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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION

The primary purpose of the Cost Analysis Project has been to develop and test
a method for analyzing the costs of day care centers on a comparable basis, The
Fiorence Heller Graduate Schobl began this project in June, 1963 at the request of
the United States Children's Bureau which is concerned with the costs of day care
and the need to develop guides that would be helpful both to the Bureau and to the

states in administering grants for day care services.

The methods of cost analysis used in this study will be discussed in Chapter 1L
Chapters 111-V present the data on costs obtained from six day care centers which
have participated in the atudy. Although the objeciive of this project was to
develop a method of cost analysis rather than to examine the costs themselves, the
reaults of fhe analysis in these six centers are essential to an evaluation of the
methods employed. The f£inal chapter will evaiuate the effectiveness of the cost
analysis methods developed in the project and will present recommendations on vari-

ous issues of cost analysis in day care.

This introductory chapter deals with developments both in the £ield of day
care and in the use of cost analysis methods that formed the background for the

Project.

Dafinition of Day Care

There are many problematic issues in the field of day care at the present time,
of which cost analysis is but one. While the project was limited to the isaues of
costs and did not address itself to a resolution of the more basic issues in the
field, it was, of course, necessary to be conscious of those issues in approaching

the question of cost.

The project was also limited to group day care, and did not concern itself
with femily day care. In regard to grovp day care facilities, there is a basic prob-

lem of definition, particularly in ref~rence to the distinction between a day care
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center and a nursevy school. Since the heart of cost analysis is to relate costs to

functions, this problem of definition needs clarification as a basis for discussing

costs.

In her "policy paper" on day care, Mayer identifies "two important mainstreams
of thought in the day-time care of children below the age of 8ix" -- welfare and
ed\mcati.onon distorically, day care centers had their origin in efforts to provide
esgentially custodial care for children of the poor, whereas the early kindergarten
movement was educationally-oriented and directed more toward the children of people
of means. Mayer points out, however, that by the beginning of the century, *day
nurseries...began to incorporate constructive educational and developmental exper-

ijences for young children. Teachers, not nursery maids, began to be hired."

There is, nevertheless, a concern on the part of experts and agencies respons-
ible for these services to establish distinctions on the basis of the primary pur-
pose served by the program. One of the most important existing definitions is thz
one provided in the 1962 Public Welfare Amendments to the Social Security Act, which
define day care as a "child welfare service" in the following terms:

veeeothe term "child-welfare services" means public social services which
supplement, or substitute for, parental care and supervision for the purpose
of (1) preventing or remedying, or aseisting in the solution of problems

which may result in, the neglect, abuse, exploitation, or delinquency of
chiidren, (2) protecting and caring for homeless, dependent, or naglected
children, (3) protecting and promoting the welfare of children of working
mothers, and (4) otherwise protecting and promoting the welfare of children,
including the strengthening of their own homes where possible or, where needed,
the provision of adequate care of childrer away from their homes in foster
£amily homes or day-care or other child-care facilities.

1) Mayer, Anna, with coilaboration of Alfred J. Kahn, Day Care as & Social Instru-
ment: A Policy Paper, Columbia University School of s’S'c'![EI Work, January 1, 1965,

Pe Tlo
2) Ibido. ppo 22-230

3) gection 528 of TitleV, Part 3 - Social Security Act.
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The importance of the Amendments stems from the fact that they make possible
the allocation of funds to ciates for day care services. Purthermore, they estab-
1ish criteria to be met by the states for receiving and &allocating ﬁunda.l) The
Amendments stipulate that day care services receiving federal funds should provide
day care on the basis of neced as evaluated under criteria established by the S3tate
and should give priority to "members of low-income or other groups in the population
and to geographical areas which have éhe greatest relative need for extension of swh
day care."” Although the Amendments recognize the necessity for cooperation among
health, education, and welfare services in the states, the definition of day care as
a child-welfare service excludes those facilities which are primarily educational in
function. Funds are allocated to the States through Departments of Welfare. Thé
State Welfare Departments are instructed to work out cooperative relationships with
state education authorities. However, day care p ograms sponsored by a State Depart-
ment of Bducation, as in the case of California, are not eligible for faderal grants

/B

under the Act.”’

The U.S. Children's Bureau indicates that the purposes of day care are "care
and protection" and supplementary parental care as a way of keeping famiiies intact
and preventing the neglect of children. Day care is directed to those families
which require assistance in their child-rearing responsibilities and priority is
given to low-income families. Pacilities which are "primarily educational, recrea-
tional, or therapeutic” in purpose do not constitute dey care services. Some of the
requirements for state day care programs are listed as follows: They should be ad-
ministered and supervised by professionally trained social workers; the determina-
tion of need should be made by social workers; the service should be provided only

when the family situation warranis it, as determined by casework diagnostic study;

1)Section 523 of Title V, Part 3 - Social Security Act
2)Mayer, op. cit., pp. 12




b
and the programs should contain health, education, and welfare components.

The Children's lureau stressges the importance of the welfare component of day
care when it states: "It is easential that the idc tity of the day care program as
a specialized child welfare service be recognized. Only under such circumstances
will the program receive adequate atiention and become available to all children
in need of dav care."l) In speaking of the nced for cooperation of health, educa-
tion, and welfare services, and for the development of sound educational programs
in day care facilities, James L, Hymes, Jr. offers a contrasting view:

As an educator, I plead for more eagerness on the part of my profession
to play its full responsible role. But wore {mportant: As a specialist
in child development, I piead for more cooperative and integrated arrange-
ments between welfare, health, and education. We must not let our state
and federal historic administrative arrangements, perhaps fitting for a
past that was quiescent, stand in the way of progress in a present that

is alive with concern for the young child.

In a time of ferment and change, I plead that we do not yet crystallize
our administrative arrangements. Most especially, I urge that we do not

gsettle too enrly and too firmly on the decision that day care must be ‘.l:t)xe
concern primarily of welfare. Such a decision is certainly premat:m'e.fz

A major document laying down the lines of responsibility between welfare and

education is the joint memorandum developed by the U.S. Office of Bducation and the

U.S. ¥Welfare Administration:

The essential function and purpose of pre-school education is the training,
education, and development of the child. By contrast, the primary function
and purpose of a day care service is the care and protection of children. The
focus is on supplemental family care. 7Txe purposes and the reasons for which
a child and family need and use a service distinguish a day care service £rom

educational programs, which are generally referred to as nursery school and
kindergarten,3

iy Guides to State Welfare Agencies for the Development of Day Care Services,Child-
gen‘s Bureay, U.S. Derartment of Health, Education and Welfare, June, 1963, p.3.

2) James L. Mymes, Jr., oducation-An Bssential Component of Day Care,” Newsletter,

National Comnittee for the Day Care of Childrem, Inc., New York City, Vol. 5,
Xo. 4, Spriag, 1965.

3} Memorandum of Agreement Regarding Day Care Services and Pre-school Rducation,

Department of Healtii, Bducation, and Welfare, Office of Education, Welfare Ad-
ainistration, Janvary 6, 1965.
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These and other definitional attempts to distinguish between day care centers
and nursery schocls focus on the primary purpose of the program., Sometimes this
criterion is combined with one based on the conditions or needs of people using the
program, as in the Children's Bureau's references to the individual needs of fam-
fiies as a precondition for the assumption by the state of responsibility for care.
Mayer, in summarizing the distinctive characteristics of day care, points to purpose
(care and protection), the sharing of child rearing responsibilities with the par-

1)

ents, and the existence of a needs test.

The importance of these definiticns, from the point of view of this cost anai-
ysis project, is that they are based on eiements which have to do with intent and
with needs of users and providers of the service, but that they are not based on
differences in the content of the program itself, This is eséecially true in view
of the fact that both welfare and educationally oriented services stress the need
to bring coumonents of health, welfare, axd education together in a day care progran
While a difference in departmental auspices at the state level may be very important
for many reasons, there is not necessarily an immediate reflection of such differ-
ences in what actually takes place day by day within a group facility. 1In short,
it would be very difficult, on the basis of the extant definitions, to determine,
merely by observing the program of a group facility, whether it is a "day care

center'" or a "nursery school."

There is one difference in program which is clearly relevant to costs-namely,
whether the care is provided for the entire day cr some portion of the day--gener-
ally half a fiy. This distinction hae proved the most meaningful one in analyzing
costs, as the subsequent discussion will indicate. It is also related, obviously,

to purposes and needs.

I)Mayer, op._eit., p. 15

o e st e e e mm—e—
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Some children, depending upon the circumstances of their homes, need supple-
mental care for a full day, others only for part of the day. This in itself does
not distinguish, however, between "day care" and "nursery school”, since it is not

consistent with other factors in the family situation that are deemed relevant to

that distinction. Thus, both low-income and higher-income families may need either
a full day or half day service, depending on whether or not the mother is empicyed
and, if employed, whether on a full or part time basis; or, in other situations, on
the health and emotional condition of the family. In gemeral, however, it does
appear that a strictly educational orientation tends to be asscciated with a half
day rather than a full day facility, Significantly, the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunitv defines day care on the basis of its availability throughout the day, as
follows:

The differences in function and purpose do have some impact on

administrative considerations., Day care centers, usually offer

services throughout the whole of the work day and the entire

work year. This long-day schedule arises because the center is

serving in lieu of the mother who is not able to care for her

young children at home. In contrast, the pre-school program

usually assumes that the child comes from a home to which he can

return during the day. Thus, preschool programs frequently are

half-day, morning, or afternoon1 although they sometimes coincide

with the usual full school day. )

The 0.E.O. states further that "Full encouragement will be given to local

communities to develop the kind of facilities which are most appropriate for,

and most needed by, the children and families of the community, be they day care

centers or centers of early childhood education".z)

1) Concept_of a Child Development Center: Relatiomship to Preschoo’ and Day fare,
Cifice of Economic Opportunity, htecutive Office of the President, Washington, DG
March 18, 1965, p.2. GSA DC 65~17433.

2)1pid., p.6.
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Because of the ambiguity in distinguishing between day care centers and nurs-
2ry schools, no such distinction was made for purposes of this project. Prelimin-
ary investigation of group care facilities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts in-

dicated that licensed facilities were quite gsimilar in respect to the age of child-

ren served and range of services offered.l) In addition, both day care centers and

nursery schools, with minor exceptions, are subject to the same licensing laws. For
purposes of cost analysis, the project adopted a broad definition of day care ser-
vice to include any facility licensed under State Law which provides group day care
(as opposed to family day care) for pre-school children under voluntary, propriet-
ary, or public auspices, except those facilities which deal solely with the probleams
of the physically or mentally handicapped child. A.mére detailed discussion of the

selection of study sites will be found in Chapter II.

Why Cost Analysis?

Cost analysis is a method for determining the cost of units of service and for
describing costs on a functional basis. In recent years, social agencies and fund-
ing bodies have become interested in developing cost analysis methods which would
enable agencies to price their services and évaluate their programs more realistic-
ally. Since units of service, program components, clientele served, administrati?e
auspices, and general organizational framework vary greatly among different socia}
agencies, cost analysis procedures must be modified when applied in different set;
tings. In general, however, cost analysis efforts have been undertaken to assist
in furthering the following objectives:

(1) comparison of the costs of agencies that have similar functions;

(2) planning and deployment of resources by a single agency or by a
central planning or financing body;

1) This does not imply that all centers are actually uniform in their operations,
certainly not in any qualitative sense. In later chapters, we shall discuss
_specific issues of staffing and program that may make for differences in quality
and have an effect on costs. The point being made here is merely that such
differences are not evident from the stated programs of the centers.

o e



(3) determination of appropriate allocation and reimbursement
formulae by pubiic and private funding bedies;

(4) establistment of fees which realistically reflect the services
being rendered;

(5) development of budgets and programs around rising costs and in-
creased demands for service.

Cost analysis has been developed in a number of f£ields such as the visiting
nurse service, institutions fcr children, family social services, group recreational
facilities, and the national YMCA'sS. One of the most widely known cost analysis
methods in the field of child welfare was applied to the costs of services in insti.
tutions for children. This method was developed in a project directed by
Martin Wolins, and sponsored jointly by the Child Welfare League of America and the
California State Department of Social Welfare. A manual describing the procedures
used was written to enable a large number of children's institutions to adopt the

1)
method.

The general aims of the cost analysis were stated there as follows:

The financial data produced by cost analysis can provide an agency with
the costs of the various functions it performs. With this information,
an agency is in a position to evaluate its activities in terms of their
relative costs, to estimate the desirability of purchasing certain services
n from outside sources, to predict the costs involved in changes of function

or of intake policies, ang to price its services realistically in computing
fees and reimbursements.?

When the present project was initiated, it was thought that the CWLA amethod
could possibly be adapted to the field of dey care. We found, however, that the
method was too complex %o lend itself to preschool programs, although some of its

general cost analysis principles could be utilized.

DpMartin Wolins, A Manual for Cost Analysis in Institutions for Children,

Parts I and II, (New York: Child Welfare League of Arerica, 1962).

2)1bid, Part I, p. 1.
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Other cost analysis studies have bean conducted by the Pamily Service Assoce

iation of America and the Health and Welfare Council of Metropolitan St. Louis.

Detailed information on these studies can be acquired from the regspective agencies.

Cur objective here is to indicate the reasons that have led agencies to undertake

cost analyses and thu expectations they have had regarding the results.

In an Interim Cost Analysis Manual published as part of a pilot project de-

signed to test the cost analysis method in a variety of member agencies, the Family
. Service Association of America mentions several reasons for accumuleting coct data.
Some of the purposes are to enable an agency to: j:stify its expenditures in terms
of its end-products; estimate budgetary needs; acquire a reasonable basis by which
to price services rendered to other organizations; determine the future range and
emphases of its program; and indicate to the public that it is attempting to operate

1
as efficiently as possible.

A report published by the Health and Welfare Council of Metropolitan St. Louis

says the following about what waa expected from the study of cost and income in

children's institut ons:

Generally, it was believed that better infomatiom on the financial
aspects of institutional care for children could help in providing
better services with improved tools for agency administration and budget
activities. More specifically, the study was planned to offer the
following benefits:

1. To be of assistance to participating agencies in their internal
administration of fiscal matters, with the possibility of indic-
ating trends if similar studies could be conducted by individual
agencies from time to time.

2. To provide a basis for general comparigons among agency operations by
developing a uniform method of allccating expenditures tec specified
and uniformly-defineG cost centers.

1) william B. McCurdy, Interim Cost Analysis Manual,, Member Agency EBdition, issued
in conjunction with the FSAA Pilot Project on Centralized Processing.
February, 1964, pp. 4-6.

b 5 ity o A — e e g



=]l0-

3. To assist in interpretation of program to agency boards, the
United Fund and other funding bodies, and to the community.

To provide detailed information on actual costs of services and
sources of income as a basis for developing principles of fee~
charging to parents and to governmental or other agencies re-
sponsible for children under care.l)

When federal funds for day care became available through the 1962 Public Wel-
fare Amendments to the Social Security Act and later through the Office of Economie
Opportunity, legislative and public administrative bodies on both the federal and
state level became concerned viith the problem of developing reliabl
reimbursement formulas., Community welfare councils and planning groups interested
in planning day care services, and agency executives conducting such programs, also
expressed a need for reliable cost data in order to obtain a more accurate basis
than now exists for determining budgetary allocations and for setting fees. Dis-
cusgsions at an early stage in this project with various groups in the Boston area
and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts that have a role in preschool programs indic-
ated the existence of a wide-spread intere.t in the development of sound cost anal-

ysis tools,

The present attempt to devise a method of cost analysis in day care centers
was begun initially under the sponsorship of the Realth and Welfare Council of
Metropolitan St. Louis. in its application for a research grant from the Children's
Bureau dated December 31, 1962, the Council stated that the purpose of ite research
project was to develop a cost analysis method that could be "uniformly applied" in
the St. Louis erea and in other communities throughout the country. The difficulty
of establishing maximum and minimum fees for day care on a rational basis was recog-
nized as one of the major problems arising from the lack of adequate cost informa-

tion and "the lack of satisfactory definition of a unit of service."

1) Cost_and Income in Children's Institutions - 1960, Health and Welfare Council of
Metropolitan St. Louis, St. Louis, Missouri, October, 1962, pp. i-ii.
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In taking over the project, the Florence Heller Graduate Schoéi at Brandeis
University has pursued the same basic purpose as that conceived by the Health and
Welfare Council of Metropolitan St. Louis--to develop and test a method of cost
analysis of preschool programs, It was hoped that the method would provide standard
cost analysis procedures which could be implemented by interested agencies located
in various communities and sections throughout the country and which would produce
comparative data. Furthermore, it was hoped that the information obtained f£rom the
application of the cost analysis method would make possible the development of
sound bases for requesting or granting publiic or private funds, the establishment
of fees which realistically reflect the cost of the various services rendered by an
agency, and an evaluation of the costs of various program emphases in relation to

functions performed.

Issues in Cost Analysis

The following issues have been faced by project staff in the attempt to devise
a method of cost analysis that would produce comparative data:
1. The development of a unit of measure that most appropriately
reflects the purposes of preschool programs and that would

permit a comparison of costs among agencies.

2. The development of a functional accounting system based on the

categories.

5. The determination of a basis for treating donated goods and services
in cost calculatious.

6. The determination of a method for treating staff over-time and personal
activities in cost calculations.

v — e, e g

program components common to preschool settings.
3. The development of a standard procedure for the allocation of
objects of expenditure into the appropriate functional categories,
4, The development and implementation of a time analysis that would
permic the accurate translation of salary items into functional

P
i
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7. The effect on costs of the socio-economic background of the clientele
served, the quality of the program, the length of the school day, and
differing administrative auspices.

8. The effect on costs of the rate of utilization of existing facilities
and the degree to which a program operates at capacity.

Cost analysis concerns .tself with quantitative and not qualitative measures,
and does not presume to set standards. There is no evidence that high unit costs
necessarily reflect a good program or that low unit costs neceasarily reflect a
poor one. Although this may be true in some instances, costs do not in themselves
demonstrate effectiveness, economy or efficiency. For example, a preschcol program
with the highest educational cust per child dous not necessarily provide the best
educationel service in terms of the intellectual, social, and physical development
of the children. Furthermore, in assessing the costs within an individual program,
the service that is most costly is not necessarily the one that most benefits the
children. The Family Service Association of America has the following to say re-
garding this issue of quantitative versus qualitative data:

In using time and cost data, it is essential to keep in mind that gquanti-

tative measures--not qualitative measures--are involved in (cost analysis).
These quantitative data may yield some clues which, when pursued, will have
a bearing on quality. The cost of a service, however, is not a direct
measure of Its quality. Similarly, time data will describe the current

use of staff time; they will not, in themselves, indicate whether this
use of time is the appropriate one. 1)

In the cost analysis developed for institutions for children, the Child Welfare
League also indicates that efficiency cannot be measured on the basis of the results

of the analysis. Referring to its own method, the League says:

ra—
[ )

“1) McCurdy, op. cit., p./.

e —




]l 3-

This cost analysis does not measure economy of operation within
an agency. It does, however, provide the total cost of agency
prograns and Services, and these can be measured dgainst the cost
of similar programs and services elsewhere..... But the cost anal-
ysis does not in itself answer the question of whether an agency
is spending "too much" or "too little" on these items.l)

Detailed discussions of the issues involved in formulating the present cost

analysis method, the steps takem to resolve them, and an evaluation of the final

product are contained in the following chapters.

Lwolins, op. cit., Part I, p.S.
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CHAPTER II - METHODOLOGY

In de;eloping a method for analysis. of costs in day care centers, the
methodology employed was to select a group of representative centers in the Boston
area ané’to use these as a testing ground for that purpose. This chapter will de~
scribe the procedures that were followed and the reasons for various decisions
that were made as the project developed. The presentation will be divided into
three sections:

1, Selection of centers and methods of working with them.

2. Methods of allocating costs.

3. Methods of studying staff use of time.

1, Selection of Centers

A rather extensive exploratory period preceded the selection of six centers

in which the cost analysis was fineally made. Upon the initistion of the project

W,

in June, 1963, the staff undertook a series of conferences with the officials
- of major agencies responsible for day care services in the Commonwealth of
Magsachusetts, in order to obtain help in selecting suitable centers for study.
The following agencies were consulted:

a. The Department of Public Health which has responsibility
for liceasing day tare centers,

b. The Department of Public Welfare which is responsibie
for the development of day care services in response
to the 1962 Public Welfare Amendments of the Social
Security Act.

c. The Associated Day Care Services of Metropolitan Boston
which is a non-profit co-ordinating agency with six
affiliated centers.

d. The Massachusetts Private Pre-School Association which is
a membership organization of operators of proprietary
or commercial day care centers.

e. Staff members of Eliot Pearson School of Tufts University.




-15-

In selecting a sample of centers, & major purpose was to find examples
of important variations that might have a bearing on cost. One of the purposes
of the consultations with experts was, therefere, to identify what the significant
sources of variation might be. Originally, it had been thought that a major
variation weuld be found in the range of services provided by the several centers,
and in the age level of childrem served. Since tle project made an early deci-
sion to confine itself to agencies which could be observed directly by the staff,
it was limited to the variations found within the geographical area of Greater
Boston. In Massachusetts, day care centers do not vary significantly in the age
group served, which is from three to seven years, with only a few taking children
slightly below tiiree years of age.

Variations in program are somewhat more difficuit to measure. It was clear,
however, that no sharp distinction could be made between nursery school and day
care types of programs, since all centers at least claimed to offer educational
as well as child caring services. While details of activities and certainly
quality of program might differ widely, the only difference in range of services
provided that could be identified a priori was whether or not a social worker
was included in the center staff.

There were, however, three variables which might be presumed to have an
impact on costs and wherein existing centers did indeed differ. These became
the major criteria for selection of centers for the study., They were: ausgices,

size, and whether they were full day or half day programs.

On the basis of these criteria, the staff, with the help of the agencies
consulted, drew up & list of 22 centers as the potential group from which a
gample could be selecte.  The impressions of knowledgeable people were drawn
upon to make sure that this list included variatioms, not only :t the major crit-
eria listed above, but in the socio-economic status of the clientele, and in the

general reputation of the centers as to standards of performance., Without having
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any precise way of making qualitative judgments, the Project staff did not want
to be limited to centers that were generally recognized as outstanding examples
of good service, but wanted to obtain a cross~section of types of programs actually
available in the commtqity.
Exploratory visits were made to all of these centers with several purposes
in mind:

a. To help the staff become wore acquainted with the center
and its suitability for inclusion in the study;

b. To explore the interest of the center im participating;

c. To learn more, in detail, about the activities conducted

within a center, as a guide to the functional analysis
of costs.

The findings from these visits were compiled in a chart which identified
each of the centers in relation to & number of variables, particularly those
ment ioned above. One other limiting factor that came to the attention of the
staff during the exploratory visits was the difference among centers in the ade-
quacy of their administrative organization and record keeping. A number had to
be eliminated because their systems were so inadequate that there would have been
no chance of obtaining the data on costs required for analysis.

After analysis of the material obtained in the preliminary visits, as well
as calculation of the staff time that was available, it was decided to tonduct
the cost analysis in six centers. This number would provide variation in auspices,
gize, length of program, and socio-economic level. They would thus be illustra-
tive of the range of variation which had been identified as possibly of zelevance
to costs.

With one exception, the centers chosen on this basis agreed to participate.

In the case of the one that refused, an alternate was chosen which had similar

characteristics.
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Detailed information concerning the six facilities included in the study
will be found in Chapter IXI. They were evenly divided between full day and half
dsy programs, with cne of the latter conducting two half day sessions each day,
for different groups of childremn. All were non-profit centers, except for ome of

the full day programs, which was proprictary. Aunother of the full day prograus

was part of an association of day care ceunters, which meant that scme of its

services and administrative overhead were provided by the central office of the
association rather than directly. Two of the half day programs were part of
larger orgenizations-- one & Jewish Community Center, and the other a university.
All of the full day programs served a low-income population; all of the half day
programs served 2 middie-class population.

In Zeneral, the relationships between the Project staff and the centers
proceeded smoethly, although some problems were encounte 'ed which are worth re-
porting for the use of others who may follow similar procedures. There was
favorable receptivity to the Project and its auspices among most of the centers
approached. They shared a concern with costs as a problem in the fieid of day
care service and were interested in helping to £ind ways of’ analyzing costs.
Some had special individual interests that they felt could be furthered by par-
ticipation, mostly in terms of public relations.

However, this accepiance was not universal, and it was necessary for the
Project staff, in some instances, to overcome resistance, The resistance was
due, for the most part, to conceri that the Project would impose additional
burdens upon already overburdened center personnel, This was indeed a valid
concern, since the time study does make demands on staff tim2. Assurances were
given, and provision” made in the staffing of the Project, to minimize the
clerical and accounting problems for center staffs and to have these assumed by

the Project itself. A statement was developed by the staff and distributed to
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the cooperating centers, setting out the responsibilities that would be a&suﬁed,
rerpect ively, by the Project, and the participating centers. (See Appendix I).
This statment also included assurance that the centers would not be put to an
additional expense, but that all costs would be borne by the Project budget.

Tt is inevitable that there must be some uneasiness about an inquiry into
costs and operations, since there is always implicit in such an inquiry the
suggestion that an evaluation is being made. This, together with reluctance to
share information comsidered private, must be expected as a source of resistance
to any agency that will seek to make cost analyses. One of the centers included
in the study did refuse direct access to its books but provided the informat ion

irequested. The least satisfactory experience cccurred with the proprietary
center which promised cooperation but faile: to respond to repeated requests for

information and never supplied all that was needed. However, “his may have been

- !. related to the inadequate administrative set-up of that center rather than to un-

willingness to cooperate.

It should be noted that even where there was basic acceptance of the Project
and genuine cooperation, the conduct of the time study proved a definite burden
to the center personnel.

2. Methods of Alloce:ing Costs

The conduct of a cost analysis involved three types of processes:
1. The determinatior of a umit cost in relation to some
meaningful unit of activity or of outcome in the operation
of the enterprise;
2. The determination of functicnal components of the cost
so that the different items of cost can be analyzed
and evaluated;

3. The asgsigmment of particular items of cost to the
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categories or components that have been decided upon
under (2).
The cost analysis which was undertaken for the day care centers in this

study was based on an attempt to develop a funct jonal categorization of costs.
The meaningful functions were determined by a survey of expert opinion and consul-
tation with people knowledgeable in the field and by a review of the literature.
This led to identification of the igsues that are of interest to agencies f£inan-
cing day care programs as well as to those operating them. A gset of tentative
categories was formulated and then tested directly in the day care centers by a

two week trial time analysis to be described later in this chapter.

It should be considered an open question whether a functional categorization

of the cost of day care is necessary and/or desirable; and if so, how detailed
and extensive such a func. .onal breakdown should be. These are issues which will
be discussed in later chapters when the actual results of the studies are pre-
sented, together with their implications and the recommendat ions derived from
experience with the method. At this point, we shall merely indicate the proce-
dures which were followed and the reasons for them, once the decision had been
made to do a functional cost analysis in order to test ite usefulness.

In this phase of the study, consultation was obtained from Peat, Marwick,
Mitchell and Company, an outstanding sccounting firm which has wide experience
nat ionally and internationally in Gealing with problems of cost accounting, and
gpecial competence in handling such problems in non-profit agencies such as
hospitals, universities, and health and welfare services. Tais accounting £irm
has recently completed the development of & chart of accounts and proposals for
a uniform accounting system for mon-profit agencies under the auspices of the
Net ional Social Welfare Assembly. A member of the f£irm's Boston office was

assigned to the Project and consultative services were provided by the




New York Office (See Appendix IL).

The accountant, together with wembers of the Project staff assigned to the
respective centers, negotiated the necessary agreements and procedures with each
of vhe centers included in the study. One of the criteria for including a center
in the study was the existence of a bookkeeping system meeting at least ninimum
standards of orderly procedure., The most marginal of the included centers just
barely met this criterion and some of the data obtained from that center are of

questionable validity. With this exception, however, the bookkeeping and office

procedures followed by the centers were adequate and the work involved for the

accountant in obtaining the necessary data for purposes of the cost analysis did
not prove to be excessive; nor was there excessive disruption by the accountant
and the Project of the normal procedures followed in the respective centers. Twe
types of general modifications were necessary:
1. Since the cost analysis was based on the calendar year,

the centers which maintained their accounts on a different

basis (usually the school year) were helped to reorganize

their record keeping for purposes of the Project. This

was accomplished by obtaining monthly records of expenditures.

In order to achieve comparability between centers, it was

necessary to establish comparable categories in which similar

expenditures could be posted and recorded. To the maximum

possible extent, use was made of the categories already

employed by the centers and expenditures under these categories

WerE enctional scheme established by the

Project. In some instances, however, it was necessary to

reclassify expenditures in order to achieve comparability.

This was done directly by the accountant who was furnished by

the center with the invoices and who made the appropriate

categorization,
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ih general, these procedures worked out smoothly with only a minimum of
problems encountered. The major difficulties were with the most marginal operaticnm,
where rccord, were extremely confused and outside auditing negligible, and where
it proved impossible to establish truly effective communication between the
Project's accountant and the person responsible for meintaining the books of the
center. In one other instance there was a reluctance on the part of the center
to permit the Project's accountant to work directly with its books. However, in
this case the center's own bookkeeping procedures were quite competent and infor-
mat ion was furnished to the Project in a satisfactory manner.

In consultation with the accounting firm, the Project staff had to make a
number of decisions involving the way in which different items of expenditure
were to be calculated. The results and implications of these decisions will be

described in subsequent chapters dealing with f£indings and recommendations. At

hat

this point, the following general summary will help to identify wmajor issues ©

are bound to arise for anyone who may attempt in the future to undertake a cost

analysis in this field.

All expenditures can be divided into two general types: a) salaries, and
b) non-salary expense items. The problem of analysis involves assigning both
salary and non-salary items to functional categories.

Some items of both salary and non-salary expenditures are clearly classi-

fiable immediately and totally to a particular function. Thus, the entire
salary of a cook (if that is all she does) as well as the total cost of the food
can be assigned immediately to a category of food service, if that is all in
which we are interested. However, if we are not saﬁisfied that food service is
in itself a meaningful item but are interested in a breakdown, for example,
between the cost of food for children and the cost of food for staff, then

further analysis becomes necessary. The general principle for making the analysis
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was to assign to the functional category those items sf salary and non-salary
expenditures that were totally within that category. For those that cut across
more than one category, other devices had to be employed.

Salaries of personnel performing more than one function were divided on the
basis of the total distribution of time as revealeé in a time study of these
staff members.

Another basis for the distribution of costs was the calculetion of tae
utilization of space for diffevent purposes. The total amount of space occupied
by the center was measured and the proportionate amount of space used for differ-
ent functions, such as a kitchen being used for nutrition and a playroom for
educational purposes, etc., was assigned to the particular fumction. A number of
items of expanditure could then be divided among functions in accordance with
this space distribution scheme. This was true, for example, of cleaning and
maintenance expenses.

The .on-salary items were treated in one of two ways, depending upon the
nature of the item. If they were items related to the functioning of specif
staff members, they were distributed in accordance with the functional distri-
but ion of the time of those staff members. If they were itrms not related to a
part icular staff member or to particular functions but involved the total operation
of the center (as for example, cleaning and maintenance expenses) they were
divided on the basis of the utilization of space in the center for various purposes.

Considerable attention was given to ways in which account might be taken of
services and goods contributed to day care centers for which there are no items
of cash expenditure. This is a peculiar problem in the accounting of non-profit
agencies and is a factor of some concern in day care centers. A major item is
the work of student teachers. Many preschool services offer training opportunities

for nursery school teachers and, to a 1lr:ser extent, to students in other disci-

plines. There are no cash expenditures for such personnel although they are




23~

contributing a service to the agency, The same problem arises in the use of
volunteer help of various kinds. parents, for example, frequently contribute
services to a day care center without obtaining cash reinbursement.

A variety of approaches were considered to this problem. An examinat ion
was made of the possibility of imput ing the costs for such contributed service--
in other words, calculating what an appropriate cost would be if the center
actually had to pay for the services obtained., However, it pro;ed ;éry hard io
do this and the effort was £inally abandoned. One of the questions is whether
i the contributed service is actually essential to the operation of the center or
l vhether it is an addit ional type of activity which is available because it does

| not involve any costs, but which would not be taking place if there were a cash
cost involved. To the extent that centers may differ in this regard, the impu-
tation of a ccst to a contributed service would be a source of non-comparability
between centers., Another problem is how to £ind a fair basis for calculating
l the cost of a contributed service. What is an hour of time provided by a parent
or a student teacher actually worth, and can it be assigned the same monetary
value in different centers?
After reviewing the different types of contributed services being provided
in the centers included in this study, it was decided in accordance with the

advice provided by the account ing consultants that no attempt should be made to

impute costs, but that the analysis should deal only with actual expenditures.
The accounting consultants gave this advice not only on the basis of the findings
of this study, but on the strength of their general experience in dealing with
non-profit agencies where contributed services are frequently found. Their
explorat ion of this issue in many other settings has led them to the conclusion
that no adequate basis exists for imput ing these costs in a way that will make

for comparability between agencies.




-24-

In regard to the day care centers included in this particular study, this

Py

problem applies primarily to student teachers. Where student teachers are used,

some portion of expense is devoted to the category of training and the time ansly-
sis reflects this fact. Training is thus shown as an element of cost. It must ‘!
be assumed that this cost is offset at least in part by the additional service 4

provided to the center through the student teachers, for wvhich no cost is re-

it

£lected. ‘
Similar to the problem of contributed gervices is the issue of contributed

goods. Various types of goods such as furniture, food, etc. may be contributed
to the cemters from time to time by parents, friends and other supporters., Such

contributions are usually intermittent, irreguiar and hard to anticipate and,

O I uw TNy Y

therefore, not normally encompassable within regularized budgetary and program

¢. The same reasoning that led to the elimination of contributed services

planning

Hp e

from the cost analysis led to a similar decision to eliminate contributed goods.

o

The one exception is the surplus food provided by the United States Governuent
to all educational institutions,and day care centers as well, The value of such
surplus foods was included in the cost analysis as an addition to the cash ex-

e W a 8 Sdha

penditures for food. This could be done very easily because The vaiue G wad

surplus foods is knowm, and the calculation of this value is applied uniformily

from one center to the other.

iie have dlscussed earlier the use of space measurements and their assigmments
to different functions as one of the bases for the assignment of different items
of cost to the functional categories. This procedure posed some special problems
in those three centers where the day care operat jon was a part of a larger
organizat fonal structure -- mamely, University, Center, and Association. As
will be indicated in later chapters, those centers which are located in larger
organizational units tend to have higher costs than those which are more seif-

contained, when account is taken of the indirect costs incurred on their behalf




«25-

by the larger organizational units, Despite thus differemtial, it does not seem
valid to ignore the existence of these indirect costs since they represent a

very substantial contribution to the functioning of the center, In some instances,
as in the case of Association, the additional costs represent elements of program
and personnel service that may be completely absent from other centers. In other
words, sometimes the costs incurred by the larger organizational units are for

special services that they provide which are different either in kind or in de-

gree from those available to centers that do not have such sponsorship. More

frequently, however, the larger organizational unit is incurring a cost which
would be part of the normal costs of the cemter if it were self-contained., In
the report of the Eindings, details will be given of the situation in each center
so that it will be possible for readers of this report to see concretely what
types of services are provided by a sponsoring organization and to reach a judg=
ment as to the validity of including such charges in the normal cost of operations
of a day care center,

One of the most difficult issues that had to be regolved was the differeace
among centers in regard to the cost of their facilities. There are two aspects
to this problem. One involves the cost of operating and maintainiug & facility.
This is less complex than the problem of determining the cost of the facility
itself. The operation of a facility involves such costs as maintenance, repairs,
uwtilities, etc. These are the usual costs of operat ing any kind of pbuilding
except for remt itself. It was possible to arrive at reasonably comparable
definitions concerning these operating costs, and they were therefore included
in the cost analysis. ‘

The situation was quite different, however, in regard to the cost of the
facility itself. Were all buildings in which day care centers are housed

subject to a uniform market situation, some comparable basis for determining the
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costs might be obtained. As a matter of fact, however, no such basis exists.

N A major source of non-comparability is that some of the buildings are rented vhere-

as others are owned by the day care center itself or by the sponsoring organization

which provides its housing. To have included a rental figure in the costs of

those centers that actually pay rent would reflect the total costs of those

centers as they are operating today; but this introduces a serious factor of non-

comparability with centers that do not actually pay rent. In order to achieve

comparability, it would therefore be necessary £o include in the costs of those

centecs which do not pay rent snme estimate of a fair charge for occupancy of

the facilities in which they are conduct ing their program.

Various approaches to this probiem were attempted in consultat ion with the

accountants. An attempt was made to obtain information from all of the centers '
B

as to the original cost of the building in which they were housed, with a view

toward dividing this cost over the normal life time of the building and thus

including a theoretical figure of what a fair charge for the use of the building

wight be. This effort was finally abandoned because complete fnformation could

not be obtained in a satisfactory manner and also because the original cost of the

king this

building did not seem either & comparable or a fair basis for we

calculstion. It is obvious, especially in connection with buildings that are not

quite old, that the original cost bears no relat ionship whatsoever to the present

replacement costs of a facility and that this basis would therefore provide a

gerious understatement of current market values of a building of this type.

For purposes of thie study, the final decision was to calculate costs with-

oyt including the cost of the building either on a rental or an ownership basis.

For purposes of applying cost analysis to the actual payment of fees or subsidies

to a day care center, the costs of building cannot be excluded. In interpreting

the findings of this study, this limitation should be kept in nind.
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Budgeting and financing agencies faced with this problem will need to decide
whether to pay actual costs, in wiich case no account would be taken of the cost

of investing in the building for those that may have ownership of their facilities,
or to establish a fair value for the building to be applied regardless of the
particular ownership situation in any given case. The latter approach would, of
course, require some rational criteria for establishing a market value for a

given size and type of building.

A sumary of the general decisions made in regard to the allocation of costs

appears in Appendix III.

Unit Costs

The firal product of a cost analysis is the icentification of a unit of
cost in some meaningful terms that are related to program. In a profit making
business, the ultimate measure of costs iz translated into a price for a particu-

lar unit of the product. The identirication of a product is more difficult in

non-profit service agencies.

The service provided by a day care center is ultimately a tntal service to
a child. That service is made up of the various activities provided by the
center--i,e,, educaticn, physical care, nutrition, transportation (if that is
included), etc. It is, therefore, nmeaningful to translate gross expenditures
into units of cost related to each child served. This can be done in several
ways.

To begin with, it is possible to state the cost incurred by each of the
centers for cach of the children that it has served in the course of a year,
This is accomplished very simply by dividing the gross expenditures by the total
unduplicated number of children enrolled in the center during the course of the
year, assuning that all of them are enrclled for the entire year. However,

there are further refinements of the unit cost which help us gain greater




understanding of the situation, since they take account of the differences be-

tween the centers thay may have an effect upea costs. The major differemce
between centers is the length of the school day--i.e., some are open for a full
day, others for only a half dey, The service given to a child in the course
of a year is, therefore, greater in total volume for children who attend for a
full day rather than for a half day. Because of this, it was decided to analyze
separately the full day and half day centers, in order to see if these two types
of programs differed along any of the other dimensions that were of interest tec
the study, In the material that follows, therefore, coat calculations in full

day and half day centers will be presented separately.

Another source of variation amoug centers is in the number of davs that they
function in the course of a yesr. The major factor in this connection is whether
the center operates for a full twelve months of the year or whether it operates
only for the usual school year of ten monthz. In order to take account ¢” this
source of non-comparability, a calculatici of unit costs was made on the basis
not only of the number of children served, but aleo the number of days service
was provided, This results in a unit cost per child per day (or stated more
accurately, per full day or per half day, depending upon which center is being

analyzed).

Since there is also variation in the length of each school day (i.e., ia
the mmber of hours service is provided each dey), it is possible to make an

additional calculation which results in a unit cost per child hour of service.

All of these calculatio.s bave been made and will be interpreted in the

subsequent material, Bach analysis provides some additional data,not only as

to the nature of the costs but as to the sources of variaticn among them,
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3. Metheds of Studying Staff Use of 'ritgg

Most of the costs in a day care center are costs of personnel, In the cemters

studied by this Project, personnel costs accounted for from 01% to 82% of the

total. A major aspect of the cost analysis is, therefore, the assignment of

personnel costs to functionms.

Once the functional categories are determined, it would be possible to make
this assignment, if each item of personnel costs could be placed iauto one of the
categories. The problem that arises, however, is that not all persomnel can be
assigned automatically in this way. In a day care center, the most important
problematic issue is the functiom of the teachers, who constitute most of the
personnel. One of the reasons that led to this study is the lack of clarity as
to how the activities of teachers should be classified, and what proportions of
the costs should be assigned to which categories. It was to get at this problem
of multi-functional activities on the part of teachers and other professional
personnel that the Project undertook to use a time study as a major element in
its cost analysis.

The first step in the process, and the precondition for aunching the tine
analysis, was the development of the funct ional categories, This was done
initially by the staff on the basis of review of the literature concerning day
care, consultations with experts in the field, both nationaily and in Massachusetts,
and the exploratory visits to the larger group of centers from which the sample
was drawm,

The Time Analysis Manual which accompemies this report sets forth the
funtional categories in detail, together with definitions and examples of the
activities that belong in each., Since much of the analysis which follows will be
built around the major Program Activity Groups, it will be useful to list them

here:
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A - Adnission Process
B - Trangportation
C - Parent Counseling
D - Child Care Service
E - Nutriticnal Service
F - Health Service
G - Educational Servics
H - Parent Group Activities
I - Student Training
J - Study Activities
K - Community Activities
Q - Administrative Activity Group
The classification scheme was drafted and reviewed several times. An initial
draft was submitted to the centers in the study sample and their comments used as
a basis for revision. It was then tested in a very painstaking way during a two
week period which was used as a trial run both for the classification scheme and for
the mechanical procedures involved in doing the actual time study. Changes in the
classification scheme were made following this pretest.
It will be noted that the classification scheme is based on the purpose of
the activity. Within each of these program activity categories there was & list
of the specific activities, each of which had a code number. These are all set
forth in the Manual. The specific items of activity serve to help define and
identify which types of action belong in which program activity group. It was
thought that clues to variatiomns iu cost, as well as some information useful for
internal managerial purposes, might be derived from this kind of analysis. In
and of themselves, however, the specific activities did not prove useful for cost
analysis purposes because the activities are too specific and detailed. It was
rather the program activity groups based on the purpose of the action which proved
meaningful in providing a basis for a functional analysis of the way in which time
is spent in a day care center.
The problem of classification is a conceptual one which was solved in this

case on the basis of the statements of the practitioners in explaining the intent

of their actions. There ire, however, two types of problems which are of a more




-31-
technical and procedurai nature, These are problems of a)coding, and b)sampling.
These will be discussed in turn.

If tife problem of classification is one of validity, the problem of coding is
essentially one of reliability. In other words, the question that needs an
answer is how best to guarantee that a given activity will be coded in the same
way by different obsefvera. The listing of speciffic activities was developed
in order to increase reliability. There are, however, a number of problems which
arose and which the Project staff tried to resolve during the two week trial
period.

One major problem as the vphasing" of activities. Any activity has several
stages to it, and since time runs in a continuous stream, it is sometimes hard to
judge where one activity ends and another begins, This issue was resolved by
coding the action in relation to the activity being completed rather than to the
new one being init i.ated.

Although steps were taken to increase rel iabili'«:y of coding, a test of
reliability was not performed, For most of the random day study period a procedure
of supervision was used in order to check upon the codes assigned by the ob'aex‘vers,
This was done by {nstructing the observers to provide a written description of the;
activity,rather than simply to report the code. The Project staff member respon-
sible for supervision could then review the activity, ask whatever additional
questions were necessary in order to enlarge the description, and then assign a
proper code.

The major coding problems occurred not in the major clagsifications listed
on Page 30, but in deciding whether a specific action should bé described in one
or ancther of the 1ist ings of specific act *yities within the major categofy. ‘Some
inconsistency was known to have existed among the Project staff in their ways of

handling various items, and nct all of these were resolved, There was some inton-




sistency in the determination of wiuether certain observat fons should receive a

pi-ogram code or be categorized as administration, and a general tendency to list

a clerical action as administration rather than to classify it in terms of its

progrem purpose. There was also some failure to report, observers missing rounds

onh occasion.

While the precise volume of coding error cannot be known, it is the staff’'s

general impression that the errors were relatively minor in regard to classifica-

tion within mafor functional cetegories, which are the only categorfies being used

for the cost analysis.

Sampling

We turn now to the issue of sampling which is one of the fundamental problews

in conducting a time study. Consultation on sampling procedures was obtained from

Dr. Robert Reed, head of the Department of Biostatistics at the School of Public

Health at Harvard University.

The sampling problem is to find a number of observat{ons which will adequately

repregsent the total universe of activity performed by the staff of the centers.

Aesuming\that there michi be non-random variations in activity by season of the

year, wonth, day of the week, time of the day, etc. a saupling plan was sought

which would provide a random sampling of these different time elements in an

unbiased manner and, thercfore, permit a gemeralization to the total activities of

a center over a full school year. The time study was conducted from October 1,

1964, through May, 1965. It did not include summer wonths of opsration for two

of the centers that function year-round.

One of the criteria in sampling is the factor of cost.

fssue of feasibility--if there were no limitations of time, cost, etc.--then

sampling would not be necessary. Ome could at the extrems observe the total

If there were no

flow of activity for an entire one year period. This obviously is not feasible
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both because the cost is prohibitive and because the staff of a center would find
it difficult to tolerate this much intrusion into {ts activities. The problem is
to £ind an cptimum sample size which will be feasible of achievement and yet pro-
vide a set of data from which it would be possible to generalize reliably for the
distribution of work activity during the ertire year.

The initiai approach to the sampling problen was to try what has been de-
geribed as the "random mowent" approach. This was an atteapt to obtain a record
of staff activity at randomly selected moments during each day of the period being
atudied.

The random mcmept approach required that there be an observer at the cemter
each day, which means that the observer had to be a member of the center staff
who, at the random moment, would make a round, observe all of the designated
personnel of the center, £ill out a card for each person observed, and code his
activity.

The random morent approach proved not to be feasible. It became obvious even
during the two week trial periol of the time analysis that it could succeed only
with a very capable and mot ivated obs¢rver in the center staff. Because of lack
of ability on the part of clerical staff, pressure of other duties, and staff
turnover, ¢he random moment approach was gradually abandoned in all centers ex-
cept for University School. Even there, it could not be done easily by the school
staff itself. Initially, an arrangement was made whereby Project stafi was to
call the school at the random moments which occured after the school clerk had
left for the day (during a period of three hours). There were a significant
number of times when Project staff forgot to make the call, and the finai arrange-
ment agreed upon was to have the school clerk check with staff the following
morning and then to code retroactively.

The only place vhere the random moment procedure continued successfully and
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without alteration throughout the life span of the study was in the central office
of Association School, where a highly competent and conscient ious secretary, &
long-term employee, was in charge.

Recognizing that the original plan could not be carried out, a sampling pian
known #s “random day" was substituted--first as an additional method to protect
against the potential errors in the random woment approach and to provide a re-
1iability ckeck on coding, but gradually as the prevailing sempling device. In
this approach, ten days were chosen at random, each day of the week being repre-
sented twice. Morning and afternoon sessions were handled geparately, each being
asaigned a block of approximately four hours. Within each block, a starting
moment was chosen randomly and cbservations then made at 19 minute intervals.

This yielded an average of 9 to 11 rounds each of the random observation days for
a half day progrim, and 13 to 17 rounds for a full day program (See Appendix IV).

Tae random day approack made it possible for the Project to furnish its own
observers, thus eliminating its dependency on the personnel of the centers. These
observers were supervised by Project staff, who thus fiad better control cver the
coding procedures,

Further details as to the sampling protedure and sampling errors willl be
found in Appendix V and Appendix VI. One further szupling issue should be ncted.
Rach of the centers has staff in a number of differeat categories, and the size
of the total staff in most of the centers is relatively smell. This means that
there are some categories such as directors, for example, in which there is cnly
one person in eauch center. The problem here swss to make enough observations so
as to be able to make statements not orly about the staff as a whole but about the
way in which particular categories of staff people spend their time, A sample
size vhich would contain etiough cbservaticns to charecterize the division of work

of the tctal staff taken as a unit might not be enough to describe the work of a
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particular employee group, guch as teachers, for example, within the 1imits of the

sanpling error that ii2d been selected. On the other hand, an attempt to obtain
enough observations {n order to be able to characterize each of the staff positions
individually would lead to an increase in the volume of activity which would

cause disruption and an unacceptable amount of difficulty for the centers.

Because of this dilemma a compromise was reached, The size of t : sample was
determined on the basis of the teaching ataff in each of the centers. Where &
center was very small, the teachers had to be augmented with teaching assistants
and in two cases with the director who also carries part of the teaching load. In
a center, therefore, the size of the sample is based on the gize of the core
teaching staff and is reasonably adequate to represent the total activities of
that otaff within a sampling error of approximately .03 to .05, However, the
sample size is not adequate to generalize the act jvities of a particular employee
or employee group not {ncluded in this core (such as director or social worker)
within the same wargin of sampling error.

In calculating costs, the time study has been applied to the activities of
the total staff - “hout differentiating between the core group on which the size
of the sample was based and the other employees. The sample size is adequate to
peruit this kind of calculat jon within the margin of error established, It is,
however, less adeguate as sn estimate of some of the specific positions. Comments
tn suhsequent chapters relating to employee groups are, therefore, subject to
greater sampling error than comments referring to the use of staff time as a
wvhole,

Another major issue which arose in conducting the time analysis was the
problem of how to record time spent on work related to a day care center in hours
vhich were not an official part of the working day. This was felt to be an im-

portant matter by experts in the £ield since there is a general impression that
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work related to the activities of the day care centers i{s frequently done by
sialf members outside ef regular hours. This is presumably true particularly of
staff people in administrative positions.

An attempt was made to deal with this issue by developing a form which would
make it possible for staff people to record their osm activity, During the ran-
dom days that were seclected for the time study, such forms were distributed to
the personuel, and they weie asxed o record She time they kad spent on matters
related to the work of the ceater. In one fnstance, the administrator requested
that calls be made to him at the random times after hours.

It turned out in the course of experimenting with these methods that the
difficulties were too great to make the results worthwhile, and it was finally
decided to abandon any attempt to record activity taking place outside of regular
working hours. One of the issues was how to calculate the total amount of time
to which the information obtained should be related as a base, Should the total
base time be calculated as up to ten o*clock in the evening or up to midnight, or
beyond? More important, however, was the fact that practically no after hours
work activity was reported, and this, therefore, seemed to bz a rather negligible
gactor in the calculation of time spent on agency business, It was, therefore,
ignored in calculating costs.

A related question is the recording of activity which occurs during the work-
ing day but not on the premises of the center itself, Por exemple, if a steff
member is attending a meeting clsewhere or is transporting a child, this activity
is properly part of the time study analysis but is not within the observatfon of
the person recording the activity at that particular moment. This problem was
handied by having the observer check with the staff member at the earliest oppor-
tunity to £ind out what was being done at the random motent, Though follow-up on
this aspect was poor, activity off the premises was included in the tsbulations

whenever informatfon was available,
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The recording of activity for personnel involved in administrat jon posed a
nmber of specfal problems. The genmeral question is whether administration should
be iooked upon as a separate activity or as a means of facilitating the activities
represented in the functional breakdown. In other words, when an administrator
is supervising a teacher concerning the conduct of the educational work in the
center, this activity is both administrative and educat ional. Since the purpose
of the time analysis is to facilitate the classification of activities into their
functional categories as completely as possible, the labeling of such activity
only as admiaistrative would not fulfill this objective completely. The develop-
ment of the Manual took account of this question and codes were developed in order
to provide a f.nctional breakdown of administrative activity. Two methods were
used to calculate "Q" activity --i.e. administration. What became knoim as
"maximal Q" was a recording of aduinistrative activity under the category of
administration without breaking it down into its functional components. On the
other hand, "minimal Q" referred to a category of administration which was residual
fn nature--that is, those administcative activities which could not be assigned
£o one or amcther of the functional categories. As a matter of fact, it turned
out that most administrative activity was not related directly to a program func-
tion, so that there was little need to use the program codes in categorizing an
administrative action. The use of “minimal Q" is recemmended in the Time Menual.

A special problem in connection wiith recording sdministrative activities
occurred in two settings where the center was part of a larger organizat iona> umnit,
This was the case at Association Center, which was one of several centers affilia-
ted with an association of day care centers and at Center School which was in

effect, a department of a Jewish Conmunity Center. A number of issues iavolving the

charging of costs in these two centers {and also at University) have to do with

such matters as maintenance and other elements of overhead costs. In regard to the
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time study itself, the problem which arose was the need to record the time of
certain personnel who were not directly staff members of the day care centers
being studied, but who devoted a portion of their time to the program of the cen-
ter. This was true of the administratoc of the association of day care centers,
as well as the social worker and cther consultants on that statf who divided their
time among the various centers affiliated with the association, It was also true
of the executive director of the Jewish Coumunity Center who devoted a portion of
his time to supervise the director of the nursery school,
persons in these administrative and consulting positions were included in
the time study. A special code, howWever, was developed for their activities, This
code distinguished among three types of activities that might be observad:
a) Those which were directly related to the work of the
center and which should be entirely charged to the center.
b) Those which involved activities from which the center
benefitted along with other units in the organization
(and which, therefore, should be charged in part to the
center).,
¢) Those which were related completely to other aspects
of the staff member's responsibility and which had mo
bearing either directly or indirectly on the work of

the day care center being studied. Thess wers considered

"oyt of Scope" activities, and mo charge was made to the center,
The day care center was, therefore, charged only for that portion of salary which
could be attributed to the center either directly or indirectly, as detemmined by
the findings of the time analysias.
The £inal category established in the time analysis was one labeled "personal
activities", It is recognized that not every second of time in the working day
is taken up in direct work activity. This does not mean to say that all activity

which is not strictly and éirectly of a working character is waste activity, Much
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of it involves a necessary pause in an occupation as determined by the nature cf
the activity as, for example, when a teacher may be standing by waiting for a
child to take off his jacket, Some of it is actuslly built into the schedule,
such as rest periods, Some time is lost because of natural vicissitudes, such as
{llness or personal emergencies. All of these and other types of ectivity fell
into this general and heterogeneous group which was labeled "personal activity”,
and for which a special code was established,

This category was handled in two ways, Observations were made of such
activity, and it was coded sccordingly. There is thus a record of the proportion
of total time which is taken up in such miscellaneous activity, Once this was
done, the amount of time so recorded was redistributed among the other functional
activities in accordance with the percentage breakdown of time thst had been f£ound
to exist among these categories., The reason for this was to make the functional
analysis as comprehensive as possible, and thus to act on the arbitrary assumption
that time used in personal activity not directly related to any particular function
could be considered a proportionate charge on the functional categories, in accord-
ance with the extent to which they account for time that can be :lassified by

such functions, The same principle, of redistributing residual unclassifiable

_categories on the basis of distributions found to exist among activities or costs

where functions could be assigned directly, is ome that has been applied in both

the time analysis and the cost analysis throughout the study.




CHAPTER III ~ FINDINGS: COST ANALYSIS

The primary responsibility of this research project has been to develop and

test a method for analyzing the costs of day care programs on a comparable basis.

The reasons that this was felt to be desirgble or necessary have been discussed in -
the first chapter. The methodology actually developed and used was discussed in
the preceding chapter; the evaluation of this method . 1 recommendations about its
further use will be the subject of the final chapter. These next chapters deal
with the data obtained from testing the method developed. These findings are a
natural by-product of the study, though not its major focus. The usefulness of
these findings will provide a measure of the gemeral utility of this cost analysis

procedure.

The discussion of findings will be di-ided into the following chapters:
Chapter III, findings based on the cost analysis, including descriptions of the
schools studied, and problems of comparability; Chapter 1V, findings based on the
time analysis; and Chapter V, cost of programs in relation to other factorrs, in-

cluding socio-economic differences among families.

A. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAMS STUDIED

For purposes of description and analysis the six centers included in this
study have been divided into two groups, depending upon the length of their day.

These two groups are: f 11 day programs and half day programs.

FULL DAY PROGRAMS

MILLTOWN: The nursery program is conducted in a spacious, substantially built,

but very old building (19th century) in the midst of the city's industrial section..
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The scheol is a non-profit, voluntary organization which gets about one~-third of

its operating budget f£rom the local United Fund. It was founded by a group of

Jrivate citizens in 1885 and incorporated in 1iud.

For the most part, the children come from working class families wheve both
parents work. The school, therefore, is open every weekday from 7:30 a.m. to
5:15 p.m. and does not close during the usual school vacation periods except for
two weeks during the summer, in order to accommodate the work schedules of parents.

Not all children, of course, attend for the full day.

About 50 children were enrslled in 1964 and there was an average daily atten-
dance of 40. 1In addition to the teaching personnel whish included two teachers
and four assistants, there was a full-time director, a half-time social worker, a
secretary, a housekeeper, a cook, and a part-time maintenance man on the staff.
The agency is run by a Board of Directors consisting of 18 members who serve volun- -

tarily.

Some children come as the result of agency or some other profecsionnl referral,
most come directly through parent application. An intake interview with the social
worker is required in order to evaluate the family's needs, the child’'s needs, and
the family budget. The social worker felt that most of her time was taken up with

establishing fee sched:les. The average fee paid is $5 per week.

There is a large outdoor play ares with varied equipment. The classrooms are
large, light and airy and include a wide range of work and play materials. Furn-
iture in the classrooms and dining roomn, plumbing fixtures in the bathrocms are
all child size and each child has his own folding cot for the afternoon rest period.

A hot lunch is served every day.

Staff meetings are held ornce a month and case conferences as meeded. The
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director is currently going to school on a part-time basis, studying for a graduate

degree and the agency is giving her time off for this purpose.

ASSOCIATION:

This is a non-profit private agency which harks back to the early history of

.
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early childhood education and nursery school training, and now is a member of a 3

R, i T

federatior of Day Care Centers, supported by Red Feather sunds. The school has

- pr e e

been located in recent years in a building which also houses a city health unit,

e

but since the school occupied the third and fourth floors of the building-contrary
to the Massachusetts regulations for the licensing of nursery facilities--its li- {

cense has been revoked for the current school year (1965-1966) until it can be

relocated.

-

Most of the children enrolled during 1964-1965 were from low income Negro )
families iiving in the several hcusing projects in the general neighborhood. Off-
icially the school is open from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., but most of the children
arrive sbout 9 o'click and are gone by 4 o'clock. The working hours of the staff
scem to be flexible and staggered so that not every teacher comes in first thing
ir the morning or stays untﬁl the last child uas left every day. The school
activities are routinely supplemented by st.aff supplied by the central office. A
social work supervisor, early child educator, and 2 nutritionist resgularly provide
consulting services, a psychiatric consultant is available on an irrer* lar basis,

and central administrative staff are responsible for specific business matters.

About 46 children were enrolled during 1964 and there was an average daily
attendance of about 34. The teaching st:aff included three teachers, three aides,
and two students; the rest of the staff was made up of a full-time director, sec-

retary, cook-maid, maintenance man, and a part-time social worker.
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There are many sources of referral to the school, but priority is given to
those children referred by the Family Service Society, the Visiting Nurse Assoc-
iation, or the several psychiatric clinics in the community. Intake is handled
by the social~-worker who uses the criterion of 'need"-mother working, problems
in the home, etc. Fee payments,which average about $3.75 a week, are based on a
sliding scale and not too much investigation is made of expressed inability to pay-
income tax returns are not checked, according to the director, and the word of the

applicant is generally taken as stated.

The building is old and not really geared to the running of a nursery school
(one of the floors used to be a solarium where TB children were hovsed). ‘The in-
door play materials seemed more than adequate and well-used, but outdoor equipment

seemed very limited. Outdoor activity was restricted to walking around the blork

or playing on the hard concrete surface of the fenced-in yard with some balls, tri-
cycles, and swings. The warmtu and affection shown by the staff towards the chil-
dren, however, would seem to compensate for amy inadequacies in equipment or
facilities. Each chila had his <wu cot for napping, a hot lunch was served daily

and snacks given after nap-time.

Staff meetings were held wezk’™, and in addition weekly individual confer-
ences were conducted by the director with e~ch teacher. Monthly meetings were
held with mothers, the staff social worker and the director which lasted for about
two hous and t ad a regular attendance of about 20 mothers. The subjects dis-
cussed at these meetings were suggested by the mothers and included topics like

gex, health, dehavior problems, discipline, etc.

The school observes the usual schcol vacutions and holidays and loes not op-
erate during the summer at the usual location. The special summer program ! con=-

ducted at separate facilities with specially uired staff, though many of the same
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chiidren may be in attendance.

PROPRIEFARY:

This i{s the ouly proprietary, profit-seeking school in the study. It oper-
stes en & year round basis and is located in the midst ~f a Negro neighborhood,
in a thrze-story house owned and lived inm by the director who also owns and runs
another nursery school-kindergarten a short distance away. In the field of day
care services for children the preprietary nurseries outnumber the non-profit
cnes by a considerabie margin. Wanether or aot this school is typical, we have no
way of determining, A constant problem in this center was the inadequacy of

records, and an unwiliingness to share information-about finances, familfes, or

anytihing else,

According to the outside observer responsible for the time analysis here,
Proprietary School was more of a baby sitting establishment than a school, The
building was old and shabby, but the rooms were spacious, airy, cheerful and
attractively decorated. There were almost no play nmaterials available indcors-
what they had was old, broken, and rarely used. Approximately one hour a day
(mid-morning) was set aside for some kind of group activity--singing, story teil-
ing, games. Finger painting was observed once, coloring, clay modeling, water
play were never observed. Outdoor play, when it was allowed, was thoroughly
enjoyed and the gyms, swings, and tricycles were enthusiastically used, Most of
the time, according to the cbserver, the children wandeged around aimlessly or

wat.ched television.

Por most of the year, the number of staff was inadequate, and the person in

charge was an elderly woman, From 7:00 to 9:00 in the morning this woman was

elone with the children and she had responsibility for cooking and serving break-

gast, as well a8 for removing cvats, maintaining discipline, etc. During this




period of two hours, up to 40 children were brought in, given breakfast, and then
were divided into several groups, depending upon whether they were to remain

all day at Proprietary School or be transported to either a public kindergartem

or the director's privately organized kindergertenm. From 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.

the teacher and one assistant cared for at least 25 children ranging in age from
18 months to four years. A second teacher, one with a wam, pleasant personality

who tried to i{nvolve the children in more group play activities, left on matern-

ity leave soon after school started end was never replaced.

The children were physically well cared for, the food was good and ample,
and the children were kept clean and freshly dispered. Discipline wae strictliy
maintained, but it was consistent and affection was frequently shown. Indepen-

dence in feeding and dressing was encouraged by staff,

Tuit{on fees are based on the ability to pay, with the average fee being
between $12.00-$14.00 a week, according to the director. In additiocn to this, a
registration fee and a $5.00 P.T.A, fee are required, and a $4,00 heaith fee is

voluntary and mskes available periodic health checkups for the child.

HALF DAY BDGGRAMS

UNIVERSITYs

This is a charitable nou-prefit orgenizstion operating under the auspices
of a University Psychelogy Department. ZTue school has the dual purpose of serv-
ing as & laboratory for psychelogy studenis interested in child-growth and dev-
elopment, and providing pre-school educatlon for a group of Chree-and four-year

oid children.
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An Advisory Board of members of the Psychology Department supervises the function-
ing of the school and meets once a month with the director %o discuss broad policy

isgues.

The nurgery school is located on the first floor of a spacious, clean, modern
building. There are two large classrooms, a children's toilet, small kitchen, two
adminietrative offices, and an observation room with one-way windows and an amp-
lifier. There is an outdoor play area with jungle gym, sandboxes, tricycles,
swings and other such equipment. The schcol is well-equipped for both indoor and

outdoor play.

Since the University heavily subsidizes the nursery school, preference is
given to applicants who are University employees and the tuition rate for Univer-
sity affiliated families is $175 a year while it is $275 for the ncn-affiliated.
Children presenting special problems are not accepted. The school tends to follow

the University calendar, observing the usua. holidays and vacations.

In general, parents of children enrolled here are middle to upper class, well
educated, and articulate in their goals for their children. Each parent is inter-
viewved prior to admission by the director, and during the course of the year in-
dividual conferences are scheduled in order to discuss the child's progress. Two

or threz group neetings are also scheduled Jor eveninygs when fathers can attend.

The children attend school from 9:00 a.m. to 11:45 a.m. Monday through Friday.

The§ are divided intc two groups, one for three-year olds, and one for four-year

olds. During 1964-1965 there were 14 children in the first group and 15 in the
second. The staff includes a directcr-teacher, a teacher, and a secre®acy. Both
the director and the teacher are highly trained professionals, with Masters degrass

in the £ield of early childhood education. They are assisted by student teschera




from two of the nursery training schocls in the Creater Boston arza, as well as by

péychology students from the Universiiy. The usual work day for the director and

teacher is from 8:30 a.m., to 3:00 p.m., and after teaching the children they spend
time preparing for the next day, holding suaff meetings conducting conferences
with parents, student teachers, and psychology students, as well as participating

in a number of community activities.

COMMUNITY CENTER:

The nursery school is sponsored by a Community Center, a non-profit agency
partially subsidized by the Combined Jewish Philanthropies, and has been in oper-
ation since 1948, at its present location for seven years. The Commurity Center
occupies a large, modern, well-kept building built for this purpose, and the
nursery school program is conducted in four classrooms on the seccnd floor which
are well-lit, airy, and furnished with small tables and chairs, and varied play
and educational equipment. There is also adequate outdoor play space, with swings,

tricycles, ete.

For most of 1964 the average enrollment at Community Center School was 48 with
an average daily attendance of 43 children. The staff included a ¢irertur-teacher,
a teacher, an assistant, and two student teachers. The secretary, bookkeeper,
waintenance uan, <etc. of the Community Center also served the nursery school.

The maintenance mon's responsibilities included driving the children to and from
the Ceater, aand, oa occasfon, on field trips. The director of the Community Center,
a professionally trained s.ciair worker, is also available to the director of the

nursery srchool for consultation.

In October of 1964 the school expanded, the enroilment of children rose to 65

and the staff was increased to kine. The schosl is open from 9:00 a.a. to 12 noon,
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Monday through Priday, with Jewish holidays being observed in addition to the

usual public school holidays.

The nursery schuol is open to children of Community Center members, and if
1964 was a typical year they are middle-class families, well-educated, and hold
professional jobs., The fee charged for nursery school was $235 per year plus

$130 for transportation.

Staff meetings are held weekly, and the director sits in on Community Center

staff meetings which are ales held weekly.

COUNTRY :

Country School was establisted in 1932 as & proprietary institution, but in
1948 became incorporated as an educational non-profit corporation, conducting both
a school and a summer camp program. A Board of Trustees exerts only titular con-
¢rol, but an Advisory Committee composed of about 20 parents of past and present

students was recently formed to serve in a consultative and liaison capacity.

Major support for fhe school comes from tuition fees and a smaller part comes

from fund-raising projects. Tuition varies according to whether or not the school
provides transportation and whether the child is enrolled in the nursery school
or kindergarten program. The range of yearly tuition for the nursery school
during 1964-65 was from $324.00 to $432.0C, and for the kindergarten children

from $360.00 to $468.00. The wusual holiday and vacation schedile is observed.

The families of children enrolled at Courtzv Scbuol &re predvminantly upper-

niddle class, well-educated, and Jewish.

The school program is conducted in two separate sessions--one in the anroing

(9:00-11:45 a.n.) and one in the afterncon (1:00-3:45 p.m.) Monday through Friday.
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The morning sesaion is preferred oy many parents, but mot all such requests can be
met, About 110 children are entolled for each session, and are under the super-
vision of five head teachers and nine assistant teachers.

The large staff includes a non-teaching director, 20 teachers (seven full
time, 13 part time), forc aecretar!;ea (1 full time, three part time), a mainten-
ance man, seven driveis, a housekeeper, and a nurse. The size of the children's
groups varies from 12 for the three-year olds to 30 for the five-year olds, BExcept

for the youngest group which has only 12 children, all groups have three teachers--

one head teacher, and two assilzianis,

The director places great emphasis on creﬁtive and dramatic play and both
the indoor and outdoor equipment reflect this. Indoors there are bousekeeping
and block building corners, books, records, musical inctruments, and a variety of
art supplies. The large outdoor area includes 32 acres of'land containing fields,

s, and a duck pond, used not only for outdoor play but for aature study as
well. In addition, there are a number of imaginatively constructed pieces of play
oquipment made from lumber, old cars, and other such materials, intended to stimu-
late dramatic play.

The director has a Masters Degree in Education and has had some teaching
experience in elementary achoois. The rest of the staff, however, does not always
meet the requirements for Massachusetie certification. Of the 16 teachers who
responded to a questionnaire scnt to staff of all the schools, enly two have a
Bachelors Dagree end three have an Associates Degree, though 10 indirated that
they had attended college at some time, Five of the 1€ teachers reported that
they still nezded courses to weet Massachusetts certification requirements. Per-
haps in recognition of the nced for sdditicnal steff training, the direntor each

year organizes a couzec ot a series (f sewinars on some phase of early childhood
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education or child Gevelopment. Sowetimer these sessions are conducted by an out-
side expert, sometimes by the director herself, During 1964-1965 a six-week sem-
fnar was held, meeting one night a week, A special fund has recen®ly been estab-
1ished for professfonal growth, and will offer subsidies to teachers seeking add-

{tional education.

The large nuber of children enrolled at the school makes it necessary to in-
stitute certain procsdures to insure a smooth operation. Transportation, for ex-
sople, is handled in a most efficient, assembly line kind of fashion, The general
atwmosphere, based on observation, seens to be warm and accepting, with teachers

seening to enjoy children and to be skillful in working with them,

Table I gives a summary description of the schools under consideration and
points up some of the similarities and differences that exist among them.
The effect cf these similarities and differences on the cost of the programs will

Le diescusaed later,

There i{s no informatfon available as to the capacity of each school, ia
relation to the size of the physical plant and the nuzper of teachers on the staff,

Bnroliment figures in pre-school programs tend to exceed capacity figures, since

thara {s no expectation that every child will attend every day. The extent of

over-enrollment, however, is difficult to measurs for this reason. Keeping over=-
enrollment within safe limits is a problem faced by all school administrators., It
can be seen that each of the schools does enroll more children than actually at-
tend, thcugh there is a greater proportional disparity between enrollment and
attendsnce at 2ull d4ay schools Milltown and Association than at any of tha other

placas.
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The average size of the childrem's groups tends to be similar--about 23 child-
ren--, except at half-day schools University and Community Center where the groups
are much smaller, With the exception of Proprietery School, the rat io of teaching
ataff to children also tends to be similar, well within the 1limits imposed by the
Mass. Rules and Regulations for the licensing of day care programs ( including
nursery schools) of 1 adult for every 10 children or fewer if the program runs
longer than 3 hours and the children are 3-i years old, or 1 adulv for every 15
or fewer children i the children are 5-6 years old, For programs that last less
than 3 hours, the regilations are that there should be 1 adult for groups of 12 or

fewer children if they are 3-4 years old, or 1 adult for every 25 or fewer children

if they are 5-6 years old.

Except for Proprietary School, staff meetings are held on a regular basig=~
weekly in some ceses, monthly im others--, progress reports are writte: for each
child noting his growth and development, and opportunities are made available for

parents to meet with staff on an {ndividual as well as on a group basis,

The differences noted seem to relate more to the organizational structure of
the several programs than to the content of the programs themselves, For example,
the schools differ considerably in the number of days during which service is pro-
vided, The range for 1964 was f£rom 146 days, or approximately 29 weeks of the year
at hal? day University School, to 249 days, or approximately 50 weel.3, at full day
Proprietary School, The size of the programs also varied, from a low of 27 children
enrolled at half day University School to a high 6£ 112 children enrolled at half
day Country School, Among the full day programs the range was from 31 enrolled at

Proprietary School, to 50 enrolied at Milltown Scheol.

o e g e ooy s e
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Accurate infermation about staff education was not available. An effort was
made to get inform: ion from staff about educational background, previous job ex-
perience and other items, but response to a mailed’ questionnaire was spotty and
follow~up attempts were not effective. Among the fuil day progt.ms, Milltown had
three teachers with scme college education and three asgistants with none; Assoc~

iation had three teachers with some college trairing, three aides with rone, and

‘two student teachers currently at college; no information was available for the

staff at Proprietary. Only at half day University School was it known that the

two teachers had mas:er's degrees, the other two on the staff were student teathers.
At Community Center three of the teachers had some college education and the other
two staff members were students. Country School had ten teachers with some college

background, three with n» college education, and 1 regular student teacher.

The fees paid by parents varied considerably and will be discussed in greater

de%ail later.

With this descriptive material as background, let us now turn to a congider-
ation of the costs of the several programs as arrived at through the use of the

cost analysis procedures described in the preceding chapter.

B, Costs of Day Care Programs

The operating costs for each school--salaries, utilities, equipment, mainten-
ance, supplies, etc.--were obtained in every case bu: Proprietary fron avdited re-
ports. The expense figures for Proprietacry School were not audited and therefore
may not be completely accurate. They were, however, the only figures available.
The operating expenses in each instance were then broken down into the appropriate

functional category, as described in the chapter on methodology.
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TABIE 11

COMPARISCN OF PROPORTIONAL COSTS OF OPERATION

BT OBJEGTS OF EXPENDIIURE, FOR GAGY_SHOOL _-——-1964

2
FUILL_DAY PROGRAMS. . HALF DAY PRGRAMS
-LDHJ.EONL__AéwncIAIIOh...BBQ_BIEIAﬂxL..HNI!EBSII!-CTR-—-—-—-QDUNTE!_.
Total Op~ $ $
erating Cost J6 222 0240 m'z 19 14 le £9 18 2!!![ 89 24 8]5 4y 99 925 7L
% % %
Objects of
Bependiture:
Salaries:
Dirzect 78.4 70.3 82.1 €2.0 55.4 67.9
Allozated - 13.3 - - 15.8 -
FICA: .
Direct 3.5 2.5 2.9 2.0 2.0 2,9
AllOcated - ou - - .4 -
Insurance: f
Direct 1.4 .5 2.6 o2 .9 3.7
Allocated - o1 - - - -
Mainten'ce of
Facilities:
Direct 3.2 - uoo - 502 4.7
Allocated - - - 22.3 - -
fiquipment:
Direct 3.0 2,8 .6 6.8 8.2 6.3
Allocated - o7 - - - -
Gen'l Admin:

Direct 3.4 1.5 2.3 2.4 4,6 r.7
Allocated - 1.1 - 2.3 - -
FOOd 7.1 6.8 ao6 2.0 1.7 \ .2\06
Tl'&lprOl'tatfd - - 09 - 503 10.2
Total ' 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.C
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Teble II shows one way of comparing costs of operation, based on
simple objecl:s of expenditure for each school. The usefulness of this
kind of comparison is limited by the all-inciusive nature of the cate-
gories, For example, the ftems of staff, equipment and administraticn

are too general and broad to provide any basis for coxparability, Mere

fmportant, this procedure makes it impossible to relate cost to the

particular services provided in eech instance. This method does, how-
ever, point up sharply the large percentage of total cost represented
by salaries, and for those centers which are part of larger organiza-

tions it shows the proportion of allocated costs to direct costs,

Fun.tional categories, it was felt, would provide a more meaning-
ful basis for compariasi. The next chapter will dfscuss the use of
the time analysis in distributing salaries into the appropriate cate-
gories, The allocations of costs discussed in this chapter, in so
far as salaries represent the major expenditure of mon2y, are based

on these data from the time analysis.

Table III shows a comparisen of this fuactionmal breakdown for
each achool, including both salary and non-salary expenses, Tatle Iii-A
compares the percentages that result when the cost of transportation
(a reimbursable item) is deducted and other costs are then recal=-

culsted., The effect of transportation coste on unit costs will

be discussed latec,
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Except for Proprietary School, it would seem, on the basis of
available data, that attempts to make sharp differentiations be-
ween day care programs and nursery school programs, other than those
resulting from the differing lengths of the day, are unwarranted,

It would be useful to have more informaiion about proprietary schools--
a review uf the literature revealed very little written specificaliy
about such ceuters, and yet by far the largest number of facilities
available for group day care of childred are proprietary. There

{s no way, therefore, of knowing the extept to which Proprietary
School in this study is similar to or different from most of this

kind, .

Before attempting to compare the costs of different functions
in tle several schools, wajor variations among them nced to be tsken
into account. In order to have some common basis for comparison,
total costs have to be related to differences in the mmber of chil-
dren served, the length of the school day, and other such variable
factors. Tole IV shows the calculations made for arriving at &
cost per child hour and a cost per child day at each school, using
attendance records., The differences between cost based on attendance
and cost bascd on enrollment will be discussed later, Table V com-
pares the cost per child hour, breaking it down fn each school into
the pfoportional costs for each funct’onal categoery, based on the

percentage distribution of operating costs,
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TABLE 1V

COST_PER CHILD HOUR

CU™PARLSON OF COST PER CHILD HOUR AND COST FER CHILD DAY
FOR EACH ~CHOOL, BASED ON OPERATING COSIS AND ATTENDANCE RECORDS - 1964

A

o Number Total Total No. Cost Per
, Hours in Operating — Child = Child
: School School Day __Cost Hours Hour
FULL DAY: $ $
Mill Pun 7 46,922.02 67,424 .70
(Average)
Association 7 80,442.19 44,520 .91
(Average)
Proprietary 9 14,944,69 56,187 .27
(Average
. HALF DAY:
University 2 3/4 18,244,.89 9,416 1.94
Comm. Ctr. 3 24,815.44 22,029 1,13
) Country 2 3/4 92,976.71 85, L6k 1.09
(Bach Session)
COST PER CHILD DAY
No. Days Total Operat- . Total No. Cost Per
School School Open ing Cost . Child Days = Child Day
FULL DAY: $ $
Mill Dwn 243 465,922,02 9,632 4,87
~ Association 183 Lo ,442.19 6,218 6.50
Proprietary 249 14,944,69 6,243 2.39
HALF DAY:
University 146 18,244,.89 3,424 5,33
Comm. Ctr., 154 24,815.44 7,343 3,38
} Country 162 92,976.71 31,078 2,99

N
£
b {
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TABLE V
.o . ' : . *
BREAKDOWN OF COST PER CHILD HOUR BY SCHOOL AND ACTIVITY
1964

o

MillPwn Association Proprietary | University Comm. o Country

R RTINS

Neo.Days
Sckool Open 243 183 249 ' 146 154 163
Avg. Daily ! (B :
Attendance 40 3 25 23 48 RS, ions)
Total Oper- § Y $ $ $ 9
ating Cost }46,922.02 40,442,19 14,944, 69 18,244,889 24,815.44 92,976.71
Cost Per -
Child ¥r. .70 .91 .27 1.94 1.13 1.09
Activity '
Categog::
A(Admissioni .02 .02 *0 .03 .01 *0
B (Transp.)] *0 .01 .06 *0 .16 27
C(Counsel®! .02 .03 - .05 .01 *o0
;
};iCh. Care) .11 o15 .08 .08 .09 .08
E(Nutrisio .15 .18 .07 .09 .13 .08
P(iealth) *o *0 *0 *Q .01 .03
G(Bducatiay .24 .26 .04 Q .91 .53 47
H(Parent
Meetings) - *0 * 0 .02 .01 01
I(Student . .
Training 1 0 01 - Jd4 *( 0
J(Research)] <01 .01 *0 .11 *0 *0
K(Corz Act-
ivities).} .01 .02 - .11 - 01
0(Admin. ) .13 .21 .02 .39 .17 14

*This breakdown is based on the percentage distribution of total operating costs;
. 5ee Table 11i.
0 = Less than $.01
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Bxcept for the schools that provide *.eir own transportation to children
(Proprietary, Community Center and Country), it can be seen that the major ex-
penditures are for education (G), administration (¢), child care (D) and nutri-
tion (E). Every school but Proprietary spends proportionately more on education
than any other function, If we take just these four activities and rank them
according to the proportion of money spent by cach school for each activity, we

; can see how similarly monsy is spent, regardless of whether it is a full day or

a half day program

]

. A

' FULL DAY PROGRAMS HALF DAY PROGRAMS
9
P‘lill Town Associa- Proprie-| Univer- Community Country
™ lion __tary sity Cepter
(1)(largest am’t) |Educ, Educ. Ch.Care | Educ. Bduc. Bduc,
: (G) (G) (D) (@ (G) (&)
: (2) Mutr, Admin,  Nutr. Adnin, Admin. Admin,
(B Q) (B) (1)) Q) (1))
(3) Admin. Nutr.  Bduc. | Nutr., Nutr, Ch. Care
Q) (B> - {G) (B) (B) (D)
(4)(smallest am*t)iCh.Care Ch.Care Admin. Ch.Care Ch.Care  Nutr,
(D) (D) Q) (D) (D) (E)
% of tetal expend-
itures, conbin-
ing: 91,2 89.3 75.3 75.7 82.3 70.3
Rducation
Child Care
Nutrition
Administration
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Before discussing the problems of comparability, some general comments and
comparisons can be made. If in Table V we look at the full day programs and half
day programs separately, we can se2 that two out of three in each group are similar.
Of the full uay programs, Proprietary School is strikingly different from the other
two. But the inadequacy and unverifiability of the cost figures obtained there
make it difficult to make legitimate comparisons with the other schools. Both
Mill Town and Association spend their money in very similar ways. The most sig-
nificant difference between the two is the cost of administrative activities (Q),
and this probably results from the allocation of a portion of the costs of the
central administrative office to Association School which is part of a federation..
This allocation, of course, makes the cost per child hour at Association higher

" than it would otherwise be. This difference in cost, however, also represents
additional services provided by the central office which are not found in any of

) the other centers. For example, the consulting and supervisory services of a
nutritionist, early chiidhood educator, and social worker are not only available

but scheduled on & regular basis for use by member centers.

Among the half day programs, Community Center and Country Schools not only
have similar costs per child hour, but spread their cost over the several categor-
ies in very similar fashion, except for the higher cost of transportation (B) at
Country School. Transportation there almost amounts to big business-~-the number
of cars, the number of drivers, the number of ckildren involved all eontribute to

the higher cost.

The higher cost per child hour at University School is reflected in higher

costs in some of the functional categories. The significantly higher costs are

Q

for parent counseling (C), education (G), student training (1), research (J)V,

community activities (K), and administration (Q).

©
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In general, for both full day and half day programs, it would appear that

higher cost per child hour is assoclated with smaller ammbers of children served

i and fewer days of service provided, Proprietary School, again, does not foliow
the pattern, but the unverifiability of the data raises questions about their

usesfulness,

If Mill Town and Association are deemed to be typical of full day programs
and Comaunity Center and Country typical of half day programs, then it is inter-
esting to sce how close they seem to be with respect to many of the categories,
Cne differentiation between day care centers and nursery schools is made on the
basis that the former usually has a social worker on the rtaff, while the latter
does not. Where there is a social worker, she has the responsibility for con~
ducting admissions intezviews (A) and doing pareat counseling (C). We can
see from Table V that on the basis of the child hour ‘the cost of A and C activi-
ties for schools having & social worker is not much greater than for those nct
having one, and, #s a matter of fact, the cost of such achivitics is greatest at
Univeraity School where the work is done by the director and teacher. The coats
per child hour for child care (D) and nutrition (B) are also similar, and the
closeness of these costs at full day Mill Town and half day Cossanity Center is

sttiking.

When, however, cost figurea are calculated on the basis of the child day, a
different picture emerges, as shown in Table VI. From this perspective, the dif-
ference between full day and helf day programs is brought into sharper focus.

The costs of admissions (A), parent counseling (C), child care (D), nutrition (E),

and administration (Q) are all higher for the full day centers, but the cost of
education (G), which on the basis of the child hour was much lcwer for the Cull f ,,

day school, is much more in line when the whole day is considered, Although

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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TABLE VI

BREAKDOWN OF COST PER CHILD DAY, BY SCHOOL AND ACTIVITY - 1064"
me

WMM

FULL DAY PROGRAMS HAL? DAY PROGRAMS
Mf11 Town Association Propri- Univer Cown, Country
No. Days
School Open 243 183 249 146 154 163
Avg. Dail
A endonce 40 3 25 28 48 192
Total (3 g K3 ¥ . 3 $
Operating ’
Cost 46,922,02 40, 442.19 14,944,69 | 18,244.89 24,815.48 R9%6.71
co:tI:— Per % - ‘
Child Day 4/.87 & .50 oL.39 5.33 3.38 2.99
Activity
Categggz:
A(Admissions) .11 .18 .01 .08 .02 .01
) B(Ttlh!pbtt.) *0 .05 056 001 ng 074
C(Counseling) .13 .23 - 15 .02 .01
D(Child Cate) -8k 1.09 .68 +23 27 022
B(Nutrition) - 1.05 1,31 .64 25 A0 21
F(uealth) [ ] 03 [ ] 01 [ ] 0]: [ ] 01 ® 03 ® 09
G(Bducation) 1.64 1.86 34 2.47 1.60 1.27
H(Parent

Heet in@) - * 02 L} 01 [ 05 [y 03 [ 02
I(Student % ,

Tl‘.‘&iﬂiﬂg) 9 .05 - ° 38 001 .01
J(Reseatch) .07 .06 *0 .32 *0 *0
K{Community

ACtiVi.ti.el) ° 08 ° 1 1 - [ 30 - Py 02 4
Q(Administra-

ticn) 092 1.53 14 1.08 «52 33

:) * This breakdown is based on the percentage distribution of total operating costs;
sce Table III.

*0 = Legs than $.01
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cost per child hour would seem to be a more useful unit of measure, it .an be seen
that there are distortions that result, unless full day and half day programs are

dealt with separately.

Aithough detailed information is lacking, it is possible to make a rough com-
parison of the unit cost of programs studied for purposes of this project with cost
figures available for similar kinds of programs in the Metropolitan Boston area.
The Boston Globe on January 12, 1966 described a new day care center recently
opened under the auspices of the Salvation Army, which cares for 50 pre-school age
children five days a week from 9:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. 'Few families," it says,
mean afford the $30 a week that it costs the Army to run ita day care program.

Few, in fact, pay even $10 a week.”" Just from this simple information it is
possible to calculate that it costs them 75¢ per child hour to run this program.
what is unclear in this report is whether the number of children mentioned is the

number enrolled or the number in attendance.

This same newspaper on December 13, 1965 reported on a Cambridge industrial
firm that was interested in sponsoring a pre-school program for the children of

women in its employ.

The company had found that many qualified workers were unable to accept full-
time work because of lack of child care facilities. The information they came up
p with was that it would cost $29 per child week for 50 weeks of five eight-hour days

each, or roughly 72¢ per child hour.

As can be seen, these figures are very close tc the figures arrived at for

Mill Town (70¢). The figure 91¢ per child hour at Association is higher, in large

part because, as has been pointed out earlier, it includes an allocation of central

office expenses to the nursery school--an allocatiom, it will be shown later, that




adds sbout 15¢ per child hour to the cost of that program,
C. SOURCES OF VARIABILITY IN COSTS

Differences in the unit cost of the six centers zeflect the variety of
differances that exist among them. For example, not only is there a difference

e of utilis=etim, ESome

n the length of the programs, but aleo in the xa
schools provide trmémtation. some do not, Although transpertation, where
provided, is reimbursed by parents, for our purposes it nhow§ up as part of

the cost per child hour, Differing rates of pay for personnel also sffect® the
cost per child hour, as do the kind of personnel hired and the kinds of services
offered. The cost of facilities varied so considerably from one place to an-
other that, upon advice from accounting consultants, this was not included as

part of operating costs and therefore is not reflected in the unit cost figures.
Each of these items will now be aiscussed in greater detail,
1. Utilization

The first issue to be considered is the extent to which the facilities
are being used to capacity, Presumably the differences in the length of the
school day as well as the differences {n the number of childrem served are
equali.'zed by using the child hour as the unit of measure. The problem of
utilizatfon, however, has several aspects which can affect the calculatim of
a unit cost figure, Cost based on enroliment figures is lower than cost based
on attendance records, yet who is to say which is the more accurate or more
useful cost? Because aboenteeism is taken for granted, almost all schools
over-enrcll children to ensure attendance somewhere near their capacity. Table
Vi1 compares the enrollment and sttendance figures for each of the achools stud-

fed during 1964, showing the per cent of absenteeism that exists in each school,
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The per cent of absenteeisn is markedly similar at the half day programs,
The differences among the full-day prograxd follow a pattern that may be explain-
able in terms of whether or not the mothars go out to work, Assocfation has the
highest rate of sbsenteeiom and the fowest number of working mothers, vhich may
mean that these children are freer to stay home if they so desive; Mill Towm is
next with a greater proportion of working mothers and a lower rate of absentseism;
and Proprietary with the largest aumber of working moihers has the lowest rate of
absenteeism., @ne ovserver at Proprictary commented on the number of sniffling
noses she encountersd, and it may well be that if a day’s wage is at stake for the

mother, a child is sent to school with symptoms that otherwise might keep him home,

An argument against using actual attendance in computing cost fs besed on the
assumption that most operating costs coatinue, regardless of whether or not chil-
dren are absent for all or part of the day. Whiie this may be true, it is also
true that enroliment represents a kind of gamble on the part of the adminisirator
and almost always is in excess of capacity, Atteudance, on the other hand, rep=-
resents a fact--so many podies were actually present durlig a given pericd of time,

Attendance figures were “herefore used in this study.

There is little utility in discussing a theoretically possible cost per
child hour since thers is slight 1ikelihood of any full-day program being filled
and utilized to capacity every diy. Prom the point of view of meeting the needs
of families of working mothers, what is clearly needed is greoter flexibility
in the scheduling of hours of the child-serving programs, so that a child may
continte to be kept under supervision untii the mother returns from work instead
of bteing picked up by an older sibling, a reletive, or a neighbor several hours

:) before the mother's return. Since working hours very, as a practical matter

ERIC
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there will contirue to be a varisty of acrangements made in scheduling

supplemental care for children.

Table VIII shows graphically the cost differential by _chud , by child
day, and by child hour, depending upon whether attendanca or enrcllment
figures are nsed, Costs, therefore, can be made to seem higher or lower,
and administrators uust make a decision as to the kind of cost picture
they wish to portray. Since the base oz which cost is calculated makes
such a difference, particularly in the full day schools, it should be
clearly stated in any discussion of unit coets, which set of figures is

being used.

) 2. _Auspices

A second factor making for non~-comparability is the differing aus-
pices and sponsorships of child-care programs, The only two programs
gtudied that depend only on fees or private fund-raising efforts for
their money are half-dasy Couuntry and full~day Proprietary. The others
receive subsidies in the form of woney, consulting staff, building space,
or a variety of other benefits derived from being part of a larger &agency.
A consequence of this afi’iliati;:n, from the point of view of cowputing
coats, is that some portion of the operating costs of these parent bodies
have hed to be allocated to the affiliates. The only place this was
not done was at Mill Town, which gets one-third of its operating budget
from United Fund monies as an outright grant, but which otherwiae is an

) fndependent program, unaffiliated with any sponsoring group.

©
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% Association is part of a fedcration of day care programa and shares in the
services made available through the central office, A proportionate allocation
of these central office expenses* was, therefor:, made to Asgocistion, and the coet
per child hour here reflects the sum of both direct expenses and the allocated
central office expenses, If the entire central office allocation of $7962,08 is
deducted from the grand total of $40,442,19, then the cost per child hour is re~
duced to 73¢ from 91¢ ($32,480,11 divided by 44,520 child hours)., It would seem
to make sense, however, to include as au expense to Association the salary of the
social worker provided by the central office ($1,221,54) plus a proporticnate paxt
of the cost of substitute teachers also provided through central suspices (at the
computed rate of 22% of their tctal salavies, this comes to $444.32). Adding
this $1665.86 to actual Association expenses of $32,480,11 gives a new totsl of
$34,145.97 and a revised cost per child hour of 77¢. But since Association is in

. fact part of a federated system of programs, jt must indesd bear its share of

administrative and other costs involved in running such a federation, The fact

that this results in a higher cost figure per child hour is a necessary conse-

qu+ e, making difficult a fair comparison with other programs differencly orgenized

The very high cost per child hour at University is likewise in large measure
a consequence of its affiliation with a larger agency, though the cost is also
affected by the fact that the school is open the fewest number of days during the
year, serves the smallest number of children, and pays it director and teacher the
highest salaries. As a result of its being part of a University, a portion of
'general University overhead expenses of a non-comparable nature (security, grounds,
audio-visual depariment, etc,) adding up to almost $1000 wera allocated to the
School’s operating budget. These expenses probably would not be incurred were the

school not part of the University. Certain other expenses probably would be

4

* See Appendix III, Item 7.
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substantially luwer if the school operated independently, For exmmpls, custodial
services supplied by the University amounted to $2860 for the share borme by the

nursery school when a propertivnal allocation was made of total custodial expends
itures, Thie amount of money represents 16% of the achool's operating budget for

the year, completely out of line with what probably would have to be expended for

this service if the school were independent of the University, At the four éﬁher

echools which pay for custodial or janitorial service, such costs represeni; tiu‘z

following proporticns of their total operating budgets:

PROPORTTONAL
SCH001S GOST_OF GUSTCDIAL SERVICES
b Milt Town 8%
Agsocistion 6%
Conaunity Centar 7%
Country 5%

If the non-comparasble overhead costs mentioned £irst (in the ameunt of
$910.13) are deducted from the total operating costs of $1R,2u4.89, the cnst per
child hour is reduced by 9¢, from $1.93 to $1.84. Further nanipulati'qr}& can then
be made to get the cost of custocial service more in line with the éé'iﬁ't‘ tinéurred
Dy the other schools for such service, thereby further reducing the chitj\ii!"’ehtld
hour, Por exmplé, if 7% of pperating costs is taken as the average expenditure

for janitorial services, then the follewing calculations cau be made:

$18,244.89
«3,770.13 ($910,13 non-ccmparable University over-
o head ‘allocation, plus $2,860.00 custodial
' ;llocation)
| - " .
$lli hﬂ;?ﬁ' o o
1,013560, (7% of sw 474,76 to be #llecated for
. cuato&iﬂ. aerviee)
$15,487.76

onanaiCIaENy




By taking this figure of $15,487.76 as the total operating expense of the
mursery school, and dividing by 9,416 child hours for the year, the revised cost
per child hour becomes $1.54.

But, again, the reality is that the nursery school is part of the University,
that University costs must be allocated among its several departments, and that,
if such an ailocation results in higher unit costs, this wust bs taken into ac~

count in setting up and administering programs under such auspices,

The situation with Community Center School sponsored by & Community Center,
is similar. By recalcuiating cperating costs on the basin of no allocation of
central expenses, it would be possible to reduce the cost per child hour from
$1.13 to 94¢. The fact here, too, though, is that, sisce the nursery scheol is
part of the over-all agency end derives benefits therefrom, it must bear its

fair share of over-all expenses, even if it results in higher costs,

3, Qervices Offered

Another co;npucating factor in making comparisons of costs per child hour
among the several study centers results from differences in services offered.,
Mill Town and Association, for example, {nelude a soccial worker on the staff and
offer her skill and training to parents for counselling purposes, The cost of
this service is reflected in the cost per child hour. Three of the six scheols
studied (Proprietary, Community Center and Country) provide transportation to and
from school for the children who require it; this cost, too, has its impact on the
cost per child hour. In addition, Country is the orly school which provides

daily health inspections by & registered nurse who is a regular staff wember,

If costs are controlled for these non-comparable items, it is possible io

arrive at revised figures, as follows:

- ———— e




It the salary of the social worker at Mill Town ($3170) is deducted from total op-
erating costs of $46,922,02, leaving a remainder of $43,752 tu be divided by 67,428
child hours, the result is a revised cost per child hour of 65¢, At Association
we see that if the entire ceptral office allocatien, fncluding the salary of the
social worker and the three consultants, were deducted from the total operating
budget it would result in a cost of 73¢ per child hour, instead of 9i¢. But if
only the cost of the social worker's salary ($1221.54) is deducted from the total
of $4:0,442.19, ieaving a remainder of $39,221 to be divided by 44,520 child hours,

a new cost of 88¢ per child hour results,

Similar procedures can be taken with the item of transportation. The cost of
transportstion at Proprietary ($3515.75) represents about 24% of total operating
expenses {$14,944,69), If transportation costs are deducted, leaving a new total
of $11,428,94, and this is divided by 56,187 child hours, the cost per child hour

becomes 20¢ instead of 27¢.

At Comunity Center, transportation costs are $3595, or about 14% of the oper-
ating budget of $24,815.44, Subtracting transportation costz here, leaves $21,220
to be divided by 22,029 child hours, and results in a revised cost of 96¢ per chilad

i hour, instead of the actual cost of $1.13.

Transportation costs at Countzy ($22,854) represent about 25% of operating

costs ($92,976.71), wh.ch if divided by 85,464 child hours gives a cost of 82¢ per
child hour, as compared to the actual cost of $1.09. If a further deduction of
$2000 is made from total oparating costs in order to control fer the nurse's

salary, the cost per child hour can be reduced to 80¢.




-78-

1f operating costs are then recalculated to control for these non-comparable

items, the following revised costs per child hour result:

School Cost Per Child Hour Revised Cost Per Child Hour
Pull Day: $ | $
[N~
Mill Town .70 .65
(subtract

social worker)

Association 91 73 ]

(subtract all
central office
allocation, incl.
gsocial worker and
3 consultants)

Proprietary 27 .20
sabtract
transportation)
Half Day:
’ University 1.94 1.55

(subtract non-com-
parable items and
adjust custodial

expense)
Community Center 1.13 .87
(subtract agency
allocation and
transportation)
Country 1.09 .80

(subtract transport-
ation and nurse)

When these manipulations are made, it can be seen that costs do bagin to come
closer together, except for Proprietary and University which still set the limits
for the lowest and highest unit costs. The results continue to show that half day
schools are more expensive to run than full day schools, and that the most expensive

:) program is the smalleét, in terms of the number of children gserved and the mumber

of days the school is open.

ERIC
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4, Rates of Pay

Since salaries represent the major cost of the programs of day care centers,
the salary scales paid to personnel are a major £actor in determining costa.

Information concerning salaries is presented in very summary fashion in Table IX,

If the schools are ranked according to cost per child hour, from highest to

lowest, the order is ss follows:

School Cost Per Child Hour
GO R SR e e
University $1.94
Commmnity Center $1.13
Country $1.09
Association 91
Mill Town 70
Proprietary 27

As can be seen from Table IX, the same order results if they sre ranked
according to salary scale, except that University and Community Center exchange

positions, Although salaries at Univers ity for director and teachers ave actually

higher on a yearly basis than are those for Community Center ($5720 for the dir-
ectur~teacher at University, compared with $4233,99 for the director-teacher at
Community Center; $4532 for the teacher at University compared with $2330 and
$4090 for the two teachers at Commmnity Center), the lower hourly rate at Univer-
gity results from the greater nmber of houts per day that ‘staff works there--

& hours compared with 4 hours,

Higher hourly salary costs at Assccistien help to account for its higher cost
per child hour, compared to Mill Towa. The salary level at Proprietary is barely
above the Mass. minimum wage level and is cowparable te the salaries paid at
Mi1l Town and Association to assistants who are primarily responsible for preparing

for and cleaning up after activities, but who have no responsiblity ia the teach-
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ing or program areas that require trainirg and gkill.

D. SUMMARY OF COST FINDINGS

M

A comparison of schools {ndicates that the differences in organizational
structure may be a key factor in explaining differences {n costs, Half day
programs, for example, are more expensive to run than are full day prograums.

Within each of these categories, the programs that cost more are the ones that

ara part of a larger administrative set-up. The mumber of children served and the
number of days the school is open also affect the unit costs. An jmportant fac-
tor in determining the cost of a program {s the salary scale paid to statf, since

in each school salaries represent the largest expenditure incurred.

The identification of these sources of variation in unit costs helps to de-

fine the problems that would have to be solved if any effort were to be zade

to standardize the costs of day care services, Such standardization wo:ld require
the establishment of standards for each of the factors affecting costs. A further

discussion of these cost policy issues will be presented in Chapter V1.
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CHAPTER IV - FINDINGS: TIME g?yszs

[N
Wy

In the previqus chapter, we have preaeﬂfééfthe costs of the various

: , LY
centers broken down into their respective gisstional categories. These coste
were determined by combining salary and non-salary expense items, after assign- 1

ing each of these items to a functional category. 1

The major technical problem in accomplishing this fﬁnctional clagsific-

ation was the distribution of salary costs on't@e pakihof personnel who per-

formed multiple functions. A time analysis was ﬁndeétaken {or ihaf purposa.

In this chapter, the results of the time analysiﬁ are presented fn detail.
The purpose of this presentation is to expidfn the basis that was used for

arriving at the cost figures reported in Chapter III. These time analysis

data do not reflect the total‘dgagfigqt§og of s@gfg tine in the center, since
they do not include the time oé personhei whose functicns cleacly belonged to
one or, at most, two program.categorieﬁ (i.e., a cook), and who;g'calarles
could therefore be assigned to appropriate categories withggt tha use of a
time analysis. For a total picture of the distribution of staff time as
reflected in total costs, the reader should refer to the data already

reported. The staff included in the time analysis for each center is listed

below:




FULL DAY PROGRAMS:

-84~

Mill Town éseociation Proprietary
Director Director Director
Social Worker Social Worker 2 Teachers (1
Secretary Secretary terminated mid-
2 Teachers 3 Teachers November)
4 Assistants x 3 Aides * 1 Teacher~Cook-
2 Student Teachers 2 Student Teachers DPriver

HALF DAY PROGRAMS:
University Community Center Country
Director-Teacher Director-Teacher Director
Secretary 4 Teachers Secretary
1 Teacher 1 Assistant 14 Teachers

34 Student Teachers*

(only 1 worked
on a regular
basis)

6 Student Teachers® 3 Student Teachers®

Bxcept for special instances noted in the %a3t or tables, the tabulations

discussed in this chapter result from observations made during the random day

periods.

*geudent teachers were included in the time analysis but not in the calculation
of costs, since they are unpaid. See Chapter 1I.
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Table X compares time spent by staff in each of the schools, grouping all

ib employees together. Though this kind of grouping yielded a minimum of sample

l error, as discusged in Chapter 1I, there were distortions that resulted from the

I inclusion of administrators, clerical help, gocial workers where they weré amployed,
| and other non-teaching pei:aonnel with teaching staff, Teaching Qtaff included

teachers, assistants or aides, and student teachers.

Before analyzing the similarities and differences found summarized in this
table, mention should be made of the adjustments to the time analysis results,
on the pauis of which the percentages were distributed. As discussed in Chapter II,
a decision was made to redistribute on a proportional basis all R (personal)
activity, so that each program would bear its equitable share of personal time, At
a later point in this chapter we shall discuss this matter of personal activity and
its cost to the agency, but until then all analyses are being made “without R", or

D in other words, with R activities redistributed.

Another adjustment was one made to Country school data in order to arrive at a

gingle compusite picture of the morning and afternoon sessions. The original
assumption had been that morning and afternoon gessions were identical, and so
observations were planned only for the afternoon. Experience and the written
daily schedules proved this not to be the case, so three morning sessions were
added to the ten scheduled observation periods. These three morning observations
were then inflated (frequency results were multiplied by 3 1/3) and these results
were combined with the results of the ten afternoon observations, New percentages

were then calculated on the basis of these new frequency totals.
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A third adjustment was to inciude for University not only the results of

the morning observation periods while the children were in attendance, bu¢ also
the results obtained when the total work-day of the diructor and teacher was con-
sidered (according to them, their regular working period was from 8:39 a.m, to
3:00 p.m. each day, though the children left at 11:45 a.m.). This second tabu-
lation for University, therefore, includes all staff for the morning period but

only the director-teacher and the teacher for the afternoon period.

The Not Applicable category included those observed acts that were given
imsossible codes, or where there was little or mo descriptive detall given on the
cards on the basis of which coding might be done, as well as those acts that were
coded Special C as being out of scope or not related to the particular school be-
ing studied. The places at which Special Code C was applicaeble were the central
office of the federation to which Association belonged, in order to determine an
allocation of tlme and uoney to Association School, Country in-so-far as work wes
being done in preparation for their summer day camp program, Propriectary where the
director also conducted a second program at another location, and community Center,
only for the execative director of the agency who was interested in learuing how
much of his tir~ was involved with the nursery school. Since all employees are
grouped together in these tabulations, less than 5% of total time spent in any
of the schools falls into the HA category. For cost puiposes, separate calcul-
ations were later made for appropriate personnel in order to allocate a portion
of their salary to their reepective schools and the NA percentages were then

redistributed proportionately over the other activity categories.
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COMPARISON OF T7ME DISTRIBUTION OF OBSERVED ACTS, WITHOUT "R
' ALL EMPLOYEES - EUCH SCHOOL

FULL DAY PROGRAMS HALF DAY PROGRAMS
Mill Associ- Propri- Univer- Community
Town ation etary sity Center Country
No.Staff in AM. AM.+PM,
Time 12 13 5 9 ?P.M.) 13 43
_Aualysis 2 )
1 Activity ' 9
Category $ @ 5 | 4 s ¢ P ¢
| A (aimissions) | 3.2 3.6 3 |23 2.5 .9 A .3
b B (Transp. ) 2 12 16.5 - 2 5.2 5.4 5.7
&
’ C (Counselling) 306 202 - 303 ll'c3 09 06 o)
D D (Child. Care) |21k 243 1.4 1.3 6.1 1ie2 .9 12.6

E (Nutrition) 9.8 12.7 27.2 6.8 3.9 8.0 T4 7.9

F (Health) 6 .2 .8 .6 .3 L 1.1 L2
¢ (Education) {39.7 36.9 18 [5k.3 43.3 59.2 58,7 60.7
Parent )
8 tMeet:lngs) " 3 3 8 7T 1.1 o7 9 |
Student
: I Em" ! ; 01 lol - 20"} ll.O 07 loo .6
J (RGSQ&I’Ch) 2.1 T - 509 605 0@ 3 2
Commnity )
K fActivit:les) 2.4 .2 - T 8.7 - 5 1.0
Q (Admin. ) 16,8 15.9 1,8 7.6 12,3 6.7 6.8 6.4
M3 - .5 3,9 - 2 k5 21 20
Total Ko
Observed 826 835 357 i 488 ook 1224 1948 29U9
Acts, Minus R | ’
‘ . Note: 1) Observed Acts: 10 afternoon + 3 morning sessions
' 2) Adjusted to give composite picture of 10 morning and 10 afternoon
sessions

3) Not Applicable
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By taking each of the activity categories separately, the following

comparisons can be nades

The proportion of time spent on admissions work (A) at the different
centers seems to be directly related to the proportion of time spent in
parent counselling (C). What is interesting here is that University which
does not include & social worker on its staff spends proportionately as
much time (about 2$) on these activities es do Mill Town and Assoclation
(about 3%) where there is e sociel workers The other schools, it would
seem, spend almost no time screening applicants, presumsbly taking them
op a first come, first served basls which does not require any speclal

gkill or training or time on the pert of staff.

The schools spending considerable proportions of time on transpor-
tation activities (B) are those thet provide transportation %o the children.
The disproportionately large amount of time spent by Proprietary on this
activity (16.5%) would seem o result from the faot that of the four staff
menbers, two are drivers in addition to their other responsibilities,
whereas at Commmnity Center (5.2%) the driver performed no other cuties
at the school and was ‘therefore not jncluded in the time analysis, while
at Country (5.7%) eight out of the 14 drivers were not part of the time
analysis for the same reason. i'l}e time spent et Association on trans-
portation (1%) refiects the time spent by staff with children waiting to

be picked up at the end of the dsay.

The proportion of time spent on Child care activities (D) points up
almost more than anything else the difference between full day and hali

day programs. The greater amount of time spent on this activity by staffs
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in full day schools (20-30% compared to about 119 in helf day programs)
results from the longer nap period scheduled for the children (two kours
{nstead of 15-30 minutes, or nome for the older children at Country)s

The fact of the longer day also means that hands get washed more frequently
and children get toileted and dressed more often. At Proprietary where
some of the children ére younger than anyvhere else, additional staff time
has to be spent in diapering &nd other baby-care activities.

The extent of mutritional activities (E) also differentiates full
day and half day programs. The full day programs serve & hot lunch which
is supervised by the teachers and which is more time-consuming than &
mid-morning or mic¢-afternoon snack, and also serve juice after nap time,
The high percentage of time spent at Proprietary on nutrition (27% com-
pared with 9% and 12§ at the other full-day programs) probably results
from the inclusion in the time analysis of the cook who also served as
an assistant snd driver. The cooks at Mill Town and Association were not
included in the time analysis since cooking was their only responsibility.
At the half-day schools, 7-8% of staff time is spent prepering, serving
and cleaning up after snacks.

Little time is spent by most of the schools on kealth care (r), for
the most part less than 1$. At Country the staff included a full-time
registered nurse, but since she performed no other duties, she was not
included in the time analysie.

The proportion of time spent on educational activities (G) seems to
be grester in the half-dsy prograns than it is in the full day programs,

largely because of the differing length of the day and the fact that the
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afternoon in the M1l day program is devoted for the most part to nutrition
’ and child care, with only a limited amount of educational activity. Most
of what bas been defined as education takes place during the morning hours
when the children are alert and active. Afterncon programs tend. to pattern
. themselves more to the child's usual routine which generally includes &
nap after lunch., This is borne out by the program at Country which in the
morning session calls for a 10-15 minute rest period in connection with the
gerving of a mid-morning snack, and in the afternoon calls for & rest period
of at least one-balf hour. The interplay between child cere (D) an edu~
cation (G) is :I.nd:lcafed kere in the comparison of percenteges between the
cbserved acts which were predominantly in the afternoon and the adjusted

distribution which tried to equalize morning and afternoon sessions.

The percentage distributions for educational activities at the half

) day schools are similar (54-50%), with University rumning a little low,
probably as & result of the fact that in a small sta.:t‘f the activities of
the secretary and the administrative activities of the director-teacher
would tend to understate the extent of educational activity actually teking

place. The small proportion of time spent on educational activities at
Proprietary (under 15%) compared with the time spent on child care {31%),
mitrition (27%), and even transportation (16,5%) may in some part be the
result of the multi-responsibilities of a sma.ll staff as picked up in a
time analysis procedure which concerns itself with what the staff is doing
at particular moments, and not necessarily with what is heppening to the
children at those moments. As & matter of fact, however, this percentage
of time spent on educational activity is probably an overstatement of the

D reality since the coding scheme made 1t possible to code “"watching tel- I

evision” (an sctivity found, by the way, in no other school) as educaticn,
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) though there may not have been any educational content in the program
being watched. The staff of hoth Mill Towvn and Association seem to spend
similar proportions of time (sbout hO$ and 37% respectively) on educa~
tional activities.

The next group of activities (E-K) do not directly involve the chil-
dren and if staff spend any time at all in these areas,it is usually not
on a regular day-to-day basis. It may, therefore, have been harder to
capture these activities by the time analysis procedure devised for this

study.

The only school that does not spend any time at all on parent group
activities () is Mill Town. The explanation given there is that most
of their parents-mothers as well as fathers - work all day and are too

) tired in the evenings to attend meetings. If any special problem arises
with any child, then special arrangements are made with those parents to
meet with the teacher or social worker. In the other schools, less then
1% of the observed time was spent in this activity.

Student training (I) is part of staff responsibility wherever student
teachers are used. The only school that uses no student teachers is
Proprietary. Thic kind of training is usually the responsibility of the
director; or a head teacher., Grouping all employees together, therefore,
probably does not result in a very accurate estimate of the extent of
thie activity for the people directly involved. The range here is from
1% at Mi1l Town to 2.i% at University.

D Reseerch activities (J) represent a small time investment in mosb
&
schools, and usually reflected work being done in connection with this

©
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study at the moment of cbservation. Since University is a laboratory

for a university psychology depertment, considerable time (5.9%) is spent

by the director and teacher with students who are doing research for

course papers.

Commmity activities (K), to the extent that they are ususlly pri-
marily the responsibility of the director, would be understeted in tab-
wlations that group all employees together. The director of University
not only teaches a college-level course elsewhere, but is active in &
muber of commmity organizations and is often called on to speak, lead
discussions, and moderate panels. For all University employees grouped
together, however, 4.7% of *heir time is spent in the commmity. The
director of Mill Town is also active in local affairs and serves on &
pumber of commmity committees, but 2.4% of all staff time is spent on
community act;.vitiea.

be done by any staff member, so the distortions that may exist in other
categories as a result of grouping all employees together, probably do
not exist here., Staff working in the half day schools spend about 6-T%
of their time on administrative matters, compared with about 16% in the
£u11 dey progrems. Since these tsbulations are all bagzd on "minimum Q"
(which means that, wherever possible, administrative activities have been
allocated to an appropriate functional category and what is ieft are
thoge sctivities which are "pure" administration, or at least not allo-
cable to any other function) this mey in fact be an understatement of
administretive activity. The small amount of time {4.8%) spent on &d-
ministration at Proprietary may have been one of the factors contributing
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to the lack of orderliness of records and other information sought by project

staff.

In general, the full day programs as represented by Mill Town and Assoc-

jation seem to have their staff time allocated in similar ways. The time

distribution at Proprietary, though dissimilar, may possibly be typical for

schools of its genre--but this we have no way of knowing. The half day pre-
grams, too, at least as far as can be determined from the time analysis, dis-
tribute their staff time in similar fashion, with staff at University spending

more time than any other en student training, research, and community activities.

At University, it is interesting to see the direction of change in the
time distribution when a comparison is made of staff time spent during the
morning hours wvhen children are present and staff time (particularly the
director-teacher and teacher) spread over the entire work day. Activities
that directly involve the children obviously account for more staff time
when only the morning is considered, and for less time when the whole work
day is taken into account. There is a sharp rise in time spent on student
training (I), research (J), community activities (K) and administration Q)
when afternoon work is added to the morning activities. One of the things
and teacher

that differentiates this school from the others is that the director

are expected to participate in such activities, and their higher salaries re-

flect this expectation.

The time analysis results show clearly that the major expenditure of
time on the part of staff is in the categories of education (6), child

care (D), nutrition (E), and administration (Q). As was seen in




Ol

Chapter III, these activities also account for the major part of total
costs. Together, these four activities account for over 80% of staff
time at most schools as shown in Table XI.:

TARLE XTI

COMPARISON OF PER CENT OF TIME SPENT ON EDUCATION, CHILD CARE, NUTRITION,
i AND ADMINIOIRATION AT EACH SCHOOL, FOR ALL EMPLOYEES GROUPED TOGETHER--

H ]

FULL DAY PROGRAMS HALF DAY PROGRAMS
Mill Associ- Fro- Thiver- Community
Town ation Prietary sity Center Country
AM, AM¥
P.MO
Activities % 4 9 % o« % %
¢ (Education) 39.7 36.9 14.8 54,3 43.3 59.2  6U.T
1
D (child Care) 21.h  24.3 3.4 11.3 6.1 1.2 12,6
E (Rutrition) 9.8 12.7 27.2 6.8 3.9 8.0 7.9
Q (Admingstration) |16.8  15.9 4,8 7.6 12.3 6.7 6.l
Total 87.7 89.8 78.2 80.0 65.6 85.1 87.6

This table shows how similarly time is spent at the schools
within each school category except for Proprietary,and also the
direction of change in time distwibution that occurs at University
when the afternoon portion of the work dey is added to the morning

portion.
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) Though there is e higher level of sample error if we look at the
separate empioyee groups, it may be worthwhile nonetheless to see how the
different groups spend their time at the several schools. It must, how-
ever, be clearly understood that these time dfstributions are not at all
to be taken as accurate data, and final conclusions cammot be made on the
bagis of these data. Table XIV shows the separate time distridution of
observed acts at each school for the director, teachers, assistants, and
student teachers. The Table in Appendix IV gives the level of sample
error associated with each of these employee groups and must be used in

order to interpret properly the results discussed below.

BExcept for the directors, employee groups spend their time in similar

ways in most of the schools. Student teachers, for example, spend most
of their time in educetional ectivitles (G) and the ves

helping out with child care (D) and nutrition (E)e A% both University
and Country over 10% of the time is spent in student training activi-

ties (I).

The employee category “assistant” needs some clarification. At

Country, each class had a head teacher and an assistant teacher. These

S R R N T R R T
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roles were often changed in the afternoon and there seemed to be no real
difference in either status or responsibility between the two. For this
reason, it was decided to code all jge.id teaching personnel there as
teachers. At both Mill Town and Commmnity Center, assistant teachers

were primarily responsible for helping with the educational activities (@),

but also had some responsibility for child care (D) and nutrition (E).

At Associstion, however, the assistants were really aides who were hired
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TABLE XI11

TIME DISTRIBUTION OF OBSERVED ACIS, BY
EMPLOYEE GROUP FOR EACH SCHOOL AND ACTIVITY, MINUS R

©
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JAruitoxt Provided

o A. DIRECTOR
FULL DAY PROGRAMS HALF DAY PROGRAMS
Miil  Aasoeci-  Propri- _ Univer~  Community a
Towm  ation etary?t) sity Center2) Country”
AM, g.go + Obscrved-Adjusted
Activities: % % M ” % « ", % %, -
A (Admissions) | 1.9 7.3 - - 2,9 4.0 7.6 1.7 .8
B (Transport.) | - 2.4 105" 18,5 - - 49 1.7 .8
C (Parent
coun!eli-ng) 1.0 3.7 - - 7.8 5.0 3.5 1.7 2.5
D (Chi-ld Care) - 2."’ 13.5 23.8 13.6 5.0 7.6 - -
E (“Utti.titm) 1.0 1.2 13.1 23.1 1.9 1.“’ 2.8 - -
F (uellth) 130 - 2.3 uoo 1.9 07 6.9 - -
) G (Bducation) 5.8 24,4 10,1 17.8 | 43.7 27.7 28.5 23,7 1L .6
H (Parent
Meetings) - 1.2 ou 07 1.0 07 9.0 5.0 8.1
I (St\ld.Tr&in'g - 4.9 - - 1.9 8.6 lou - -
J (ReaeﬂrCh) 8.6 2.4 - - 9.7 9.14' 07 1.7 08
K (Community
ActiVitiQS) 17.3 2.4 - - 2.9 19.1 - 13.3 22.0
Q (Administra-
tion) 63.4 47.6 6.9 12.1 | 12.6 18.4 26.4 45.0 39.0
N.Aou) - “ 4302 - - - - 803 11.4
Total No. Act
Minus R 104 82 89 76 | 103 278 _ luu 60 123

1) The Director actually spends 56.8% of her time on matters pertaining to Propri-

etary,

column shows the time analysis tabulations

Progranm.

ERIC.

the rest on her other school. The £irst columin shows this. The second

recalculated on this base of 56.8%.

2) Though both the Nursery School Director and the Agency Director were included i
this employee category, only the Nursery Directors tabulations are being usadhere,

3) Both the actual time analysis tabulation ¢ased on 10 afternoon & 3 norning ses-
sions)and the adjusted tabulations ¢o give composite picture of 10 morning and
10 afternoon sessions) are given.

4) Not Applicable - at Country, applies to work done in Spring for Summer Camp
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B. IEACHERS
FULL DAY PROGRAMS HALF DAY PROGRAMS
Mi11 Associ- Proprij Univer- Community Country
[ Toun ation etary | sity Center
oo Ao*o‘ anm "; te
No. Teachers 2 3 2 117 1 4 . 14
3
; Activities: % % % i % % % % %
| A (Admissions)] 3.0 - 7 110 1.8 - - -
} B (Trln.ptt.) .5 1.8 07 - ou 6.9 6.1 6.“
|
E C (Parent
E Counlenng) 1.0 - - uoo 7.5 1.0 os 03
;
‘ D (Child Care)] 27.9 32.4 35.0 Pz.o 4,3  13.1 16.8  13.9
E (Nutrition) | 10.9 11.1 s0.4 {8.0 2.9 7.6 8.5 8.8
D F (Hesltd) 3.0 ok - - - 1.0 1.2 L2
; G (Bducation) 51.2 u45.3 20,5 3.0 46,7 68.6 64.4 66.2
R (Parent :
Meeting’) - - - - .4 e .6 .7
I (Stud.Trahi) - - - 2.0 - 12,1 7 - -
J (Re&e&mh) 05 lou - 3.0 6.1 03 .1 .1
R (cmul‘lf.ty - - b 3.0 3.2 - - -
| Activities]
| 0 (Adunin.) 5,0 7.6 2.0 | 4.0 13,9 .8 1.2 1.0
;’ E.A 2) - - 07 - 07 - 06 lou
; Total No. . : .
| Acts, 201 278 151 100 280 582 1569 2403
E Minus R .

1 ) Though there are two teachers here, only 1 was included in the teacher employee
group--The other, a director-teacher, was placed in the director catégory, as
was the director-teacher at Comaunity Center.

l
!F) 2) Not Applicable




Mill-
Town ation

No.
Assistants 4 3
Activities: % %
A (Admission) - -
B (Transp.) - 4
C(Parent

Counseling) - -
D (Child Care) | 32.7 38.2
B (Mutrition) 14.7 27.0
F (ilealth) .3 -
G (Bducation) 50.0 3.4
H (Parent

Meetings) - -
1(Stud.Training] .3 -
J (Resezrch) - -
K (Community

Activities) - -

Aduin istra- 2 o0 -

Q (tion)
Total No. - o
Acts, 306 233
Minus R

NCS

C. ASSISTANIS

FULL DAY PROGRAMS

e

Associ- Propri- {Univer-

etary sity

32.4

39.9

17.6

.9

8.3

9

108 0

Comur.ity
Center

HALF DAY PROGRAMS

Country

u.l

10.4

15.9

68.2

o7

o7

144 0

SIS AR A R S

i) This person was not an assistant in the same sense that the others were, but
was a necessary adult in terms of the supervision of the children. Her
additional responsibilities were those of cook and driver.
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D, STUDENT TEACHERS

M el
FULL DAY PROGRAMS HALF DAY PROGRAMS
Mill Associ- Propri< Univer- Comnunity
Town ation etary sity Center Country
AM.+
A.M. PM, Observed-Aljusted
>y PRDRNSIEES NN

No., Student 1)
Teachers 2 2 0 6 3 38—
Activities: % % % % % % % %
A (Admissions){ - - - - - - -
B (TransPortg) 100 - - ou uoz 107 202
C (Parent

Counseling)| - - - - - - -
D (Child Care)}2l.4 20.0 13.3 10.4 13.3 15,2 16,5
B (Nutrition) [13.3 11.8 10.5 8.1 10.3 6.7 7.1
F (Health) - 1.2 - - ou 68 06
G (Education) |64.3 58.8 4.3 67.4 71.0 62.2 63.7
H (Parent

M&tiﬂg’) - - - - - - -
I (Student

Training) - 203 1.9 1307 08 12.6 802
J (Research) - - - - - - -
K (Community

Activities)] - - - - - - -
Q (Administrs-

tiﬂﬂ) - 509 - - - - -
NoAnz) . - - - - 08 107
Total No.
Acts, Minus R | 98 85 0 210 270 262 119 182

1) Only 1 student worked regularly,
"observed" about 1/2 day a week

2) Not Applicable

4 mornings a week; the rest worked or

e o Nt e ik e e

but all were included in the time analysis.
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to relieve the teachers of some of their housekeeping chores., Although one~third

of their time was seemingly spent in educational activities (G), a check of the
specific activity codes reveals that this was, for the most part,work done either in

preparation for or in cleaning up after the actual activity.

A special numbered code accompanied each functional category to indicate
.insofar as possible precisely what was being done at the moment of observation.

It was therefore possible to note the time sequence of the activity and, in other

categeries, to indicate with whom the activity was being conducted--pavent, child,

stais or consultant. Most of the coding problems encountered in the time analysis

resulted from the use of these specific activity codes, and in the £inal tabulations

they were eliminated and only the broad functional categories used. While the
gpecific activity codes are too detailed to contribute materially to cost analysis,
they may be useful for internal management purposes in evaluating use of staff

time. ‘They are, therefore, listed in the Time Analysis Manual which constitutes

Part 1II of this report.

Some of the differences that appear among the severe' directc:s may be

S TR T T T T T TR TN T A T e e 16 w-"... d

% pccounted for in part by the fact that two are actually director-teachers, at

University and Community Centei. The rough estimate made by the directcr-teacher
at University that about 1/5 of her time was taken up with aduinistrative watters,

{s corroborated by the time analysis which shows that 18.4% of her time is spent

T eeaw T TR T R e R B R TR

on administration. At Community Center, about 1/4 (26.4%) of the director's time

is spent on administration.

The director at Proprietary transports some of the children hetself

to and from the schools she directs, so a consiferable portion of her time

is spent in this way. When she is at Proprictary, it can be seen that she
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divides her time rather equally between child care, nutrition, and edu-
cation. The large proportions of time gpent by non-teaching directors
on educational activities is better understood after checking the specific
activity codes. Although sometimes & director may, in an emergency situ-
ation, take a teacher's place temporarily, the specific activity codes
showed that most of their educational sctivity consisis of consultation
on some educational problem; writing or checking progress reports about
the children, or taking care of some administrative task relating to edu-

cation.

The directors at Mill Town, University and Country are heavily en-
gaged in commnity activities. (17.3%, 19.1% and 22,0% respectively)s At
both Mill Town and Country there seems to be a concern for developing &
favorable image on behalf of the school, and it therefore may seem to
be a worthwhile investment of time. At University there is & concern
to share experience and to help wherever possible in making nursery edu-
cation more professional, as well as in gaising standards of operation.

When the time analysis procedures were being established, there was
recognition of the fact that people do not work every singie moment of
the working day, that time is spent by staff on personal kinds of activities
ganctioned by current social practices, stendards and laws. Some of these
personal activities are of a casual nature, including arriving lute,
leaving early, informael conversations vith co-workers, vendors, or parents
that are not related to any business matters; some involve attending to
personal affairs during working hours; some are formally recognized, like
time taken for lunch, rest periods, sick leave and vacation A special

code (R) made it possible to measure the extent of such personal activities




TEACHERS 27¢274)  23(361)  3(156){9(110) 23(361) 8(632) %5(1696) 7.1(2588)
ASSISTANIS 15¢361) 19(288) 9(118)}|- - - - 7(15%) -~ - = -

S'I‘UDTRAG!ERﬁ 4(102) 5(90) - - [1X253) 14(313) 6(278) 3(123) 3.2(188)

DIRECTOR 23(144)2) 27(112) 20(111)|7¢111) 23(359) 9(158) 51(123) 35.6(1M
1) por level of sample error associated with this, see Table in Appendix IV.
_2) Numbers in parentheses are total number of observed acts for ecsh employee
category.
The small proportion of time spent on personal activity at Proprietary is
" undoubtedly the result of a small staff with no second 1line of ancillary help,
like assistants or student teachers, to offer respite and relief during the
day. Although five people were included in the time analysis, two of them
were very short-term personnel---onie left shortly after the time analysis

began, and the other was hired jusi: before the time analysis ended---one was

the director who was not regularly at the scliool, and only two adults were

EKC
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for each employee category in each of the schools ckscrved, as shown in Table XIII.
TABLE XIII
DISIRINCTION OF TIME SPENT ON PERSONAL ACTIVITY (R), BY 1)
EMPLOYES GATEGORY FOR EACH SCHOOL, BASED ON TIME ANALYSIS, - 1964
L e
FULL DAY PROGRAMS ' HALF DAY PROGRAMS
Mill Associ- Propri-{Univer- Community
Town ation etary sity Center Country
” AT - W
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actually present all day with the children, one of whom was also a cook and a

driver.

The range of time spent on personal activity is from 3% to 51%, with
directors at every school spending proportionately more time on personal activ-
ities than any other employee group. These findings must be treated with great
caution, since there is serious question as to the accuracy of the coding in this
category. The extent of misunderstarding or bias on the part of the observer in
coding activities that were not clear-cut is difficult to guage, but it is known
that coders had particular problems with situations where informal staff conver-
sations took place while other activities were going on or where parents chatted

casually with staff during the time they picked up or delivered their children.

The extent of personal activity seems greater at the full day schools than
at the half day schools, and it is interesting to ses the increase in such

activity at Univergéty when the afternoon work period is ailded to the worning

session. There is a negligible difference at Country between the observed acts
and the adjusted totals that take into account both morning and aftern‘con
sessions. Though some teachers at Country worked a full day, their break for

‘ lunch and rest came at a time when no observations were being made and so is not

s

refiected in the time analysis. At both Mill Town and Association, teachers are

given time for a rest period during the children's nap tire, and this was captured

aces

in the time analysis.

E Table XIV shows the time distribution of observed acts at each school, if
personal activity is included for all employees grouped together. It can be seen
1Ih that personal activity ranks second to education, in terms of the proportion of

total staff time spent. X
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TABLE XIV

Bllhence b

COMPARISON OF TIME DISTRIBUTION OF OBSERVED

ACIS, WITH R - A L -

S0 T T T TR AN T AR

——WW
? FULL DAY PROGRAMS BALF DAY PROGRAMS
| Mill Associ- Propri- Univer- Community Country
Town ation etary sity Center
AM., A M+PM Observad-Adjusted -
No. Staff in P.MS
Time Analysis 12 13 5 9\ 2 13 83
Activity
Categogz' s % % % % % % % %
A (Admissions) 2 3 *0 2.0 2 1 * . 3
B (Transp ) *Q 1 15 - *0 5 5 5.1
D C (Parent
Counsellingl 3 2 - 2.8 i *0 1 .5
D (Child Care)| 37 19 28 9.7 5 11 13 11.4
E (Nutrition) 8 11 25 5.8 3 7 7 7.1
F (Health) 1 *o 1 .5 *0 1 1 1.0
G (Education) | 3 30 13 |u6.6 35 54 52 54.6
H (Parent
Mecetings) _ *q *0 .7 *0 1 *o .8
I (Studrraingl *o 1 - 2.1 9 1‘ 1 o6
J (Reseatch) 2 *0 - 5.1 5 *o 1 .2
K (Community
Activities) 2 1 - 4,0 7 - *0 .9
Q (Admin.) 13 12 5 6.5 10 6 6 5.8
R (Personal) 21 20 9 (1.2 20 11 11 9.9
[) N.A. D) - *0 4 | - - 4 2 1.8
Total No. Ob-
served acts 1040 1033 396 | s69 1129 1346 2191 3274

| *0-Less than 1%
| 1) Not Applicable

Q

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Because personal activity represents such a large portion of total time and
because it was difficult to determine just how much of this was accurately coded,
it was decided to redistribute all R codes so that all the other activity categories
would bear their equitable share of personal activity. In addition, since staff
is paid to do a job and not for personal time spent on the job, it was felt that
salaries %“ould be allocated on the basis of productive activities, and so the
cost of personal activity has been spread proportionately over the other functional
categories. The cost of personal activity, however, before it is spread over the

other categories is shown for all employees at each school in Table XV.

TABLE XV

COST OF PERSONAL ACLIVITY (R), BY SCHOOL FOR ALL EMPLOYEES - 1964

FULL DAY PROGRAMS HALF DAY PROGRAMS
Mill Asgoci- Propri- " Univer- Community Country
Town ation etary gsity Center
AM, AM¥
P.M. Obseerved-Ag;Elsted
%R ,
Activity | 21.0 20,0 9.0 14,2 20.0 11.0 11.0 9.9
Total No.
Observed
Acts 1040 1033 3¢5 569 1129 1346 2191 3274
Total Am't
F Salaries $ $ $ $ $ $
Incluced in
Time
f Analysis |30,273.32 23,868,63 11,043,67 . 11,196.00 12,957.1%& 45,386.56
Cost of R
Activity 6357.40 - 4773.73 993.93 | 1589.83 2239.20 1425.28 4992.52 4493,27
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SUMMARY

A time analysis was undertaken in order to have some basis on which to allo-
cate the salaries of staff. Since staff salaries represent anywhere from 60-80%
of total operating expenditures, the need for some such method of analyais'io clear
if there is any interest in investigating the source of variation in costs of pro-
grams. The feasibility of this particular method of time analysis will be dis-

cussed in the final chapter of this report.

The findings that resulted troﬁ tﬂe use of random woment sampling showed that
between 10-20% of the time of all employees grouped together was spent in some
kind of personal activity. Because there war some question of the accuracy with
which this code was used and because, in any case, salaries are presumably paid
for productive activity, it was decided to redistribute all personal activity

codes over the other functional categories.

In order to maintain & low level of sample error, the tabulations used were
those for all employee categories grouped together. This meant that non-teaching
staff was included with teaching staff and that a clear picture of differential
staff responsibilities does not readily emerge. The use of the Guide Table in
Appendix VI does make it possible to get some idea of the possible variations
among different staff groups, if allowance is made for certain ievels of sampie

error.

For all employees grouped together, however, it was seen that between 80-90%
of their time was spent in four activities: education, child care, nutrition, and
administration. At University, the percentage of time devoted to these activities
decreased to 65% when the total working day was considered for the director-teacher

and teacher. At all the schools except Proprietary, education and child care actiw

ities, in that order, were the most time-consuming. It becomes difficult under




«107-

these circumstances io make a strong case for differences between full day and

half day programs, at iecast in teruy of anything other than length of the program

day.




CHAPTER V - COST AND CLIENZELE

A discussion of costs of pre~school programs for children would seem to be
incomplete without some information about the famiiies using these services, In
order to get a more rounded picture of the several programs cooperating in this
cost analysis, and to see if any connection might be established between cost and
clientele, a small scale socio-econonic study was undertaken, Toward this end,
further cooperation was obtained from £ive of the directors for scnding out a
questionnaire to families, Because some feeling was expregssed by some of the
directora about the possible reluctance of parents to answer parsonal questions
about income and other such matters, anonymity was guaranteed and a coding system
was devised to enable project staff to tell which school the returned questionnaires
came from. The director at Proprietary was the only one who absolutely refused
to cooperate, on the grounds that she did not want her parents bothered. Ber
hostility was particulerly directed toward a question about parental satisfaction
with the school selected for their child, and assurances that this question would
be deleted from her questionnaires failed to win her over. Some information asbout
the parents at Proprietary was available from certain records and this information

was used for comparative purposes, whenever possible.

Of a total mailing of 584 questionnaires sent to families of currently (1965)
enrolled children and those to be enrolled the next year, 455 were completed and

returned, This represents an overall response rate of 77%, which includes the

following response rates for each school:
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SCHOOL NO. SENT RBSPONSE RATE

Full Day: %
Mill Town 47 68
Asgociation 63 9%

Half Day:
University 4) 88
Community Center 103 86
Country 330 71

The high rate of return at Association is probably attributable to the fact that
the part-time social worker helped the mothers f£ill in the questionnaire as part

of the regular procedure for making application for the coning year,

For purposes of this analysis, full day prcgrams are the day care centers and
half day programs are nursery schools. On the basis of the information obtained

from respondents, the following brief surmaries can be wade for each school:

b FULL DAY PROGRAMS:

Mill Town

The parents at Mill Town seem to be predominantly working class people, with

fairly stable incomes ranging downward f£rom $6,000 annually for about 53% of the

families. The women seem to be better educated than the men and in greater

nusbers to hold jobs that might be classified as white collar, About 50% of the
women said they had gone on to collage, compared to about 34% of the men, About
two-thirds of the parents are married and 1iving together, with almost cne~quarter
of the families having 5 or more children, and most having three or fewer children.
One~third of the fathers are 40 years of age or older; 53% of the mothers are
between 30-40 years of age, Most of the fanilies are Catholic and most of the
women work, 50% full-time and nearly 20% part-time, “The main reason checked f£o.

gending the child to school was the fact that the mother was employed.
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With rare exception, the parents of Association children are Negroes living
in low~-income housing developments. Only about one=half of the familiea are
intact, with both parents living together. The parents at this school ars younger
than any of the other parents, with most of the women aged 30 years or younger,
and most of the men under 35 years of age. The educational attaimments of vhese
parents are lowest, with slightly more than 10% of either parent going on to

college, and almost none being graduated.

About three-quarters of the mothers do not work outside the home, but the
usual occupation for those who did work at any time was more often in the white
collar category. The men show an unemployment rate of about 17%, over four timee
greater than the average unemployment rate of 4.1% for the Bosiun area in 1965,1 )
and x at of the jobs held would be considered blue collar, nostly factery work.
Only about one-half of all the family incomes, which for almost 9C% iz under
$6000, comes from salary or earnings, with over 30% coming from Aid to Families

of Dependent Children (AFDC).

About 40% of the families have only 1 or 2 children, with 20% having 5 or
wmore. The most frequently checked reasons for sending the child te school were:
in order to prepare him for public school, because he had no place to play, and

because he had no one with whom to play.

Prgrietarz

The only data available on families here were obtained from the Health Record-
Enrollment Form, required by the Boston Health Department., According to this,

there were 30 families sending a total of 31 children. Of these, presuzably 25

w

1) Statistical Tables on Manpawer, A Reprint from the 1966 Manpower Report,(iia-sh-
ington, D.C.:¢ U. S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration), Table D=5,

p. 210,
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night be considered inbtact families (on the basis of entries being made for father®s
occupation and business address), or about 80%, Almost all of the mothers here

work (90%) and their jobs are equally distributed between the white and blve collar

categories, Very few of the men are in white coliar jobs, with almest all of them

working in blue collar Jobs.

The major reason for gending the child to school {s the fact that boch par-

ents ase working., Proprietary, 1ike Association, draws almost exclusively from

a Negro population.

“ HALF DAY PROGRAMS:

University

Pamilies whose children attend University School have some kind of University
\ ateiliation, either as student or as employee, About 25% were born in some couk-
2 try other than the United States, snd only about one-half have 1ived in Massachu-
setts frow more than 5 years. These families also represent the greatest variety
‘ of religious belief--47% are Jewish, 17% Protestant, 3% Catholic, aund the rest
aither claim no religion or have a religious belief common to their ethnic origins.
Almost all. of the children come #rom homes where both parents are 1iving together,

with less than 3% coming froa houmes where there hae beer a divorce,

Most of the mothers are between 30-40 years of age, almost: all of them havs
gone to coliege und over 40% heve continued to graduate gchool. Of the 30% who
are currently working, 3% ave working full-time and 25% vorking part-time, All

the women here wi.o have ever worked have done so in some kind of professional

capacity.

Most of the fathers are cver 35 years of age, and almost 70% have received

graate degrees, with an additional 14% current]y engaged in graluate study.
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Except far these students, all fathers were employed full time, almost all of
them in teaching or research jobs. Income was derived either frem salary or

fellowships and for 70% of the families was in the range of $10,000 or over,

Most famiiles reported having 2 or 3 children, and no one had more than &4,
Here, too, the reasons that were checked moat often for sending a child to school
e that the child had no one to play with and that there was the wish to pre-

pare him for public school.

Canuni.ty Center

Fanilies sending their children to the Nursery School at the Community Center
are predominantly Jewish (over 90%). With the exception of one widew, all par-
ents are married and living together, Most of the women are between 25-35 years
D of age and alwost three-quarters listed themselves as housewives, About 19% said
| that they were working, 2% working full-time and 17% working part-time--cll in
white cellar jobs, which for the most part were professional., All the women had
completed high school, with over 95% going on to college, of whom 30% went oan to

graduate study,

Most of the fathers were over 35 years of age, almost all of whom had gome
to college, with &&% going on to get a graduate degree, Except for a very few
current students, all the fathers were employed full-time in white collar jobs,
either in business or the professions., Family income, derived from salary or
fees, ranged upwards of $10,000 a year for 70% of the respondents. About 9% of

the families claimed income. under $6,000,

D Pamilies tended to be small, wit} most having 2 children and only 1% kaving

more than &, One of the most common reasons checked for sending the child to
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school was that there was no one for him to play with; the next reason most: often

/
checked was the desire to prepare the child for public school,

COunt_r_x

Country femilies, like the other nursery school families, are intact with
both parents living tagether. About 60% are Jewish, 25% Protestant, and the rest

about equally divided between Catholic and other religfous persuasions.

Over two-thirds of the mothers are between the ages of 25-35, with almost
all of them having gone to college and over 25% going on to graduate study. About "
15% of the respondents said that they worked, 3% full-time and 12% part-time, OF
the 30% who said that they had ever worked, almost all of them had held some kind

of white collar job, mostly of a professional nature.

Most of the fathers here were over 35 years o age, with 25% of them 40 or
over. About 65% of them went on to graduate school, 58% getting a graduate degree.
Almost all are empiszyed full-time, with 2% employed part-time and 4% students,
in occupations that werz for the most part either professional or bus iness. Famng
{ncomes, derived from salaries or fees, were high, with over 80% of the respondents

reporting income of $10,000 or more. About S'% reported incomes under $6,000.

About half the families here have i or 2 childrem, with about 5% having 5 or
6. Most respondents checked as re.soms for sending their child to school the
deaire to prepare the chiid for publie gchool and the fact that he had no one to

play with,

Table XVI shows in more. graphic forn some of the similarities and differencez
among the six schools. ot only is it interesting to compare the full day programs

with the half day programs, bt evev more revealing are the comparisons within
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these two broad categories. A caution must again be given,  however, that these
data apply only to the respcndents, and that informatfon about parents at Propie-

tary is derived only from the Health Record-Enrollment Form required by the Bos-

ton Health Department for licensing purposes,

The {tems on the basis of which coemparisons are being made were defined as
follows: "nttended college” includes all those who ever attended college, whether
or not they were graduated, as well as those who were, at the time of i:he study,
currently at school. "Pwployed" includes those who, at the time of the study,
were employed on either a full oxr pait time basis. When respondents were asked
to 1ist their usual occupation, it was defined as the work they usually did,
whether or not they were currentily employed. These occupations were then categor-
ized as follows: professional, business, clerical, housewife-student, craftsazan,

factory workar, leborer, and service worker, "White collar employment" includes

the prefessional, business, and clerical categories.

Feoping in mind these definitions, as well as the 1imitations of the study,

the following gemeral tendencles can be noted:

if one losks only at the half day programs, it is difficult to see much that
in any way distinguishes one gchool from another-oit is the gimilarities rather
than the differences that are striking. The only difference that is apparent is

the greater nuber of werking mothers awong Taiversity famiiles.

On the whole, the differences thel emerge seem to be betwesn the full day
prograns and the half day, with scme {nteresting diffsrences slse suggested within
the full day category. On an overall basis, the families of children in the half
day nursery schools would appear to be more gtable (i.e., parents living together),

to be b_iter educated, to be euployed at significantly higher paying jobs, and to




have fewer children,

Among the full day programs, nc two can be said to be similar. On the basis
of the data availeble, it seems that the parents at Proprietary have the groatest
marital stability, that the mothers here are employed to an extent ummatched by
any of the other schools, and that these fauilies have the fewest nuwber of chile

dren. No informatisn was available on family fnceme or education,

The families at Assoclation seem to be the least stable and to have the lowest
{ncomes, Both Mill Town and Association respondents have the largest farilies,
with 25% and 20% respectively having five or more children, In responcs to a
question about wajor source of family income. over 90% of all half day school

respondents as well as Mill Town respondents said thsir income was derived from

saral Caly ab

v about 52% of Associastien resnandants 1izted these as

Sal&Ty o N
nejor sources of income, but about one-third were getting AFDC help, 5% received
alinony payments, and another 5% lived on social szcurity benefits, A particularly
{nterasting sidelight at Association is the fndication that children who attend
day care ceaters do so for ressons other than the fact that their mothers are
employed. We have no way of knowing how widespread a phenomenon this is, but it
would seem that the prevailing stereotyped nction that day care centsrs eccommodate
only the children of working mothers may be inconsistent with the reality and

should be open to further scrutiny and study.

The on.y similarity smong all three full day progras is the fact that those
mothers who have ever werked seemed to have been employed in white collar cccupa-
tions in siguificantly greater proportions than the fathers, This may not be an
uncommson phenomenon among low-income families, whether white cr Negro. Though

thete is no way of knowing if the same pecple are involved, it is interesting that
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exactly the same proportion of fathers at Association attended coliege as

are empléyed in white collar jobs.

Table XVIIshows the reasons given by respondents, (Proprietary is
not inciuded as was pointed out earliex) for sending their children to
schooi. It may have limited usefulness, since respondents were asked %o
1ist all the reasons that applied and were not asked to list them in
any order picference, but it is interesting nonetheless to compare the
responses given and to see which ones geem 2 cut across socio~economic
lines and which ones seem to be the result of socio-economic factors.
Regardless of sozio-economic status, two of the most frequently mentioned
reasons for sending, a child to nursery school or day care center are:
1.) the fact that the child has no one to play with, and 2.) & desire to
prepare him for public school.

that of those vtho responded, day care parents were interested

to the same extent as nursery school parents in the esrly education of
their children has significance not only for the kinds of programs to be
planned by day care centers, but in reinforcing the naged for the same
Linds of high educational standards in both day care centers snd nursery
schools. Working mothers with liwmited income are properly concerned
shout the care of their children during the time that they are at werk, but
their concern is not only for the physical care aud safety of the
child. They seem tc expresy the hope er exrectatica that this time he
slso used for constructive purpeses.

Day care respondents to a greater extenc than the nurgery school
respondents mentioned as xeasons for sending their child to scheol those
that might be termed mother-orisuted: wmother i1, mother not i~ the

home, wmother needs a rest, or mother works. It is perticulerly
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interesting to compare these last percentnges with the employment
percentages reported for mothers in Table XVIII. At Mill Town,

for example, almost 70% of the respondents reported that the mother worked
either full or part-time and almost 60% 1isted this fact as a reason

for sending their child to the day care center. At Association, 17% of
the respondents reported a mother working and 20% listed this as & reason

. =L
n Vs

for sending their child to schocl-an {ndication, no doubt, of iac
dceuracy, or lack of understanding of either or both questfons. Among
nursery respondents, the proportion of working mothers ranged from about
15% to 31%, while the proportion of those giving this as a reason for
sending their child to school ranged from 2% to 8%. The higher income
level among nursery school families, as well as the fact that most of the
nursery school mothers who work do so on a part-time basis, clearly makes
possible other alternatives for the care of the child while tke mother

is away.

One-third of the responding parents at Association listed as a
reason for sending their child the fact that there was no place for
the child to play, 8 significant commentary on their housing arrangements.
This was @ very minor reasen at the other schools,

Hore than twice as many day care respondents as pursery school
respondents listed as a reason for sending the child the fact that he
needed help with & problem. When another question was asked about
whether or not the child nesded any special nelp at school, the

proportion of "Yes" response was as Follows:

Miil Towm 21.9%
Association 33.9%
taiversity 13.5%

Conmunity Center 5.0%
Countey 75%




As can be seen, at least twice as many parents cheized the fact that
their child actually needed help in school than listed this as a reason
for sending him to achool. This was true for every one of the schools,
except for Country where there was a discrepancy of only about 1%,
SUALRY

For the most part it is difficult to find connecting links between
socio-economic status of clientele and cost of program. The one area
which might have an impact on cost is the extent to which efforts are
made to meet the needs of children with problexs. Additional staff in
the form of social worker, psychiatric consultant, learning specialists,
etc. would increase the cost of salaries and therefore the total cost
of the program. The two places, however, that do include a social
worker on the staff do not have the highest cost per child hour--
these two are Mill Town and Association.

More significant than any differences in the costs of full day
program as compared with half day programs are the differences in the

kinds of families who make use of these services. Fasmilies who send

their childzen to full day or day care programs are significantly different

from families who send their childrenm to half day or nuraery schools.

The extent and areas of differences have been the subject of this chapter.
In considering the kinds of families that have been studied, it was

{nteresting to compare the costs to them for sending a:abiidito schonl,

Table XVIII compares ‘these costs, not only among the several schools, but

also with the cost to the schools themselves.
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One of the interesting things to he seen here is the fact that Proprietary
does indeed seem to make a profit. The 1imited services offered and the generally
untrained staff hired Zelp to keep costs at a very low level, making profit
possible, The extent of subsidy given to the non-profit schocls is also signifi-
cant. Community funds, welfare funds, sponsoring agencies, and private fund-

raising ventures are all sources of suppieuental revenue.

The inequities that result from this kind of mass subsidy to relatively few
programs are manifest. The largest number of facilities now available in the
United Stai:ea are proprietary, which means that they must function without such
subsidy. It our findings are at all representative, such centers would be un-
able to afford many services that non-profit centers provide, Our findings sug-
gest that those low-income families who are ineligible for subsidized programs,
prefer not to become part of thc welfare system, or are not aware of tha alterna-

tives available to tuem end up paying the most money for the least service.

Prom a social point of view, this has most important implications. Propric-
tary draws from a low socio-economic Negro commnity, but one which is relatively
stable both in terms of family living and employment, Information on fenily in-
come was not available, but it was known that both psrsnts work and that the jobs
held were in categories that are not usually well-paying. These were also families
that were somehow able to pay betiween $12-$14 8 week, on the average, for chiid
care. Coun:-ed with the average weekly payments wmade by families using the other
two full-day schools, this is not an inconsidersble sum, If there were indica-
tions that Proprietary was superior in any way to the cther schools, it might be

possible to explain the differences in fees in these terms, or to explain the

parents*readiness to pay the high fee. In slmost every cowparison with the other
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schools, hcwever, Proprietary, with the lowest cost per child day, was found to
be the least adequate, It would be interesting to know what alternatives these
families thought they had for the care of their children, and what veasons they

had for selecting this particular school. No clues are provided by our data,

The picture portrayed by the families at Association, on the other hand, is
one of dependency. Close to 90% of these families have annual incomes of lass
than $6,000, with about one-third 1iving on AFDC payments, and few of the mothers
vorking, Though the cost per child day ie highest here among the full day pro=
grams, the fees paid by the families are the lowest, A more detailed study of
Association and Proprietary families, had this be.en possible, might have gshed

1ight not only on the nature of the differences between them but on the factors

that make for such differences.
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CHAPTER VI - CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

POLICY ISSUES

It has been pointed out repeatedly in this report that cost amalysis can pro-

vide a meaningful description of what the costs of a service are, but cannot, in

~ itself, determine what the costs should be. The latter issue, which is the one of

greatest concern to providers of day care gervice, rests on policy decisions which
have to do not only with costs but with standards governing the types and quality

of service to be provided.

Before proceeding to conclusions and recommendations concerning the cost r o8l
ysis procedures themselves, we shall therefore review the implications of the study

for these issues of policy.

A. Personnel Policies

1. Content of Day Care Services

There appears to be general agreement in the field that a proper day care
program should include health, education, and welfare services. However, the pre-
cise manner of providing these services may be subject to a wide range of variation.
Such variation was found among the six centers included in this study. = All were
licensed centers and therefore meeting at least minimum official requirements. All
were making a claim to adequacy of service. including educgtional as well =2 child
care components. Yet, if a qualitative evaluation were to be made there would un-
doubtedly be questions as to the relative adequacy of different centers and, in at

least one case, as to whether minimum standards were being met at all.

The issue of qualitative standards can be approaghed through cost analysis

only as some of the specific factors related to program content are specified




-125~-

" quantitatively, in such matters as numbers and tyges of staff, their educational
qualifications, and the selary levels required to obtain them. Eack of these will

be discussed in turn,.

2, Izgee_QE*Staff Positions

Most centers, whether their orientation is priﬁarily welfare or education-
s, tend to have teachers in core staff positions. Equally universal is oome pro-
vision for essential maintenance functions, which vary in accordance with the ser-
vices provided and the size of the facility. One major variation within the group
of centers included in the study was whether or not a social worker was part of the
staff. Tuwo of the centers had the part-time services of a social worker, the others
did not. One center also provided part-time consultation services, including those
of a nutritionist and psychiatrist. These professional services were not represent-

ed in the staffing, and therefore in the costs, of any of the cther centers.

In calculating what the costs of a day care center ghould be, a standard would
have to be established as to what range of professional services should be available,

and in what quantity.

3., Use of Frofessionals and Non-Professionals

Closely related to specifying the availability of professional services is
the complex question of how professional time should be used--i.e. which functions
or activities require professional gervice directly, which can be done by non-pro-
fessionals (perhaps under professional supervision), and whether only certain kinds
of professionals can do certain tasks. Several of the study £indings bear on these

issues.

Looking first at the teaching function, which is the most universal, we find
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a variety of statfing patterns. One major variation is the extent to which atudent
teachers are used. Another is the relative distribution of positions Letwcen teach-
ers and assistant teachers. The costs in these particular centers do not necessar-
ily correlate with such variations. For example, the center which uses the greatest
number of student teachers has the highest costs, even though no cost was imputed
for students' services in making the cost analysis. Total costs reflect many fact-

ors, particularly the salery levels. However, all other things being equal, the

staffing pattern would have an impact on costs. Given the same number of teaching
staff, a higher proportion of fully trained teachers would presumably bec more costly
than a larger ratio of less trained and therefore less expensive personnel. A
standard is therefore required, specifying the desirable ratios of trained teachers

to teaching assistants and/or student teachers.

In developing such a standard, it is. pertinent to examine the implications of

:) the time ziudy. Although the resul£s are far from definitive, it is clear from the
material reported in Chapter IV that the teachers, and their assistants, in the two

full time facilities that clearly conform with prevailing educational standards. de-

vote barely half their time to educational activities, as defined in this study.

This is admittedly a debatable definition, since the activities designated in our
analysis as child care or nutrition may be looked upon by others as an integral part
of the educational function. The clasasification used in this study is designed to
describe the different activities which take place in a day care service, without
making a judgment as to their educatioral component or as to the personnel required

to conduct them. This is fully described in the Time Analysis Manual,

Obviously, this is a complex problem. Rach of the functional categories needs
to be examined in terms of the specific activities it includes, and a determina-
:> tion made, on the basis of expert judgment, as to which of these activities is

appropriately assigned to which category of employee. A further questica is the
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extent to whish certain activities are actually divisible: Thus, for example,
whethes it makes any sense, in reation to the nature of the qork, for a teacher

to cease her activities and turn responsibility over to someone else when there is
no specifically educational getivity taking place. Depioyment of personmel would
have a bearing or costs oaly if aubstantial blocks of activity could be assigned to
less-trained and presumably lower-paid personnel, Whether and how this could be

done, if at all, is a matter for experts in the program area. The issue /s how

teachers are best t¢ spend their time.

Another area for standard setting is the specifi: fon of functions to be
performed by other professionals. One gpecific issue is th> function of a social

worker, if that position is in fact represented. In one of the centers where a

part-time social worker was employed, she reported spending a considerable portion

of her time in working with parents to set fees, a function performed in other

centers as part of the admissions process by directors, Similarly, parent counsel~

ing is undertaken by teaching personnel as well ag by social workers. A standard
isrequired to determine the criteria (e.g. size, character of clientele, etc.) by

which specialized personnel become necessary to perform certain specified functions.

44, Teacher-pPupil Ratio

The ratio of teachers to pupils is an important element in costs, since

teachers account for so large a proportion of the total prsonnel, The ratios im

the centery ntudied tgnged from 1 to 6 to 1 to 15 in full time facilities and from
1to 7 to 1 to 10 in half-day centers. There was an almost perfect correlation be-
tween teacher-pupil ratio and costs in both groups. ( i.e. the higher the ratio, the
higher éhe cost, calculated on a cost per child day basis). The one exception was

Center School, whose costs were slightly higher than Country School, although it ha

more children per teacher.
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There is apparently a rough rule of thumb which can be used as a guide in
regard to teacher-pupil ratio and a standard could probably be established on the

basis of prevailing expert opinion.

S. SalﬂLevels

Salary levels, similarly, have a direct impact on costs. In the six cents
studied, there was a consistent relationship in the rank ordering of costs and sal-
ary level, except fo- one instance, in which the cost per hour was owc of the ex-
pected rank-order. In that instance, a hirfher salary level was more than compen-
ss 'd for by longer hours of work. (This was the University School whose costs were
the highest in the group as was also its salary scale, but the hours of work includ-
ed a period in the afternoon, which was not true of other half day centers.) As
in many of the other factors that contribute to costs, salary level standards can

probably be defined in relation to empirical studies of prevailing conditions.

We have outlined above a number of factors involving personnel standards
which have a bearing on costs. Taken together, theae are meant to make the point
that every qualitative judgment ou standards infiuences cost, and that no judgment
relating to costs can therefore be made in the absence of a specification of
standards. A vivid example of this relationship between standards and costs is pro-

vided in the case of the Proprietary Center, whose costs were substantially lower

than the other centers, due to a combination of factors: absence of specialized

staff, low teacher-pupil ratioc, low salary level.

B. Unit Costs

We turn now to a number of nther issues that bear on the question of how to de-

termine costs of services and the basis for reimbursement. These are not matters of

e e T e =RR — - -
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personnel policy, but involve differences among centers in the basis structure of

their program,

Thete are two major variations whicl bave a basfic iupact on unit costs: 1) wheth-
ez the program is limited to the academic year or extends through the summer; and
2) whether the program is conducted for a full day or a haif day. These variations
are so important, that it secus inadvisable to try to develop a ccmmor basis for
calculating costs for all programs together. Based on the f£indings in this study,
it seems necessary to calculate custs gpparately fur full day and half day centers,
and also to develop separate costs for year-round centers as distinct from those

functioning only through the academic year.

It would have been desirable to be able, at this point, to indicite with some
precision the difference in costs that can be attriduted to these variations in the
working period. Such a calculation would involve determining which costs are.fixed
and which vary in relation to hour~ and days worked. We do know from our analysis
that people who work lonmger hours receive a lower hoirly wage, wtich means that
there is a greater efficiency (or perhaps exploitation, depending upon one‘s point
of view) in holding a staff tn a longer work schedule. What such a compariscn can-
not clarify, however, is whether ecquivalent staff would be available to the center
with the shorter schedule if the hours were f0 be increased. It is reasonable to

expect that it would be somewhat harder to obtain personnel for a longer working daw

On the other hand, it does appear that there is a very significant margin of
savings to a day care center -- when other factors are all relatively ccmparabl e--
in keeping its plant going for more days and/or more hours, thus giving a greater
amount of service for (to put it in minimal terms.) a less than proportionate in-

crease in costs.
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This finding may have some very ceal golicy implications, for it puggests at
least the poasibility of furnishing incentives to day care centers to extend their
services. 1In view of the serious shortage of services available in relation to

need, this is an area of considerable potential significance.

Similar questions aris~ ‘» regard to the degree of utilization of facilities,
The waterial presented in Chapter III indicated how unit costs are affected by
rates of attendance and absenteeism. This poses the issue of what standards to use
for determining unit costs. Tae U.S. Children's Bureau directives suggest that en-
rollment figures be used to calculate costs rather than attendance figures. This
seems to be a valid suggestion, since costs do not vary with daily attendance, and
a center would be hampered in meeting its genuine costs if it lost income every
time that a child could not attend. Fees are set at least on a weekly basis and
sometimes on a yearly bagis, in order to provide this protection to covering the

fixed costes.

However, the question is not disposed of so éamily, gince the gap between en-
yollment and attendance represents a real loss of efficiency which there-
fore raises the unitcost, a3 our calculations have shown. Given the Qresent situ-
ation of inadequate services and heavy demand, such & loss of efficiency cannot be
treated complacently. A standard-setting and financing body will therefore need

to concern itself with the way in‘which the problem of absenteeism is handled.

One common solution is deliberate over-enrollment, based on experience with
average rates of absenteeism. In this case, enroliment f£igures could be used as
a basis for calculating per-child cost, but the enrollment figure would exceed
normal capacity. Unless measures can be taken to control the rate of absenteeisn,
this would seem to be the most feasible approach. It may involve reexamination of

existing licens!ng standards governing the establishment of capacity figures of
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day care facilities to take account of actual utilization expericnce.

On the other hand, it is important to note that the use of enrollment £igures

as the basis for calculating the fee charged hv
cy can operate to the dlsadvantage of a center, since

a center or the reimbursement

requested from a funding agen

it results in a smaller per capita cost than would be the case if actuxnl attendance

figures were used as a base. In an attempt to arrive at a fair basis for payment,

account needs to be taken of the income structure of the center as well as of its

costs, 1f income is stabie, in the gense that all children who are enrolled are

not, then enroliment figures are a proper base.

ndance, then the higher

paid for whether they attend or

If, however, payment {s erratic 4nd dependent upon atte

per capitsa cost based op actual attendance would be more appropriste.

C. Who Gets Day Care Service and at _What Cost?

In Chapter V we presented some data on the characteristics of the clientele

of Uthe centers that were included {n the study. This informat fon was obtained with

the idea that there might be scme significant variations in cost that would prove -

to be related to the needs of different segments in the population. While the

Socio-economic data did not contcibute directly to the cost analysis itself, they

point to some very significant issues of major policy for the field of day care

service.

One of the most striking results of this study was the sharp contrast, in

every area, between the proprietary Center and the other £ive facilities, all of

which were non~profit. The Proprietary Center had the lowest costs, but also the

most minimal program, the least staffing, and the most marginal of services.

Whether or not this center is typical of proprietary dsy care centers is not known 4’*

to us, There is no reason to believe that it is nctably below prevailing standands,
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The very fact that its owner was interested in participating in the study wherecas
other proprietacy owners who were approached did not regpond points at least to
:“*‘ conmunity-mindedness in crientation of the service. Regardless, however, of how
typical or atypical the facility is, it is important to note that the nuaber of
proprietary centers is very much larger than non-profit agencies, so that most

i people using these day care services are in fact dependent upon them,

A proprietary center, by dzfinition, is one which is operated for profit, and
therefore not subsid; zed from any comnunity source. Although the financial infor-
mation obtained from the proprimtary center in our sample was faulty, it secems to
indicate that the "profit” was small indeed, and that the center was just managing
to make ends meet. Yet minimal though this operation is, and though its costs per
child day are something less than half the costs of those centers with which it

was compared, it is a costly service for the people using it.

The Propriectary Center, unlike any of the others, is completely dependent upon

*  This mesns that it must collect from its

fees in order to keep iu business.
ﬁ\j' customers an average of $12 to $14 per week. This is a considerable sum for the
people using it, who are working people on low incomes., Not only is thia fee higa

in itself, but it is higher than the fees charged in any of the other centers.

The fee paid by working class pecple using the Proprictary Center is fiowm
2 1/2 to four times as great as the fee obtained, on the average, from low income
people using the other two full time centers, both of which are subsidized through

United Fund sources.

- While the non-profit full day facilities serve many families receiving public

é;; assistance, some of their users are employed and have incomes that are similar to

* goc Table XVIII, p.l21
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those of the families using the Proprietary Center, However, they obtain for less
cost much more adequate service than is obtained from the Proprietary Center at

nuch greater cost.

The inequities are even more glaring when the comparison is made with the
centers serving middle-class families. These are the three half day programs. None
of them covers its costs from fees. Two are subsidized by their parent non-profit
organizations (University and Community Center) and one covers the difference with
fund-raising efforts. The fees range froﬁ $6 to $12 per week, In the case of the
lower limit, which is the fee charged by the University for University-affiliated
persons using the service (in effect, a type of fringe benefit), the cost to
femilies is half that of the Proprietary Center which serves low-income families.
Even at the upper limit, the average charge of $12 per week for half day at Country
Schooi compared with $14 per week for full day at the Proprietary Center indicates
considerably greater financial presaure on the users of the Proprietary Center in

relation to their means.

The social need reflected in a small way in this study seems clear and unmis-
takable. If famiiies of low income who need day care services are to obtain
services that meet the program and staff standards of responsible agencies in the
field, this can come about only through substantial financial subsidy. If our data
are any indication of the general situation, the bulk of the working class popula-
tion that uses day care jervices at the present time are purchasing a service that
they can ill afford and one which is grossly inadequate by the standards of both

the sociail welfare and educational professions that claim jurisdiction in this

field.

—
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COST ANALYSIS RECOMMENDATIONS

In relation .o the methodology of cost analysis itself, which was the central
purpose of the project, the major question to be faced is whether cost analysis is

& useful and feasible tool.

In a memorandum submitted to the project staff (sece Appendix VII), Mr. W. Lynn
Fluckiger of Peat, Mnrwick, Mitchcll & Co.,consultantto the study, discusses the
problems involved in trying to measure services performed by voluntary agencies.
Expenditures of a business, he says, can be evaluated by the dollar return it
produces. In voluntary agencies, however, expenditures are alamost always made on
the basis of individual or social need rather than on the lLasis of dollar amount,

and the intensity of need is not subject to accurate objective measurement.

Any effort to apply a mathematical formula to the question of when social

service should be rendered is handicapped because one side of the formula is not

quantifiable,

Mr. Fluckiger goes on to say that cfforts made by voluntary agencies to refine
their accounting systems in order to develop comparable cost information on a
functional basis so that an evaluation might be made of the efficiency with which
public or private welfare monies are being spent, are subject to pitfalls not en-

countered by commercial enterprises.

One of the pitfalls is the development cf great numbers of functional categor-
fes, in the belief that if functions are broken down into sufficiently small units
they can then be compared betwean agencies. 3ut as the functions or units into

which costs are aubdivided become smaller, the degree of inaccuracy becomes greater,
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until the resulting data are meaningless. Functions of voluatary agencies are by
nature deeply interwoven with onre another an& it way be that only the very broad
areas of program service, related perhaps to the agency organizaticn structure, can
be separately accounted for with sufficient accuracy to provide meaningful infor-
mation. In regard to day care services, for example, ome question wouid be whether
the separation of child care activities (D) from education activities (G) is wean-
ingful, whether the distinctions can be defined in a reliable and comparable way
from agency to agency, and whether a standard can be develcped ae to what the dis-
tribution of staff time between these functions should be. If all of these criteria
could be met, a functional breakdown of costs might then help to measure efficiency.

These arc all open questions at the present time.

The question of the feasibility of cost analysis also has another aspect, one
that relates to the expense involved. The most costly part of a cost analysis,
based on the experience of this study, is doing a time analysis. Housewives and
students were hired to observe staff activities at each school for four-hour
periods of time and to code these observations in certain designated ways. The
direct cost of the time analysis was $1312.29, This included the cost of four
housewives at a rate of $2.00 an hour who observed a tdtal of 46 sessions, and nine
students at a rate of $1.50 an hour (only four students were actually used)* who
observed a total of 20 sessions, as well as the cost of their orientation and traih-
ing, their travel time and mileage oxpenses, the time spent preparing for the obser-

vation period, and the post-observation veview sessions.

*The rest were on a standby basis, were trained, but did not have to be used.
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The cost of observers actually used at each school was as foliows:

No. Po. Observers
School Sessions Bach Seasion Cost
Full Day
t Mill Town 9 1 $211.24
Association 9 1 151.16
Proprietary 10 1 211.00
Half Day
r University 8 1 64,92
Community Center 11 1 206.90
Country 10 2 193.52
$T55§.7E

Only the cost of those activitiec specifically related to the random days of obser-

vation are included .n the above summary-preparation for the random days: obser-

vation on the random days, post observation sessions, and related transportation,

It does not include the cost of training, site visits in preparation for the first
day of observation, and other such expenses. Ccats would also have been higher if
an effort had been made to test coding reliability by placing more than one observer

in a center at the same time, and comparing their independent coding of activities.

=

The project staff believes that such reliability checking is necessary in any

further testing of the time analysis procedures that were used.

These costs are also lower than they might otherwise be, because project staff
served as observers at each of the centers wherc they had liaison responsibility
at least once during the study period. The cost of project staff time in supor-
vising observers, processing data cards, and fulfilling 1iasison duties was not

{ncluded. Another additionel expense that has to be considered is the use of

machine equipment for procesaing the dnta. These ractorw of expense, combined with
the burdens placed upon personnel Z day care centers by the time study raise ser-

ious questions as to its feasibility, unless there are very jmportant benefits to be

©

ERka gained.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Cost analysis, however, does not have to include such an elaborate time stwdy.

An alternative method employed in the course of this projent was to develop a
"typical day” profile based on the daily schedule £sund in each of the schools.
The point of doing this was to sce £z data using a simplified scheme would be at
all comparable to tic data cbtained from the random cbservers, Clearly, a scheme
whLich takes account of seasonal variations as well as ‘possible variations from day
to day, and which provides fou sbjective outside observers, ought to result in
greater accuracy and more precice detail, It was felt, however, that there may be
situations where such precision may not be neceusary or cannot be financed, It

was also felt that variations in activity may not be as widespread a phenomenon

as had been thought,

The procedurs used in estimating the typical day profile was to take the
daily schedule as given, translate the 1isted activities into the tunctional cate-
gories davised for the study, measure the smount of time spent in each of the
activity groupings, and then f£igure the percentage of time spent on each activity
group in relation to the total amount of time the school was in session. All of

this was completed before the time analysis results were made available.

Por the nursery schools, which conducted programs lasting approximately
three hours, 15 minute time intervals were used, each interval representing one
block. Por the full day programs, half-hour intervals constituted one block of
gims, The total number of blocks of time for each center was computed, then all
the time spent during the day on each act ivity was added up and divided into the
appropriate blocks of time, and then fis71y a percentage of time spent on each
activity was computed based Ga the total number of blocks of time available for

each center,
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A weakness of using the daily schedule is that it | represonts a portrait
painted by the school {tsel?, and without some observation it would be difficult
to tell how closely the schedule i{s followed in sctual practice. On the basis of
a limited amount of personal observation, however, it became clear that there is &

pattern to daily activities in these schools and that though specific activities

might vary from day to day, the variation was within a fremework of general activity

that tended to remain constant.

Another 1imitation, perhaps, {s the fact that the typical day pro!!ilé does'
not allow for individualization, in the sense that it is not possible to get a
picture of how any omne tescher spends her timeg rather a composite picture is drawn,
showing how teachers as a group spend their time, As it turned out, this linita-

tion was true of the work sampling technique as well.

St{11 another limitation is the laék of official recognition given to time
spent by empicyees on personal activities. Schedules seem to be made up from the
point of view of what is happening to the child, and from this one infers what the
teacher must therefore be doing. At Association School, for example, part of the
teachers' regular daily schedule is &n hour-leng rest period during which time the
aides supervise the children's naptime, yet this does not appe&r on the posted

school schedule.

The gaps resulting frow using only a daily schedule could be f£illed {n
through the use of other procedures like a digry or self-estimate of how time is
spent, particularly by an adninistrator. One assumption that might be made is that,
where a director does not teachsall her time is spent in administrative duties, and
therefore all her time would be allocated to the aiministrative category. A case

might also be made for putting a gecretary’s activities into the administrative

»
-
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category, since to a large extent her work follows clesely the work done by the
administrator. In addition, taere are certain regularly scheduled act fvities ({.a.,
purent conferences, staff mectings, admissions Interviews, writing of progress
reports, etc.) that might be incorporated {nto the development of a yearly profile.

An analysis of the daily schedules showed that only three of the 13 activity
categories listed for coding were included as part of the official schedule, These
three activities, however, education (G), child care (D), and nutrition (B).
accmn;:od gor over 70% of the time spent by all employgea in each of the centers
(with personal activity redistributed), according to the results of the time

analysis,

Adjustments of the time mlg;ais results were necessary in order to compare
more accurately the results of the two procedures. The tiwe analysis percentages
for the categories G, D, and E were therefore recalculated so that togett;er they
also totalled 100%, Table XIX compares the resuits of the typical day using the
daily schedule with thc results of the time analysis using the work sampling method.

It can be seen from this Table that the results obtained by both methods are
very similar, and at Nill Town and Country the percentage distributions are almost
identical. The greatest dtacrepdncy between the two methoc.ls exists at Proprietary,
where no current schedule was available but where one was made up based on {nform-

ation obtained from staff,

It is particularly interesting t» see at University how close the percentages
are vwhen the typical day is compared with the results of the morning random woment
tebulations, instead of with the random day tabuiations. University is the only
center where it was possible to continue using the daily random moment procedure

in addition to the ten random day observation periods, More than twice as many
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TABLS Al

COMPARISON OF RESULTS FROM TYPICAL DAY PROFILE AND

T 1S, USING ONLY G,D, Vi
___FULL DAY PROGIAMS
|
ACTIVITY Mill Town - Association Proprictary

Typical Time Typical Time Typical Time

Da Analysis Da Analysis Da; Analysis
% of Time % o% Time % of Time % of Time | % o¥ Time % of Time
18 °

|
f‘ G (Bduc.) 59 56 58 25 20
i
| D (Ch.Care) 31 30 31 32 57 43
E (Matr.) 10 14 11 19 18 37
| Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
E
| | HALF DAY PROGRAMS
; 1“ Conmunity N
| ACTIVITY University Center Count
D “Typicai lime Typical Time “Typical Time
Day Analysis Day Analysis Day Analysis
Random Random
Moment Day
| AM. _
| % of Time % Time % of Time (% of Time % of Time 9 of Time % gf Time
G (Bduc.) 82 82 75 67 76 71 72 ‘
P (Ch Care) 9 ° 1 16 25 14 19 19
E (Mutr.) g 7 9 8 10 10 9
% .
E Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
:

*
Typical Day Percentages represent the average between the mornings and afternuon
sessions which were calculated separately. The Time Analyses were also recalcu-

lated to present a composite picture.
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{ndividual acts were recorded and coded during the daily random mowents as com-
pared with the random day observations for the morning school seasfon (1395 acts
compaved with 569 acts), which may in part explain the difference. In both proced-
ures (random moment and random day) the G, D, and B categories actually accounted

for about 75% of the total time spent by all employees.

I a time analysis is indicated, a decision as to which metaod is to be used
will in large measure be deter;nined by the amount of detail wanted and the amount
of money available. Certainly the advantages of using the daily schedule are
obvious: it is a fast, easy, and above all, economical way of getting reasonably

accurate information about the major activities engaged in by preschool staff,

Even with a simplified procedure, however, there is a contimuing question

as to how necessary or aven useful it is to achieve a functional! breakdswm of costs,
as against the usual manner of preseznting costs in "object” terus--i.e., amounts for
salaries, food, telephone service, maiatenance, etc. The functional distribution
is useful only in the sznse that it provides a picture of the different components
in the service being given, and the relative proportions of each, It has policy
fmplicstions only to the extent that there is some need or desire to evaluate these
program ccmponents and develop standards for them, For example, such data would

be pertinent if an attempt were being made to establish a standard that "X" percent
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of the work of a facility should be devoted to "education" and another percent to
"child care”, or that not more than "X" percent should be spent on parent counsel-

fng, Iu the nature of the situation, given the ambiguity of definitions on all

these program elements, it seems most unlike'y that such standards will be attempted.

The heart of the cost issue in day care service is really not in the function-

al breakdown of the costs, but in the overall elements. The besic question has to
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do with the kind of day care services we want to see developed and ere willing or
able to support. The cost of tke service will be determined in licge measure by
the snswers to this question. Yo arrive at a basis for a unit cost, it is necessary
to know what the ;ct:ual costs are per child, or child day, or child hour, ad to
know the components of the cost, rot in terms of functional breakdowns, but ia
terms of typer and mumbers of staff, staff-pupil ratios, salary standards, hours

of operation, etc, It is also necessary %o know what is being paid or should be
paid for the use of facilities, vwhether owned or rented; and what central services

are being provided by pareant or host agencies, waere that is a factor,

Such informatfon, all of which can be obtained without either a time analyais
or a functional breakdown of costs, should provide a funding agency with the data
necessary to determine how various alternatire funding policies would affect the
centers in its jurisdiction. There are two general policy issues, One is the
determination of the standards that a facility must meet in order to be eligible
for financing, and this includes all of the program standards issues outlined at
the beginning of this chapter. The other is vhat the basis for funding should bew~
whether it should involve a flexible rate of reimbursement, depending on an in-
dividual examination of the costs of each facility; or whether some uniform rate
of payment should be made for units of care provided by a center, regardiess ol
variutions in their actual costs. Some of the issues involved in that determina-

tion were outlined in Chapter II.

tthile functional analysis of costs is not essential to these questions, it
does have a potential contribution to make to the internal examimation and evalua-
tion of the content of the service being rendered, The realization of this poten-
tial requires further development of both quantitative and qualitative standarde

in the field of day care services, The Time Analysis Manual presented as Part II
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of this report reflects the work done ia this project in developing a tool for

future use in situations where funct {onal analysis of the content of day care

programs may be indicated.
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APPENDIX 1 ‘

Procedures for Working Relationship between Resecarch Center,
Florence Heller Graduate Scheool, Brandeis University and Centers
or Schools Participating in Project Rw122 on Cost Analysis in
Day Care .

Responsibilities of. the Resecarch Center.

1. 1In general, the Research Center will be responsible for conducting the
Project according to established research standards and with minimal possible
interference with the day care or school program. «

2, All data provided by the participating hursery scheol or day care center
will be considered confidential and are to be used for research purposes only.
Data from a particular school or center will be published only in a manner which
does not reveal the identity of that school or center.

3. The Research Center will be responsible for providing the various study
instruments, such as an accounting classification, a system and procedure for
analyzing time expended by various staff, sthedules for interviewing parents,
etc. Participants' advice will be sought on all these instruments and whenever
feasible pre~tests will be arranged.

4. The Research Center will be responsiLie for providing various specialists:
(i) an accountant to instruct on the use of the accounting classification to be

used; (ii) research Interviewers to interview parents; (iii) other specialists
if needed. '

. 5, Tabulation 9nd‘ana1ysiqiof data and preparation of the report are respon-
sibilities of the Research Centet.

6. Postage paid envelopes will be provided by the Research Center if data
are frequently and regularly required to be mailed in.

7. A copy of tne cost analysis procedure and manual, which are the items to
be produced by the Project, will be provided to each participating nursery school
or day care center. Also to be provided are tabulations on the costs of the
participating centers or schools.

Responsibili* .es of the Participating Nursery School or Day Care Center.

1. °. general, the participating school or day care center will be expected

to provide ail the following types of data as accurately and completely as
necessary for the study.

(a) Information will be required on &il expenditures during the -
study period of twelve months and on accounts outstanding on the first and last
days of that period, Expenditures are to be classified into the account categor-
ies established by the project accountant for purposes of the study. (Particip-
ating schools or centers will be instructed on the account categories and on the
appropriate procedures for classification of expenditures.) Whether reports cm
monthly expenditures will be required to be made wonthly or quarterly will be
determined by the project accountant.
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(b) It will be nedessary to arrange for or provide an assortmert of miNcell-
ancous data on a one-time basis. ‘Exampies inclide information on traiding and eéx-
perience of staff, space measurements 6 tlie rooms and playground uséd, infottation
on the families waich.i# on file, and a list of the hames and addresses of parents
vhose children are attending the cenitet at the time. (The last item will serve as
a means of locating the parents to be interviewed.) ‘

(c) Information ofi tims spent by certait staff i warfous activities will be
sought. It is planned that time ahalyses will be meeded for the director, teachers,
and any other employee who spends considerable portions of kis time in more than one
type of activity. The means and procedures for the time analysis have not yet been
decided upon and every effort will be made, in consultation with the participants,
to minimize the inconvenience of collecting such data.

2, Participating schools or centers will be expééted to keep project staff

currently informed of any major changes in the operations ot program (i.e., staff
changes, significant increagses or decreases in enrollment, etc.),

B
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’ APPRNDIX 11

COPY COPY COPY

PEAT, MARWICK, MITCHELL & CO,
CERTIFIED PUSLIC ACCOUNTANIS
SEVENTY PINE STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10005

Pebruary 9, 1966

Professor Arnold Gurin

Plorence Heller Graduate School for
Advanced Studies in Social Welfare
Brandeis University

Waltham, Massachusetts

Dear Professor Gurin:

We have participated with members of your staff in the preject of Cost Analysis
in Day Care Centers for Children, The purpese of the project was to devise and
test a method for analysing the costs of such day care programs on a comparable
D basis, Over the two years of the nroject we have assisted members of your staff
in compiling data and organizing working papers, and in the general conduct of
the study. The study included the cempiling of {nformation furnished by each
of the six day care centers included in the study. Information furnished by the
centers was in some cases not subject to audit, In other cases, records from
which the data were taken were incomplete and, therafore, subject to some inac-
curacy., However, imasmuch as the purpose of the project was not to verify the
accuracy of information but rather to test methods of compiling and handling
{nformation, the inaccuracy did ot affect the prinmary purpose of the project.

In our opinfon the study was conducted in a careful and accurate manner, and
adequate consideratien was given to the questions of accounting theory and prin-
ciples which were involved, As we indicated ia our earlier covference, we conl-
cur in the conclusion of the repert that the use of cost accounting tschniques
for subdividing cost functions to the degree attempted in this survey is of ques-
t.able value.

The use of broad functional accounting which might treat the entire program of
a day care center as a single function, separating only administration and fund
raising costs, would offer a much more realistic appreach.

Yours truly,

DEAT, MARWICK, MITGHELL & CO,

Q /8/

ERIC




APPENDIX II1

The following were the genmeral decisions agreed upon by project staff and
accounting consultants in relation to the allocation of costs:

1. 1Items Pertaining to Staff:

A. For staff performing only & single function (cook, driver, nurse)
all expenses--salary, FICA and any relevent fringe benefits~-
wouid be allocated to the appropriate functional category.

8. For multi-functional staff, all expenses wouli be allocated
according to the time aralysis distributions for all employees
: grouped together.

2. Cost of Personal Activities (R) would be redistributed over all other
functional categories in order that the coat of non-productive activity
be shared proportionately.

3. Donated Services, Facilities, or Supplies:

A. Since student teachers did not represent a real ccst, no cost
would be imputed for them, <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>