebook, Sakai, Gerber & Howes, 2001). It is there f o re a lowe r-bound estimate of turnover 

and leads to a lowe r-bound estimate of the number of care g i ve r s .



the major categories of workers into posi-

tions. For the purposes of our estimates, we

h a ve used the following definitions:

Paid Prov i d e r s
Center-Based Staff: Providers working in

child care centers, including pre - k i n d e rg a rt e n

and Head St a rt pro g rams. (Center dire c t o r s ,

h owe ve r, are not counted as part of class-

room staff. )
1 2

• Te a c h e r s

• Assistant teachers

• Dire c t o r s

Fa m i ly Child Ca re Prov i d e rs : N o n - re l a t i ve paid

providers offering child care in their own home.

• Providers 

• Assistants

Paid Relatives. Re l a t i ves, typically gra n d p a r-

ents, who are paid (sometimes through pub-

lic subsidy) to offer child care in their ow n

home or in the child’s home.

Other Home-Based Caregivers: Paid, non-

re l a t i ve providers, such as nannies, offering

c a re in the child’s home.

Unpaid Prov i d e r s
Center-Based Providers: Volunteers (often

p a rents), who are not considered part of the

regular classroom staff and are not counted

for regulatory purposes in child:adult ra t i o s .

Non-Relatives: Unpaid non-re l a t i ves prov i d-

ing care on a regular basis either in or away

f rom the child’s home.

Relatives: Unpaid re l a t i ves, other than par-

ents, providing care on a regular basis either

in or away from the child’s home.

Defining Types of Care
and Job Responsibilities 
Since paid and unpaid care g i vers of yo u n g

children can potentially shift status in response

to public policies, it is important to account

for both groups. The provision in the federa l

Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF), re q u i r-

ing states to pay re l a t i ves who care for subsidy-

eligible childre n ,
1 1

has undoubtedly incre a s e d

the number of re l a t i ves who are paid for the

child care they provide. Estimates of the per-

c e n t a g e of children receiving CCDF assistance

who use re l a t i ve care range from about 25

p e rcent (Collins et al., 2000) to 50 p e rc e n t

(U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Serv i c e s , 1 9 9 8 ) .

S i m i l a r l y, if expanded financial assistance poli-

c i e s led more parents to use non-pare n t a l

c a re, allowing them to spend more hours in

paid employment, this would also yield an

i n c rease in the paid child care workforce. But

as indicated above, estimating the size of the

child care workforce and categorizing its

members are difficult tasks, and it is part i c u l a r l y

challenging to compare varying estimates

a c ross different data sourc e s .

Our demand-based approach, using the

NHES-99 surve y, ove rcomes many limitations

of other surveys (such as the Current Po p u l a t i o n

S u rvey and re p o rts from the Bureau of Labor

Statistics) by allowing us to count the number

of unpaid providers, and to include home-based

workers in the count of paid providers but to

e xclude kinderg a rten teachers. The classification

of child care providers into categories that

re p resent the occupation, howe ve r, is limited

by the type of child care arrangements a s k e d

about in the surve y. Howe ve r, we rely on

a vailable secondary sources to break dow n

15
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This re q u i rement is subject to state health and safety re q u i rements, and other limitations that states may 

impose on in-home care .
1 2

T h e re is some potential for ove r-counting of directors here, to the extent that in small centers, parents may 

o b s e rve directors in the classroom and include them in the re p o rted child:adult ra t i o.



Tu r n over is typically expressed as an annual

rate, measured by dividing the number of

staff of a workplace who left in the pre v i o u s

year or other interval, by the total number of

staff employed at one moment in time (typi-

c a l l y, at the time of observation or interv i e w ) .

In cases in which a single position turns ove r

m o re than once in a ye a r, each staff depar-

t u re is counted as an instance of turnove r. In

the case of home-based providers, such as

family child care providers or re l a t i ve care

p roviders, turnover rates express the perc e n t-

age of providers who no longer care for chil-

d ren in exchange for payment.

Job Turnover and
Occupational Turnover
E m p l oyee turnover is typically defined in one

of two ways. “Job turnover” occurs, for exam-

ple, when a teacher leaves a particular child

c a re center but does not necessarily leave the

child care field; such a person might obtain

e m p l oyment in a different center, or open a

family child care business. Available data

about child care worker turnover genera l l y

describe job turnove r, and concern about the

impact of high turnover typically centers

a round this type, because of the instability it

causes for co-workers, parents and childre n .

“Occupational turnover” refers to instances in

which a worker departs not only from his or

her particular workplace, but leaves the occu-

pation altogether. Occupational turnove r,

unlike job turnove r, has a direct impact on

the ove rall supply of care g i vers available to

fill positions in pro g rams serving young chil-

d ren, and thus is of direct re l e vance to our

annual estimates of the number of child care

workers. 

The turnover of self-employed home-based

p roviders, such as family child care prov i d e r s

or re l a t i ve care providers, can also be chara c-

t e r i zed as job or occupational turnove r,

depending on whether they remain in the

field by becoming teachers in a center or by

other means, or move out of providing child

c a re altogether.

1 6



• Looked at by the age of child with whom 

the adult works, approximately: 

6 67,000 (29%) a re caring for infants (0-18 months),

1 , 133,000 (49%) a re caring for toddlers 

(19-36 months),
1 3

501,000 (22%) a re caring for pre-schoolers 

(3-5 years). 

B. Annual Estimate At least 2.5 million indi-

viduals are paid to care for young children in

a given year – a higher number than the

a b ove point-in-time estimate due to occupa-

tional turnove r. Note: Tu r n over estimates are

a vailable in the re s e a rch litera t u re for center-

based staff and family child care prov i d e r s ,

but not for other care g i vers such as paid re l a-

t i ves and non-re l a t i ves. As a result, our figure

of 2.5 million workers needed over the course

of a year is a conserva t i ve estimate.

• Approximately 104,000 more individuals are

needed to work in child care centers thro u g h

the course of a year than during a single we e k .

• Approximately 107,000 more family child 

c a re providers are needed on an annual 

basis than during a single we e k .

Unpaid Caregivers
The total U.S. caregiving population also

includes approximately 2.4 million individuals

p roviding unpaid child care during a give n

week. (See Table 1, and Figures 3 and 4.)

• By provider setting, approx i m a t e l y :

42,000 (2%) a re volunteers (primarily parent 

volunteers) in center-based pro g ra m s ,

2 , 2 32,000 (93%) a re unpaid re l a t i ves, 

121,000 (5%) a re unpaid non-re l a t i ve care g i ve r s .

• By age of child in care, approx i m a t e l y :

756,000 (32 % ) a re caring for infants,

1 , 128,000 (47%) a re caring for toddlers, 

511,000 (21%) a re caring for pre - s c h o o l e r s .

Major Findings
We first present our estimates of the size of

the ove rall U.S. caregiving population and of

the child care workforce; then the numbers of

child care workers caring for children of dif-

f e rent characteristics; then the key chara c t e r i s t i c s

of the child care workforce. We also show the

number of children in care, by age and type,

f rom which the workforce estimates we re

d e r i ved. We present point-in-time estimates

for a typical week as well as annual estimates,

each of which is useful for different purposes.

1. The Size of the U.S. 
C a re g i v i n g Population for 
C h i l d ren Ages 0 T h rough 5

As detailed in Table 1 on the following pages,

t h e re are nearly 5 million individuals caring

for someone else’s child or children ages 0

through 5 in the United States, excluding those

e n rolled in kinderg a rt e n , in any given we e k .

Slightly fewer than half of these are paid for

the care they provide. 

The Paid Child Care Workforce 
A. Single Po i n t - i n - Time Estimate A p p rox i m a t e l y

2.3 million individuals are paid to care for

c h i l d ren ages 0-5 in the U.S. in a g i ven we e k .

(See Table 1, and Figures 1 and 2.)

• Looked at by the setting in which the adult 

works, approx i m a t e l y :

550,000 (24%) a re working in center-based 

settings, including private and public child 

c a re centers, Head St a rt pro g rams, and pre -

k i n d e rg a rten pro g ra m s ,

650,000 (28 % ) p rovide family child care ,

804,000 (35%) a re paid re l a t i ves other than 

family child care prov i d e r s ,

298,000 (13 % ) a re paid non-re l a t i ves other 

than those working in centers or family 

child care pro g rams (such as nannies).
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It is notable that such a significantly larger number of providers are caring for toddlers. This may be because 

t h e re is re l a t i vely little non-parental care for infants, and because child:adult ratios are higher in the care of 

p re-schoolers. A substantial number of providers caring for toddlers are likely to be friends, family members or 

neighbors, whether paid or unpaid.



1 8

Infants (0-18 mos.) 6 6 6 , 6 9 2 1 1 5 , 2 3 0 1 8 0 , 3 7 3 2 8 4 , 1 6 1 8 6 , 9 2 8

Toddlers (19-36 mos.) 1 , 1 3 3 , 3 5 3 2 4 2 , 3 5 4 3 5 5 , 2 3 2 3 8 7 , 0 1 2 1 4 8 , 7 5 5

Pre-schoolers (3-5 yrs.) 5 0 1 , 1 6 8 1 9 2 , 2 3 2 1 1 4 , 5 7 4 1 3 2 , 4 7 2 6 1 , 8 9 0

All Children O-5 2 , 3 0 1 , 2 1 2 5 4 9 , 8 1 6 6 5 0 , 1 7 8 8 0 3 , 6 4 5 2 9 7 , 5 7 3

Total Pa i d

C e n t e r-

B a s e d

St a f f

Fa m i l y

Child Care

Prov i d e r s

Pa i d

Re l a t i ve s

Paid Non-

Re l a t i ve s

Paid Child Care Wo r k f o rc e

F i g u re 1: 

Number of Child Care Providers 

at a Single Point in Time by Child

C a re Setting or Provider Ty p e

Paid Re l a t i ve s

8 0 4 , 0 0 0

( 3 5 % )

Family Child 

C a re Prov i d e r s

6 5 0 , 0 0 0

( 28 % )

Paid 

N o n - Re l a t i ve s

2 9 8 , 0 0 0

( 13 % )

Table 1: Demand-Based Estimates 

of the Size of the Ove rall U.S.

C a regiving Population, Including 

the Paid Child Care Workforce and

Unpaid Care g i vers, per Week, by

Age of Child (0 through 5) and 

Type of Prov i d e r

C e n t e r-

Based St a f f

5 5 0 , 0 0 0

( 2 4 % )

Infants (0-18 mos.) 7 5 5 , 6 8 1 8 , 7 1 1 7 2 5 , 2 7 2 2 1 , 6 9 8 1 , 4 2 2 , 3 7 3

Toddlers (19-36 mos.) 1 , 1 2 7 , 9 2 1 1 8 , 3 2 2 1 , 0 3 4 , 7 3 5 7 4 , 8 6 4 2 , 2 6 1 , 2 7 3

Pre-schoolers (3-5 yrs.) 5 1 1 , 4 3 9 1 4 , 5 3 3 4 7 2 , 4 8 1 2 4 , 4 2 5 1 , 0 1 2 , 6 0 7

All Children O-5 2 , 3 9 5 , 0 4 1 4 1 , 5 6 6 2 , 2 3 2 , 4 8 8 1 2 0 , 9 8 7 4 , 6 9 6 , 2 5 4

C a regiving 

Po p u l a t i o n

To t a l

U n p a i d

C e n t e r-

B a s e d

Vo l u n t e e r s

U n p a i d

Re l a t i ve s

U n p a i d

N o n -

Re l a t i ve s

O ve ra l l

To t a l

Unpaid Care g i ve r s
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F i g u re 2: 

Number of Child Care Providers 

at a Single Point in Time Prov i d i n g

C a re for Each Child’s Age Gro u p

To d d l e r s

1 , 13 3 , 0 0 0

( 4 9 % )

Pre - S c h o o l e r s

5 0 1 , 0 0 0

( 2 2 % )

I n f a n t s

6 67 , 0 0 0

( 2 9 % )

F i g u re 3: 

Number of Unpaid Child Care

Providers at a Single Point in 

Time by Child Care Setting or

Provider Ty p e

F i g u re 4: 

Number of Unpaid Child Care

Providers at a Single Point in 

Time Providing Care for 

Each Child’s Age Gro u p

Unpaid 

Re l a t i ve s

2 , 2 32 , 0 0 0

( 9 3 % )

Unpaid 

N o n - Re l a t i ve s

12 1 , 0 0 0

( 5 % )

C e n t e r- B a s e d

Vo l u n t e e r s

4 2 , 0 0 0

( 2 % )

To d d l e r s

1 , 128 , 0 0 0

( 4 7 % )

Pre - S c h o o l e r s

5 1 1 , 0 0 0

( 2 1 % )

I n f a n t s

7 5 6 , 0 0 0

( 32 % )



2. Comparison of Demand-
Based Estimates to Census Data

Our point-in-time, demand-based estimate 

of the number of child care workers serv i n g

c h i l d ren ages 0-5 in the United States indicates

that there are approximately 600,000 more

individuals being paid to care for children than

a re re vealed by U.S. Census counts for all chil-

d ren ages 0-12 (U.S. Census Bureau, Curre n t

Population Surve y, 2000). This differe n c e

would likely be even larger if our estimates

also included child care providers caring for

school-age children before and after school

hours. The 804,000 paid re l a t i ves (larg e l y

g ra n d p a rents) and non-re l a t i ves (other than

family child care providers) are likely to form a

major part of this difference. 

2 0

Child Care Workforce 

C a t e g o r i e s

U.S. Census, 

C u r rent Population Survey (CPS), 2000

Preschool Te a c h e r s

(not including Kinderg a rt e n )
1 4

Assistant Te a c h e r s

Family Child Care Prov i d e r s

Child Care Workers, In-home

To t a l

B u reau of Labor Statistics, 

Occupational Employment Statistics, 2000

Preschool teachers

Child care workers

(including private households)

To t a l

Demand-Based Estimate

C e n t e r-Based St a f f

Family Child Care Providers 

Paid Re l a t i ve s

Paid Non-Re l a t i ve s

To t a l

Number of 

Wo r k e r s

4 7 0 , 0 0 0

4 8 0 , 0 0 0

4 5 7 , 0 0 0

2 7 5 , 0 0 0

1 , 682 , 0 0 0

3 5 7 , 0 0 0

3 9 8 , 0 0 0

7 5 5 , 0 0 0

5 5 0 , 0 0 0

6 5 0 , 0 0 0

8 0 4 , 0 0 0

2 9 8 , 0 0 0

2 , 3 0 1 , 0 0 0

Table 2: Summary of Child

C a re Workforce Estimates

f rom U.S. Census Bure a u’s

C u r rent Population Surve y

(CPS) and from Demand-

Based Appro a c h

14 
Since the U.S. Census cate-

gory of "preschool teachers"

includes kinderg a rten teachers,

we have subtracted the esti-

mated number of kinderg a rt e n

teachers re p o rted in the U.S.

D e p a rtment of Labor’s

Occupational Employ m e n t

Statistics 2000 from the CPS

estimate re p o rted above .



4. The Size of the Paid U.S. 
Child Care Wo r k f o rce and  
Unpaid Caregiving Population
Caring for Children with 
Selected Chara c t e r i s t i c s

To illustrate how our demand-based pro c e-

d u re can be applied to estimating the number

of care g i vers caring for children in cert a i n

populations, we use this method to estimate

the number of workers caring for African

American and Latino children, children with

disabilities, and children with limited English

p ro f i c i e n c y.

As noted above, since we cannot determine

the degree to which children of part i c u l a r

c h a racteristics are concentrated in or dis-

persed among caregiving settings, we pre s e n t

our workforce estimates as ranges re f l e c t i n g

d i f f e rent levels of concentration. That is, if

c h i l d ren from special populations are concen-

t rated in one classroom or center, the number

of care g i vers in contact with these childre n

will be lower than if we assume that the chil-

d ren are dispersed across settings. We there-

f o re present a range of estimates. T h e s e

ranges are often quite large, as they re f l e c t

two very different scenarios: namely, high

c o n c e n t ration or high integration of childre n

f rom different populations in each type of

child care. The lower range assumes that chil-

d ren with a selected characteristic are highly

c o n c e n t rated, so that each care g i ver is caring

for seve ral such children. The upper ra n g e

assumes that such children are highly dis-

persed, with each care g i ver interacting with

only one such child among all the children in

their care. The mid-points suggest a moder-

ate level of concentration. 

We are hopeful that the data provided on this

topic could be of significant use to planners

and policy makers who are considering the

numbers and qualifications of staff necessary

to provide appropriate services for cert a i n

3. The Paid U.S. Child Care 
Wo r k f o rce for Children Ages 
0-5, by Job Re s p o n s i b i l i t y

N o t e : We arrived at the following estimates of

d i f f e rent job positions by taking the demand

estimates for the total number of center-

based staff and family child care prov i d e r s ,

and then dividing them into categories, using

ratios from the available re s e a rch litera t u re

on the ave rage numbers of each job position

found in each setting. (See Appendix A, “Data

S o u rces and Methodology. ” )

Of the 550,000 individuals working in cen-

ters in a given week, 

• 57,000 are directors; 

• 282,000 are teachers;

• 211,000 are assistant teachers.

Of the 653,000 individuals working in cen-

ters through the course of a ye a r, 

• 65,000 are directors; 

• 324,000 are teachers;

• 264,000 are assistant teachers.

Of the 650,000 individuals working in family

child care pro g rams in a given we e k ,

• 393,000 are primary prov i d e r s ;

• 257,000 are assistants.

Of the 757,000 individuals working in family

child care pro g rams during the course of a ye a r,

• 457,000 are primary prov i d e r s ;

• 300,000 are assistants.
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and the re p o rted child:adult ratio within that

c a re. We estimate that there are anywhere

b e t ween 503,000 and 1.9 million paid care-

g i vers taking care of African American chil-

d ren, with a mid-point estimate of 1,208,000.

G i ven the rate of use, hours, and child:adult

ratios re p o rted by parents of Latino childre n ,

we estimate the number of paid care g i ve r s

p roviding care for Latino children to be

b e t ween 376,000 and 1.1 million, with a mid-

point of 749,000 – somewhat lower than the

estimate for those caring for African American

c h i l d ren. This lower estimate, despite slightly

higher population numbers, is due to the

smaller number of Latino children in paid

child care, compared to other gro u p s .

Using data on child care use and chara c t e r i s-

tics specific to children with disabilities and

c h i l d ren with limited English pro f i c i e n c y, we

estimate that anywhere between 309,000 and

1.1 million paid care g i vers are caring for chil-

d ren with disabilities, with a mid-point of

725,000, and between 145,000 and 405,000

c a re g i vers care for children with limited

English pro f i c i e n c y, with a mid-point of

2 7 5 , 0 0 0 .

If turnover is the same for center-based staff

and family child care providers who care for

c h i l d ren within these populations as for the

g e n e ral child care workforce, then for an

annual estimate, we would expect each of

these weekly estimates to increase by 15 to

25% for center-based staff (depending on

position) and by 17% for family child care

p rov i d e r s .

populations of children. Our findings cert a i n l y

highlight the need for such services. But they

also highlight the need for further re s e a rc h ,

p a rticularly because it has been necessary to

g i ve such broad ranges in our estimates, and

because we do not yet know how close or

a p p ropriate the current match is betwe e n

c a re g i vers and children in services for chil-

d ren from different subgroups where there is

a specific policy concern.

We chose to select African American and

Latino children as two examples of how data

can be applied to various racial and ethnic

g roups, and not with the intention of being

i n c l u s i ve of all such groups in the U.S.,

among whom Asian American/Pacific Islander

c h i l d ren are also prominent. Fu rther re s e a rc h

should be conducted on the size of other seg-

ments of the workforce, and of the skills

needed to serve these other groups of children.

Table 3 presents as a range the number of

c a re g i vers caring for African American chil-

d ren ages 0-5, who are estimated to comprise

14% of the total U.S. population of childre n

ages 0-5 who are not in school; for Latino

c h i l d ren, estimated to comprise 17% of this

population; for children with disabilities, esti-

mated to comprise 8%; and for children with

limited English pro f i c i e n c y, estimated to com-

prise 8%.

These estimates are based on the perc e n t a g e

of African American and Latino children in

each type of care, the number of hours in

which they use that care, where appro p r i a t e ,

2 2
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African American 

C h i l d re n

Latino Childre n

C h i l d ren with 

D i s a b i l i t i e s

C h i l d ren with 

Limited English 

Pro f i c i e n c y

C e n t e r-Based 

St a f f

1 3 2 , 0 0 0 -

1 , 0 3 7 , 0 0 0

6 3 , 0 0 0 -

4 7 8 , 0 0 0

8 4 , 0 0 0 -

6 2 9 , 0 0 0

2 0 , 0 0 0 -

1 6 1 , 0 0 0

Family Child 

C a re Prov i d e r s

1 5 6 , 0 0 0 -

5 3 9 , 0 0 0

7 0 , 0 0 0 -

2 0 0 , 0 0 0

7 8 , 0 0 0 -

2 6 2 , 0 0 0

2 2 , 0 0 0 -

5 6 , 0 0 0

Paid 

Re l a t i ve s

2 0 3 , 0 0 0 -

3 0 0 , 0 0 0

2 0 9 , 0 0 0 -

3 6 5 , 0 0 0

1 1 5 , 0 0 0 -

1 7 7 , 0 0 0

9 3 , 0 0 0 -

1 6 9 , 0 0 0

Paid Non-

Re l a t i ve s

1 2 , 0 0 0 -

3 7 , 0 0 0

3 4 , 0 0 0 -

7 9 , 0 0 0

3 2 , 0 0 0 -

7 3 , 0 0 0

1 0 , 0 0 0 -

1 9 , 0 0 0

Total Wo r k f o rce, All Ty p e s

( M i d - Point Estimate) 

1 , 2 0 8 , 0 0 0

7 4 9 , 0 0 0

7 2 5 , 0 0 0

2 7 5 , 0 0 0

Table 3: Paid Workforce Caring for Selected Gro u p s

of Children 0-5, by Type of Prov i d e r, Per We e k



Pe rcentage 

of Wo r k f o rc e

Center Teaching St a f f

( Teachers and Assistants)

African American 1 6 %

Asian American 3 %

C a u c a s i a n 7 0 %

L a t i n o 1 1 %

S o u rce: Helburn, ed. (1995).

Pe rcentage 

of Wo r k f o rc e

Center Te a c h e r s

Bachelor Degree or more 3 3 %

Some College 4 7 %

(including Associate Degre e )

High School or less 2 0 %

Center Assistants

Bachelor Degree or more 1 2 %

Some College 4 5 %

(including Associate Degre e )

High School or Le s s 4 3 %

Center Directors 

Bachelor Degree or more 6 9 %

Some College 2 7 %

(including Associate Degre e )

High School or Le s s 4 %

S o u rce: Helburn, ed. (1995).

Center-Based Child Care Workers

Table 4: Formal Education of Center-Based Staff

Table 5: Ethnicity of Center-Based Staff

Characteristics of the 
U.S. Child Care Workforce

From our estimates of the number of

p roviders, we then set out to estimate the

number of providers in each of seve ral demo-

g raphic categories, including educational

attainment, ethnicity, age and gender. T h i s

information could be valuable for a number of

policy applications – for example, in deter-

mining whether the educational level of the

child care workforce, which has been identi-

fied as an essential ingredient of pro g ra m

q u a l i t y, has decreased, increased or re m a i n e d

stable in recent years. We approached this

task through a detailed review of secondary

data sources re p o rted in the child care work-

f o rce litera t u re, and our results are pre s e n t e d

in Tables 4 through 11.

This approach, howe ve r, has had serious limi-

tations. Not all segments of the child care

w o r k f o rce have been studied in the litera t u re

to date, and thus we present results only for

those workers whose educational and demo-

g raphic characteristics have been document-

ed by recent re s e a rch. In general, the center-

based workforce has been studied in more

detail, but even where workforce chara c t e r i s-

tics have been studied, the data we re gener-

ally collected no more recently than the early

to mid-1990s. In the absence of a new nation-

wide profile of child care settings, which has

not been undertaken in over a decade, we

h a ve used the best data presently ava i l a b l e .

The sources and findings of the litera t u re

review are described in more detail in

Appendix A, “Data Sources and

M e t h o d o l o g y. ”

2 4



Pe rcentage 

of Wo r k f o rc e

Center Teaching St a f f

( Teachers and Assistants)

Fe m a l e 9 7 %

M a l e 3 %

S o u rce: Helburn, ed. (1995).

Pe rcentage 

of Wo r k f o rc e

Center Teaching St a f f

( Teachers and Assistants)

18 and younger 7 %

1 9 - 2 5 3 4 %

2 6 - 3 0 1 7 %

3 1 - 5 0 3 4 %

51 and older 7 %

S o u rce:  Whitebook, Howes & Phillips (1990).

Table 6: Age of Center-Based Staff

Table 7: Gender of Center-Based Staff
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Pe rcentage 

of Wo r k f o rc e

2 0 - 2 9 8 %

3 0 - 3 9 3 3 %

4 0 - 5 4 4 4 %

5 5 + 1 5 %

S o u rce: Alameda Health Alliance (1997).

Pe rcentage 

of Wo r k f o rc e

African American 1 7 %

Asian American and Other 7 %

C a u c a s i a n 7 1 %

L a t i n o 5 %

S o u rce: Kontos, Howes, Shinn & Ga l i n s k y

( 1 9 9 2 ) .

Pe rcentage 

of Wo r k f o rc e

Bachelor Degree or more 1 7 %

Some College 3 8 %

(including Associate Degre e )

High school or less 4 4 %

S o u rce: Kontos, Howes, Shinn & Ga l i n s k y

( 1 9 9 2 ) .

Family Child Care Prov i d e r s
Because these samples describe only

licensed family child care providers, and our

w o r k f o rce estimates include both licensed

and unlicensed providers, the following four

estimates are approx i m a t e .

Table 8: Formal Education of Family Child

C a re Prov i d e r s

Table 9: Ethnicity of Family Child Care

Prov i d e r s

2 6

Pe rcentage 

of Wo r k f o rc e

Fe m a l e 9 9 %

M a l e 1 %

S o u rce: Burton, Whitebook & Sakai (1994).

Table 10: Age of Family Child Care Prov i d e r s

Table 11: Gender of Family Child Care Prov i d e r s



p ro g rams, particularly for those working in

home-based care .

Paid Re l a t i ve s
Our demand-based estimate re veals that

m o re than one-third of the child care work-

f o rce is comprised of paid re l a t i ves, a finding

that adds complexity to the conventional view

of child care workers in our society. We have

chosen to include this population in the

w o r k f o rce estimate because they are paid to

do the work on a regular basis, often for a

substantial number of hours per week. 

Yet paid re l a t i ves have significantly differe n t

needs from workers in the more formal sec-

tors of center-based care and licensed family

child care. Re l a t i ve care providers, like

friends and neighbors, tend to charge lowe r

fees, are less likely than those in the formal

sector to self-identify as child care workers,

typically re c e i ve little child care - related tra i n-

ing, and are usually not formally affiliated

with the early care and education pro f e s s i o n .

Typically caring for their own gra n d c h i l d re n ,

nieces or nephews, paid re l a t i ves are more

likely to see themselves as helping out par-

ents than as earning a living or pursuing a

child care care e r. Studies have indicated,

h owe ve r, that these care g i vers are concerned

about the development of children in their

c a re, engage in a range of learning activities

with children, and desire opportunities for

s u p p o rt that will improve the quality of their

c a regiving (Human Services Policy Center,

2002; Brow n - Lyons et al., 2001; Po rt e r, 1998).

A number of factors can lead parents to use

re l a t i ve care, including lower cost, lowe r

numbers of children per adult, ava i l a b i l i t y,

Implications of Findings

The findings of this study advance our under-

standing considerably about the U.S. child

c a re workforce and the broader care g i ve r

population of which it is a part. Our effort has

been not only to provide more complete esti-

mates of the size and characteristics of this

w o r k f o rce, but to build a new vocabulary for

describing the workforce, conceptualizing

and categorizing it more clearly than has

been done before. 

Beginning with paid care g i vers for childre n

ages 0 through 5, who are the primary focus

of the study, we estimate a total of 2.3 million

c a re g i vers in the child care workforce at a sin-

gle point in time, and 2.5 million over the

course of the year because of occupational

t u r n ove r.
1 5

It is particularly notable that

these figures are substantially higher than

the total of 1.7 million child care workers and

p reschool teachers for all children ages birt h

t h rough 12 that can be derived from Census

B u reau and Bureau of Labor Statistics data.

As we suspected at the outset of the study,

U.S. workers who care for children ages 0-5

h a ve been seriously undercounted in pre v i-

ous surveys, and as a result, the economic

and social contribution of child care workers

and the projected future need for child care

workers have been seriously undere s t i m a t e d .

It appears from these findings that paid

home-based providers, primarily re l a t i ve s

caring for young children, are most often

missed in the currently available federal gov-

ernment counts. We would also point out

that, given the unexpectedly high pro p o rt i o n

of the child care workforce serving the tod-

dler age gro u p, there may need to be a

g reater focus on toddler care in the design

and implementation of caregiving training 
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Again, this may be a low annual estimate, since the estimate of occupational turnover is based partly on a sam-

ple of high-quality centers in one state (Whitebook et al., 2001).



a t i ves and other unlicensed care g i vers have

a c ross sectors of the child care workforce in

terms of regulation, professionalism, com-

pensation, and turnover or stability? For 

example, will differential standards or costs

i n a d ve rtently encourage parents to shift 

their children from regulated child care to 

re l a t i ve care ?

• Should paid re l a t i ves be included in efforts 

to improve child care compensation and 

other public policy initiative s ?

C e n t e r-Based St a f f
While our demand-based estimate of the size

of the center-based workforce (including

nursery schools, pre - k i n d e rg a rten pro g ra m s ,

Head St a rt, and public and private child care

centers) is less dramatically new than our

results concerning re l a t i ve care providers, our

study makes a significant contribution to the

field by introducing more accurate and appro-

priate vocabulary and categories in describ-

ing this sector. Instead of identifying these

workers by the misleading categories of “p re-

school teacher” and “child care worker,” we

h a ve used the job titles of “teacher,” “a s s i s-

tant teacher” and “d i re c t o r,” far more closely

in line with those actually used in child care

centers and in accepted re s e a rch on the child

c a re workforce. As a result, the estimates

offer information about the workforce that

will be more useful to re s e a rchers, policy

makers and pra c t i t i o n e r s .

Occupational Tu r n ove r
By offering both single-point-in-time and

annual estimates of the number of child care

workers, the findings of this study contribute

an important understanding of the role that

occupational turnover plays in fueling the

demand for child care workers. The minimum

d i f f e rence between the number of center-

based staff and family child care prov i d e r s

offering care at one point in time, and those

familiarity of the care g i ver to the child, the

potential for flexible caregiving hours, and

the desire to have a cultural and linguistic

match between child care and home (HSP C ,

2002, Pungello & Ku rtz-Costes, 1999). In

addition, federal law re q u i res states to make

child care subsidies available to re l a t i ve care-

g i vers (subject to state health and safety

re q u i rements and other limitations), although

this stipulation currently affects a small por-

tion of re l a t i ves paid to provide child care .

Recognition of paid re l a t i ves as part of the

child care workforce raises seve ral concerns

and questions that should be addressed by

additional re s e a rc h :

• To what extent does the widespread use of 

re l a t i ve care reflect parent “choice,” and to 

what extent does it reflect parent accommo-

dation to a limited range (real or perc e i ve d )

of available child care options?

• Will counting this group in the child care 

w o r k f o rce inadve rtently complicate efforts 

to promote early care and education as 

skilled work that re q u i res specialized edu-

cation and training? Or will it encourage 

paid re l a t i ves to take their responsibilities 

m o re professionally and obtain additional 

t ra i n i n g ?

• Should public child care subsidies continue 

to be made available to re l a t i ve care 

p roviders? Is this an appropriate and desir-

able way to expand the U.S. child care 

d e l i very system, and to make it more 

d i verse and accessible, albeit that this 

method may well be the quickest and least 

costly approach? This policy is a re l a t i vely 

new phenomenon; the current mix of paid 

and unpaid care g i vers is partially a 

response to funding policies, and may 

change as those policies change.

• What impacts will the reimbursement of re l -
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tion, and what kind of return we re c e i ve on

our training system in genera l .

Unpaid Care g i ve r s
The findings of this study also provide a win-

d ow to the 2.4 million unpaid/volunteer care-

g i vers who, together with paid teachers and

p roviders, comprise the rest of the bro a d e r

U.S. non-parental “c a regiving population,” a

g rouping typically ignored in child care and

economic policy discussions and interve n-

tions. Although this re p o rt is chiefly con-

cerned with paid members of the workforc e ,

who comprise about half of all care g i vers, we

h a ve sought also to view care g i vers from the

demand perspective, as those who care

for children re g a rdless of compensation.

Although unpaid providers re c e i ve no mone-

tary compensation for their work, they make

a substantial contribution to the U.S. econo-

m y, indirectly providing support for the child

c a re delivery system that goes unmeasured in

most child care workforce re s e a rch. Unpaid

c a re g i vers also incur opportunity costs for

p roviding services at no charge – for example,

the wages that they would otherwise earn if

they operated within the market economy.

In addition to the economic contribution

made by unpaid providers, we have included

them in the total caregiving population so

that we can measure the effects of va r i o u s

polices on the demand for paid and unpaid

child care. If, for example, universal full-day

p re - k i n d e rg a rten pro g rams we re instituted,

which hypothetically would cause a sharp

d e c rease in demand for unpaid child care, we

would be able to measure the total demand

for pre - k i n d e rg a rten providers, given the cur-

rent supply of paid and unpaid care g i vers for

p reschool-age children. It is also intere s t i n g

to note that paid and unpaid providers care

for roughly the same pro p o rtion of childre n

by age, with a slightly higher number of

unpaid providers caring for infants than paid

p resent in the occupation during an entire

calendar ye a r, is 211,000 individuals (approx i-

mately 104,000 center-based staff and

107,000 family child care providers). This is

based on an annual rate of movement of

workers out of the child care field across all

positions of about 19% for center-based staff

and 17% for family child care providers, or an

ove rall annual rate of movement out of the

field of 18% for these two types of care g i ve r s .

G i ven that this rate of depart u re re p re s e n t s

only center-based staff and family child care

p roviders, and not other care g i vers for whom

we have no information, we must assume

that applying this 18% turnover only to these

g roups of paid staff results in a very conser-

va t i ve estimate of the number of child care

workers across all paid care g i vers on an

annual basis (Whitebook et al., 2001).

Additional re s e a rch on occupational turnove r

among re l a t i ve care providers and others

would be of great benefit in extending this

aspect of the analyses. Much attention has

been focused on the disruptive effects of job

t u r n ove r, particularly within child care cen-

ters, but until now, re s e a rchers and pra c t i-

tioners have lacked data with which to eva l u-

ate the collective effects of occupational

t u r n over on the labor market.  These findings

highlight the significant challenges facing

those who are charged with recruiting child

c a re workers, such as center directors, school

district pre - k i n d e rg a rten pro g ram administra-

tors, and child care re s o u rce and re f e r ra l

agencies. The drain of teachers and prov i d e r s

away from the field re q u i res recruiters to con-

stantly identify new child care teachers and

family child care providers, occupations that

a re chara c t e r i zed by very low pay and bene-

fits. The high incidence of occupational

t u r n over also suggests the importance of

re e valuating public investments in the early

c a re and education training system, to assess

h ow well training translates into job re t e n-
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p roviders. Unpaid providers are much more

likely to be re l a t i ve care providers than cen-

t e r-based workers or family child care

p rov i d e r s .
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l e vel in the absence of a re p re s e n t a t i ve state-

l e vel demand surve y. If we find no state-by -

state variation, when controlling for the

a p p ropriate individual-level differences, then

the national estimates of the demand for and

c h a racteristics of child care providers can be

applied to state populations. We are also

exploring the feasibility of including school-

age child care providers in our estimates.

Next Steps: Second-Year
Research Activities

Most policy measures related to child care

and early education are enacted on a state,

county or municipal level. Like their counter-

p a rts who work on the national level, state

and local planners of compensation initia-

t i ves, training pro g rams and financing models

h a ve operated without an accurate estimate

of the current child care workforce or of the

number of workers who will be needed to

sustain the child care delivery system in the

f u t u re. Lacking reliable workforce estimates,

planners of state initiatives are seriously

h a m p e red in their advo c a c y, planning and

budgetary efforts. County and municipal poli-

cy makers would also benefit from being able

to disaggregate state findings to the local

l e vel. It is there f o re vitally important for the

work of state and local governments, tra i n i n g

institutions and private sector stakeholders

to have an adaptable standard for estimating

the size of the child care workforce and pro-

jecting its size in the future .

The second phase of this study will include

pursuing seve ral analytic approaches to

s t a t e - l e vel child care workforce estimates.

For example, we will be examining state-leve l

d i f f e rences in the number of providers, using

m u l t i variate techniques. Drawing on the

National Survey of American Families (NS A F )

1999, which contains re p re s e n t a t i ve data on

13 states, we will estimate the effect of state

d e m o g raphic and policy variables (collected

f rom other sources) on the demand and char-

acteristics of child care in that state, as these

a re the key components of our demand-

based method developed in year 1. In so

doing, we can illustrate how our demand-

based method needs to take these chara c t e r-

istics of states into account when applying

our demand-based methodology at the state
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The NHES data are weighted so that esti-

mates are re p re s e n t a t i ve of and genera l i z a b l e

to the U.S. population.

O ve rview of Methods
The starting point of our analyses is the

demand-side NHES-99 estimate of the use of

child care of various types for children ages 0

t h rough 5, divided into the age groups of

infants (0-18 months), toddlers (18 months to

3 years) and pre-schoolers (3-5 years). We

h a ve excluded five - ye a r-old children enro l l e d

in elementary school from our analyses.

These analyses are divided into two sets of

calculations. The first set relies on the NHES

estimates to conve rt child care demand data

into a supply-side estimate of the number of

p roviders. The second set conve rts our final

point-in-time estimates of the number of

p roviders offering various types of care to an

estimate of the actual number of prov i d e r s

working in a given week or ye a r, taking into

account ave rage hours worked per week and

annual rates of occupational turnove r, by

position. These analyses are described in

detail below.

Ca lc u lation of Single-Po i n t - i n - Time Est i m at e s
The first step in this set of calculations is to

estimate the percentage of children in each

age group for each of the main categories of

c a re previously described: center-based care ,

family child care (defined as paid, out-of-

home, non-re l a t i ve care), other forms of non-

re l a t i ve care, and re l a t i ve care. For re l a t i ve

APPENDIX A: Data Sources
and Methodology

Description of Data Sourc e s
The National Household Education Surve y

( NHES) is a nationally re p re s e n t a t i ve house-

hold survey conducted by the National Center

for Education Statistics, whose legislative

mission is the collection and publication of

data on the condition of education in the

United States. The NHES offers policy mak-

ers, re s e a rchers and educators a variety of

statistical data and descriptive information

on educational activities of the U.S. popula-

tion. The NHES is a random digit dial surve y

that collected data throughout the 1990’s on

adult education, parent and family invo l ve-

ment in education, before- and after- s c h o o l

p ro g rams and activities, civic invo l ve m e n t ,

early childhood pro g ram participation, house-

hold library use, school readiness, and school

safety and discipline.
1 6

The 1999 survey (NHES-99), performed

b e t ween January and April of 1999, consisted

of a parent interv i e w, a youth interv i e w, and

an adult education interv i e w. Information

used in this re p o rt is drawn from the Pa re n t

S u rve y, which collected data from 6,939

households re g a rd i n g :

• participation in non-parental child care and 

early education pro g rams such as re l a t i ve 

c a re, non-re l a t i ve care, Head St a rt pro g ra m s ,

and child care centers;

• characteristics of pro g rams and care 

a r ra n g e m e n t s ;

• home learning activities;

• health and disability status;

• parent and family chara c t e r i s t i c s .
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1 6
Another potential source of demand-based child care information is the U.S. Census Bure a u’s Survey of Income 

and Pro g ram Pa rticipation (SIPP). Given that its focus is on participation in publicly-funded pro g rams, howe ve r, 

and that the most recent available SIP P data at the time this re s e a rch began, we re from 1997, we concluded 

that NHES was a more appropriate data sourc e .



4. divided the total number of care hours per 

adult by 35 hours per week, to estimate 

the total number of full-time-equivalent 

adults providing each type of child care for

each age of child.
1 8

For other types of care, including paid re l a-

t i ve care, paid in-home non-re l a t i ve care, and

unpaid non-re l a t i ve care, the calculations

we re slightly different. The primary reason for

this difference is that for these more “infor-

mal” types of care, it does not make sense to

estimate full-time equivalents. Many of these

p roviders are not providing care in a sector

w h e re the concept of a full-time-equiva l e n t

worker is applicable. In addition, the care

they provide is likely to be only for one or two

c h i l d ren for a limited number of hours per

week. It makes much more sense to re p re s e n t

these providers in terms of personnel per

week serving the children in their care, ra t h e r

than as a cohort of full-time personnel work-

ing formal child care hours. For this group of

p roviders, we use the following reduced set

of calculations to estimate a total number of

p e r s o n n e l :

1. We multiplied the percentage of children 

in each type of care by the population 

totals for their age gro u p, to determine the

number of children in each type of care for 

at least some time each we e k ;

2. We divided the total number of children in 

that care by the mean number of children 

per adult, to estimate the number of 

p roviders in a given week providing care .

and non-re l a t i ve care, we categorize each as

paid or unpaid, and by location (in or outside

the child’s home). The second step is to esti-

mate the mean number of hours spent in

each type of care by age. Finally, we estimate

the ave rage number of children per adult, or

child:adult ratio, in each type of care for each

age group of childre n .
1 7

Using these three basic estimates, and the

population totals provided by the NHES - 9 9

s u rve y, which re p resent the total number of

c h i l d ren in each age category, we performed

the following calculations to genera t e

demand-side estimates of the total number of

full-time equivalent care g i vers, when appro-

priate, or the total number of personnel,

when full-time equivalency is not an appro p r i-

ate measure. The calculations for va r i o u s

types of care are slightly different, depending

on what we know about the caregiving con-

text for each type. For center-based care and

family child care, we :

1. multiplied the percentage of children in 

each type of care by the population totals 

for each age gro u p, in order to determine 

the number of children in each type of care

for at least some time each we e k ;

2. multiplied the total number of children in 

each type of care by the mean hours in 

that care, to derive an estimate of the total

number of care hours;

3. divided the total number of care hours by 

child:adult ratios, resulting in an estimate 

of the total number of care hours per adult;

3 4

1 7
We have adjusted the center care and Head St a rt child:adult ratios in NHES-99 to account for pare n t s ’ t e n d e n c y

to underre p o rt the number of children per adult in this care (Willer et al., 1991).
1 8

For the purpose of this analysis, we use a definition of full-time work as 35 hours per week (Whitebook, Sakai, 

Gerber & Howes, 2001).



For center-based care and family child care ,

we sought a bre a k d own of the actual number

of providers per week (not simply full-time

e q u i valents) and the annual number of

p roviders per ye a r, detailed by job position.

The general pro c e d u re for calculating these

estimates is provided below, with additional

notes re g a rding specific calculations for each

type of care .

1. Fu l l - Time Equivalent Positions by Job Ty p e

Taking the full-time-equivalent number of

p roviders for centers and family child care

f rom the first set of calculations, we relied on

summary statistics from other studies indicat-

ing the ratio of teachers to assistants in cen-

ters and the ratio of primary providers to

assistants in family child care pro g rams. To

estimate the number of teachers (or primary

p roviders) and assistants, we divided the

number of full-time-equivalent workers into

t e a c h e r s / p roviders vs. assistants, using the

re l a t i ve percentages from the best ava i l a b l e

s t u d i e s .
1 9

To determine the number of full-time-equiva-

lent center directors, which we are assuming

a re not part of the classroom staff, and thus

not included in re p o rted child:adult ratios, we

multiply the number of full-time-equiva l e n t

staff by the re l a t i ve ratio of directors to class-

room staff.
2 0

Thus, the full-time-equiva l e n t

number of directors is additional to the num-

ber of full-time-equivalent teaching staff in

our demand estimates. For family child care ,

estimating a number of directors was not

a p p ropriate to that segment of the field.

These basic calculations for each type of care

resulted in a demand-side estimate of either

the total number of full-time-equiva l e n t

p roviders, or simply providers, in a give n

week offering care to the number of childre n

using each type and amount of care .

Calculation of Weekly and Annual Provider
Estimates from Supply-Side Adjustments
Next, we calculated the number of prov i d e r s

in a given week or year for each type of care .

For the categories of “informal” prov i d e r s ,

the estimation process went no furt h e r. T h u s ,

we we re able to calculate the number of

informal providers each week for each age

g roup of child, re g a rdless of how many hours

they provide that care. Insufficient informa-

tion is available about this group of people to

estimate the annual number of providers ove r

the course of a ye a r, taking turnover into

a c c o u n t .

For center-based staff and family child care

p roviders, howe ve r, we we re able to dra w

upon our extensive litera t u re review of these

workers to estimate how the number of full-

t i m e - e q u i valent workers is distributed acro s s

positions within a child care setting, how

many providers by position are working in a

g i ven week based on the ave rage length of

work week for each type of prov i d e r, and how

many providers are needed in a given ye a r

based on estimates of job and occupational

t u r n ove r. This summary describes our second

set of calculations for center-based care and

family child care .
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1 9
The estimate of the number of full-time-equivalent teaching staff in center-based care was divided into the fol-

l owing job types: teachers (62.5%) and assistants (37.5%) (Cost, Quality, and Child Outcome St u d y, 1993). The 

number of total full-time-equivalent positions for family child care was divided into the following job types: 

p roviders (80%) and assistants (20%) (Wi l d e r, 2001; Burton, Sakai & Whitebook, 1999). These percentages re p -

resent an ave rage across all these sources. 
2 0

We multiply the number of full-time-equivalent workers by 11% to obtain the number of full-time-equivalent 

d i rectors (Wi l d e r, 2001).



Since we know that volunteers work on an

unpaid basis, typically for only a few hours

per week, and cannot be relied on to fill

c l a s s room staff positions, we assumed vo l u n-

teers to be in addition to the number of

weekly personnel. We estimated the number

of volunteers per week by multiplying the

number of paid personnel per week by the

ratio of volunteers to paid staff found in a

study by Willer and others (1991).
2 2

T h e re is

no equivalent volunteer position in family

child care; although some assistants are like-

ly to be unpaid, we have no reliable informa-

tion to distinguish between those who are

paid and unpaid.

3. Annual Child Care Wo r k f o rce 

F i n a l l y, it is necessary to conve rt our esti-

mates to the annual number of providers by

position, taking into account job and occupa-

tional turnover to accurately reflect the num-

ber of child care workers beyond a single

point-in-time estimate. The annual workforc e

is calculated by taking into account the annu-

al rates of individuals leaving the field (occu-

pational turnover) by position to adequately

c a p t u re the additional number of personnel

needed to replace departing workers.
2 3

We

h a ve no occupational turnover rates for paid

re l a t i ves and paid in-home non-re l a t i ve s .

2. Actual Number of Personnel per Week 

In our previous calculations, we calculated

f u l l - t i m e - e q u i valent positions, assuming a 35-

hour work week for center staff and family

child care providers. We know from the litera-

t u re re v i e w, howe ve r, that the actual ave ra g e

number of hours worked varies by position

(e.g., directors do not work the same number

of hours as teachers). Thus, while the number

of full-time-equivalent workers is meaningful

in the abstract, we are more interested in the

actual number of workers who provide full-

time care in a given week. We there f o re multi-

plied the number of full-time-equiva l e n t

workers by the ratio of full-time work we e k s

to the actual hours worked within each job

position. This results in an increase or

d e c rease in the number of workers per we e k

depending upon whether a worker in a give n

position works an ave rage of less than or

m o re than 35 hours per week. For care g i ve r s

in positions that work, on ave rage, less than

35 hours per week, there is an increase in the

estimate of the number of providers per

week. For providers who work more than 35

hours per week, there is a decrease in the

number of providers per we e k .
2 1

In addition, for centers, we added vo l u n t e e r s

to the total number of personnel per we e k .

3 6

2 1
For centers, the full-time-equivalent positions are adjusted to actual number of staff, based on an ave rage 

length of the work week of 40 hours for directors, 35 hours for teachers, and 28 hours for assistants (for dire c -

tors and assistant teachers, Helburn, 1995; for teachers, Whitebook, Sakai, Gerber & Howes, 2001). The weekly 

number of positions of family child care providers and assistants is determined using the ratio identified in step

(2), incorporating the following typical hours worked per week: 44.5 hours for providers and 17 hours for assis-

tants (Kontos, Howes, Shinn & Ga l i n s k y, 1992; Wi l d e r, 2001; Willer et al., 1991). The value for mean hours 

worked per week for providers is based on ave rage of mean hours for providers presented in all sources listed.  

The value used for mean hours worked per week for assistants is based on the mean hours for assistants pre -

sented in Wilder (2001).  
2 2

In that study (Willer et al., 1991), only 28% of centers we re found to have parent volunteers, and the ave rage 

ratio of volunteers to paid staff was 3 to 8; i.e., 27% of total center staff we re volunteers. 
2 3

For center teachers and directors, we estimate an annual occupational turnover rate of 16%; for assistant teach-

ers, we estimate an annual occupational turnover at 25% (Whitebook, Sakai, Gerber & Howes, 2001).  It is 

i m p o rtant to note that these are low estimates of occupational turnove r, as they are based on a sample of high-

quality centers in one geographic region. No other more re p re s e n t a t i ve estimates on occupational turnover are 

a vailable, howe ve r. Thus, the number of center workers in a given year should be considered a conserva t i ve 

estimate. Annual occupational turnover for family child care providers is estimated at 16.5% for both providers 

and assistants (Kontos, Howes, Shinn & Ga l i n s k y, 1992).



d e r, ethnicity and education we re used in

combination with estimated numbers of U.S.

child care workers to provide a profile of the

c h a racteristics of the child care workforc e .

The litera t u re review concerning the center-

based child care workforce cove red twe n t y -

f i ve re s e a rch studies, including the major

national re s e a rch studies conducted over the

last fifteen years. Re s e a rch on the home-

based child care workforce has been more

limited; our litera t u re re v i e w, including all

major re s e a rch conducted during this period,

c ove red nine studies. (See “Bibliography and

Works Cited,” Appendix C.)

Our criteria for including particular re s e a rc h

findings in the methodology had to do with

study design, re p re s e n t a t i veness of the study

sample, date of data collection, and whether

the study used child care occupational titles

congruent with those used in this workforc e

estimate project (i.e., teacher, assistant

t e a c h e r, dire c t o r, family child care prov i d e r,

family child care assistant, and re l a t i ve care

p rovider). Of primary importance was the

d e g ree to which re s e a rch designs included a

nationally re p re s e n t a t i ve sample, since child

c a re workforce re s e a rch has re vealed a high

d e g ree of geographical variation in educa-

Subgroup Analyses
Using the same pro c e d u re outlined in the

p revious section, we also calculated the mini-

m u m
2 4

number of child care providers serv i n g

c h i l d ren with disabilities, children with

English as a second language, and Latino and

African American children, using 1999

National Household Education Survey esti-

mates specific to these gro u p s .
2 5

H owe ve r,

since we do not have estimates on turnove r

or length of work week from other re s e a rc h

studies specific to care g i vers serving these

populations, we assumed that the estimates

used in our second set of calculations we re

constant across providers, re g a rdless of the

special populations they serve .

Literature Review
Two distinct litera t u re reviews of re s e a rc h ,

related to the center-based and home-based

child care workforces, we re conducted as an

i n t e g ral part of the methodology of this

s t u d y. Findings from these litera t u re re v i e w s

p l a yed two primary roles in the study: first,

as discussed above, to inform our calcula-

tions conve rting the pare n t - re p o rted demand-

side data from care g i ver hours to actual num-

bers of care g i vers by sector and job title.

S e c o n d l y, key results from the litera t u re

review re g a rding child care workers’ age, gen-
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2 4
The estimate of the number of providers serving children from these subgroups is a minimum figure, because our 

estimates derived from the first set of calculations are based on the assumption that all the children in each 

child:adult ratio are from the same subgroup (i.e., a classroom is made up entirely of children with disabilities, for 

instance). In actuality, many of the children in care from each of these subgroups are in classrooms that are hetero -

geneous in terms of ethnicity, disability status, and primary language. Thus, when we re p o rt the total number of 

p roviders caring for children in each of these subgroups, we present a possible range of providers, which capture 

either extreme—whether children of a particular subgroup are in homogeneous classrooms with other similar 

c h i l d ren, or are entirely in mixed, heterogeneous classro o m s .
2 5

In some cases, the percentage of children using care, the mean hours in care, and the mean child:adult ratios are 

significantly different for children in these subgroups compared to the population as a whole.



As an example of the selection process for

child care teacher education, we identified

the studies shown in Table 12, from our full

review of the litera t u re, to be those that met

at least one of our criteria for inclusion. T h e

Cost, Quality and Child Outcomes study

results, which identified 33 percent of teach-

ers as having a Bachelor Degree (B.A.) or

m o re, best met this study’s selection criteria,

and the confirmation of this finding by other

national and state-level re s e a rch served as a

validation for selecting it.

tional attainment and other demogra p h i c

c h a racteristics. We also considered the date

of data collection highly important, because

of demographic shifts that are likely to have

o c c u r red over the past decade. In the case of

some variables, we selected studies with

m o re limited national samples, but that we re

conducted more re c e n t l y, because there has

not been a large-scale national random digit

dial study of the child care workforce since

the completion of the Profile of Child Care

Settings in 1990 (Willer et al., 1991). A re v i s i t-

ing of such a large-scale survey re s e a rch pro j-

ect would greatly benefit this re s e a rc h

e n d e a vo r, as well as many others.

3 8
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3 1 % 4 4 % 2 6 % National Child Care Staffing St u d y

(Whitebook, Howes & Phillips, 1990)

3 3 % 4 7 % 2 0 % Cost, Quality and Child Outcomes St u d y (Helburn, 1995)

3 3 % - - - - - - - - California Child Care and Development Compensation St u d y

(Whitebook et al., 1996)

4 7 % 3 9 % 1 3 % A Profile of Child Care Se t t i n g s ( Willer et al., 1991)

3 0 % 7 2 % 0 % Who’s Caring for the Kids? The Status of the Early Childhood 

Workforce in Illinois ( K rajec et al., 2001)

*Includes an Associate Degree, a Child Development Associate (CDA) certificate, or the 

completion of some college credits short of a degree. 

Some 

C o l l e g e *B . A . +

H i g h

S c h o o l

or Le s s St u d y

Table 12: Estimated Teacher Educational

Q u a l i f i c a t i o n s — All Subjects



A. Types of Care Used by
C h i l d ren of Different Ages
Since we are trying to estimate the total num-

ber of care g i vers of all children, we focus on

all types of care used by each child in the

data base, rather than on the primary form of

c a re, or on any care used for a certain mini-

mum number of hours per week. The distribu-

tion of child care use is summarized in Table 13.

Table 13: Percentages of Children Using Any

Amount of Care, by Age and Type of Care 

We apply these percentages to the re l e va n t

population figures for each age group to

d e r i ve the number of children using each type

of care. The NHES estimated that in 1999,

20.2 million children in the U.S. ages 0-5

we re using child care. Of these, 5.9 million

we re infants, 9.6 million we re toddlers, and

4.7 million we re pre-schoolers. 

APPENDIX B: Patterns of
U.S. Child Care Usage 
From Which Workforce
Estimates are Derived

To provide context for our estimates of the

U.S. caregiving population and child care

w o r k f o rce, this Appendix presents a summary

of the type of detailed estimates from the

National Household Education Survey (NHES -

99) used in the calculations described in

Appendix A.
2 6

We present the summary esti-

mates for percentage of children, ave ra g e

hours per week in care, and ave ra g e

child:adult ratios for each type of care .

4 0

I n f a n t s 9 % <1 % 1 2 % 8 % 3 %

To d d l e r s 2 7 % 5 % 1 3 % 8 % 3 %

Pre - s c h o o l e r s 5 8 % 1 5 % 1 1 % 6 % 2 %

Centers 
H e a d
St a rt

Fa m i l y
C h i l d
C a re

Pa i d
Re l a t i ve s

Paid Non-
Re l a t i ve s

2 6
The actual estimates we used in the calculations are based on finer gradations within each type of care, includ-

ing bre a k d owns by where the care took place.  These estimates are presented for summary purposes only and 

do not necessarily reflect the actual estimates that went into each calculation.



I n f a n t s 3 2 1 3 3 1 3 0 1 8

To d d l e r s 2 4 2 2 3 1 2 8 2 2

Pre - s c h o o l e r s 2 1 2 1 2 6 2 8 2 1

Centers 
H e a d
St a rt

Fa m i l y
C h i l d
C a re

Pa i d
Re l a t i ve s

Paid Non-
Re l a t i ve s
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B. Hours Per Week that Childre n
Spend in Care

Table 14 summarizes the mean number of

hours that children of each age spend in each

type of care. 

Table 14: Mean Hours Per Week, by Age

G ro u p, that Children Spend in Each Type of

Child Care
2 7

This allows us to generate the total number

of hours in each type of care for children in

each age gro u p, as summarized in Table 15.

Table 15: Total Hours of Child Care Per We e k

for All Children, by Age and Type of Care (in

Millions of Hours)

I n f a n t s 1 6 . 6 . 4 2 2 . 1 1 4 . 2 3 . 7

To d d l e r s 6 2 . 4 9 . 9 3 9 . 3 1 9 . 1 6 . 3

Pre - s c h o o l e r s 5 6 . 7 1 4 . 7 1 3 . 9 7 . 1 2 . 2

Centers 
H e a d
St a rt

Fa m i l y
C h i l d
C a re

Pa i d
Re l a t i ve s

Paid Non-
Re l a t i ve s

2 7
For paid re l a t i ves and non-re l a t i ves, there are large numbers of children who are only in care for a few 

hours per week, so that the median would be a better way of understanding what is the "typical" number of

hours in care.  For the logic of our methodology, howe ve r, it is necessary to use the mean.



C. Child:Adult Ratios 
We then divide the total hours of care by the

child:adult ratios to derive an estimate of the

total number of hours provided by care g i ve r s ,

recognizing that each adult often cares for

m o re than one child. We have adjusted the

center care and Head St a rt child:adult ra t i o s

in NHES-99 to account for pare n t s ’ t e n d e n c y

to underre p o rt the number of children per

adult in this care (Willer et al., 1991). T h e s e

ratios are summarized in Table 16.

Table 16: Ave rage Number of Children Pe r

Adult (Child:Adult Ratio) in Each Type of

C a re, by Age of Child 

Once we have the number of hours of care

p rovided as a whole for each type of care and

age of child, we can conve rt this figure to a

number of full-time-equivalent providers, or

an estimate of the number of providers in a

g i ven week, based on estimates of the actual

hours worked each week from previous stud-

ies. The number of providers each week for

each type of care is found in Table 1.

4 2

I n f a n t s 5 . 0 3 . 8 3 . 6 1 . 5 2 . 3

To d d l e r s 7 . 6 7 . 5 3 . 3 1 . 7 2 . 1

Pre - s c h o o l e r s 9 . 6 8 . 6 3 . 6 2 . 2 2 . 3

Centers 
H e a d
St a rt

Fa m i l y
C h i l d
C a re

Pa i d
Re l a t i ve s

Paid Non-
Re l a t i ve s
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