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The Impacts of Child Care Subsidy Policies
on After-School Care and Maternal

Employment in the United States

—And Its lllumination to Child Care Problem in China

Xiang Gao

Abstract: This study explores how American state-level variations in
child care policies influence mothers” choice concerning afterschool child
care and their employment such as whether had a job full-or part-time
employment and average weekly work hours Child characteristics such
as age gender and race as well as family characteristics such as family
structure and composition affect the choice to participate in afterschool
child care. Meanwhile the availability and generosity of child care subsi—
dies and state regulations for child care providers play a role in parental
childcare decision-making. Micro level data are from Naional Survey of
A merica’s Families 2002. M acro level data are mainly selected from pub—
lished aggregate data provided by Child Care Bureau at the Department of
Health and Human Services Bureau of Labor Statistics and Census Bu—
reau. Evidence from this study shows that (D child care subsidy policies
have a positive correlation with the likelihood of choosing afterschool

child care; (2) afterschool child care has positive contribution to employ—



155

ment; and @) child care subsidy policies are positively associated with

mother’s employment.

Key words: child care subsidy low-income mothers employment



