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+ Have you ever wondered what 1t reajly ccosts afoster family to rursd s foster ¢hild? Although.children are .
ndt normaltly viewed tn o cost cantext. this type of information myy be quate useful for naking rattonal deci-

. stons concerning policies which atfect foster chyidren and their families Having 4 method for estimating’ the
true cast of care far foster children could lead to more realste foster care payment systems Such a méth- &
od could @0 provide realistic data for prospective and current foster paréents .ld uhject;vely unaly@e tRg
costs of caring for o foster child i : ot !

S B . . .

v . -
. . ’ .

* SN * PURPOSE OF THE STUDY .~ - o
. . “ .

The primary pugpose of this monograph 1s to dutline a method by which the cost of foster family care can
be meastired in<localsurcas The use of avallableesecondary data spurced~1s recommended simce fands ande
staffare usually not avarlable for résearch at the local lewel The key to this method 15 to usg available gov-
erament ‘data which ¢an be updated by fmgg the gonsumer prige sindex The cost ‘measure ment procedures
are designed to ‘mesure :ncrug'g COSts s particular area rather than costs of andindividual child Sotcial -
service dand agency administration costs are excluded from_this measurement Tr}slrument. '

-~

. . . .

. . < ) N

! The costs of rasfng o foster chitd may be separated into two portions - '

[ »
' l. . ’ - / . -
N * & Chsts"which are the same as those for'natural children ,
. s -+ : h]
¢ & costs related to the child s status as o foster*child . .
, \ . - . . S

Those costs which are the sarhe as those for natural Children may be estimated by the use of general 1n-
fosmations on child reartng costs Since these cover the major portion of the foster child's ordinary needs.
decurucy IP'\Ihls estimiate can go a long way toward o realistic estimate of the true cost of rasing a foster
. thild ’ . . . . -

' ' ) . . ) . o ¢ o .

o ' Ho\ﬁcwr. some of the costs for the foster child are Yifferent from the cosgts‘of raising chm]rcn in general

and cannot be directly estimated from general data gn child rearing costs Where there are major regionat or

4 local differences in costs which are'not reflected in the sedondary diyla sourcgs used. or are peculiar to fos-
% ter children and not mcurred by parents i rCing natural children. some primary data gathering may have
to be done 3 g .
' f
A . )
The Cost of Raising Children | T . . o
& Althodgh costs vary considerably- from one family to the nest. the lxndcrlglﬁg factors influencing child

rarsing costs seem clear The factor having sthe greatest effect on child raistng eosts 1s the devel of hving en- |

- * . . ’

Joyed by the purents Fanuly icome at a particular time s not-the only factor which afféets o family s ex-"

penditure deyisions Eyven among families with roughly the same income. the amount spent per child can
L

stll vary ‘greatly dependmg on such factors as , , N . :

. N
o the fanuhy's expected or potential meome -
. . “ Y,

¥ e relative prices of goodsT "~ ' ) /
"7yl e the sex of the cfyld. . . : ~ .

r (] , ' . . - R ) . -
o 'the number of Children already i thefamihy . : ‘

. . . ‘

e the ages of all the children i the famih ) T . ' S . .

b}

o the farhily’s hfestyleg ) ' ’ ' *

: R . - 1 ' " ; o Y
. e the geographical location, | / . . )
./ . . . ) 3 N
., o the avatlabrhty of Community seryices - ) ! .

-
&
’ - /

e the attitude of the wage carners 1 the family toward child carg ( -
- ' '

P
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The 1deal tool for measuring the exp,enﬁ"nures'lhat 'd-'fim%IIS’ actually incurs lr‘r raising a child would take all’. .
such factors into account. In practice. most.researchers have at least tiken regional differer)ces‘ age differ- -
ence® level of living differenced. and sex differences intv'consideration. The measurement tools we recom-
mend in this monograph take these latter factors into consideration. ¢
. N » . . ‘.
B T . v Y e e - . ~
The Gf)st of Raising Foster Children . - . AR X
N We afe’,{ntéresfed n three. types of cost. direct costs. indiréct casts, and~h0n—econpn3uc costs., Direct or
out-of-pocket ¢osts include the expenses ghe famuly actually incurs.n raising children. Indirect costs refer fo
the thcome (opportunity costs) family membérs forégo by staying at home and raising children or the value
of the time fanuly members devote to child rassing tasks. Non-ecdnomic costs include the cost of the time
and eftort the family members put into*raising children that does not campete with the Tamily’s money earn-
.7 ng agtivities. In order to gather-data used tQ set the payment rates to foster parents only direct and indirect

costs are of real importance However. in determirung 1f & particular family will become a foster family or K
adopt a child. and 1n determining what age child a foster fafmT'y would preYfer. nan-econoriic costs are signif-
. » ~ -

1cant . . ‘ t

- .

The technical problems nvolved with con’wputmg direct and indirect ¢osts are immense. In computing the
direct costs of raising a' child, some data exists on costs such as food. clothing. and educational gxpenses K
incurred drrectly by individual fam\ily members. For other items, such as housing. transportation. and recre- -
ation. where-costs are often incurred by the famly as a whole. the problem’ of deternuning what portion of
the family’s expenses should be chargéd to the varioys family.members s much more difficult. ’

v, " . . ‘ , - - '} \ .
. "In computing the indirect costs associated ‘with raising a Thild, the value of the time spent by the parentg
on the activities involved with raigng the child needs to be de{er(mn'ed. The value of the time lost by the
« parents when they could have been working outside the home could #so be measured Thus. dollar amounts
must be assigned to the-time spent on food preparation. house cleaning. child education. etc., and to the
salary the foster parents could have earned outside the home 1f they had chosen fo be a typist. store clerk,
or banker instead of raising a child ’ 4 ‘ . . "
¥ ” L . l ’ : '
E .- QUALITY-OF LIFE ISSUES _ . !

.

K

What 1s the most dcceptable level of living for a foster famdy? Obvidusly. foster care. cogls are closely
related to assumptions about the_appropriate hfe style for foster families. Agency policies and €ommunity
standards can aﬁf;ct the actual costs foster families thcur as well as determine which of¢ these, costs will be
borne by the community Thus. before attempting to measure COsts in a particular area. mformalroq must beg - |

known about agency policies and community standards in that area. ° . . ’
) : y . A

\

Community agd agency values do not arise 1n a vacuuga. The general viewslin the society about good-liv-

, 1ng standards ang quality of hfe provide the framewdrk-@ judging.quality in foster care. The history of fos-
*ter family care as an institution has also shaped views of yhat quality of life means.for fostef children.

» There.are long-standing controversies which continue to influence the quality of foster care today. .

-~

. v s
) Though i our study we were not able to conclude with a siggle defimtion of quality of hfe for ger xchil-
dren, our deCision to base the direct costs instrwmeht on natural children’s costs indicates that good foster-
care practice presumes the same-level of living far foster children as for natural children living in the same Y
family Oyr cpﬁsidermlon of the indirect costs of child Tare is related to the incrg;ased'professipnalizalis)n of
foster garqnls ang to lh? recognition of their conlri@m"on to the program.. ~ )

- . . ‘&

v - . [ % e - ‘- . . .

-
-

¢ ) St
1 * .

Quality of Life . '
T (%ualny of life is the total impact-of the con‘wponenls of a level of iving and lheﬁpolena_t"{a! life sly]es asso-

crafed wgth these components. While thé literdture on quality of life has focused on a physical grientation, it
has also Included mental health and social ‘well-being &s important characteristics. Many present defimtiofs .~ <
of relative qualityof life encompass the following concepts-in‘incteasing order of magnitude.

v - . -

. » y - - i ’ * . N
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1. Maintenance of hfe functions .. ’ « : «

2 - Absence. of<disabhing deprivation or hindrance

- ' . L] ~ 1 o R
e 3. Prgsen?‘g & a positively enhancing environment, — T .
— 4 Active growth and development h - : A '
by .S, ()pum'ars,elf~aclual12mg prdccss . .“ . . ’
. . : ¥
' Allhoug,h there are drsagreemcnls about the purposes of fostér care itself, there is a general consensis -
that foster family care 15 a valuable component of ‘child caré servicess Many factors hav® been identified as’
mﬁuencmgxfeﬁmuons of quality foster care in contemporary sociely The quality of life dglivered to a foster
, child 15 produced by an interaction of soual forces, agency gayments. foster family resources, and-agency
supervmon and encouragement To apply the quallly of life cBncepts to foster childten, an upderstanding of
2 the background of foster familyscare and present influgnces on fosler care}rograms is needed!
A

« : ,
The l)'evelopment of Foster Family Care *.

v

Fosur fdmlly care as’a means of (‘mng for children has a long standing hlslory In Colomal America the
practice of hiring adolescents for minimal rodm and board or apprenticing them for training was common; it
was assumed that their services were of value and that their education would be furthered.! While appren-
ing declined 1n tHe nmineteenth century. the custom of placing children 1n lempomr.y homes or permanent
ddoplwe homes. often oulsldc the communnty from which Ihey camg.~persisted. Placing a child to work for -
s keep on a farm wal evaluated favorably by many people.? The  alternatives poor farms ‘and orphan-
ages competed with foster care” and debates about the success of each alternative occurred. For example:.
'Ihe strong ncgullve effects og chlldrcn df‘bemg mlerWIIh the poor and the sick In mslilulions were noled.3

.

v

The Rise of the Boarding Foster Home Histerically. famihes who took m childrer for money or gam
were ghls. suspect SOme of the presenmday uneasiness about looking at foster care costs stems from simi-*
« [ar views During the nineteenth century. the role of voluntury agencies in providing-child welfare serwces
n this country became established  These private agencies were often organized by religious or ethnic ‘.
- wgroups. The free f%»sler home (no board paymt,n() grew as formal indenture declined 4
~ . 2 » -
l.ate 1n the nineteenth Lenlury “free”” foster care began 1o be repldced by “‘rgom and board'* foster care— Z, -
care where the foster parents wegre partially reimbursed for the direct costs Ihey curred in raising fosler
children During the twentieth cefptury fogter care expanded to include a variety of types of care. -
" . ,
" The Diversity of Types of Cdre Foster care today s divided into several Calegories:’ .
Ve ll);mergemy care for not more than 30 days. (2)' time-hmited care while the natural fdmnly,Js helped to
improve the home snuaufon ahd prepare for the child’s returg; (3) time-hmited~precadoptive care; (4) per-
manent foster family_care on a planned basis, (5) specialized or treatment care of the mentally, physically.
. -and emolmn(nlly h(mdlmppcd ¢hildren.s - ’

3
. Not all dgencies, use Ihese Lalugones for, organizing their programs. but these functions are almost dlways .

found within a foster care service This Iypology of care suggests ‘that foster family care is a complex mat-
ter with different derrands on the families who pémcmale an each situation The current movemem of foster
parents lo organize assogrations has generated interest 1 developing the qudlitative aspe ts of Ihe Yoster *
parent-child relationship  For example. t.the National Foster Parents Association meeting n 1973 @ bl" of

f ~ [} .
- " - » - . -
—_— ’ [S4 . .
Barbars Laslett, “*The Family s & Publc and Private Mistitution An orical ive.” Jowrnal of Marriage snd the Family, vol’ 35. oo 8 (August 1973), p“
. .
1Joneph H Reid and Maxine Phillips, "( hild \adhrt Sipce 1912, (Wren Today. vy 1 no 2 4Mln'b-ﬂApr|l 1972). p 18 ' ( _ .
‘Robert | (eeiner, Thrlludand(lrlm (Wrmlhluﬂn(mlllum l;tmn?n- IWJi pp 13170 ) .- 'l’

"A-dm Miuﬂry md Jeanne M (on-nnad ( Widren d!hr’ﬁlorml'\ch \ork Harcourt, Brace, humvk‘h 1972), pp 234 )

.
*Action for Foster (Wren « Commuttees cw-nmm o ’l'nhcd States nep-rlmrm of Health, l'ducﬂw Weilare (lnm of (Wild lhvﬁownﬂ' 197]) pp 2932
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rnights for foster children was published ¢ Historically. foster funyly care has been a relatively. inexpensive
and unevaluated méthod for child care which depended on the voluntary generosity of Ihg fosler family 1n
ordef to operate for the child's benefit . . .

.
.

Are Children gn Asset or Liabihity” In umtempnmr\ soctety, ghnldrgn are \nol seen by LCOI]OmI\‘\ as an
economic benefit but as a direct cost 10 fumihes 7 As o result. in many areas 1t is defficult to find foster
homes for adolescents. who.in the past could have servedy as household help ynd farm hinds Increasing
urbamzation. industriahzation. mandatory ‘education. and movement away fmm home pmdm.uon have un-

dercut any possibihity for economig, mnlrlhulmns from children , '
o
3 ' ' : s
~ - ' ' ’ 2 R * 4

Current Quality of Life Issues

.ot

Several current 1ssues are.of concern to local foster care graups and agencies who are dnul)?mg ‘the cost
of foster care: Chooding a level of hiving. enufying the foster famihies” special needs. determiung the cost
of child care time. administermg the leagth of the child’s placement and allocating costs among the* family.
agency and other sqcial services ‘

The hne be\lv»een quantity and quality v hard 10 draw when the fevel of Inmg 15 determined’ for the
fds[er child Using the foster fanuly’s own level of Iiving as a reference point would be helpful At least the
chlld could be treated as a FLEULIF Januly smember und his costs would not uffect the funul\ s level of hiving

- To what extent a foster child’s necds are spcuah/cd_ causing Ihc, fumily to have demands different from’

—theporm in maintaming a standard of vmg. has not been estuBlished However, both«foster parents and

child welfare experts agree that the foster child not be further depriyed in his p‘hnccmenl ¢

" The cost of time spent in child care 15 related to the.first tho 1ssues  The hfe style of -famibes and stund-
ards for foster care are directly mfluenced by pohcies on child care reimbursement It may beruseful to est-
mate this cost. even if reimbursement is unhikely. n order to recognize the real contnbulion foster families
make to Ihe Jprogram ¢

~
. = -

The opportunities a foster child has. relalt#d to the Ignglh of pld(,umenl and posuble return to the famlly
of orlgm is clouded by, the strong value pladed on returming the child to his natural parents The belief that -
the placement’is temporary Often means that decisions about the child's uiumlmn and Opp()rlunlfle\ are
pmtpdned - }

» . . . .

The Complexlly of our society’s bureaucratic arrangements for puhhc‘wdf‘m makes 1t difficult to locate
who is best ‘able 10 {ake respoksibility for quahty of hfe decisions and to make the financial commitments,
In spme cases families may choose to reject available services for foster children hul lhen incdr the costs
themselves for Iheﬁe serviees. »

-

Groups attemptmg to dentify costs of fnsler fﬁnll) care should carefully evaluadte local services from the

standpoint of quahty of hife assumptions 1n the community and local agency pohey , :
s * ’ 3
. , ’ s . .

MEASURING THE DIBECT COST OF FOSTER FAMILY CARE_ - .

Dir(lzcl or out-of-pocket foster family ciare costs are the actual monetary outlays required 10 raise a chitd
Inciuded in these costs are the ¢xpenses foster parents incur for food, cJothihg. houxm& medical care. edu-
cation, transportation, and- other expcndnures related 1o the foster child’s social and physical growth. Est-
mating the direct cost of caring for 4 child 15 not” o difficult for such commodities as food. clothing, and
private education. For these goods, what 15 consumed by one family member s at least distinguishable from
the consumption of gthers Not knowing how an extra child affects family transportation. recreation. house-
hold, and other.direct expenses, most researchers have assigned shares of these types of prgnsgs by an
arbitrary formula Typically. there has been an equul share for cach family member

.

Pl

o Rumo’hn(tr Chikdren,’” Children TIndn vol 2, no 4 (July Auquﬂ 1970, p N .

""m 3 Espenwhade, The ( ast of Chiddren in Ihr I'rhan § nited Siatet, Populstion Monegraph \rﬂn No. 14 tHerkeley, Calif « l r\hrr\h\ of Cuifornis, (970, pp 13

A 4 ‘ :
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. . Q .-
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. n < ‘ 4 s )
ShouldgFoster Care Agencies Gather Direct Cost Data? » e ) / ‘ . T

‘ . Foster Care agencies-and groups of foster parents interested in estimating'the g8t of raising faster children
must take one- of two approdches when. attempting tQ gather direct cost data .Bither they must gather pri-
mary data on their own, or they myst rely on existing gayernment and private data, available.to therh.

, ] .

v - hd v

: : N _ :
Ther)&mve been a number of ‘excellent studies donegby foster care.agencies on the.direct costs of foster
child ciré in locat areas Despite the’ success of these drganizations in condugting their own studies of foster

care costs, we strongly urge those interested indirect cost data to use existing data bases\if at all possible. .

A good-study must take into consideration”such factors as: seasonal changes in purchasing behavior. Thus, a
rehiable foster family expendjture s_»lud)swould probably take at least a year just to gather data. The costs of
\ " primary data gathering and analysis are high The federal government regularly, spends millions of dollars to
gather consumer expenditure data by personal interview from a few thousand households. Few fosteg, care
-agencies can afford to conduct the kind of of-geing quality research nece's§ary,, S T s
. ) . p .

d ’

may cause us 10 underestimate the cost of foster children since ou:r research and that of others fn field
show that many costs associdted with a fester child may be higher than those of the “average xchild dis-
cussed In most studies  Another problem f secondary data conc®rns the area of data coverage. For exam-

ple. a sacial worker living in New Castle, County . Delaware. would prefer data on that particular area rather

Secondar{dala does have a few thsadvantages It was not gathered with_foster children in min? data

than aggregate regional sdata-or "data Lor tBe United States as a whole, . . J
- ~

. N
’ L4 . ’

Prewious Esfimates he Birect Cost 'of Child Care N
4 . . )

. ’
An examinatiory of previous studled that have begn done yields many useful insights into how direct costs
vary by regionof the country. hife stylé, age of the child. and number of children in the family. Some of-the”
> more significant conclusions drawn front an examination of these studies are listed belows
y .

4 ! - o
e Food. housing, and clothing are generally the three most important direct cost items in any budget

“for the child ’ - .

LY

e The birth order of a child (first child. second child. etc ) and family come appear’to be more impor-
. tant than family s1ze 1n determining ¢xpenditures for a child ) . '

e. The more children a fqrrilly has (and the closer together m age they are) the lower the d‘recl cost of
. addthional=children to a family (Having more children and having them closer together. whateve¥ its
. ~ disadvantages. seems 10 enable the famty to economize by using hand-me-downs )

‘ »

’ . . > . .t . o
e As a family’s real income rises. the proportion of their income spent on s/undrlcs rises while the pro-
portion spent on food falls N n’\
e The éosl of & child varies by region. and within a region by where the family lives—farm, ‘rural non-
farm. and urban areas. for example /E .
- . . . :
e The child’s sex makes a difference n the amount of goods consumed for some diregt cost categories
(¢ g . teenage boys consume significantly more food than teenage girls, teenage girls, on the other
hand. spend significantly more on clothes, than teemage boys) .

A

‘ 0T~ ) )C
i o e ]
¥ .Recommended Source for Direct Cost Data . . ) ; ‘ .
. In 1970, Jean Pennock. while working the Consumer and Food Economics Research Division of the
U.S Department of Agriculture (U S.D. developed estimates of the direct cost of raising a child to age
eighteen at economy. low-cost and moderate cost Jevels of hving for rural farm, rural nonfarm, and urban
farmlies ini@ll four U S. census-regions.® At this imetthe estimates are basgd on a 1960-61 cobpe':ralive study

asscisted in the work Pepnock reports v . -

, : .

el
ERIC . |

-

B I3 /
"Jesn Pennock, "'(g of Ralsing o Child.”” Famity Economics Review, March 1970 | ucitle F Mork, Carol M Jaeger, Minnie Belle Mcintash, and ) Patrick Ml were ales
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_ (S.M.S.A)): Chicago, Hll. - Northwestern Indiana; Detroit, Mich.: l.os Angeles - Lor)g Beach, Calif.; New .-

to adjus

’ -~ ’ A : - “ ' : b .
v . - ~ ., .
. ' \ . T \ ® .
of national consumer, expendltures gonducted ]by the Bureau of L4h0r Si%{ms (B.L.S.) and the U. S D.A.
In &-year or two they hope to release’revised data based on a l972 1973 natjonal consumer expenditure sur-
vey. Y , .

¢, . ¢

¢ [}

PennocK began ’t;y using the amounts ‘of foods of different types (food groups) that families might buy og

. obtaip by home product!b'n to establish what famihes were hvnng at similar levels. To avoid differences in .

IeveI of living between regions, the food plans were repriced. The % average U.S. nonfarm food choices at,jhe
* various levels were used 1n all regions and urbanizatigns. The cost of the food plamywas used to locate com-
parab1e families whicHtoosened the tie to |ncgme level. She then calculated the amounts of Jmoney going to
various d|rect expenses for families-of different sizes. in dnﬁﬁrenl reglons at different leyels of living.

‘Peqnock s work and the continuing work of the U.S.D.A. are wadcly known and may be updated easily -
using the consumer price index. Although it has certain limitations, it 15 this data base that we have selected
as the best source of direct cos! data on the cost of raising children Worksheet A provides a step-by-stgp

sequence which uses the U.S.D.A. data to compute the average direct cost of raising a child L specific -
2

region of the country, living on a farm or in the cny at a specific level of living.

“y

A brief examlnatlon of cosls fo: an average Chl|d as. shown in Table I reveals many |nlcresl|ng relation-

ships As expected, the direct cost per year for raising aechild generally increases as ll"a child grows. Costs :

for the various categories of goods and services in the.family budget do not rise at_the sume rate each year. |
For example, at certain ages costs- rise more’ sharply for foad and ctothing, the cqegories for w'hlcb.lhe

U.S.D.A. has the best estlmales of per child costs \

_ o~ ' / .
1 . ‘\ . . > Y
Determining lhe [)irect Cost of Foster Child Care = : ' et

The direct costs of raising 3 quler child can be determined by using Worksheet A. The costs for an aver-
age Chl|d are provided in Table 1 which was, taken from the Cost of Rarsing a Child pubhished by the «Con-
” sumer and Food Economics Res'edrch Diviéion, of lhe U.S.D.A fh@ data 1h lahlc 1 are a@justed lo the

-

value of the dollar as of 1970 | ) . ! -or .
In ordek to adjust for differences belween the 1970 hdse and. the year desired, lﬁe‘mnsumer price |nde<

(C.P.1) lnformatlon in Tables 2; 3. or 4"should be used. Allhough most people are aware.of the C.P.1. and

how it is used. a few words of explandllon may 'be helpful. It is the only index conipiled by the U.S. gov- -
" etnment that is desigrfed to measure changes in the purchdsmg power of the conSumer’s dollar Because ‘the

value of the dollar changes ‘significantly from year Jo year. it ‘becomes §\tremely important to use the tndex
for déllar changes when using secondary price and w\l data 9 :

At the present time, the national C.P.l. is cempiled by .the Bureau of 1.abar St4tistics and published‘aboyt.

three. weeks fdllowing the month to which the data refer. The index refers to the\entire month, not to any
spegific day of the mopth. U.S . average indexgs ‘are published monthly for *'all \nem% and for groups
subgroups. and selected items in the, Monthly Labor Review and 1n 4 special penodlctal The Consumer, Price
Index. Yearly averagesysuch as those in Table 4 may be found. in the Dec;mber issties of these magazmes
Both magazines may uﬁlally be found in any large criy Librwy or-U. S govcrnmenl document deposnory

r ¥

KN
Individual "“'city’” indexes are computed monthly for five, Stdndurd Meterolltdn S‘ldllbllCd| Areds

York - Nort rn New Jersey, and the Phlladelphld ‘meiropolitan area. and“once every three monlhs on a
rotating cycle, for al other S M S.A.s. Starting jg 1973 indexes have been publmhed for cities in five popa-
lation-size groups (see Table 3). and in 1974 lhuLBTlreuu of Ldb()f Stausnu began publishéhg data on the
four U.S. reglons (see Table 2) -

' &
'Rne mdexes in Tdbles 2.3, and 4 are all used in lhe s}me -manner Which table you decide to usé depends
on which index comes closest to dpproxnmatmg the conditions-in the afea of Uresl W you ‘
¢ ad 3 , E -
) . § . . PN . ~ .
. S« » - . ' .
. ~——

—— L
*The market hasket umed for the C.P 1 k\hwwmkﬂmzmnylmman and clerical worker Mlhough approximately 5§ percent of the urb-n pnp\h(hn R

and spproximaiely 45 percent of the total population ace included in this category, it <hould be mled lh-l this definigion does pot cover everybody -
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; - ‘ . Table 1 : .
) "€osts for Average Chlld 1970/1 North Central/Farm
- . - mataﬂ gost for-- .
Age of child . Food - ! ‘ H Medical s Ed " Trans- All
&, (years) - Total ! ? At ‘  Away ! Clothmg l ous/mg edieal v uca- porta- other
. c otal home y i from i _3_ care tion I tion h/
' . . N L ] ' home ) 5 : - =
\ Dollars Dollaxs’ Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dolldrs Dollars- Dollars
> EcoNoMY . 4 o . )
Under 1 --teeeames’ 610 130 130. 0 Lg , 210 50 . lod 120 .60
1 commecmcmmm e 6ho - 16 160 .0 40 +210 50 0. 120 60
223 rmcmmmmmamon- . 630, 16 160 0 -60 1% so * . 0 110 60
§a5 momemmmcccmen 670 . 200" 190 10 60 190 50 + 0 110 60 *
P S ; 680 " 190 180 10 80 190 _ 50 0. 100 60" *
R 720 230 220 10 80 . 190 0 * 10 100 60
10-11 ==eleanals .- 760 270 - 260 10 - 80 190 50 d 100 60"
12 cemmeciacaees 820 * . 280 270 10 120 190 *. . 50 10 110 * 60
23415 ccmmccccean- . 8uo . 300 290 ~10 120 190 50 - 10 ' 110 60
1617 ceccmcmmeaca: .930 340 330 C110 ¢ 150, . 200" 59 10° 110 70
Y. Total eere------ 13,410 4,290 L,150 140 ” 1,580 -43,480 ~900 v+ 120 1,940 1,100
1o . . & v
LOW-COST . - , - . - . i
., Under 1 -ec-eec-n- 980 170 - %170 ) 60 380 - 70 0 190 7 110
1 meeclomqeeccc2o T 1,010 200 280 .0 60 o ) 70 - 0 190 110
2-3 —ee-- R 970 200 200 0 \100 330 60 0. 170, . 110
T S D 1,030 20 - 2% 30. 100 330 T 6 (o 170 110
6 ommmmmmmammeeen 1,060 260 230 ‘30 130 310 . €0 20 . 160 120
79 emmeeedaloaoal 1,100 300 270 - 30 130 310 60 +, * 20 . léo 120
10211 —=ececmccna- l 1,150 . 350 320 30 130 310 60 . 20 ‘160 120
12 cmecemoee- —mee- 1,270 ° 360 ,éo . 30 200 310, 60 20, 190 130 °
13-15 cccccecaanan 1,300 390 - 360 30 200 . 310 ° 60 20, * 190 130
v 16217 cccmncacenen 1,390 430 T, Loo 30 230 320 60 200 ,. 200 130
4 Total e--mesm--e- * 20,600 5,540 5,120 2o | 2,560 5,820 % 100 240 3,180 2,160 *
. . s - .
MODERATE-COST . -+ o % . " i
' . Under 1 --ceemeeon 1,410 200 200 0 70 570 90 0 280 200
R 1,450 2L 2Lo 0 70 570 %0 0 %280 , 200
223 ceemcmenn- me- 1,410 2u0 20 op 130 510 90 0 -250 . 190,
bos - Roooo. a--- 1,490 320 270 %o 130 510 % < 0 250 190
o6 temmmmcmmmeeenlo 1,590 -330 270 60 ° 180 - %o ' 90 Cw . e% ¥ 210
L 55 R ammmooalc 1,6L0 380 320 60 180 490 90 Lo 250 210
10-11 “mememonoee- 1,710 450 390 60 180 490 90 Lo 250 ° 210
R e o 1,920 460 100 60 590 . 510 90 50 o 290 . 230,
B R 1 960 + %00 LLo « 60 90 518 * 9% 50 290 . 230 |
16-37 -=mmmomcanen g 570 « 5Q04 70 ¢ 520 % 50 300 ko
Total ----- e---— 3 570 7,030 6,190 ° 8Lo 3,540 9,200 1,620 ., SWO 4,820 3,820
r -
See footno a of ta ' . p .
.be 1‘ tes t"end' f - ble\' ' r) ] 11 . I ‘ . ‘
(S T [ .
EMC . ) continued on next pdge o
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¢ o “Table /i “gontidued | . C - ' :
£ \ . Costs for, Average Child, 197031/ .. North® Central/Rural Nonfarm .
* R Py - ) Estamated cost for-- " ¢ ' + )
. @ Age of chfld ’ " ) ‘ ’7, d : Food " ‘A . Houst M.ed‘i sl Eftca Trans- All
o R (years) ) Total’ |, Tétlli e At 'r:;);‘ Clothing 0‘35/ ng ca'rce" . tizn- porta-, other. |a
. . K} " P . 5;&‘?!?8 2/ hm?ﬁ '/ ,' f . tion \y
. - .‘Doflars ,i)olla.rs : Q¢llars Dollars ,-Do],lar§ Rollars ‘Doll'ars‘ ) Dollars . DBllars Dollars )
' oo, oo T, ’ ‘;’ ‘ —— N T ¢ o “ . \h
ECONOMY RSN T . AT - et
* Under 1 6807 + ‘»Nf};o-- 1o - 0 k0 £ 230 7, b, 0 - 1707 60
- . O 110 p! 170 o 4o 230- - ko . . o . 170 » 60
2-8 ceeoeo- T 650 -160 ™ 160 ’ o . S & ‘200 L . 0 Tho 60
IR 690", 200 190 10 *» ., s 20 - Lo e 1ko * 60 :
" 6 L 720 200 190 . 10, '80 190 » Lo "0 o . 65 )
s 7=9 memmccccoanas . 760 T2 230 Foq 4t L 80 190 Lo 10 o . 60
10-11 meceeeeeaeos - 800 . 280 270 - 10 ' 190 Low~ 10 1k0 60
12 oo ' 850 280 270 ¢ 10 | 10 " 200 Lo ' lo 140 70 .
13-15 fecccmmannn. , 880 310° 200 10 10 . 200 . Lo - 10 140 70
, 16-17 -ecomeaeon 330 350 340 10 120 , 200" 30 . 10 150 <70
. Total —-ceeoono. 1k,02q * L,b20 4,280 140 I,Lko 3,600 700 120 2,600 1,140
[ -~ ' . .. \' .n .
LW-COST ‘4 i . ' . - » \ T . . * ¢ .
Under 1 Jeoeeoooo. 1,050 & 180 180 o 60 420 & o 220, g -
e 1,080, 210 210 o 60 420 ) © .0 , 220 ° . 110
. 223 cslemme ot 960 210 210 0 8 3k0 S0 ~ 0 180 100 . i
s ab B R T 1,010 260" . 2ko 20 8 340 50 0. 180 100
6 —opremmmeae 1,050 260 2ko ¢ 20 120 ‘320 50 , 107 18a 110
. 79 ccccmmmcman. - 1,100 310 . @ 290 20 - 120 - 320 ° 0. ,. 10 .. 180 110
10-I1 cecommmann., 1,140 - 350 ; W330 ¢ 20 . 120 320 50 R 180 10
12 —ooomgemnemeaan 1,250 370 30 M 30 180 . 32 50 .10 200, 120
13-15, <= -Taerao. o .1,280 b? 370 w30 0 180 320, 50 10 ¢ 200 120
16-17 =mwmeeemcnes T, 380 L% L20 30 220 ~320. " 50 "0 210 1120
Total -c-wemmcns 20,550 5,690 5,350 wo ¢ 2,320 6,040 . 920 120 % U460 2,000
O ) - _ - - . ‘ .
MODERATE-COST ¢ | ) . . N . : . -t - ) ) 3
Under 1 —caceeaae J 1,80 ~ 200 2Q0 0 70" © 630, " 9 . o 00, ¢ 190
1 omemmceeeecen | 10530 250 ‘250 0 70 . 630 % 0 . 300\ .19
PR R, ————i 1,380 “2ko 240 o» 110 530 80" 0. 250 170
o SR EE R R 1,460 0 .~ 280 40 10 530 80 ~ 0 50 170
L JE TR ——— 1,590 33 - 280 50 170 520 8o, = Lo 190
729 =omcmmmmeeeee. 1,650 390 © a-3ko 50 --170 520 80 Tt 200 N 190 .
10-11 -fecccmaao. <o . 1,730 k70 k2o .50 1 - 520 . 80 Lo *  260. 190 A
12 cpomemconaa o 1,8 ko ., ko . & 260 ° 540 80 Lo 290 210 ,
13-15 ecmcmcmnan. 1,90 7 " se0 w70 50 260 skt 80 Lo 290 20
16-17 ccmwmmemoaos © 2,100 =~ 580 / 60 320 . 5507 do Lo o . 220
ol Total amccaoaan. 30,600 7,200 6{500 700 3,280 9,760 1,480 | L8 '14,923\ .+ 4,480
. . - . . * * - - -
See footnotes at end of table. . ) o,
) - s . N ‘\ v ;
. ~ o continued on next page
- .- . -
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RN . . L] Table 1 continueds ~
B : _Costs for Average,Child, 1970 1/ North Central/Urban. .
o , ” Estimated cost fare- )
S Food Trans- | ALl
Age of child ans-
(years) . “ Total Total ~ At gay Clothing H°“‘in8 * yid'tca‘l " E:uca--- porta~ other
- : +o hame 2/ hana: ., - are ion tion L/
) = *
” Dollats ~.Dollars Dollars Dollars. Dollars Dollars . Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
ECONOMY v ; ¢ .
-Under 1 --==sc-cm- 870 160 160 0 ko 350 50 . 0 180 90
I B 900 190 190 0 50 0 180 9
, 293 cccemmmmmmmme- - 820 190 - 1 0 50 0 150° 8o
Be5 el fomm e 86¢ 230 %o . 20 50 . 0 150 80
W6 ecmcmmammea e 910 ° 230 0 20 € 20 1ho 90
R X PR . 950. 270 " 250 20 50 « 20 140 %0
. 10-1] cmcmmeemee- 1,000 320 - 300 Y20 50 20 ko 90
12 mcmeccmcammeee 1,040 320 -+ 300 20 50 ‘20 1ko 9
13-15 ==ccmmmemon- 1,070 © < 350 ' 330. 20 . 50 20 / 1ko %0
16-17 -ccccmmmenn= 1,150 . 390 370 20 140 <310 50 20 150 . ° %
“Potal ---e=cue-- ‘17,40 . 5,020 L, 780 " 280 1,620 5,420 900 - 240 2,660 1,580
LOW-COST . . : N
Under 1 —e-=memom- . 1,200 200 200 . 0 60 k90 70 o' “2ko 140
+ 1 mmbmmmmmmmmeeeee 1,2L0 240 < ~2ko 0 60" ° k%o 70 0. 240 . 1o
2-3 mmcccmageemmes 1,140 230 1230 - 0. ¥ 9% . ﬁg 60 0 219 130
Be5 commmmmcmacone 1,200 290 260 30 90 60 .0 © 210 130
S 1,230 290 260 ) 1ko 380 ", 60 20 200 1ko
R 1,280 30 310 30 140 380 ) 20 200 140
10-11 ==<mmccomcnn 1,340 400 370 30° k0 380 60 20 200 1ko
12 ccmmmgmmmeeee 1,420 *Loo’ 370 30 190 390 60 . 20 210 150
13-15 -cmcmmmmecn- 1,460 Lko 510 : 190 390 60 20 210 150
ST S 1,620 - 490 k6o - ¢ - —~260% koo / 60 20 236 160
otal ---e-eemmam 23 910 6,294 5,870 0, 2,600 7,300 1,100 2lo 3,820 2,560°
MODERATE-COST ' ‘ - ‘ oo . . ’
Under 1 ------ seee 1,570 - 220 , ‘220 ° 0 80 660 90 0 310 210 ,
1 mmmmmmmmm—madeon 1,620 279 270 . 0 B0 *660 90 0 310 210
263 =-mmommn R 1,530 270 * 270 0 . 130 580 9 . 0 270 1% °
Bo§ cocieemdcens 1,620 360 310 so - 130 580 " 90 0, 270 190,
~ 46 cdemmmmmmcen—— 1,700 " 350 ) 50" " 180 550 | 90 ko . 270 220
R 1,770 k20 370 30 18 550 90 10 270 220
1011 ccmecmecam—, ol *1,840 k90 Lko 50 180 +550 90 4o 270 220
12 ccceecmmmmmmen 1,990 sio B 450 60 260 - 570 ' 90 Lo 290 230
13-15 --lemmomamen 2,040 " 560 - 500 6a 260 570 . .90 Lo 290 230
©16-17 =cmmmmcecomn 2,270 620 - 560 - 60 360~ 590 90 Lo 320 250
Total ---=--mmnn 42,830 7,770 7,010 760 3,520,  10,b00 . ° 1,620 180 5,120 3,920
Seti fdotnotes-at end of table.._ . '
Al . r , ,
» : : . _
]:KC Y ) . 13 Co. ’c':ontinued‘ on ne'xt\ﬁge ’
. N ] LS. rid . . .
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" Table 1 continued
Costs ‘for Average Child, 1970 1/

'Séuth/Farm

e °Estimated cost for--

" Age of chila Food . Jrans-

(years) " Total ‘J* Total At . -} Clothing Ho?;}ng - porta-
. - . ° : tion

-

Dollars  Pollars - Dollars  Dollars

g
-z:"~
2

Dollars

-~
-

670 = 140
700 170
6% ' 170
740 - 220
7 210
250

830 . 290
290

320

360

- h’m

(\.—
180
220
210
~270 .-
270
310
360
380
410
L6o
5,810.

EIBINEN 000
3858883858

3
 RE5555555558

A
[

¢

&323233333

-

BE55888% 000

n
n
-

100

1k0
1,090
1,150
1,190
1,230
1,280
1,380
1,k1p
1,540

850

MODERATE-COST
Under 1

g

220
.. ¢ 260
260

350°
» blo
L8o
Lgo
540
600

3

8000.i
»

&

-

P
- 31 ) )
388828%0o0o0o

See footnotes at end of table.’

continued on next page:

r




Table 1 continued - ' ¥ .
Costs for Average Child, 1970 1/ : oo .

. .o .. South/Rural Nonfarm

..
+

Estimated cost for-- R )
Food | -

Age of chila ’ ! X —
(years) _ At 48y { c1othing
* i

Total +  from
-h »
one -/ home

m -
Housing Medical l Educa- IT;rt:- i‘

EIANE care ! tion tion

5

. . :
" Dollars Dollars{ Dollars Dollars” Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
. =

v &*
ECONOMY

Under 1 ! 720 150

750 180

670 170

72Q° 200 °

730 . - 190

770 230

810 - . 270

270

. 180~
180
150
150
140
10
10 W
wo
140
150
2,660

g

270
( 270
220
~ 220
210
210

o
FowrFrr-ont
EEESEESS

"

A8B8E 000

11¢)
ko
30
30
30
30
30
30
- 30
30 -,
560
60
-60
60
o4
60
50
50
50

Nprprrrreer
33

R888

(o]

v
»
.
-

B233%9288c0q

82¥BBBBoooo

Sed footnotes at end of table. . R
P . , continued on next page
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. Table 1 continued, L
Costs for Average Child, 1970 1/

* ' .o T South/Urban
. Estimated cost for-- . 4
1 - Food ) i
Age of child - ! | .
(vears) Total At. I m Clothing , Hw}jing ! Mec‘i‘:fia&:':
heme 2/ l home | - o

. Trans-
Educa- porta-
tion tion

|
|
|
1
Dollars Dollars Dollars - Dollars Dollars Dollars

150 150 50 . 180
180 180 50 180
180 180 60

220 1200, 6C

210 " 200 100

250 240 100

290 280 )

300 280 Hho

329 7300

.. 370 \ 350
L,670 4,450

190
230
220
250
250
290
340
340
380
430
5,500

240

290

* - 1,670 280
1,750 310
‘1,860 310
1,920 370
2,000~ Lso
2,160 - 520 480
2,220 . 580 510
2,410 630 * 560
35,570 8,010 _ 7;}30

83338888000

290
290
290
290 250
310, U279
310 270
340 280
5,480 4,540 *°

620
* 6bo
11,300 » 1,800

-3

~
See footnotes at end of table. } - . ' ' /
, N L. .
‘ . - continued on néxt page
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Table 1 continugd . :
Costs for Average Child, 1970 1/ . Northeast/Farm

Estimated cost for--

-

Housin Trans- Al
ous'ng porta- ; other

¥ tion L/

Age of child Food . oy .
(years) At CIot}';ing

from
home 2/ home

.

. ! ! \ v ) «
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars - Dollars Dollars

L] .
138 70
120 70
120 60
120 . 60
, 120 |70

g\ 120
120 70
120
120
- 130

640
680
700
)
800
840
880
920

2.

950

220
220
.230
230
230
230
230
.20
240
250
4,200

>

8 3BT LBBEBYE

EZEE888YBEY

[

Total -3-----en-

LOW-COST-
390
390
330
330

£2628828888

0

0

0
30
X
30
3
30
30
kY
20

£
lggi
M

MODERATE-COST
Under 1 1,400
1,450
1,330
1,420
1,540
1,610
1,690
1,810,
1,870
2,020
29,560

" See footnoted at end of- table.

1

-

-F&BT8B8BB000
EESSEELE

.888%

30
. 360

-3
.
\n

”»

.

tontinued on next page
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Table 1 continued \ ‘
' Costs for-Ayerage Child, 1970 1/ " Northeast/Rural Nonfarm"

Estimated cost for-«
1

[}
. - Trans- All
Hous/ing E*:’:C" porta- other
3 . tion tion . up

Age of child . - foods
(years). : At
Total home E/

Away
from

Clothing |
home T

'

- | Dollars  Dollars = Doljars * Dollars ) Dollars  Dollars - Dollars

o
o]
—
[
[
sl
«

ECONOMY - ..
730 160 160 - .

N

160
160
150
150 ¢
140
140
140
~1b0
1ko
150 -
2,620

§388883338%

0
760", 190 190 0
70 T 190 190 0 -
780 230 220 .10
800 230 220 10

-~ 8Lo ¢ 270 260 10
890 " 320 310 - 10
920 - 320 310 10
950 " 350 U0 - 10,

, 1,110 390 380 10

15,620 , 5,020 4,880 | S

*

N

LOW-COST
Under 1 , 1,170 200

T 1,210 240
1,150 2uQ
1,210 300
1,270 290
1,330 350
1,390 - "L10
1,470 o 410
w510 Lso
-1,660 510
2l Léo 6,460

2

85858888888 35555558565

—

* 1,720 240
1,770 290"
1,710 280
1,810, 380
1,950 " 390
2,000 - 4so
2,100 550
2,260 .- 540
2,320 ' 600
2,550 _ 7670

8,350

38888888888
33888880000

—
(o)
-~
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) Table 1 continued,
Costs for Average.Child, 1970 1/

Northeast mUrban
jortheast /Urt

Estimated cost for--

" Age of hild | : _Fgod
(years ! A
. Tot&l.‘ home y

Away
from:
home

]'Glothing

[

. Housing ! Medical

care

Yool

"Traps-
porta-

'tion“ tion

t' Educa-

i

A
Y

ﬁo;;ars Dollar{

Pollars

.[‘

Dollars,

Dollars ~* Dollars,

Dollars

200
240
240
280
330
3L0.
379"
410 -

»«5 260

3207
310.°

350 ., *

blo:., . 35¢
l¢80 -, b2p
\ . 510
570 . 910,
~ §30 _v 570"
» . # 7w e - 630
l-. 34,650 8 850 . 8,610

See footndtes at erd of, tnble.
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620
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~
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Table 1

continued ~

Costs for Average Child, 1970 17

™

T

Estimated o --

Age @of chila
{years) -

Py

.Food

LI

¢
Total {
t
i

Avay |
from

' : A» ¢ .
Clothing ::Hou\s/: e
- -

"16-17 cdececcaccan |

10-11 ecccdmccocuna
12 -eecmcacas N .
1315 <opamrooees |

|

P

Dollars

.~ ”
- _Dolla.rs ¢ Dollars”

Atc |
Total 1 home g/g’

Dollars

y

-
‘U‘ASTS

980 .
1,010
880
920G,
I70m
1,010
1,050
1,090
1,120
230
,600

See footnotes at end of table,

160
190
180
220
230
27Q
310

31
2
L1o

1;,960 )

190
2Lo
230
300
290
350
4oo
Loo

kLo -

510
370 .

s

‘

160
190
1%0
210
'\‘220

€0
o0
300
230
3%
L3500

190
240
230
270"
‘260
320
370
. 370
L1o
L70
54930

!

‘2ko
290
280
320
310
380
460
460

3

0

.‘.Q
10

10
10
%0
. 10

Zollars

50 o

NP
R

L I NV PV )

%.
@

,200
200
200
300

520
590

9

w .
883588%8000

300
350
. 3,780

UM

A S

o
11,6k
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Table 1 continued, ,
or Average Child, 1970 1/ | Mest/Urban

-isv.mated cost for--
4 »

Trans- All
porta-
+ taon Ly

Housing

Dollars: Dollars Dollars

e

o 170
2 170
0 150
0' 150

30 “&3
10 D

10 140
10 1ko
10 o 140
10 150

VARE: L og,6n

58888883888

—
-

HD

I

AN

o}
Oy

pe 2] \)
3588

WY O

<
v

&
Pt
L
Y
AR

A
N
R PO

¢, ~A0 . 1,980

v iatg wite and 0 more than five children. ?J Ingludes home-produced
‘. ot=fr deratisn, ard vater tRousehcld operations, and furnishings and
Al otter misceliankous ekpenditures, 5/ Less than $5.00.
-

O

..
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1)

Differences in the Cost f Raising Natural vs. Foster‘(‘h.ildi‘en' '

N

The direct cost datd in Table | were derived from a very largé national ’§ample' of- households and‘'did not
pertain specifically o fOster children In some cases foster parents incur greater direct costs 1n raising a fos-
<« ter child than they incur in raising their dwn children- Our studies of Yoster parents” beliefs about cost of
non-handicapped foster children suggest that ‘most parents feel the expenses of raising foster children are
quite similar to the expenses of raising an_average child of the same age and gex. However. there are some
areas where parents und agency workers do seevdifferences due to foster child"status A foster child may eat
more food and may be harder od clathes at least imitially  Foster parents may end up buying more toys for a
foster child than they would f()f a natural child. especially if the turrtover of foster. children in the area’is
fairly high and the foster parents let the foster children take the bikes. sleds. etc . with thém when leaving
the family Our research_also shows that foster parents often use Hrand name clethes to build up the foster *

child’s self concept . .
L
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, - ' Table 2: Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage
Earners and Clerical Workers by Region (1967=100) e .
) . : . ) - Clothing ‘ .
Annual . . Total . ~ (Apparel & + ' Trans
.~ ™ Average Afl lt‘ems . Food Housing . Upkeep) +  portation
’ v ’ R M N
) te North" Centrai Region *
1967 - 100 0 100.0 . 1000 " 100.0- ) 100.0
. 1968 . 104.3 C1092 - 104.3 1958 « -~ ' 1034
1969 ) 109.9 114 7 . 110.3 - . nts . ) 107Ag
_1970 ‘ . 16.1 . 1176 11832 ,116.0 112.5.
* 71971 120.4 117.6 1220 119.8 - 118.7
' 1972 . 124 ) « 1223 . 1260 122.4 119.4
* 1973 131.5: 141.2 {30.4 127.1 123.7
’ . 1974 ' 1457 161 8 9 136.0 138.1
.1975 1585 o 1733 . - 1600 . 1422 149.3
l‘ 1976 : 1676 179 9 . 169.9 - 147 5 . . 1622
B Northeast Region 7 . ) Y ° .
1967 . oo - inoo 1000 . 100.0 . * 100.0
1968 . 1042 103 6 © 1040 © 1089 ] 103.0
1969 . 1103 109 5 1106 L1127 © 108.1-
¥970 176 e ¥ 119.0 117.4 . 1163
1971 . 123% 1210 . 1268 ’ 1200- | 123.1
1 1972 128 5 125 8 .. 1332 1236 - 125.5
1973 1367 o 143.0 - 1404 1279 1286 . .
1974 1517 % 1639 g 1576 - 1375 140.7
1975 . 1640 ' . 1770 } 03 143.0 T 1546
. 1976 173 3 1831 - 797 1477 173.9
A Southern Region ) , . .
1967 0.0 - 1000 100,0 100.0 100.0
1968 1043 . 103.8 , 1045 105.0 103.0
1969, 110 4 e 109 7 . bi20 ‘111.2 106.5
1970, 1153° 1201 116 1 * 109.9
1971 118.3 < 1251 - 197 115.6
: 1972 1236 129.4 , =, 1223 ., 116.4
1973 1429 1356 1277 ' 120.0 .
1974 , : 164 @ 1534 137.3 136.0
. 1975 178.7 ) 1718 . 144 0 149 2
O 1976 1831 1832 1514 161.6
v . ’ Western Rg'glon @
1967 oo 100 oo 100.0 100,0 . 10 C
| 1968 - STt 1028 . 103.9 105.2 , 10
1969 108 8 107 2 ' 1109 v T 0.2 5.4 .
1970 J143 2.0 1200 TR 1147 ) 109.3
1971 1183 . 152 1227 118.3 116.1
1972 ) 122 1204 127.1 120.9 116.1
1973 129 3 1367 . 1330 . 1246 120.2
1974 1429 . 1561 1471 2 1335 134.1
1975 1577 169.9,  w= 165 5 . 139.2 - 148.6
1976 167 3 . 173 7 1777 . /4437 L1222,
. lnIthhtBurnunlwwmmwuﬂ&g-mhdmwhh&ww&hmwhc&uhm.éwwmmmhdtmm
N . wuumwm-qu«mmhum.m,w.-ﬂmm—mthmmmuxm.m" [ ins smnen) ge
.+ tsther than quarterly data Deta from the December imsue s included in this table l‘doqu‘dy.lh'mmrwhi&:mmﬁhhwmmdﬁlﬂm
4 completely with the breakdowns in (hé L S D A tables “Food st home,” ~‘foad swsy-Trom-home.* ~medical care.”* “educgtion (reading and recrpation),’* and ‘‘all other (persomal
. care, 2 -ldmnﬁhnnerqﬂ.‘_'loruimpk,dom(mswmwﬂmhﬂemh}hnﬂmﬂ%nm.&“mmﬁh&lho
Lo !Mt‘qundﬂ-lo(nmlmmpﬂ«kﬂnlor (hry?n?b,imuﬂ Mumn.thmmdmm&,meﬁdeWhh by Nem adjust.
. lllﬂl.l‘lly‘wny: N\ - .y . , R ., s
. ) . » ) .
]
# .
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. able 3: Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage !
~ Earners and Clerfcal Workets by Size of City (1967=100
/ 7
e . : RV Clothing - o
Annual . ' . Total (Apparel & Trans-
Average ¢ . All Items . Food Housing Lo Upkeep) portaji@
T 7 N A
-~ r . -Cities With an Urban.Population of 3.5 Million or Hore ) ! i
1967 100.0 100.9- - 100 0 180.0 100.0
1968 | . . 1043 . 1038, - ° 1039 105.4 103.5
1969 1102 109.5 ¢ 110.5  ~ c o114 108.7
1970 . 117.4 116.2 119.0 115.7 . 1179
19711 - - 1230 120 2 125.6 1190 123.3
1972 , 127,% 125.6 1314 . 121.3 125.5
1973 . " 135.6 1431 137.8 . / 1262 129.4
1974 i 1502 163 6 21830 1350 ,1421
* 1915 . 1625 176 4 166 8 1392 } 1559
) 1976 ° © 1716 1817 176 2 142.7 173.2
\ L = < -
Cities Witlr an Urban Population of 1.4 Million t0 3.5 Million
. 1967 \ oo - 100.0' 7 : 100 0 . 100 1) 100.0
1968 v 1044 : J037 0 . 104.4 * 108§ 1033
1969 P 110.4 109 4 11l 112.0 108.2
1970 : 116.6 115.3 1188 116 7 1133
1971 . 1217 - 118.5¢ . & 1242 1209 #198
1972 1355 .o1232 1289 , 1233 1211
1973 . 1330 1411 1342 = 1279 1242
1974 ) 1470 161 4 .. 148.4 137§ 137.1
1975 1604 # 1754 1636 1438 71502
1976 ~ 169.8 181 1 ' G, 1136 1485 1672
& - Cities With an Urban Population of 250,000 0 1.4 Mylion
1967 - . 100.0 100.0 RN 100.0 1000
1968 . 1080, 1033 104.3 104 9 1028
1969 . 1099 108 8 111.6 ’ 111.3 106.2 »
1970 - 1162 114 4 120.0 . 1162 1103
1971 1208 117.5 © 1245 ' 1200 116.0
1972 124.7 1227 128.9 1230 : 1174
' 1973 1324 140 4 134 6 - 286 1214
, 1974 ©, 1467 1610 . 149 1 > 1316 ,\f 136.0
1975 ~ 1603 174.8 165.7 © 1440 14771
i976 - . 169.4 1804 * 1762 1511 - 160 S
Cities With an UrbanPopulation of 50,000 to 250,000 '
1967 .| 1000 ' 100.0 1000 100 0 1000
1968 T 1043e€ -, 1033 < 1043 1059 102.7
1969 ’ 1097 108 8 1.5 . 111 106 6
1970 115.5 113.9 118.0 7 1164 - 1
197t e~ 1201, 1171 123.0 120.3 . 116.0
1972 i © 1239 122.3 . 1277 ~ 1230 116.4
1973 131.7 140 4 1339 127 7. 119.8
1974 146 8 160 5 1505 138.00 1350
1975 $60 7 . 1735 - - 167.9 145 4 1489
1976 1699 179.2 1789 Coasn 161.8
' Cities With an Urban Population of 2,500 to 50,000
1967 . 100.0 . 100 0 100.0 1o0.0 100.0
1968 . 104 0 - 1032 T 104 1053 - 103.1
1969 _ . 1091 , 1082 1102 111.1 105.9 |
1970 . 1149 1139 o177 1157 109,7
1971, 119.5 117.3 1224 1196 nd2
1972 ‘ © 1229 122.0 1265 1218 116.1
11973 130.7 1401 1321 ’ 1257 1201
. 1974 ) 146,7 161.8 149 § : 135.4 135.3
. 1975 0 1613 174.4. ' 16917 1433 1481
1976 - 1710 179.7 f 181.4 ) 150 4 . 161.4 °
T See motes 8w following page ‘ N .
. N ) 20 ' )
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* In 1972 the Buresu uhwwug;nwhﬂdlqnmnrhdmgpﬂeeh&xuMmmwbduwbydyiu.hmhl:mwpmhthuq
yesr—for the months & March, June, Sep . and Decemb —ain the Co MMW.MWNMWWMM(!MWyM )
" . Data from the December lasue is included in this table. 7 s -
Mmqwmwmww“hm:ﬂ.n-h&xmmmgnn-‘dtyduuuummbnamupond pletely with the break used in ’-
the U.S.D.A. tables Nevertheless. most df the index groups are included and with only minor adjustments the “all tems™ bhreakd: a ble estimate of the missing index
'w. A . N . ‘ -
mmuuwmuwmmemm indexes, for each of the five iargest metropolitan areas in the consumer price index (Chicago-North Indiaca, De-
troit. Los Aqelu-lm Beach, York. New Jersey. and Philadeiphia) and separate quarterly indexes {or each of 18 other areas . '
. Attaina Deliss | Kaneas City Pittsburgh Sen Francieco-Oukiand
Baltimore Cincinnati Hosolulu - o Milwaukee Saint Louls  Sesttle
- Buaftaio Cleveland Houston Minneapolis- San Diego Washington. D.C. .
] : . St. Pau) , ’ . “ . .
If you are interested in eny of these 18 areas; you should consult the recent issues of the Monthly Labor Review or the Lonsumer Price Index Report (monthiy) for, specific ndexes lor
" hmwdmhmwkﬂemhtmub&. : .
. . 7 . .
«  Table 4 Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers for the United States .
- . . (1967=100) . * -
. : . /. All Other ‘
N . . . - (Petrsonal
N . ) . Education Care, Read- *
o Food _ Clothing (Reading , - ingand
“Annual *All Total Food away from " (Apparel Medical & Recrea:  Trans-  Recreltion
Average Items Food at Home JHome & Upkefp) Housing Care’ tion) portation averaged)
1967  100:0 ° 100.0 1000 100.0- 100 100.0 100.0 1000 lg.o 100.0
1963 104.2 103.6 103.2 102 . 1054 104.2 106.} 104.7 108.2 - 104.4
1969 109.8 108.9 108.2 . , 1116 111.5 1108 1134 108.7 107.2 109.Q
1970 1163 114.9 113.7 119.9 116.1 1189 _470.6 @134 1127 113.3
1971 , 1213 1184 116.4 126.1 119.8 1243 1284 " %193 118.6 118.0
1972 125.3 123.5 1216 131.1 1223 ° 129.2 1325 122,8 1199 121.3
1973 1331 1414 1414 1414 126.8 135.Q 1377 1259 . 1238 125.8
1974 . 1477 161:7 162.4 159.4 136.2- 150.6 150.5 133,8 137.7 135.6 !
1978 161.2 175.4 175.8 174 3 142.3 166.8 168.6 144.4 1506 147.6
1974 170.5 180.&» 179.5\ 186.1 1476 177.2 l§4.7 1%1.2 .165.5 155.8
1 - ‘ : .
To update the iterng in this table, consult the Cansumer Price Index Report (monthly!. the Monthly Labor Review: or the Statistical Abstract of the Uniged (anmued).
. . . 1]
- - - . ¥
\ In calculating the direct cost of foster child care, such costs should be added to the dpsts listed for the

average child. On the other hand, the foster care agency may reimburse foster parents for extra transporta-
. lign, medical, and clothing costs incurred in raising a foster child. If these payments exist they must be sub-
tracted from the cost of care for arf average child ™ ‘
Some possiblé€ means for dealing with cost differences for a child because gf foster care status inclyde:

o Use avai{able‘data at a higher budget level (u,sc tnoderate-cost rather than low-cost figures, for exam- ¢

ple), ; ' ’ ’ p
e Usea local pricing suryey. i /
. . : ¥
# Mgqve the expense directly to the agency rather than the family. A )
oo . - )
o Use parental recorys and receipts for special reimbursement. ) . ®

In addition _Jp.gaking\\into consideration all the variables coisidered in Tablg 1, data is available to adjust
for differences in'direct' costs for families of different sizes based on the age of the youngest child. Unfor-
tundtely, at the present time, the U.S.D.A. reséarchers have only compiled such data for two of the four
régions of the country: North Central and South. : .

i ~
. PR o . ‘

]

Refining the Cost Estimates for Food and Clothing . S »

Food and clothing costs represent a s\ubsta'ntial portion of the cost of raising children and seem to be the -
direct cost items of most concern to fostér care agencies in determining their payment schedules. Sin8e the

3 . ) . . . 2§ - . . - ‘0
. \ : + 2 4
Qo ' ' ' ’
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food and clothing cost~data in Table | are based'on the “‘market basket™ ¢f goods and services kging con-
sumed in 1960-1961. some resez;[chers may be interested in dtheg secondary dath sources that would provid
more up-to-date direct cost information on this critical area LI C
Thﬁé. Department uf Agriculture releases a report entitfed **The Cost of -Food at Honfe™ each month,
Regional” estimates” are_available for January each year. 'These reports ¢over the average cost of food at
home for children at four levels,of living: thrifty. low-cost. moderale~cost: iberal. The estimates ‘are
" based on food budget plans which were revised in 1974. The s ar¢ evaluated any revised whenever new
information on food consumption. food prices. food compSsition. and nutritional ndeds becomes available.
Therefore. these cost estimates are probably a hore agcurate estimate of food costd at home than the data
in the food category in Table 1. These estimates may B found in the quartcrlys 1ssues of Family Economics
, Review published by the Consumer and FoodEconomics Institute. Agricultural Research. Service. U.S.
Department of Agriculture - - . oA :
/ .
The U S.D.A also-regularly pubhsh?’s annual clothing cost data for children of different ages for the four
U S regions (North Central. South. Northeast. and West). for each of three 1évels of hving (economy. low-
cost. and moderate-cost) These estimates may be found in the summer 1ssue of the Family Economies-Re-
view The clothing cost datu 1s based on the 1960-61 Bureau of Labor Statistics consumer expenditure sur-
vey adjusted to current dollars using the “apparel and upkeep.” category of the consumer price index. This
15 the same, procedure we have used in Worksheet A for computing clothing casts so the difference between-
the estimate you obtain using Worksheet A and the U.S D A. estimate should be’mimmal. "

v

» e
Definition of Terms Used in the Direct Cost Method

\i;?

>

The following definitions may be useful for urwerslzw the matenial in this sectian.
| !

: EFW

Consumer Price“Index The consumer price mdc(g'é.l’ 1) 18 a statistical measure of changes n prices of
goods and services bought by urban wage carners™and clerical workers. including families and single per-
sons The index 1s often called the “‘gost-of-iviE index.” but its official name 1s Consumer Price Index
for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers The index represents price changes for everything people
buy for hving—food. clothing. automobiles, homes. rent, home furnishings, household supplies, fuel,
drugs. and recreational goods; fees 1o doclors.'l’awycrs. beauty shops; repair costs, transportation fdres,
‘public utility rates. etc . including all taxes directly associated with the purchase of such items and their
condnued ownership The consumer price index 1s a weighted, aggregative index number with “‘fixed’ or
“constant™ annual weights; 1t often 1s referred to as & “market basket” index. because the progedure is
to measure price changes by repricing at rcgulu( time ntervals and comparing aggregate .costs of a repre-
sentative market basket of goods and services in a selected base period =~ -

Level of Living - The U S.D A. economy. low-cost. and moderate-cost food_plans were used to estimate
what families were living at similar levels When the tables in this seCtion were compiled, the* U.S.D.A.,
published daty on four food plans: the economy plan, low-cost plan. moderate-cost’plan, and liberal plan. -
Recently. the U.S.D A stopped publishing information on the economy food plan and Began wniting
about a new “'thrifty™ plan These five plans are described below.

(@) Economy - Hhis food plan 1s based on the 1955 U S D.A Food Consumption Survey. The fer capita

cost of the cco(mmy food plan was approximately the 10th percentile on distribution of households by

money value of food per persor per week It should also be noted that the costs of the economy plan are
. estimated at 80 percent of the cost for the low-cost plan. - S .
(by *Thrifty - This food plan recently prepared by the Agnicultural Resefrch Service is being considered as
an alternative to the economy food plan inecalculating coupon allotments for the Food Stamp Program.
The thrifty food plan contains more meat. poultry. and fish and less dry beans, potatoes. and grain prod-
ucts than the economy food plan. Food consumption patterns of households surveyed in 1965-66 that used
food valued at or shghtly above the cost of the economy plan @ere adopted as the basis for defining the
kinds and, amounts of foods in the thnfty #ood plan. o . ¢ .

(c) Low-cost - Households were first put im order by the money value of food they used per person.
Those from the 26th to the 49th percentile weré used as the model for food consumption patterns for the

»

~ \
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Hork'ahoet A: Estimaring the direct costs of raiaing a foster child using. U. S. Dépar:ment
‘ . of Agriculture data . - -

‘ ¥

v

. — o —

Step 1: 1In order to use this worksheet for estimating the average afinual 'di\rect cost of a
foster child in a particular area, you must first be able to answer the ‘following three
questions: : ’

’ -~ ‘ . .
i /
(1) What proportion of the foster children in the area '1‘1ve in drban, rural -farm, and rural

- nonfarm areaa? (See the “definition’s for an explanation of these terms.y

[

. <o

.
proportion living in rural farm areas = 4

proportion 1iving in rural nonfarm areas = 4
-proportion living in urban areas = ) . 4
. S -

»

.. i -TOTAL ‘ 100 2
]

(2) Within each of the three areas listedgabove, uh'ét‘proportion of the foster children
living 1in the area are the ag*liste elow? '

N

Kiral Farm - Rural Nonfarnl T Urban

Ages Areas . o, Areas . Areas
’ A’Under 1
1
2-3
4= 5
6
7-9
10-11
12
13-15
16-17

+
N N
MM N
.

-

~

LLLL
LLLLLLL

LLLLLLL

&
»

.
’
-'.‘_

»
.
»

LLL

s
'_‘)

o A
[=]

» »

—
o

o

»

—

o

o

» »

Vi .
. -] - ~ v -

-
{3) On an annual basis, how much greater or less are the average direct costs of raisi:{g a
foster child-than the direct costs of raisfng a natural child of the Same age and sex?

<

. -

v
3

Two additional facts are also needed before ;this worksheet may be used.. Please check off the
correct blecks below. -
. il .y
(4) What’ region of the country are you interested<in?

. -
3

s

North Central {includes the states of Illirio!s, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Michigan,
- . Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota} Ohio, South Dakot_a, and Wisconsin)

South (includes the stage;.of Alabam,'Arkansas, Delawdre, Florida, Georgia, °
fentucky; Louisiana, Maryland, Miasissippi, North Cirolipa, Oklafoma, Soqth Carolina,
Tennéssg. Texas, Virginig, and West vns;nia) .

¢

. :ﬁthea.:: (includes the states of Comier icut, Maine, Massachusetts, New-Hampshige,
* Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermomt) b
[ r) n-. -

West (includes the states of Arizona California, Coloradp, Idahvo, Montana, Nevada,
New Mexico,' Oregon, Utah, V&shing‘tonl‘and Wy'oming) ' ° .

- .

t level of living are the foster families in your area llivin'gﬁ (gee the definitions
for. an explanation of these terms.) {*

. e - [

' -economy . moderlte-\cost. L)
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- tep 2: Use the chart be"lov to detdrmine the page number- 1n Table 1 you should use in
completing this worksheet. R
« X
. %  REGION DF COUNTRY (see question & in Step 1) .
o R NORTH _CENTKAL SOUTH NORTHEAST - WEST
Cost*Level ) \ o ' . e
e e I EETE R T L I R
in Step 1) 2| 2]l2 2z | - ] & Z|
& | 2o | 2O R | 29 ) o | O
. z - z
Economy i 8 9 10 1n |23 14 )15 * e |17 \
oL Low-Cost 71 8 9 o 1 Jar |12 13 14115 * 16 17
hd -
- Moderate- 7 8 9 10 3 12 13 14 ts * 16 7.
. . Co‘gt B .
~ - N . ¢ .
. " #\ programming error 1nva11dated estimates for the farm child in the West. Use the ruralrs
’ , nonfarm data (p 16) to approximate the rural farm costs. T
a N * 4
. ) . .
- Step 3; Fill in the negded information below using the data+in Table 1 and’ your knowledge
. of ‘the proportion of agency foster children living in rural farm, rural nonfarm, and urban
areas by age. (See question 2 in Step 1.) -
‘Rural Farm Location . ! . \\
et ' i N A
In Rural Farm Areas, Total Cost
Proportion of Foster Data from , c
Children of Ages: Table 1: * ’
. Under 1 X s - s . ‘ )
e s [ 4 vy
1 x s -t s - -
- -3 X $ -8
. . 4- 5 x s -8
A4 g .
L8 x s? I
. 7-9 X § - § -
1G-11 - X § - §
- 12 .. ox$ - s .
- 4
. 13-15 _ X 3 = $
=, 16-17 ) X 3 . - § S
' . Average direct cost of uising a
- .
. v 4 child in a rural farm area 4n a '
M 1.00 Item (1) § ‘=@ gpecific region and at a specific
. . ? . \@-level of living {in 1970 dollars). v
Rural Nonfarm Location . ’
€
=, In Rural Nonlara Areas, Total Cost . .
. * Proportion of Foster Data from
. Children of Ages: Table 1: 4 ) R
; Tnder 1 " x s -3 '
1 ) S & = S .
. 2- 3 X $ - -
‘ "4- s X $ - § ‘.
6 4 x s -8 . ’
. -9__ " x s -8 - " :
10-11 x5 : - § * .
i 12 X s - '
f \ 13-15 S o8 .
‘ 16-17 x s -8 . . ‘
: : i ) Average direct cost of raising
S '
. 3 : . child in a pural nonfarm area in a
- 1.00 ., Item (%) s——,a' ® specific region and at a specific
. . , T . level of uvln} (1a 1970 dollars').’
- . . : . ’
Q 3 . . ‘o - .
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Grban Location

- T S
i X -
In Urban Areas, Total Cost « .
Prgportion of Foster Pata From ‘
&dren of Ages: Table 1: -
. . Under 1 X S
‘ . 1 x 9 /
» »
2- 3 . X $
*
. 4- 5 X § -
6 X § .
-9 X S‘ ‘ ;
- 10-11 X $ a . -
- k) .
v 12 X $ - . .
‘ " \\ 13-15 S
2 16-17 g 3K . . , E
. ' Average direct cost of raising a
child in an urban area in a specific
1.90 Item (3) = region and- 4t a specific level of
. : living (in*¥70 dollars).
. Step 4: To caiculate the average cest of a child in the entire regfon (not’ rural farm, rural
! nonfarm, and urban locations separately), multiply the proportion of foster children in_ each .
location by Items 1, 2, and 3. (See question 1 in Step 1.) »
. ’ / .
Average ’ Proportion of Weighted
- * Cost in, Foster Childten ~ Average Cost in
Location Each Region: in each location: each location?
Rural farm (Item 1) $ X - §
- E— E—
Rural nonfarw . B
(Item 2) . .$ b ¢ - §
v - ‘ . .
Urban (Item 3) $ X 3% Average direct
) P : cost of raising
. . ! ) a chtld i a
N— specific region
- ’ ™ . 1.00  Icea (4) S and at a specific
- T level of living
. (1n 1970 dollars).
E ] . .
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%
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S:. Using Tables 2, 3,'or 4, £111 1n‘the‘needed information below to ndjug;ﬁ}or d\ffer—
ences in the value of the dollar, betueen 1970 and ths year desired. '

\\\° .Table § enables you to adjutt for regional differences in the consumer ) !
price indes. . v ¥} N
/ L
Taile 3 enables you to adjust the consdher price index for cities of
different sizes. . . . " e !
s Table 4 contains the national average consumer price index for all
cltegories contained in Tables 2_and 3, *

'

To obtd n cost estimates comparable to the 1970 data in Table 1 for a specified year,
.multiply the 1970 cost estimate (Item 4) by the appropriate ipdex number for the yasr
desired and divide the product by the index number for 1970.

* N roa

A

. . ) -
N Note™ Signifitant differenies in price movements,occur between rural ﬁnd —'+‘~~‘
‘urban areas and within urban areas of different sizes just §s they occur
.betveen the major geographital regions. In general, prices rise faster in
urban areas thanein rural areas and in larger urbao areas than in smaller .
. urban adeas. Unfortunately, there 1s no easy way to take urban-rural dif-
. ferenges into consideration since the consumer price index is _essentially
an urban index. However, since 1973 the Bureau of Labor Statistics has been N
publishing regional ‘breakdowns for the consumer price index (seé Iapl;'Z)
And since 1972, the Bureau has, been publishing consumer price index break-
- downs by city size (see Table 3). In most cases, such regional and ¢ity
size breakdowns will provide’a more accurate estimate of the value of the
dollar for the areg, and the year desired ‘than the national average consumer
price index*(see Table 4), . ~

11

Average direct cost
of raising a child
#fter adjusting for
changes in the valpe
of a dollar:

- ' R Index number for .
Average direct cost .year desired from
of raising a chilg Table 2, 3,
or &4: : : . \

*in area (Item ﬁ);

3

$ : (CYRRD S (8 AB : , , ;
= i— m ——— = Item (5) .$ per yesr
Index number for 1970 T L . ’
& from Table 2, 3, or 4: g ,
o I
) ‘ ' oot
- . B A
. e K . - Rl -
—— . J : .
= . f P
. . ,' . A(i‘ ‘I'
B - - . ' "
Step 6: Fill in the needed informatfon below to adjust for difference$ between: the cos
raising natural children and foster children (see question 3 in Stép 1). ¥ a), R ’
"Average direct cost of raising a child after‘ . < 1N
. adjusting for changes in the value of a dollar (Item 5) = $ . +
Yearly direct cost adjustment because the child is S “‘*t'""; .
s foster ch and not a natural ctiild . . - t, LN
erage dire ost of raising s foster child in ’ B ,
. ' spgcific region after adjusting for differences s —
v . ; - C
= Item (6)$__ & per year
Nt
oy : : .
» v 4 .
-
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low-cost plan. This fopgplan calls for smaller amounts of most foods, especially milk cheese and ice
. Cream; geat, poultry, and fish: fruit and vegetables ‘other than potatoes: and bakery products. It &alls forg
.larger-amounts of cereal. flour, and bread. Users of the low-cost plan are expected to select, most of tHe
time, the lower eost foods within food groups—ground beef rather than steak and bread rather than fancy
rolls, for example. ‘ , . ;l
- ] ! R - ' .
()] _Mode';ate—c'()st- Households from the 5Qth tg the 76th percentile based on the moriey \alue!of food
( per person were the model for the moderate-co&plan‘ This food plan not only includes larger quantities
’ of meat and vegetables and fruit than the low-cost plan, but allows for more frequent purchasé of the
higher priced cuts of meat and out-of-season foods. This plan allows for meals with more variety and - °
. . less home preparation than does the.low-cost plap. Greater discdrd of food beyond the normal discard of -
‘ bone gAd other inedible parts of feod is assﬁmeq}lln the moderate-cost than the low-cost plan. ' :
(e) Liberal - Households from the 77th to the 92nd percentile based on the_money value of food per per-
son wele the model for the liberal-cost plan. This food plan allows for a greMer variety of foods for con-
stderably more amimal products,, fruits, and vegetables than the moderate-dost plan. More expensive . .

o~ choices within the groups account for much of the greater cost of the liberal pfan. Greater di;éard of edi-
ble food is assumed in the liberal than in the less costly plans. ' . .
The chart below may help you determine the food plan that foster families in your area can afford.
“ . o , .
- . . Food plan that families of different sizes and incomes can usually afford, winter 1976,I
N .- G___A/ . .
. Anconre 1-person * 2-person - 3-person 4-person S-person 6-person
(before taxes) familes famtltes famthes < famihies families families ,
. y - . - .
) $2,500 to Thnfty or . Thrifty or - 2 Thafty? Thritta 2 “Thritty ® Thntty?
$5.000 -, Low-ost Low <ot . O !
‘ .. v : - - o N ;
$5.000.to 4 Moderate<ost Low -t ost or Thetty or Thntty or , Thnry : ; JThrfta?
. . 310000 * Moderate~ost Low-cost Low-ost or Low-ost P . !
R B N . . p N
' ! " .
$10.000 to Liberal foderate-cost Low~ostor | Low-cost Low<ost ° = ! Thritty or
$15.000 . { Moderatexost R . ' Low-ost
t ’ : “ . “ . P .
$15.000t0 | Eiberal T Liberal I Moderatevost Low<ostor | Low-cost | Low=ost e
$20.000 - S . '! . * Moderate~ost® | ;" v ‘
{ ! J . s | 1\ " .
$20,000 to Liberal | Liberad i Liberal Moderate-<ost | - Moderatehst " Low-ostor
$30,000 } - ; ‘ 1 Moderatecost
. B { ’ N ’ . M + .
! $30.000 or Liberal [ . Liheral ke ,Liberal Moderate-cost Moderate-cost Moderate-cost
- more . . J .l or Liberal of Liberal or Liberal
. . .

- . N A
Baned on'costs for the lood plans estimated lor winter 1976, snd on dats from the Comeymer Expenditure Survey Series Diery Dats 1992 (BLS Report 448-1), ipdatied 4c winter 1976,
’Mnyln-ehﬂdsdltﬁdu.dhmmdlﬂhklormhmlh'wlh!l'wdmpﬁwm .

Note Th:.pl-dn-nintkMmmlolhmdmhthluﬂy“mklhlmﬂymbdorelna.uﬂt‘lhw!lhmdulypkﬂ‘ha;.hddd

N

de-dhmwlwlwd 1t i the pisn 2 Iaggity of thet size and income can usally sfford

.
%

.

/

v

-

’,

M . . - = N . . .
Note: The economy food plan was used as a basis for the Pennock * Cost 3; Raising a Child™" study The U,S D A 15 now recommend-
ng the thrifty food plan as an ahternative to the economy food plan , Adtitzonal mformation on annual costs for a four-person family
. for three standards of hving 15 avatlable fron the U § Dt . Bureau of Labor Statistics for sefccted metropohtan~and non-metropoNtan
areas v

.

.

Region ‘The US D A‘researche\\ divided the cm,mlry nto feur geographic regions (gxcluding Alaska and Hawan) *

(a) North Central - Hiinois. Indiana. lowa. Kansas Michigan  Klinnesota. Missount Nebraska. North Dakota Ohio. South Dakota

. Wiscopsm
- - (B) South - Alabama. Arkansas. Delaware Florida. Georgta Kentucky. Lounstana Maryland. Missiysippt North Carghina. Oklaho-
ma South Carohna. Tennessee. Texas Virgima. West Virginia . °

- * .
(c)Northeast - Connec/lwd(plamc. Massachusetty New Hampshire. New {crsey. New York. Pennsylvania. Rhode Island. Vermont

(d) West - Anizona. Calfornia. Colorado. Idaho. Montana, Nevada. dNew Mexico. Oregon. U;dh. Washmgl.on. Wyoming

-
- - .
. <

‘ -

o - . .
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Urbamzation. THe U.S.D\A. feseaschers used census defimtions tg,determine where famihies lived in the fSur geographic regions .
) Wik

. * .9
. “(a) Rural farm -%onsumer umts residing on a farm “'A farm is defined as a place of 10 acres or more from which the sale of crops,
livestock pragucts. etc - (and/or government farm program payments) amounted to $50 or more.. or a place of less than 10 acres with
sales (and/or paymcnss) of $250 br more A dwelling 1s not considered to be on’a farm if cash rent 1s paid for the dwelling alone
(i.ex of the dwelling is'rented léparalely from'the farm). - -« .

.
-
+ Fs

(b) Ruraf nonfarm - Consumer units residipg outside of urban areas. but not on farms

"

. (¢) Uchan - Con r un;ls residing in incorporated places of 2.500 population or mdre.or consumer units resudmg in the densely
settied (ugbanized) areas ammediately adjacent to cities of 50.000 population or mores

-
»
. N

‘. + /’ N
N . MEASURING THE INDIRECT COST OF FOSTER CARE

, A major cost that'is rarely considered when one calculates the dollar value of foster family care is the
cost of the tim‘e devoted by family members to the raising of a child. Such “indirect costs'" of child care must
be considered if realistic comparisons to other kinds of foster care programs are to be made. A group foster

m usually includes an asgessment fof indirect expenses such as a salary for houseparents. The
tily program assumes.that'the sefvices of the mother and/or father are essentially free or no cost
assessment of total costs, direct and indirect, is essential for evaluating and comparing the cost of
ily ‘care services to other child caré programs. .

4 -

A n:gbe of researchers have concluded that indirect costs such as the cost of. family members’ time are -

the single most important prigce variable asso%ted with the bearing and raising of children. They conclude
that even the sum of all the direct costs of children will be smaller than the indirect cost of the family mem-
bers’ time. The Natiohal Consumer Finance Association estimates that two-thirds of the cost of raising a
child are indirect costs (see-Table 5). : 0

L3

Y




Lo Table 5 Estimated Total Cost of Raising a Child* ' /

‘

A

o
4 .
. Indinect Costs
3 . . .
] ' 66.6% y
» - ) 4
) o . ‘
» - .
Direct Costs .
g 33.37%
. - 8
- ;
’ % Comemission en Pwloncmﬂh.dﬂ!.m Foture, Finamce Facts (Washingt D C Netionsd C Finsuce Amocistion, May 1972) i

N
In spite of technology, research has shown that household work still takes an average of 5-8 hours per
day and the major portion of hdusehold work is done by the wife. When not employed outside the horhe,
the average woman spends about ei%ht hours a day in homemaking and almost five hours a day when em-
ployed 30 or more hours per week.™ Time spent in household tasks has remained fairly constant over the .
past fifty-five years, despite the fact that the number of employed womeér has risen from one out of five to
two-out of five of all workers.!! These are important facts to consider as we evaluate the ifdirect cost of

foster children. 1

1 M . .
Worksheets are provided for three methods: household tasks, alternative child care, and opportunity cobt.
These particular methods were selected because they are frequently diScussed in the literature zand they
¢ appear to be applicable to local situations without extensive ifivestment in additional research. % one of
-these methods is best, all three are based on different assumptions. We suggest that all three measures be
~used to develop an estimate of the value of the foster t’ mily’s services. There is current research being .
N done on another method ¢4 determine parental time use (sei”lisl of related research). - o B

x
‘ W °
» “'®

. A

The Household Tasks Method .

[

gu— ,

. ) w
Researchers using the hoysehold tasks method measure the time devoted to various household and child
e care task.s by househgld members and then find the cost of substituting specialized workers for these Jtasks
at local wage rates. Worksheet B uses this method for estimating the indirect cost of foster care.
, ,‘

v

—_———

Wi athrys I. Walker, "ThrU-mnhrH—WWﬂWhﬂ-ﬁm'mm." .lmw,mwcm.urmlm. :
p. S . . . \
¥ ~V 1'U.S. Dupartment of Laber. Employment Staidards A‘“rﬁ&. Wemen's Durean, Women Werkers (Washington. D.C.: Goverssent Printing Ofice, 1976).
i S . {
- Py . . . L4
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chifd care .12 A prifhary purpose ¢f this research was 1o learn how much differénce each added chitld made to .
the tipe family members devoted to household work dnd 10 gauge the differencemin ime devoted ty, house .

| hold"work 1f She youngestxchild was a baby. toddler, preschooler, or school-age .g.hald She began 6y wdents

| fying: how many minutes per day vartogs family members devote to household ~and child raising activ ities

| Then she identified workers 1in"the market plau: performiag similar tasks Such workers included® cooks,

dishwashers. cleaning women. handymen, washing mpchine vperators.. laundry workers. clothing ainte.

© T nance specialists. child-care women. homemaker aides. “and aecounting élerks Newt she obtaiped wage rates

for each task by contacting public and private emplOymenI agencies and by um\ullmg publications of the’

U S Bureau of Labor Statistics ¥ For exdmple in 1971. when the prelfminary results were published. rates

ranged from $1. 65 per hour fef a QIshwashEr to $2 50 an hour for a cleaning woman ‘-

- -

- ~ PR . . s * . )
Walker has reﬁ%ed the hous'ef:gd task method so that it 1sa useful tool for measuring the iidirect Ccosts of

~

Onge hourly rates were assigned. they were apphed to the amount of ume spent h\ m;h family member
-Fhe household tasks given a dollar value were ‘marketing. management and record keeping. food prepara
tion. after-meal cleanup. house care and maintenance. yard and car care. washing, romng  amd special care
of clothing. physnciil and other care of family members )
. The household tasks method _provides one of the m'osgnscrmmc ttmates of the idirect cost of 1as
g a child There are several reasons for this First. Walker atterupts 10 deterimine what it wouldocost .
hire someone 10 do the task In question. not what 1t would cost 1o replace the famiby member dnmg it Thus
_even ff the homemaker has a degree n specialized edycation. the time the hqmemashker spent in chld care
‘nulxtnlles wbuld be valued at the rates for a baby sier Second. Walker used only the time spent vn pram
pal mu\mes or “primary tme'’ i her analysis of nime records ¢ven. though a large amound of  secondary )
~ time’ " Ttrme spent on one activity while principally engaged in some other AChivIly i waas ur\urlcd for vare of > »
family members 1n her study '4 Third. 1t would be -difficult to.hire someone a4t the rates proposed by the
method for the relatively small amounts of time household members devote to most houschold T ks hn.al
ly. family members oflen perform some tasks that no one else could do '8 -

The Addition of a Foster Child to a Family Since we-age interested in the gffects of adding a foster child
hTA family . we are pnmqnl) interested in, the incremental change i household and child raising ime Ta-
es 6-~und 7 ma)"‘he used to find the incremental change in time devoted to dam houschodd tasks when o
‘f Child comes 1o live with a family . ‘

Uslng Table 6. the researcher can calculate the incremental Ilmc use changes for a housewsfe or family s

a whole for food. house care. care of clothfg. and marketing and management actiyvities With Table 7 the

. researcher can calculate the change in household time duc 10 pnmar\ famify care Ktivities with the ukmum
of a.child to a household |

>~

Before attempting fo assign 4 dollar value to fhe increase ap ttme devoled to hausehodd Lasks, by family
members with the addition of a foster child to a family. ‘m’:%;nslmnnl mdy be made in Walker . dats For |
each household task category. estimate if .the time farmly members devote to natural child care differs g |

. nificantly from the tme they would davote 4g foster child care For example. f foster purents spend more |
tuime picking up after a foster child because Ii child’s habits in this regard are not the same (al east imitial
ly) as a natural child of the same age and sex. then gdjust upward the estimated tme for - hours Care vy ‘
ties. ,

. " » R N R . ’
Choosing the Dollar Value A number of researchers have suggested means for assignipg o dollar valuce (o
household tusks because of the addition of a child 10 the family Several possible methads are ¢ '
*
Svl Use federdl and state minimum- wage laws as a guide  Although the federalsand most «tate .mimmum’ |
wage laws do not apply to employment in the home. they do act as a conservative estimate of the salary

a'2Kathryn £ WMMWMH(;W T’ltl*\d-duau-hddw‘w’n (onswmer Lconomwcs snd Public Palics o ‘m“&.‘m we Yob ‘
Cornedl University, New York State ( ollege of Haman Ecology. 1973) :

"mehrlvwdmpivyﬂnrﬂ('mqltrwwmmmdlmuhh (1) sres serveys i wiveted swtrupafiten s e aptregeiion wve 1 |

industry surveys in selected af ring and ring industries (3) netignal wisry wrveys covering wircied professions! slmusidtrative wrhmirsl end (el arvegEiums -
Inprlvltcmyloymtm -mmmcndmmmamm Comtact yowr local government document depasitary Bbrary -hnﬂ“hdl‘-%h—v :
indormation
Husthryn b Walker, “Time Use for Physical (are of Family Members = 21 Septermber 1972, anﬂc‘h'n\n 1 (-Jl’h\/w e Yord Wate ( aiegr of Haman
Fcology (wndllri'nrﬂty Htheca “ew York, p & - . J
. N
"\m-mxdvbvwdknu-dkmnhlnprwwmlmn 0 nationat eotimaies will he avadloble n the future . \

g \
Q : 30 34




Table #A: Average hours per day of primary time used by househeld members for household actiyities1
. ‘v ' \ Food Related Yo Care of MarkKeting and -
. Actavities House Care Clothing// Management
Ho ;ekold with: Al Hore- JAll Home- All *  Home- + All Home-
, - Bopseno. ' workers maker . wprkers maker workers ' maker  workers maker
\ No children . . ) ,
Nonemployed homemaker 2.3 2.0 2.2 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.4, 0.9
Employed homemaker 1.5 1.3’ 1.4 0.9 0.7 0.6 T1.2 0.8
) 1 chfld , . .
Nonefniployed homemaker 2.3 2.1 2.3 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.5 1.0
Employed homemaker . 2.0 1.6 2.0 1.3 0.9 0.8 ‘1.3 0.7
' 4
/ 2 children ) .
w Nonemployed homémaker 2.6 2.3 2.5 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.9 0.9
Employed homemaker * - 2.4 1.8 2.4 1.1, 1.1 0.9 1.7 0.9
3 children ) . . . . .
Nonemployed homemaker 2.9 2.3 2.9 1.7 1.4 o 1.3 1.9 1.1
Efiployed homemaker To2.8 ¢ 1.8 3.2 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.7 0.8
4-6 children “ e
Nonemployed homemaker 3.1 2.4 3.1 1.7 1.6 .1.4 1.9 1.0 -
Employed homemaker 3.1 - 1.9 2.8 1.2 1.5 1.2 1.8 0.9
.7-9 children . ' o o ,
Nonemployed homemaker 4.7 2.6 4.2 . 1.5 " 1.8 1.6 2.2 1.1 )
* Employed homemaker . * * * * - * Tk * \
y Y .
= less than 15-cases "
- . ”
L, s
Adapted from Kathryn E. Walker and Margaret E. Woods, "Time Use for Physical Care, of Family Members,
21 September 1972 Working Paper No. 1, Use-of-Time Research Rroject, New York State College of Human
Ecology, Cornell"Umiversity, Ithaca, New York, Table 3.
O

.
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)
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Table 7:

a ’ ' . 2

1 ~ L4

Average houra per day of primary time used by household members for family care actilvitfgu

(physical and other care @f family members)

- i

No. of Children2 2 Children

1 Child 3 Children 4~6 Children - All Households with
. ) - , . 1 or /more children
Mo c'f{ildren lt hom Nonempl. Empl. Nonempl.  ‘Ewmpl. ,Nonempl.  Empl. Nonempl ., BEmpl. Nonempl. Enpl. Nopefrpl . Empl. .
- All work et ® Mother Mother Mother Mother Mothex  Mother Mother Momer Mother , Mother Mother Mother
rkers' tim - 5

No children at ho:) : = .

All workers' time .2 .3 N.A, N.A. T N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

. Homemaker's time. .1 .1 * .

Youngest child at home - . .

under 6 years . . : ok,

All workérs' time N.A. N.A. 3.0 2.6 3.5 3.1 .2 3.6 4,2%% 3.4 3.5 3.2

Homemaker's time ’ hlEA N.A. © 2.4 1.5 2.7 1.5 2.3 1.8 v 2.9%% 1.9 2.6 1.5

4 . B . . ' )

Youngest child at home ’ .

6-11 years . ’

All workers' time XA NA 1.2 1.2 © 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.2 1.6 1.3 V1.5 1.3

Homemaker's time e o «6 .5 .9 .8 1.0 .6 1.1 .9 1.0 .7

\ . S

Youngest child at home - -

12-17 years ot . ’ ‘ ’

All workers' t N.A N.A .6 .6 .7 .8 .8 .6 * .7 .6 .6
Homemaker's time e o N .3 4 3 507 3 * .4 4 4
% = leés than 15 cases ', - -y . “a . i
#* = estimated value ) . R

. b - o - » 2 ) .
* lAdapted from Kathryn E, Palker and Margaret I, Woods, "Time Uss fo: Care of vylily Mexterf," Working P‘aper No, 1, Tables 1 and 2.

. 2Ad-pted from Xathryn B. Wslker snd Margsret E. yoodl. "Time Use for Care of Pamily Members," Ho?‘ging Pnpal‘ No, 1, Table 3

-
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that would have to Be paid by an employer wishing to hire someone to do household and child raising tasks.
For example, at the time of this publieatiod the Delaware minimam wage for non-gratuitous work was. $2

an hour. . . -

-

3. Use the average hourly wage éarned by workers 4in occupations similar to those performed by house- «
hold members as a guide. This is the me_hﬁod suggested by Walker:16 }

The three methods suggested for assigning a dellar value to the time devoted to major hous Id tasks are
J very conservative, and they provide gminimum éstimate of y1ue. © p
Average Indirect Costs of the Foster Children. The problem the foster care agency faces iy no‘l' one of
__computing the indirect cost of an additional child to a particular foster family} but the indirzl cost of an
-additional child jo the average foster family in the area. At |east three méthods may be used to compute the
" desired information: . oy .

2

1. A liberal estimate of the increase in time\family members devote to QOuschold and child raising activi-
ties with the additiog *of I::/Ioster child to the family may be'pptajned if you assume that thagloster family
has no other thildren livi g at home. That is: assume that the foster child is the first child to come into the
family instead of the last one. )

v
»

2. A conservative estimate of the increase ir; time family members devote to household and‘child‘raismg
activities with the additi&a foster child to the family may be obtained if you use the average humber of
children living at home before and after the addition of a foster child 1o the foster families in the area

tained if you use the weighted average number of children living at home before and after the addition of a
foster child to the foster families in the ‘area. (See table 8) ) o ‘
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Table 8: Incremental Inctease in hours per day of prima ti‘me‘ .
used by household members for familz care activities - .
' » For families For families
, . { with no children . with 1 child

taking on a child

.

taking.on a child

nonemployed employed nonemployed employed
. x . mother mother mother mother
- N \ =~
Youngest child under 6 yrs.:. i
All workers' time ?.8& 2.3, - .5 ‘ B’
. Homemaker's time 2.3 2.6 ‘ 3 .8
- . : \

( ~*oungest child 6-11 yrse: . .
All workers' time . 1.0 .9 « 2. .2 v
Homemaker's time 4 .5 A .3 .8 , '

Youngest child 12-17 yrs.: - RN
All workers' time b 3 .1 v .2,
Homemaker's time .3 .2 .0 0
* . ¢\§ '—
. - ° “ , * ~ k J .
AN
r . i = . '.
N S
- .
. . - -
- . ‘ ‘ /’ " -
[ . . ,
‘ - » -
. - . ¢ .
-, :
) S "
- . ”.L, ” .
i \d . R
. ‘%‘
. a . ! - 1
1, o . ‘ :
Aaapted from ker a Moods, "I;lme»Use for Phys1ca1 Care of " v |
Family Members," Tables 1,42, °and 3. oL X A
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Worksheet. B: Egtimating*the indirect cost of ratsing a foster child Gsing Me-household 4 » '
tasks method. . A . ’ . . ‘

- ) ’ ‘ . . - v ) X -
(/ Step 1: In order to use this worksheet for esti'mating the average annual indigect cost of a

4 " toster child dsing the househald tacks method, you must first be dble to answef the following ¢
five questiongs “« , P

2

B

(1) what i)roport_ion of the foster mothers in 'tl‘ area are emplﬁcd? (Walker considers a -
. foster mother to be employed if shd worked at least one ,ho in the last seyen days for
, ¥ pay.) R o “ %‘ .
. N i - ¥ .
Proportion employed = ) 4 ¢ -

s LT § v

- >
- ¥ f proportion unemployed - \2 Ce v “
, .Y . i
. . . . ~ . ~ bt
'(2) What-is _average number of natuu’f children lividg at home with the foster families in
: the area? (Round your answer off to the nearest whole numbef.) * oo

v . ] © (Average number of natural children im the foster familiesg S
. ‘. . ‘ ir the area) 9, ’ o ! ‘e
LI i P , . iR . - ~ .
(3 What is the averng%ge of the youngest child (either natural or fostgrm at home -

s v'i-ch the foster fam ies in the area? (Round your wer off to the nearest whole oumber.)
* }s;~ - ' .

I3

< ' . - (Average age .of the youngest child in the foster family) ’
- j—y

-
<o .

(4) What proportion of .the foster families in the area have no childten lliving at home except

. - fossgr children? : o o ey . . )
- 5 . ‘. . - ‘
Proportion with only foster : . L . ‘
v - children liviag at home - S - o ]
. 3 . * . . - - . - . , 3
- proportjon with naturakb /o~ . . -
s . L4 v .
. . . children and foster. .. . | . . -
' A children liwing at home - - R ¢ ‘
. h . - e
. . . K v
. . . . . 4 € t '
’ - . Total 1002 o -
. , + - . ) o ' ’
(5Y.0n a daily'basis. how mich more or less time do thev'.foster families ip the arga put intq
b the raising of- a foster child than the raising of_*&‘n‘al child of. the same age and sex?
',; ~ . - -
_"'2 If andiff ce in_time can.be identified in raising natural children as c.pmpared}aa
’ ',:&r hildren £il1 in the following; v, ™ Lo . R -
ot N . i ‘v
a =" food ‘related Z‘étivities . - hours * \ o
~ . - : . .
A ) ‘ house care related act_ivitf? - . hours ) R ’ L.
) R ° * . . 7 i *
) b «' care of Tlothing related activities . »__ hours 'i ) .
£y b ‘ - s
. / . .-
\ , * wmarketing and management related -~ R . -,’) ’
' . activities” - hours * I S
. ’ ‘ -~ ) PN > . . ] i . .
. fanily care related activities heurs -
- ) s . Y s - .
g . . . . . - . .
- . " s s * ¢ \ ,
, L - S e
. Ry :
» ‘/ . . v - . *.‘ I
. - ’ .\ . . ) o . - » ’
@ - > ‘ .
LY e . . o 35 ¢ . » -

EMC g - ) » (-
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Step 2: Fill {n the needed information belw-uej.ng the data in Table 6 and your. answers to

questions 2 ahd 5 in Step le ) - . ’ v
N - ‘. v N . . [y -
. *  When homemaker 1s ngt emplayed: :
T Wt T Ty —_ . 1] N .
" Average daily increase . . L , N ey
. ' in time devoted to ' ' . ¢ ‘o “ : R '
household tasks by all Adjustment for ) , 1
. ) household members with differefices between - cee
» . L] s
. the addition of a fos- natural child and .
» . . ter child to the family fo#ter childr .
food related activities . hours ¥ hours & : houra (frem 1) 9
, . 4, ¢ « 3
house care related + , - .
activities ‘ hours  _ < hours = hours (Ifem 2)
Q clothing cqre relaited\ . + o - . ’
activitie hours - hours = o~ hours (‘teﬂ k) N
, N ¢ 4 A .
{ ke managegent s + ) . - ‘l } N3
?!&nted activied ‘ /hours, - - hours = hours ((tem 4)
" . . N R . > - -
, s, -~ . v - ! -
When homemaker i1s employed N . ) "\ od
t‘ood related activities N hours _ ~g) hours = hours (Item 5) N |
T ? T , * +«
- . hou,! care related _—_— L + o - B . , !
. activities . - L hours’ _ - ) hours = = « _’ hours (Ttem 6) .
clothing care related . : + ' . T
activities . ‘' hours - ‘hours-, = hours {Item 7)°
. - . sy T
parkef®ig/management % . ©ol .
- B -
. related activities 4 * hours = urs & p bours (Item 8) '

- . ' - " - .

- e .. K 4 . .’ \ . !
. Step 3: Pill in the needed 1nfomtion below using the data i ‘rable 7 and your answers _0'7 '~ J_

- ques&ionl 2, 3,,.and 5 in Step 1. . . Lol . . R b .
For tmilies where there are naturdl children ldvini at_ hope (Tabl‘e 7) 4 ot q.gr -
\ . ) ] .. L !
*.. change in family care N Lo - . “ R R
activitiea fqr nonem- . . . o .- X ° . ., A
p ‘pl.qyed- hommke‘r. ’ ' hours -, - hours = It v houxs’ (Item .9)
3 N - - ¢
f change in family, care ) . ' : — P Y,
’ “activities.for employed R ‘ ' R
+ .
\honemaker " ] , — @n_ - = i kours . = T . hour'l’-(n“" 10')‘,‘ “/; ‘J
N . . ) . . , . , . . .
Step 4: Fill in the’ needed information belov ulin. the data §n Tnble 8 and gour apsvets tor = . .t
westions 2, 3, and 5 in Step l. AR L S .
k. 2 ' et . ’ ' ‘y
- 'Wies w'ne’re th'ere are no natural children living at home (Table 8°5 P
change in family care, . ’ . ’
) activities for ;onem- h . , .
. plo*ed homemdl.t_e Lt ‘ hours * - ' “hours :(_Ite:n‘ll') :
change in family care K ‘ < A
! *  activities for, employed . = .
homemsker ._ hours - +  hours (Item 12) ’
o T _~ N Q : a
. y .
< » . ’ N
: - -~ v . R
A 3 ! “
N, . ‘ . A - [ f
‘ . - : ‘
36 42. J <0
- R ’ Y A - .
. SR - ’ R AN ,

P ‘
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- 7 ' A - e’ _ ’ v
Step 53 To cs)culste the Sverage ‘daily increasq in time devoted .to zuily,clre activities, )
.0 comblne the following information from Steps 3 and & and your ansver to question 4 in Step 1. * -
+ . - .
" , ' t Proportion of foster ., . N
. - . . “famllics in -orea-with .
- . both natural and fos- . - . ¢
~ i .
. » ter ehildren living . ' 4
L . at home . . -
. o , ) ' —_— , ) . _ .
. Iten 9 hours X . -~ B pours (Itep 13)
e 7 M ) ' ES .
N Iten 10 hours * X o | - hours (Itea 14)
v N v
. ’ ) ¢ * * - -
Lo ' Proportion of foster * ¢
) families in area with Lt
. * ' only foster children i : . .
. ¢ S .. living at -home - : . f
. % . .
ltem 11 . hours {{ - ) - * hours (Item 15) -
. . rs s - 1
Item 12 hours X - e - ~ _ hours (Itcm 16)
; v B ~—
. . ' Itém 13 hours X ( - : hours (Itesm 17) -
"7 Item 14 . __hours X ) - . hours (Item 18)
L. Step 6: To Zalculate the aveﬁe daily dollar value of the various dei usehold tasks,
A wultiply cach.\t'ask by the hod¥y wage rate for the activity, o
o . ; - < < . e
For housefiolds* wbere the homemaker 1s not employed &
. . Sa . - \
‘ - . Average daily A
he . Average hourly value of time -
s : . . ‘wage rate for devoted to child
“ - ' L .- .the activity raising task
. : > Fgon
“food related activities_ Iten 1 hours X § w -8 (Itea 19)
a house care related = - . : . - )
' activities . - Iten 2 houta X § . L (Itea 20)
- clothing care related - ’ ’
activities - " % Item 3. " hours X $ = -$ , (Item 21)
.o LT s d L .
' ‘marketing/managenent . ., .. : .
related activities. Item 4 " hours X § -$ N (Iten 22).
v a ¥ .
- ‘
, - . fl‘lli\l’ c.lr: related * - .
L acyﬁgities y ﬂ{em 17 hours X § -$ - (Itea 23)
: ¢
. -
\Q Average dafly - -
== -~ [ imdirect cost of &4 . $§_ (Item 24)
g ~ foster child to a ’ . ’
, . . ' foster family where
. ’ , . ’ the homemaker is not . .
’ . ! . . employed ~ . .
\ -/ - . - T ‘ "t
N .
r '.
O ) )
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L v - :

t ' " ) T . o ’ i * 7-/
. N . . R . - . L
For housch)ds where the liomemaker is employed ‘\ » .o . N
> . N . )
. ’ ‘ Avetage dafly’ ',
, ) . .Average hourly value of time - )
: ° : E ’ . wage rate for devo:ed to child ]
. - ) m Ehg activity . ﬁl?singj‘;‘a’k ) o ~
food related activities Item 5- hours X ‘% -S " ) ‘—Heyl 25) 1')
. ‘ ’ . . . G e 1y
house care related . - ‘ e 1\1
activitiaes * Item 6 hours X ¥ -$ (Item 26) xS
clothing care related N ’ ,;‘f:;.
-activities Iten 7 hours X $ /., ~ --$ (Teed“27) <\ 7
. 1 S ~ <
X . ; M . . ) )
marketing/management - R .. s *J i
related actfyities Iten 8 hours X & -4 (Iten 28) gﬁx
[ =
family care related ! .
activities . 1tém 18 hours X ¢ -$ (1tem 29) .
. \
e - ‘
. - o Average dafly ' _
. } ’ indirect cost of'a S (itea 30) .
. \ . foster  child to a “ . \
. : ‘foster family vhere )
| S the homemaker i& ' ’
» employed ‘ ‘ :
-~ . . »| . '\- ) !
Step 7: Fill in the needed information to calculate the average daily value of the prinary
time household members dévote to the raiging of & foster child using your 'answer te question 1 .
and Items 24 and 30. PR . . ' K
¢’ Ty . . Y
.. r Propoftion of foster
. 3 » . wothers not employed ~ i
Item 24 § _ } SRR ’ -8
= ’ Pi‘ﬁpoi'tgén &t foster i
, .mothérs employed
Item30 §_ . x L ™ - 8 . N
. . /7 » # - . A j .
B . . . e, L N
N #
T _+ Average daily val(? y N ’ .
‘ " N %m."".. .of the primary time" " $ T (Iten 31) X
, & S housefiold pembers - .| ) A »
\ oL g, . devote to the rais- < RIS . D
e © ‘i ing of a fosfer child \ N .
LEPR B in the area of - .
) L8 n 1(terest * ¢
Step 8: In ordcr to é’djust the VAlue of the indirect time family members devote to the nisin; .
of a’foster child to a yearly basis, mulitiply the ‘answer you obtained in Step 7 by 365 days.
‘L - - ' ﬁ ) a \ . A - . -
'1 . . . '\' ,The value of the indirect |
. - N .M time family meobers devote. |
. «ltem 31 % - g , X 7 365 days $__- >— to the ralsing of,a foster '1
> g . - L child oo a yearly basis
. J ) L - ‘' ”
[
‘ ~ l L 4 L g3
. - Y v '
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" The Ahternative Child Care Method ‘ S — *
/Xiternat

Anolher'methf)‘d--psed to estimate the value of parent

, s side the home. Ip-gvaluating the wdirect cost of

. niimber of*studies hdve alread
" group home, 1ututon.

al yme involves csllma'lmg the cost of child care out-

a foster child. this method offers any possibilities A

y been done comparing ‘the total cost of 4 child'in a foftr::r family 1o a foster

or day care center If the dirett cost of the child’s foed. clolh'iug. health care. etc..

-+ could be calculgted. the difference between to al, cost and direct cost would give a Tairly good cstimate of
. the indiréct ¢qstof foster family care. . ; ' b

‘,:r “g«%"ﬁ'ﬂr o N ‘. ' . . L
There arc/‘l\‘%'ﬁwlhods fqr. determimng the indirect cost of foster family care using the alterpative child
care methpd. The first metfiod centers on estimating the indirect cost Of 24 hour altematives to foster family
care.guchas institutional- ¢dse "The seco

nd'method centers on estimating the indirect cost of part-time alter-
. nauves to foster family care by estimating the cost of

alternative ¢hild care methods duning the parts of the .
week When parents would be working . ’ /gd

-t T TRANPE EIIPI

—g ¥

Using the alternative child care systems-for #easure of the lnleCCPCOSlst foster family care has 1ts
advantages. Institutional care and foster group home care arg often very real alternatives to foster fan}ﬂy
care. Moreover. the alternative child care. method brings with 1t a réalization of the twenty-four hour job
that foster parents have. When the salaries paid to institutional workers are used s 4 measure of ndirect .
child care costs, there 15 more* reeognition of the fringe benefits foster parents forego For example. gtoup
homes. msututions, and-day care centers often provide their employees with isurance (health. life. and ha-
bMity). sick leave. regular holidays. and paid vacation days The total cost ¢ be quite high For example.

the total cost of kceme)sler child #n aMtate nstitution 1n New York n 1972 amounted 10 over-$12.000 a
year. most of which dnes 17 :

was'made up of 1direct costs such as workers” sal

- —————

. » «
*We suggest computing the indirect costs of chud care alternatives ‘only for the hours when both pareds or . =
", aggingle parent would usually be employed Worksheet :

C stiggests one method for py,g the indrrect cost
of such part-ime care The reader should be awur;{hul this method will provide & mefh m ‘conservalive
indirect cost estimate ‘than of the: alterative cost of ipstitutional care or foster group home care was coms- .
paredy foster family care . . ’ ‘

- ¢
. ’ /-\\ .
. - . -
N ] R * . .
"Devid Fanshel Fugune B Shinn, Noliars 3nd Senee in the Fou.

er Carf of Chlldren A Look N ( oy Factors (ew York (hild Welfare league of America, 1972) p 12
] . P4
2
s , rs - - B ! . -
e ¢ . ! ’ .
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Worksheet C:' Estimating the iddizect cost of -raising a foster child using the alternatdve

child care method on o 9-hour day basis.* N -’ \
o S

el

, 9 -—
- . - N

S:egzi; In order to use this worksheet for estimating(the averige annual indirect cost of &
foster child using thc alternative child care method, you must first be able to answer ?our.

_}uestions: ) . ‘ion

e

]

‘

(1) What proportion of the foster gchildren living in the arce are in the lge' group listed below?

v

>
> P . N}

*In thia worksheet we show how®the cost of slternativeucare B3y be determined for those parts
In this particular worksheet we have as-

* the. doy when the foster parents might be employed.
sumed the foster parents wotk or are traveling té or frow work 9 houra a day, §
50 wecks & year.
vieccs, we want to a%just the price of guch services to a 2250 hour year.

—~ ‘ 40 )
’ " - 46 - .

days a week,

© . infants (0 - 15 months) z { .
. “A’. to\d‘glcrs 415 months - 3 years) X & J
- . preschool (3 - & years) L 2 ¥ )
’, - ' kindergarten (5 years) [ '
' elementary (6 -'11/12 years) b4 ,
middle and high school ’ . ;e
(11/12 years - 18 years) 4 ‘ L=
. ? .
. 1002 ?
. . \ .
(2) What alternatives to foster family care are available in the arca“foy each age group listed
above for the parts of the daywhen foster parents would be ewployed? (For each age group
we suggest a service which is appropriate and usually available which way be priced #f a
‘survey of the local community is not considered feasible.)
A ) -
Determine on a ycarly basis what cach satisfactory slternative cdsts. Find out what porfion
of this cost is directly attrabutable to direct cost expenditures such as food for the
child, play materials, admission fees, etg. (Enter this information in the appropriate
places in Step 2.) ‘ o .
" (3) Are the kinde:rgarten programs public? Do they cover a whole or half day? .
(4) What is phe length of the publxc\seho'ol day for elementary school children? . - s
"y . ' ) f
Step 2: JFill in the needed inférpatign below using the information you gathered in Step 1,
question 2. , ‘
- ]
(1) Infants ('0 - 15 months). Select a sample of the llter'nltive care facilities available for
infants in the arca ang enter the appropriate.price and cost information below. (Usually
. the only alternative to foster family rare for infants in an ares is baby sitter care. When
. pricing baby sitter care, we recommend that the price of lﬂdult baby sitters be used.)’
Price Per Hour  Portion of Price Per Hour Indirect - Annual Indirect
of Care " Attributed to Cost of®Care - : Cost of Care
Alternatiyes *~ Direct Costs Alternatives 2250 hours* Alternatives
; , . N
] N -. § ’ X 2250 hours” = -
’s 0 s (.
$ - s = % X 2250 hours = 0§ ,
s . - s - s X 2250 hours =  § . :
$ N - 8 - 0§ X 2250 hours - $
4 N N - $ X 2250 houra - $
$ - s - = 3 - X 2250 houra = § -~
, *‘5 ' Total Annual Indirect s
P , N ) \Con of Carc AlternatXVfa ] (Ttea 1) .
”~ . B
Total Annual Indirect Cost of .
Care Algcrnanves (Tee-1): ’ A - --—A e Average Annual Indirect
1 ' ] — Al tives
Number of Alternatives Priced: . (B) B (Item 2) Cost of Care Alterns

b
of

Thus, if we wish to cstimate the annual cost of alternative child care scr~




Several alter
‘month to 3 ye
Select 2 sample of altern
the appropriate price an

(2} Yoddlcrs (15 months - 3 tears).
* available for children in the 15
adult baby sitting.
in the area and enter
Price Per Mour
of Care
Alternatives

Portion of Price
AtthGUKed to
Direct Costs:

Per Hour 1
Cost 'of
Alternat

%
Total Anpual Indirect Cost of

. Care Alternatives (Item 3): $

, A)
(B)

Number of Alternatives Priced: .

€

.
.

(3) Preschool (3 vears - 4 ve;}s). As with

are ugually ava:ilable for preschool cnil,

' sitters, family day care

availéble for preschoocle
below. *

toddle
dreon.
» and group day care.
rs in the area and ent

Price Per Hour
of Care
Alternatives

Portion of Price
Attributed to
Direct Costs

Per Hour 1
Cost of
Alternat

I 4
Total Annual Indirect Cost of
$

Care Alternatives (ltem 5)% (A)

T

Nuaber of Alternatives Priced:

(B)

leéﬁma
4

o
{

mily care are usually

ar age group such as family My care, or

a}ivg(care Lacilitaes’ avatlable for toddlers
d cost information below.

natives to foster fa

Annual Indirect
Cost of Care
Alternatives

P4

ndirect
Care

ives 2250 hours

N
. -
L
s .
S

$

2250 hours , =
2250 hours
2250 hours
2250 hours
2250 hours
'2250 hourf

—_—

x
X
X
X
X
X

5

Total Annual Ind{rect

=
Cost of Fare Alternatiies _?T?;;_ST__—

\\
Average Annual Indirect
Tost of fare Alterqatives

'

(Item &)

2

rs, several alternagtives to foster famfly care
These alternatives may include adult baby
Sekect a sample of alternative care facilities
r the apgPopraate price and eost information

b/

2250 hours

-
L

e

Annual Indirect
Cost of Care
Alternatives

ndirect
Care

ives

X 2250 Mours
* 2250(hours
X 2250 hours
X 2250 hours ,
X 2250 hours
X ’ 2250 hours

’ °

Tot:}'Annual Indfrect
Cost of Care Alternatives

(Item 5)

.

.

Average Agnual Indirect

A
— =
B Cost of Care Alternatives

(Item 6)

»

.
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1 , -
» .
* (&) Kindbrgarten (5 years). 1f public kinBergarten is availoble in the ares, sclect s sample of
the siternatives to foster fomily csre for the portion of the day when the child {s not in
kindcrgarten. For example, if the kindergartens in the arca only o‘perale 4 hours s day,
24 veeks a ycar, price alternative care facilitics for the S hours a day that the 5 year old
is not in kindergarten duriog the scheol year and price alternative care facflities for
9 ‘hours a day for®the 26 wecks that she child is not im school. {Thus, the alternatives to
foster femily carc wmight ps group day care for 5 hours s da¥ ‘at $2 an hour and public
kindergarten for free for 4 hours a day for 24 wecks; then group day care for 9 hours 8 day
ot $2 an hout for 26 weeks. On s yedrly bais this alternatave would cost $3540
(12 x 5 % 26) + [$2 x 9 x 2§] = $3540). If pudblic kindergarten is not available, price the
alzern#ves that ape avsilable to care for s 5 year old for 9 hours s day\,/"dayi a yeek,

. e

. 50 we a year. .
- ’
Price Per Hour Pértion of-Price Per Hour Indirect Annusl Indirect
‘, of tare — Attributed to Cost of Care, Average Cost of Care
Alternatives Direct Costs Alternative *  Hours Alternatives
. . N

]
<

o> P D P DN
ot
l‘
.
R 4
7 IR 7 7 I

OM M M M M
2 ]
©w P P P P »

]
<N
-y

]
0

e > Total Annual Indirect = §
Cost of Care Alternatives (1ten 1)
Total Annual Indirect Con%f ’ . -
Care Alternatives (Item 7): $ (A) A .
— - — = *  Average Annual Inddrect
Rupber of Alternatives Priced (B) B

(Ited 8) Cost of Care Alternatives

Te | ’ '
.

(5) ;lfe'menurj (6 vears - 11/12 years). Price the altérnatives that are available to care for
elementary .school age children for‘9 hours a day, 5 days a week, 50 weeks a year. In wost
sreas, the reallsuhg after school care for an elementary school age child is. adult baby

sitters. f
Price Per Hour Portigwrof Price Per Mour Inditect . - * Annual Indirect -
‘of Care Attributed to Cost  of Care . Average Cost of Care
Alternatives, irect Costs " Alternatjves Hours Alternatives
’ . ’ ¥
i $ - § - $ x - . $
" -8 -8 x -8
¢ - s - s x .8
$ - & T I X N - $
s, & - S_. . = ¢ 1 - 3
‘ hd - s o~ - s - X . - s
h . * - »
! Total Annual Indirect -8 ..
& Cost of Care Alternatives (Item 9)

> s a

4 Total Annusl Indirect Cost of

Care Alternatives (Item 9): § (A) A
— - — = § Average Aopual Il:direcz
Number of Alternatives Priced: (B) B (Itez 10) - Cost of Care Alternatives
N\ . . , . -
. . . y
, . . p
¢ . & .
\ 42 - 4 8 . -

v

I

. wf/‘

M




I_ . |
' e : :
(6) Middle School and High School (11/12 years - 18 yedqrs). Host fhildren this age need little
csrc for the after~school hours during the school year but may need special care during the
T " summer wonths. Price the alternatives that arc available ta care for widdle school and high
school age children for 9 hours a day, 5 days a weeh, 50 weeks a year. That is, rcalistically
price the added cost incurrcd if the parent(s) vers mployed.

t Price Per Hour Portion of Price Per '_llour Indirect . *  Annual Indirect .
of Care Attributed to . “Cost of Care *Average Cost of Care -
Alternatives Direct Costs Alternatives Hours Alternatives
i
-$ - $ : = $ X - $ ‘
- A _AY .
s - S = s X - s
* $ - $ - $ X -
- $ - S - 8- X _ = 3
¥
) . s -8 - s X, - s
s - 8 /- $ x - -8
. < w . .
» R //
Total Annual Indirect - 8 -
~ Cost of Care Altcrnatives (Item 11)
. ] .
. Total Anhual Indirect Cost of . ‘ . '
) Care Alternatives (Item 11): § . (A) A ~
- — -4 Average Annual Indirect
Nusber of Alternatives Priced: (B) B \ -, (Item 12) Cost of Care Alternatives
N
. . ’ N
Step 3: The information can .be used either as s weighted average for all groups of ages or for .
sections of age groups or as each age group. Fill in the needed informatioh below to calculate )
the average annual indirect cost.of alternative care for the children in your area using the
. information in Step 1, question 1 and Items 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 12.
[

Calculation of weighted average iMircct cost for all foster children ~ .
N ’ rroportion of Foster
. Average Children in Agc Croup Weighted
\ Age Group Annual Cost (fron_ question 1, step 1) Cost
. . ) \
Infants (Item 2) $ X . - $
! — - R T
¢ ° ' Toddlers (Item 4) s ® X . -
L
. Preschool (Item 6) $ X . -5 -
- . _ _—
Kindergarten (Item 8) § X - $
. - - R — =
) Elementary (Item 10) § x’ . - .
- ‘ E—— A — _—
Middle/High school . R
* (Item 12) ‘ $ X . = $
I “‘ !
* ~ 1.00 Total § Average
: Annual In-
} ) dirgct Cost of Alterna-
. ' . . tive Care for Hours
. . When Foster Parents are
. - ~ Working . R
. R . }
r .
‘ * *
- Al el
. ’ . o . :
[ -
[%d . .
\ .
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The Opportunity Cost Method

.The opportunity cost method estimates what the individual's time would be worth in paidsemployment as’

the value of household and child care work. The discussion of whether there is an opportunity cost when
household members devote time to household work &nd child care takes on new significance with the in-
creasing employment of ma'rned women and mothers of children of all ages. In 1975, about 14.1 million
women 1n the labor force had childrefi under the age of 18; 5.4 million of these working mothers had chil-
dren under the age of 6.18 It would seem that the woman who phsses up a job to stay home and raise a fam-
ily. particularly if-she 1s well educated, 1s mcurrﬂxg a very real opportunity cost. .

The estimate developed in this section focuses on womea's work patterns, not becausé men could' not

also have opportunity costs, but because the number of men in the foster parent population who care for

children nstead of working outside the home is thought to be small The method proposed here takes into
account the normal work patterns of populations similar to foster patents. It also takes into account part-
time. full-time. and ungmployed work patterns. Opportunity costs, are viewed as the average across the
grodp weighted for differences in employment patterns.

It should be noted that this method of averaging does not conform te methods discussed in the literature

on fertility When researchers are interested in assessing the total Tmpact of child bearing and rearing on’

families. they generally assume a loss of full-ime employment or estimate the difference between full-time
apd part-time employment as the opportunity cost In addition. these researchers also look at the effect on
hfetime earnings of the interruption of employment on wage rates .when re-entering the job market.!?

.

The opportumity cost method explathed here 15 based upon gross 1gcome figures as are the f rtility studies.
Although” women's employment patterns are used for the estimate. n@ discounting js done for taxes, work
expenses and other factors somelimgs calculated when the income 1s assumed to be secondary. )

- N . - . 1
The doHar value of the obporluhq homemakers forego when they choose to raise children full-time is
extremefy difficult to measure Wage rates pertain only to those who-have chosen to work outside th€ home,
and thede people may not represent the total population. Annual earnings may be éven less satisfactory as a
measure. since not ul workers enter the labor force on a full-year basis. The type of work the family mem-
ber would actually perform outside the home 1s alsopdifficult to assess The fact that @ person is trained as a
teacher does not necessarily mean that he or she could find a jobas a teacher. -

We do know that the composttion of the foster family 1s important in measuring opportunity costs. While

_our research and the work of others indicate that foster parents’ natural children are usually older than

therr foster children. one cannot assume that the major portion of ume foster parents spend in child care is
directly attributable to the foster children If the family has young children still at home, these children
would need to, be discoynted 1n any analysis using the opportunity cost method to estimate foster care costs.

When ugency policy permits foster mothers 10 work outside the home and many do choose to work, the
estimate should exclude them from the calculation since these mothers do not, in fact, experience an oppor-
tumty cost Where this number 15 a substantial part of the whole population.the opporturﬁ'ty cost method
cduld be supplemented by using the alternative child care method. The opportunity cost.method assesses the
loss due 10 not working across the population of ddults. It is related to the age of the youngest child and it
s not ted to the number of foster children in a home or their length of stay. This method requires a knowl-
edge of the local foster parent population charactenstics relating to possible employment opportunities and a
knowledge of current wage rates and hours of empioyment for all mothers in the iocal aPea. )

»
" The 'process shown in Worksheet D does not attempt to estimate the opportunity cost of interrupted ca-
reers or to determine 1f sufficient jobs actually exist for the foster mothers or to suggest that these women
would actually work if they could This method himits the opportunity cost to normal patterns of local.em-
ployment A more generous estumate can be made 1f full employment of all woman is assumed.

\ A}
N . * /
. i hd
W S Depurtment of Labor 1976 p ) ,
1"These references discum 10 detail the shove idems Clen G n and’ Adrfans Wejninger, "E ic Determi of Fertiity: Resuits trom Cress Sectionsl Aggregate Duts,’’ Do-
mography. vol 10 no 2 (May 1 1973, and Ritchie H Reed (W on. D ( wmmmmmmaﬂ-uwm-‘hmrm.m.
PR M43, "Peter H Lindert “The Reiative Cost of American Children.”” Discassion l.'nanrrl.. E: ic History, Madh 4 sin, EH 7318 (March 1973), pp. 21-30; snd Ap-
pendit 34 The Job interraption flecl on Wage Rates s Part of Child ( ost -
- .
! , 44 ,
Lt - O
N J -
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Worksheet D: FEstihating the indirect cost of raisin

8 a foster child usi
oot using the opportunity cost

' e

L *L
- 7 —
o : . .
Step 1: -In order towss this worksheet for estimating the sversge annual indirect cost of a

foster child using the gpportunity cost method, you must first answer the following questions
about your local ares's wage and work hours patterns for mothers:

o~

(1)‘Hha; are the ususl rstes by occupstion or education im your locstion?

.7 \
Occupstion -OR~- Education . Hourly wsge rate

1. self-employed 1. Elementsry $

or

2. Sslsried professionals " 2. Some high school
snd officials

or

. Clericsl and sales . High school graduate

or

., Skilled’craftsmén . Some coilege

or .

. Semi-skilled . College graduate

or

6. Unskilled . More than college

or

(2) In the local area, what percent of the mothers in the generai populataon with children of
~ this sge work full-time, work part-time, or sre uremployed? If available lude a

- separate estinate fer mothers of preschool children.

* Children under 14 No,¢hildren undet 14

Full-time ' Z

Pert-time - ‘\\\\ 4 )
Unemployed % )
) Total: 1002 °* Total: 100X

Step 2: 1In order to uyse this worksheet for estimating the average annyal indirect cost of s
foster child using the opportunity cost method, you must be able to answer the following
questions gbogt the foster mothers in your local area:

(1) How foster mothers are in the group ‘with their youngest naturak child 14 years
- of fage or older?

. Héw many are in the group with their youngest natutal‘chtld under 14 years of age?

—

/

.
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(2) Usiag either the educational or occupa.tional (whichever ‘was used in Step 1) claaal/lcntton{,
deteroine the/proportion‘of foster mothers within cach of the above groups who would likely
' ‘be in each category of hourly wage rate, using either their educational background or pre-
) N vious employment. : .o :
E 3 N . .
- / v
i . y ] ] M - -
. Answer; Step 2, question {2) only if the actual employment patterns are used in Step b ,
» g
% of foster mothers 2 of foste{mothzt.l
. - with natural child with natural child
" Occupation -QR-  Education* under 14 ) 14 or over '
1, Self-employed 1. Elementary . ,
) 'tor N N . .
2. Salaried professionals 2. Some-high ’
. and-officials hool - L ‘ !
or . r A4 .
3. Clerical and sales 3. High school . N
graduate . ~
or __, . .
. ' o «
4, SkilYed craftsodh 4. Some college
LIy "
or : . .
5. Semi-skilled . 5. College ’
graduate )
- or -
6. Unskilled 6. More than
! . college .
or .
. '
Step 3: W calculation is Jone separately for the mothers .accord:lng to age of youngest child.
. This step includes:
« calculating the average weighted wage rates within each group of foster mothers (by age ¢
. of children) . . - . ,
- using the average wage rate to estimate the total wages realizable as an oppprtunity cost
according to normal employment and work hours pattern in the local area .
- : weighting the two groups, if desired .- \ ,
- v . .
- - 4
1f Besired. the estimate may be made’ for both groups of & full employment basis of 2000 hours
per year. 1If this approach is used, there is no need to figure the groups saparately. e
) ) Mothers with youngest child under 14 years of age
bl AT —— .
Hourly Wage Average of each Humber or Percent of foster ' >
category _(either occ. or ed.) mothers in each group .
{S¢ep 1, Question (1)} [Step 2, Questign (2)] Weighted Average
1. x - $ _
s ~
2. 8 c X - $
e 3.8 X . - $ "/
4. § X _ﬁ . - $ -
- 5. 8§ X v - $ .
. 6. § X - $
B g [} .
. Total . Total: §_- N .
R - (1tem 1) (1tem 2) \
. Fl -
st - ) Ttem 2 - s ) Weighted Average . .
> ’hem‘ 1 (leen 3) Hoarly Wage
FRIC o “ Az ‘
f‘__ L4 . fs R * N ! )
ESN : " -




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

X of Working Mothers in
Genéral Populatiop with
Youngest Child Under 14
, [Step I, Question )

Full-time:

Part-time:

Not employed:

’

ourly .Wage - ,
Item 3

Weighted Aue}agc

Total:

. »

(Item 4)

Annual Opportunity

(Item 5) . Cost

vy
\

Mothers with Youngest child 14 years of age o? 3\der

Hourly Wdge Average of each .
category (either occ. or ed.)
\\‘-[Step 1, Question (1))

1. -
2.
3,

.Total:

Item 7
Ifem 6

X of Working ifo#Mers in -

-General Population with

Youngest Child 14 or over
[Step 1, Question (2)]

« Eull-tipme: 4 )

Part-time: _X
Nég employed: P

-

Item 9,

// 1e0t

Nugher.of Foster Mothers
[Step 2, Question 1)}

"

—_— .

Youngest ‘c‘hild under 14:

Youngest child 14 or over:

¢ Tofal: .

Ttem 12

Ttem o1l

o=

Number or Percept of fostery

mothers im :Xth group
[Step 2, Question (2)]

<
X
i

»
»-

Total:

(Item 6) .

13

Heighted.Average

(Item 8) Hourly ?age

Weighted Average
Hourly- Wage
Iy I'tem 8

Total:

Weighted Average

$
$
$

—,

$
$
$
$

(Item 7)

Annual Opportudity

—t U -uam . SRR
{lten 11) L

(Item 10) . - Cost

“Average
Opportunity Come

X.Item 5: §

i

3

Weighted

‘pdst

——— e

. i .X Item 10: §
— = —

Total: § -

—
+ (ltem 12)

Al

Average Annupl Oﬁportuqity Cost

.

for All Foater Mothers
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< " b - T . . N
- De_ﬁmtu)ns and 5ources of information for calculating opportunity costs are mcluded for your Convenl- -
- ence. /, . roo T
: iy ) ) ’ . . RN
) ® Full-tihe work equals 2,000 hours a'year for this gstimate. ° < .
* e PFart-time wogk equals 1,000 hours a year for this estimate. , &

How to Cdlculate Opportunity Costs. A number of sources of Sldll‘slitdl data are available' with informa-
tion on the focal area’s employment and wage patterns. Since they are somewhat different in their speuﬁcny
"and content. we includé % short annotafion for each source mentioned. The sources themselves dre‘nol in-
cluded because lhe number Of local areas and length ¢f the materials 1s prohibitive = .

59 - - '

Local data is neexif.d on: o

I employment of women. their educational or occupational Iev‘els,f'wfd the ages of their chitdren.

2. wage or salary rates by cduCu“uon or occupation:, T ' - ‘

Data on employment of wofren. their educatronal or occup,monal Ievels and the ages of therr chlldren are
- available from two sources ¢

7 ~ . .
(a) United States Dgpartment of<L.abor. Employment Standards Admimstration. Women's Bureau. Wash-
ington. D C 20210 A «eries of papers havegbeen prepared which give these estimates, natonally and by
state based on data from the U.S Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census and the 'U.S.-Depart-
ment of Labor. Buieau of. Labor Statistics. Included 1n these pamphlets are analysis by age of children.
comparison of distribution 1n occupations of men and women. income by occupations. patterns of work-
. ing mothers. minorities adjustments. and educational levels. The.national symmary 1s published yearly and
other materials updated at regular intervals. This data will allow Iocahzallon of estimates to a stateslevel..

It 1s secondary data developed from census studres. . . p
P ’
:{b) United States Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Local census %ata can be purchased
from the U.S. Census Bureau or is available at-most public hbtaries Finer breakdowns for the 1970 cen-
sus ‘are avatable by staté standard melropolitan statistical area and even by census tracts This magenal.
whife much more detailed, 1s more complex and@re difficult to use because of the vastness of the data
-+ for some areas. Also. it 15 1970 data and soine es®mate of change in the area becomes necesgary as the

decade-puasses - & ‘ S
. N

Data on local wage or salary rates by education or occupation are avdflable in at Ieast three. wuys. .

(d) United States Department of” Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics, Area Wage Surveys: Setected Metro-
-8 pohtan Areas. Annual Bulletin, Washington. D.C.: Government Printing Office. The regional offices of lhel\
Bureau of Labor Statistics also have thém available The Area Wage Survey. published anrually. provides
information on oc,LupdllondI earnings for individual metropolitan argas. und national and regwndl esti-
. mates for all Standard Meétropolitan Statistical Areas of the Umited States. Tdbl’aresenl average
.straight-line earnings of selected. office clerical. professional and technical, maintenamce “and power plant,
- “and custodial and material movement occupations Separate breakdowns are given for women and men,
Metrdpolitan areas are included. For example, m Regon 111, Allentown. Philadelphia. Pittsburgh. and
YorK, Pennsylvania: Baltimore. Maryland: Charleston. ‘West Virginia; Norfolk and Richmond. Vlrglnm
and Washington. B.C.. are available. For purposes of this sludy however. the 'yearly summary is proba-
bly the most useful. While data for. men and women are combined 1n the summary. those' occupduons in
which women are most.oflen employed can be easily identified.

¥ ) .

(b) United Stgnes Department of C ommerce, Bureau of the Census. 1970 Census of the Papulation. If
none of the area surveys are appropridte to a specific area one may wnsh to return to the local census data
for 1970 as a base for eccupations in.an area. Updating census ddld is more difficult. but the local speci-
* ficity may be agood trade off. This is particularly true for rural communities. where lhe‘ed wage surveys
are ffot appropriate to the community.

t ° '

)

s .

° - . : . N a
(¢) A amplified a proach is to use a conservative estimate of all women’s wagesin an area based vn such
concepts as minfnum wage or rate for. unskilled labor (see discussion in household Wk method. pp. 61-

({)). * - r.' . [
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_In this"monograph several ways of understanding gna measuring the €osts of foster family care are pre-
serited, ®nfortunately. it fs easier 29 find econiomic dagaon ebjects rathe® than“on pe®Me, Children are not ;

g

. _ .normally viewed in & ¢ -Context. Thg problem of etermining the cost of raising a chifd 1s much more

e

%«

'.co.mplex,'nr!dvdltﬁcull thal termining cqsts for a whole famaly. Our goal has been go develop anvnstrument .
fof measuring thé gost of foster family care in local areys. - )

e “This instrument n}easures the costs df the foster child to the family. Social service an# agency administra-

fs:

-t

@

e

[

". ® the fonsumer price index 1s currently based on th

tion,costs were excluded. Therefore, it may be difficult to make a comparison of cost to other_ghild care -
' programs which lump these costs together withemaintenance costs, Although both direct and indiré®t costs °
can be‘meau{red. by the instrument, they represent a portion of the total program cOsts, ’ o

v 4
"The rﬁelh_ods'.agveloped here do have limitdtions. ard the estimates obtained must be inferpreted withe
-%pich. limitations in mn her/ the estimate is used to suggest or to justify a payment or reimbursement
- program, the case 1s str. by acknowledging the nethod followed. Secondary data sources are used
in preference ta lqcal su ausé such research uses better e hniques and scientific samphng. and it is
frequently. updated We re “end Ii\miting' local pricing of th 'Iowmg' e

. R + - ’ LI ) ) ) .‘ )
& the; cost difference between non,-handica'ppéd natural children and non-handicapped foster children .
® the dorth of parental.time in child care .~ * - » , - .

- - 2 . e -

]
* “Worksheets will be' feasible if agencies and foster parepts’ ‘groups cooperate to ‘gather the information
describing the locat area’s fosfer care pr&m. This information 1s necessary to adjust data m the .work-

- foster chidren arid foster families . . . ‘

. 2
L ‘ -

" sheets to specific areas. Both the direct and indirect’ cost-instruments rely on adequate information ahouw )
- 4

= gFheevanables used to measure ‘the direct cbst of'phild care-are® age. region. urbamzation. und level of*liv-
sing; There are a number of other variables that can “affect the®ost. suckas child spacing. number and order &

of ghildren] ‘and cultusal differences In additidn, Were are variables peculiar to foster families that can af- -

al data on +

T Jfect g(')sl.cggéuilmcnl costs, agency policies, and special needs of foster children - Since there 15 hittle, nation? ©.

Cial needs of foster children. inclusion of all of these variables i our instrument was not feq-

- sible, 1t7i§ recommended .that' 16cal groups determine if lhese‘plher variables are significant enodgh to do the

specialstudies necessary to include;them in their estimates ) "
R . . ;
¢ After convidering tHe methods that have been proposed ?0;'ca|cu|almg direct Costs. gstimates of the costs
- of ressing childfen by the U.S Departmerit of Agriculture have been selected as the mbst reliable. economi. 2
cal.-and the stmplest to-use: The data are currently based on the {960-61 Consumer Expenditure Survey and >
can be-updated by usipng the consumer price indesd20 Although we strongly recommend the use of govern-
yenl dulu,'rat%r than primary data gathering. the presént limitations include . | - ./
I * . -

. . . : - L
@ the datd base is qow 17 years old . . : Lo -
® cach family memBer was a’sslgne'd equal shares of the family’s housing. transportation. pemonal care.
-and"reéreation expenses . ' . L - vt ' ’
@ the study does not pertain specificyly to foster famihes : .
@ indirect costs were nat included in the resefrch o ’ ) L fay
¢ urban wage carner . )\\

.
[ -

The results of the dyesy and,‘jndir‘e(*osl Instruments present uverages instead of actual costs They do

not account for various types ‘of foster care whigh may include emergency. temporaly, permanent, or gpe- )

,ﬂaﬁzed' care What 1t Joes provide is a good estimate bised on sound dataof the average Lost ‘of fodter Gare

a parti€ular area’ The instruments do not lénd themselves to nationap.guidelines unless the results were
acialed to perc_enla}Qs of direct and, indirect costs of foster family care which should be reimbursed
. " . N i . . - . i ‘ ‘ .

© Jable 9 descgﬂwcs .lh the input of the instrédments and” the uses to -which the § natiof gengrated can

be directed Groups who have good estimates of cost may want Yo use such a diagrdm 1o present this anfaor;

v

malion to outsid¢ commu nity leaders. o / . - o
. . . I . ' ” . . - N
j * . . - : ) ’ . 4
by the d, & *L Iof.uh in 1977-78 The t SDA Consumer and Fond Foonomics Tnstitute ‘will uee the
‘

wgnu.li.dmu' N . * . .

‘ ) . £ . ] #/D .o
n, L4 4 Vo . .. . . .
pA :.ﬂ ‘\-'(‘ 455 .- Ag‘ . ) "3" . e
) .- . . L . ? g

" BTRE date trosh the 97273 Conmamer Expenditure Sarvey will be
new dala o fe%
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INeUT A

L
_‘l‘_age 9 ‘__

Costs for-raising a

normal cirild.

a, Estimate based on:
-gevernmental -
.studies adapted to
a fos;her care pop-

ulation ¢
hd L}

b, Update by:'

- -uge off C, P, I, .

- 1.
. £ 4 Direct costs .
. {food, cléthing,
';‘ shelter, education, f °
' recreation, €rans- | °
portation, ete, .
. ] /
o = “L ’
o ¢ T
- iR

Indirect gosts.

/ (p

care

E lcl

= |m-‘ Provided by ERIC

g

egtal child
e W

P

2,

e

Special costs of
foster child .

a." Estimate based on:
~identifying guch
costs in & local
area - .
-determining possible
cost ¥mpact
=pricing such itema,
locally

b. Update by:
-repricing at
intervals

.

Disgram-of cost measurement technigyes and ppssible applications.

»
1. Household tasks methode 2. Alternative Child Care
+ 8, Estimate basgg\‘;‘n: . od based ,
-likely impact - 8 m?;e asel on:
°  added children &4, 1t y;:?d‘ rer-
foster care familfes| native c care
-price of such _ng;‘m‘ h
P services locally OR e pricing tho
N 1- programs*
b, Update by: “r . -weighting des-,
-repricing the , - . criptiof8f foster
services » child population .
'enoting ehange in .
fostey care pop- b. Updatg by:
ulation . -repriling the alter-
-, [ S native servicea,
| . . . * -reyeighting by child
= 4 population,
| - *
. - 2 Al
. , . * N
’ ~ .
N A

a. Estimate baseq on:

-identifying the
foster homemaker's
pkills and education

~ ] ; -
” ‘ R »
¥ .o
. .
. P ' .
I ‘ . . .
y T ,
‘ A
L P . * ,
h - . L]
’ J/ . OUTPUT
. 'S . SR
. . : { | May figure for
. < age groups, not
- - % | whole group
’ - e
- . -] . -
-— -]
-~ .
. N N
Total Costs —e e
for Foster Care N
. Results
° I3
. hd 3 i
May keep two
L - i . types of cost -
3. Opportunity Costs separdte’ o

! - P

-using government’
wage survey to price
potential occupationg 3
-weighting aversge of
cost of mot pursuing
those occupltiona
Update by:

“May use all three
indirect com . .,

g

suggest'a reasonsbl . N
compromise .
—

imatfs to produce
oughl estimate sn
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F_PARENTS’ VIEW. OF COSTS: A LOCAL LOOK :

t N M - | R Al - - -
Since there is fittle: published information describing foster families and virtually no data on the differ-
ences 1n cost foster parents meur in raising foster children and natural childref: we needed to know more -~
about 4 typical group of foster parents in order to evaluate the usefulness of available data on natural chil-

*dren'sscosts  To meet this need. we designed and” conducted an in-depth study of foster families in Deia-

ware THe data from the study ilustrate the diversity of families involved in foster family care Other foster
Curg dgemcies may wish to repeat parts of this study in order to measure dlﬁerenc‘es in the types of families
i their communiies '

(3
* lhe (;}o major purposes of the Delawar3Etudy were: c - A "
-1 ) develap g descriptive demographic profile of foster famili€s 1n a locg) community- %' é . .
3 {0 measure how foster parents viewed differences in child rearing costs between 4 natural child and a
. fostet chifd of the Sumesage and sex o -
. ! - N »?
. . . ) . . .-
| hree himutations of the study were * '
\ . - " . . AW
o sample specthieity 1o Delaware . _ - : ’
e Loverage of public agencies only . { )
o usc of patents peréeptions of cost rather than actual copt data . d . i .
* . . . . r ’
]
” ' . .
. ~ N : - . ., ) - R 'y
Description of the Foster kamilies - ) . . -
» v . . . » = L4
.

- -

¥esenplign includ <Occupation. family composition. parents’ educaton, income. location. and num-
ber of children One of the reasons for seeking o descniption of foster famihies was to judge whether the .
960 61 Burcau of Fabor Statistics consumer expenditure survey and the subsequent revisions of the con;
\l‘H;lcr price mdey were useful data for measunng the ggsts 1o foster famulies 7 e \ ‘-

: . 4

-When Delaware foster fathersg occupations are c@mpargd to male occupations in the consum
ture survey for the région including Delaward. the results show almost identical demographic profiles
mnthct‘x' preyious aeeupdalional experience indicated primanly unshkilled occupations

P , . ., -
There were MY foster” childrenf placed i the 159 families interviewed The average fotal number of chil-
dren per family was 32 with 22 of thege being foster children Since the median number of foster children
was & it appeard that o few famihies Mave large nimbers.of foster children ,

C omparson of the fpster parents’ educational background %o the datu In the consumer expendituge survey
for the region showe results simular 1o those of occupation On the uverage. husbands and wives ad shight-
Iy less education than high school gradudtion Few folter parents had more than high school hackground. a
large propartion of foster futhers inour study were reported to have had only grade solool education

The median meome was $10.000-$12.499 Twenty percent of the households reported incomes below
SS.000 For such fanuhies.” thirty-five percent of the family income would corme from the foster care pro-

2rdm -
!-( v . PN

Most of the foster families had suburbd¥ or urban focation %rul i14%7. rural pon-farm 18 9’4, suburban
VS0, drban 32277 By observation. at wis estmated that the homes represented 54 7% ~white. 43 9
black and t 4 ¢ Spanish-spedking extraction -

. Many’ foster pareits had beennvalved n foster-famly care for g long time The average number of fos-
ter children cared for over a long period of ume by these families was 7.3. however. the most frequent oc-
CUITenee was one child - kaght famihies (5%) had had over 2%, foster children in their care  Fogty-five percent

(n 7% of those reporting indicateg that the shortest placememts had lasted under a year 132 famihes ‘1
reporting longest placements. the meun Wis Over g years.sbut 157 had a longest placement under a yedr |
AN

- s
-

p ‘ | '5461”.\ |

- »

P
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Cost Differences Between Fosfer and Naturaj Childreg® “ °

" The foster parents were asked to rateghe differegees between foster children and natural children m five

cost areas. Fhe large majonty of parent$rated the b5 the <ame. Almost none thought any costs were
. - lower for foster child}ren. . T

s

asons given for higher food costs for foster Children *erc that these children may’ eat more and tend (]
us¢ food Sfor secunty The most frequently mentionéd rexon for higher clothigg costs was that foster chil, )
drén were harder on clothes than natural children Parents who noted higher housing costs for foster chyl-
dren felt that thesg children caused more weur and tear on the furniture Those families with higher school-
ing costs for fostef chilgdren mentioned having to hire private Tators, or not participating in the <chool lunch
program as reasons Finally a small percent Iisted higher costs for foster chidren in the areas of recreation

and entertainment A few did feel that these children needed more attention in this_area which accounted
for the higher costs. » . : .

.
»

- ' : " Parental Perceptions of Costs for Foster and : ,
- Natural Children for Child of Same Age and Sex T
. N . VT -~ o'
t Lower Cost for : P Higher Cost for No
\ Foster Child | Same Foster Chgld‘ Ty Answer
—~ . o
Food ' 7 O e MRS 737
Clothing . 0 640 AR . 57
Housing o 7 . Hk 7 . 280 26
-Schooling « 33, "1 120 ; 134
Recreation 26 847 67 . . 60

A;iequacy of Foster Care f’a_y ments to Cover Fxpenses

]
a

Parents were asked to what extent each of three major areas of CXPense were Covered by the payvments

The majority of parents felt that the payments covered less than all of the direct cogts
- -

.
. .

. - . a f
¢ v

« Amount of Direct Costs Conered by Payments © | ° - :
' ‘ rNone ' Lew Than Al ® A - More Than anl No Answer
& Lt . L 4 b I I3 . ‘; b

‘ . . ' . ¥ . .
Food & Clothmg ’ 0 H6 A *g." ) v 46 0~
Hausing ) RN 24 154 T el 3 . Q "3
Sf:hool& Recp 44 ‘ 26 180 ? : 7 147

. : 2% . [+

~

When asked,what other Hems were not reimbursed. 76 5, mentioned at least one item Oy er cighty dif-
ferent Hems were sugpested Some examples wel'e prerced c'urs. mu:rLk:s(ms school supphies bicy Jes
: ) ., '

.

gifts. vacanons, summer Camps, and graduation-cxpenses :

- When asked if there were 4ny ttems they wished to buy for their foster children but could not. o er halt
of the families suggested items  Some of ghose 1tems were.shaircuty, summer school. music lessons. school

trips. scouting, vacation trips. summer camps hicyeles swing sets. and class nmgs 5 -

-
2
v
e . .

Time Devoted to.Foster Care ) '

. '
~

Most parents felt that the time mvuftcd in morking with foste Lh_;ldrcn’ on ordinary achivities was .:hm\t,_
the sante as for natural children About o quarter Of the parents cyw 4 tieed for spendmg, imote time with .

foster.child Al the comments andicated( that the quality of tumé andanvolvement with children requined
more of foster parents v ce \ N ‘

Q. * B2\, . \' - ) - -
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When zsked Loy suggest other means of help which the foster family could”use. forty-three percent sug-

, gestéd some atems other thhn money  In general. many felt that more counseling and preparation of the fos-

ter family was needed A number of the suggestions”had econdmic overtones such as: free bus tickets. food

stamps. summer trips and camps. glasses. cete Suggestions for cooperatiye handling of some items were giv-
en as.a solution by o few parents, for example. clothing cxchangcs..garage sales and guantity purchasing

» ‘

»
In our study of one local grea. we found ch?&]clenshcx of féster parents to be comparable to those of the
* general regional population as‘reported in the consumer expenditure survey Recognizing the mitatwens of a
study 1 one focal area. we would nevertheless suppose. that these foster parents might be quite \milar to
those 1n othet programs  at leist m terms of the range of people and concerns reported An alternative. yet
to be testett. 1810 use Tocal agency records o develop a profile of local foster famihes . .
r

¥ \ . . .

II. PUBLIC PAYMENTS FOR FOSTER FAMILY CARE: A NATIONWIDE LOOK
. I ‘ & : Y ‘ '
_ o nexanuming the toster f(nmly Care administration. supervision. and payment systems i usc today. it
‘becomes apparent that cach state and 1n same cases., cach county has developed its oan system for dealing
with foster family cate . .

+ . &

agencies. in_the tvpes of tems covered by various elements of the payment plans Jin the kinds of data used
by “the system (0 establish and update rates. and in the organizationa! ‘(rucl'ures used by the states for ad-
ministefing toster tamily care While the patterns of financing foster care vary from state to state. the two
most common elements are the monthly oF base rate payments and the imual or one-time paymemnts

\ arrations exist 10 the proportton of state expenditures being channeled to vnlun}lry or private foster care

-—

« AMonthhv o hase rate pavments mclud® atl pay ments ‘that are fived 10 amount and paid monthly to the fos-
“ e tamuly These pavments are ‘designed to cover the day-to-dey expenses foster families incur 1n raising a
toster child There s o sigmiheant ditfgrence among states in, the monthly or base rate paid for non-handi-
‘capped toster chidien The priman jable acgounting for differences in base rate payments within cach
Slate s aee AL feast twenty-six states adjust l*‘ base rate they pay-according to the physical and mental
needs of the child Other tactors cludle the consumer price index. 'prcwnhn§ costs 1n the local cgmmunity.
the gttitudes of ~tate legislators wale.constraints. pay ments made n the past. and payments made by neigh-
borthg states ) . :
‘ M he ‘ g , .
Most states have iitial or one-time pay ments which includg all payments in cash or goods madc% the, fos-
et famihy jo Begin care of & foster child Normall « the amount of the snitial outlay varies depending on the
sex of age of the child the existence of special emotondl or physlc‘al problems. and the ngeds of the child,

at the tame.of placemen . R - S, 4
d -
N .

Addiional pey ments mgl’ni\ payments over and above the base rate and imtial one-time outlay Theyr
purpose Is 1o cover any special expenses the foster child or foster fumily might incur (e g medical cosw.
music lessons canmip) ‘

e

The tremendous vartation i foster {amily care payments frzrl one jtate to another and the great vancty

Of pavment systems in use throughout the country. point out the need for a systematic look<it“the true costs
~of foster child care Some statey elect 1o vary payments¥aased on the age oi{lhe foster child. while others
. pay g hixed athount per child or vary payments according tor where the child 48 located 1n.the state or what
veut the child s in sphool Some states do not get involved with foster famuly care payments at all and in-
stead teavg the niatter of rates to the county and private foster care agencies ’ . v

.

.

: ' T R s
Hl’. FOSTER PARENTS'/AND SOCIAL WORKERS® ATTITUDES ON FOSTER CARE

[ S { . ISSUES /\
| . . <

, -

Our data on the ‘mml{cx and Munides of fo¥er parents was gathered from questionnaires we distribiited
1o foster purents gt the 1975 National Foster Parents Association=(N_F P A') meeting in "Atlanta and socal
workets at the 1978 Fadtern Regional Conference of the Child Welfare l.cague in New York City. We also
compadred our’surves with other rescarch projects completed 1n the 1950°s. 19607, and 1970°s :

)
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Foster Parent Attitudes Toward Specific Payment and Cost Issues
N B . . .
Nearly three-fourths of the foster parents surveyed at,the 1975 N.FP A_ meeting felt that they should be
*teimbursed for the direet osts they incur 1n caring for a child, plus a certamn amounit for their time. ynd ef-

fort. We believe t the results reflect an mcreasing trend on lhé’})arl Of foster parents to seek compensa-
tion for their role as professionals, g . ‘

- . - ’
Many respondents felt that with a service-for-fee payment system, .

¢ agencies would be able to recruit more middle class foster famrhigs. //‘
R - * ’ ¥
there, would be.less turfrover in foster homegs, cot |
. . . .
foster parents would be more w:lhn* accept foster-children with special needs. and

e foster care agencies would expect more of foster paenls /

-

* Ten'questions‘in our N F p A survey attempted to gauge foster parent all:ludes towards other major fos-

-

ter care payment.and cost issues <mgeneral, the foster parents in the study agreed with the followang,

~ o Foster children cost the same as natural children of the same age and sex’ (6677 agreed)

.® More adults would become lfnster‘ parénts if payments were better (557 agreed)
\/ .

=

¢ Most foster care agency payments do not come close to covermg direct c()sts*i*’;’zigfccd)

e It costs more to raise children in a city than in a rural arey (53; agrecd)

A 4 . . .
e .Foster care payments should reflect differences g C()i’l\juc o age and sex (967 tecd about gge.

61% agreed about sex) .

Costs _andgymenls items on whiclmyfoster. parénts expressed disagreement included.

. A -
e Foster care péymgqts 4are a major source of income for foster parents (797 disagreed)
- - + s ‘\ ,
o The high coss of raising teenagers 158 prime reason why it s <o hard to place teenage Children (8207
N .

dsagreed) : ] . 1
~ 8 i

. L]
' .
-

Social Worker's Perceptions of Foster Parent A"'i(uﬂes

. [ )

In order for a foster care system to work effectively. the foster care social workers must know how the
foster parent feels In our sutvey of social workers involved with foster parents, we allempled to Mmedgure
social workers' accuracy by asking the respondents to put themselves in the place of foster parents in re-
spona/ing to many of the questions In most cases. social workers were poor predictors of how foster per-
ents felt about their role as foster parenls. payment and Tost 1ssues. and the foster care agency

., ' J . ' . ¢ - \/‘

Social workers didwot seem to see the foster parent's role in the same way the active foster parerts saw
it They usually thought that foster parents would be motivated by lower level needs. such g those pertain-
ing to ph&smlogl'cal well-be : I parents reported they were dactually motivated by

er level needs as personal esteem and self-actuahzation Social workers did copsiderably better 1n
g the opimons of foster parents on payment and cost related ttems than they did on atems.related to

«

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




