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Overview of this Report  

In the past few years many states and localities have conducted input-output analyses to 

determine the linkage effects of the child care industry.  In this report we construct input-

output models for each of the 50 states and the District of Columbia.  First we describe the 

input-output modeling structure of IMPLAN (Chapter 2).  Then the multipliers for child care 

are presented and compared across states and across sectors in each state economy (Chapter 3).  

We find that child care output multipliers are quite high (93
rd

 percentile across all sectors), 

indicating that child care has high backward (purchase) linkages in the regional economy.  

Employment multipliers are not as high, indicating that child care is a labor intensive industry 

that tends to purchase from industries that are less labor intensive.  However, even in 

employment, child care multipliers compare favorably to other social infrastructure sectors 

(schools, colleges, hospitals and transportation) and to other labor intensive economic sectors 

such as retail, hotels and eating and drinking places.  These results are consistent across states. 

 

To better understand how IMPLAN treats the child care sector we look inside the IMPLAN 

model itself (Chapter 4).  We look at the production functions for the child care sector and 

unpack how IMPLAN treats expenditures and value added (labor, proprietor income, etc).  

Then we look at the sales functions for child care and how IMPLAN treats households, 

government and exports.  We find that total child care sector expenditures (Gross Absorption 

Coefficient) and the proportion of local purchases by child care in the Services sector are the 

key sources of differences in child care multipliers across states.  

 

Lastly we bring in demographic, economic structure and child care policy variables to see how 

they relate to differences in child care multipliers across states (Chapter 5). Correlation 

analysis shows that states with smaller economies, more poverty and weaker child care policy 

tend to have lower child care multipliers.  When we bring this into a multivariate analysis with 

key IMPLAN structural variables, we find that the structural variables explain most of the 

cross state differences. 

 

The Appendices include detailed tables comparing multipliers of child care with other key 

sectors in each state, as well as providing detail on how IMPLAN structures the child care 

sector in each state model. 

 

We believe child care practitioners may find the comparative state and sectoral data in Chapter 

3 and the Appendices most useful, whereas economists may find the detail on the structure of 

IMPLAN in Chapter 4 to be of greatest interest.  
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Chapter 1  

Economic Importance of Child Care in the Regional Economy 

Economists and planners are recognizing the important contributions the early care and 

education sector makes to the economy in both the short and long terms.  Across the country, 

states and localities are using regional economic analysis to estimate the size of the early care 

and education sector and its linkages to the broader regional economy.
1 
This report analyzes 

the regional linkage effect of child care in all fifty states and the District of Columbia.   

Economic development policy often is influenced by estimates of the multiplier, or 

backward linkage, that expenditures in one sector will have on the broader regional economy.  

Such estimates are derived from input-output models which develop a matrix of all sectors in 

the economy and the inter-industry linkages between them.  Calculating the regional economic 

linkage of the child care sector is the primary focus of this report.  We map how these linkage 

effects differ across states and across sectors in the state level regional economy.  We also 

show how the IMPLAN input-output model is structured and what impact this has on the child 

care results.   

One reason policy makers are interested in the short-term regional economic effects is 

that traditional economic development policy is based largely on short-term goals.  Linkage or 

multiplier effects help economic developers determine which economic sectors will have the 

greatest impact on the regional economy given an increase in final demand.   

 

 

                                                 
1
 A complete data base of these studies is provided on the Cornell website 

(http://economicdevelopment.cce.cornell.edu).   
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The economic importance of early care and 

education is not limited to its regional 

importance, though that is the focus of this 

report.  The Cornell Linking Economic 

Development and Child Care project 

conceives of the economic importance of 

child care as having three components: its 

effect on places (the regional economy), its 

effect on parents (social infrastructure 

supporting workers and their employers), and its effect on children (investing in human 

development and education for the future workforce).  These three effects are illustrated in the 

trillium flower above.  The educational impact on children has been the primary focus of most 

child care policy. This is probably the most important effect of the child care industry in the 

long term, by helping children prepare for school and lead healthier, more productive lives.  

Long-term studies have found high societal returns from investments in early education 

(Rolnick and Grunewald, 2003; Masse and Barnett, 2003).  The impact on parents is also 

important as child care helps free parents to work, creating an enhanced labor pool for local 

employers (Kimmel and Hoffman 2002).   

This report focuses on the regional effect, particularly the backward economic linkages 

measured by multipliers.  Multipliers measure the extent to which purchases of goods and 

services in one sector stimulate activity in other sectors of the regional economy.  The child 

care industry is comprised of many small businesses that contribute directly to growth in jobs 

and income, and stimulate broader linkage effects in the regional economy.  Most U.S. parents 
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seek care and education for their young children through a private system composed of non-

profit, for-profit, and family providers.  While typically not viewed as such, these providers are 

small businesses that form an integral part of the regional economy.  Input-output analysis 

allows us to describe the degree of backward linkage (multipliers) of the child care sector, as 

well as to examine the effects of a change in demand for child care on an entire economy 

(impact analysis).  For example, policy makers might want to know if expenditures on the 

child care sector are likely to produce more or less regional economic linkage than 

expenditures in other sectors such as hotels and lodging, retail or job-training programs, 

education, water and sewer or transportation (See Warner and Liu 2004 for more discussion).   

This report on multipliers is a complement to the Cornell Methodology Guide (Ribeiro 

and Warner 2004) which was designed to help study teams answer basic questions about how 

to conduct a regional economic analysis of the child care sector.  A third report in the series, 

Economic Development Strategies to Promote Quality Child Care (Warner et al 2005), 

completes the set by showing how economic development policies can be applied to 

strengthen the performance of the child care sector.   

STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT 

 

In this report we describe input-output modeling in more technical detail and provide 

comparisons of multiplier results for child care across states and across sectors.  We describe 

our methods and the data on which the input-output models are based in Chapter 2.  We 

compare child care multipliers to those of other social and physical infrastructure sectors and 

to other economic sectors more typically considered as targets of economic development 

policy in Chapter 3.  We find child care output multipliers tend to be higher than many of these 

other sectors, while employment multipliers tend to be similar or lower.  In Chapter 4 we 
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unpack the IMPLAN model and look at the construction of the production function for child 

care.  We look at the proportion of child care sector purchases from labor and the sales 

function for the sector.  These results help explain the source of differences in multiplier 

results across states.  In Chapter 5 we present correlation and regression analysis which shows 

how these state differences relate to differences in child care policy, economic and 

demographic characteristics across states. 

This report is intended as a technical report for researchers using IMPLAN who want 

to understand better how the model works with respect to child care.  It also may be useful to 

state teams doing models to describe regional economic linkage of child care.  The Appendix 

Tables provide comparisons of multipliers by state for 10 aggregated sectors and some specific 

sectors that are frequently used for comparison to child care.  All results are based on 

IMPLAN data from 2000. 
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Chapter 2 

Methodology and Data 

In this study, we construct input-output (I/O) models for the 50 states and the District 

of Columbia using the IMPLAN modeling system for the regional economy.  This chapter 

starts with a brief overview on how input-output analysis models the regional economy.  This 

is followed by a discussion of the challenges in applying I/O models for economic linkage 

analysis in service sectors such as child care.  We then introduce the IMPLAN modeling 

system and discuss how the IMPLAN I/O database is structured, and how the industry 

sectoring scheme (on which IMPLAN models are based) is defined.  The last section of this 

chapter explains our approach to the analysis of child care using IMPLAN I/O analysis. 

INPUT-OUTPUT ANALYSIS 

Child care contributes to the regional economy not only through its direct employment 

and output, as demonstrated by studies measuring the size of the sector (estimated at 119,000 

workers and $4.7 billion in gross receipts in New York State for example (Warner et al 

2004a)), but also through its purchases of goods and services that stimulate economic activity 

in other industries.  In this analysis we use input-output models to determine multipliers for 

child care in order to measure the backward linkages (purchases) of child care within the state 

economy.  

Input-output analysis provides a model for examining relationships within an economy,  

between businesses and between businesses and final consumers (IMPLAN Manual, p.95).  

Figure 2.1 is a simple input-output model of the regional economy. I/O analysis is based on the 

assumption that final demand (or the ability of local industries to sell to external demanders) is 

the engine that generates activity in the regional economy.  Changes in final demand 
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[including consumption (when households are treated as exogenous to the local economy), 

investment, government, and exports], infuse local industries with new funds, which increase 

output and employment.  They also stimulate the multiple rounds of inter-industry spending 

captured by multipliers, leading to growth in the overall economy.  

Figure 2.1. A simple model of the regional economy 

 

Multipliers generated from input-output models measure the relative strength of 

backward linkages (the chain of input purchases) in the regional economy.  There are two 

types of linkage effects that multipliers capture. Indirect effects count the multiple rounds of 

inter-industry purchases spurred by child care industry spending.  For example, child care 

businesses purchase food and supplies from other industries, in turn stimulating production 

output in those industries.  Induced effects capture the linkage effects of household spending 

when households are treated endogenously.  Child care employees spend their wages in the 

larger economy and these expenditures generate demand in other industry sectors (housing, 

groceries, etc.). 
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Figure 2.2.  Model of child careôs linkage effects 
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Multipliers, or ñlinkage effects,ò can be calculated for output, employment, labor 

income and value-added; however output and employment multipliers are the most common 

and most easily understood.  Our analysis will focus on these two kinds of multipliers.  An 

output multiplier for the child care industry estimates the total sales that would be generated in 

the entire economy by each dollar of increased direct spending for child care services.  The 

employment multiplier is an estimate of the gross number of jobs that would be created 

throughout the regional economy from an increase in demand for child care services large 

enough to stimulate the addition of one new job in the child care industry.  

Input-output analysis allows us first to describe the linkages of different sectors in the 

regional economy.  Secondly, it allows us to assess the impact of changes in exogenous 

demand.  Methodological challenges in applying input-output linkage analysis to service 

sectors such as child care stem from the second, impact-oriented approach.  We use the input-

output analysis to describe the nature of linkage of the child care sector compared to other 

sectors in the regional economy.   

Regional economic models typically focus on purchases ï backward linkages in the 

regional economy ï and that is the focus of this report.  We find child care compares favorably 

with retail and tourism and with other social infrastructure sectors: hospitals, job training, 

elementary and secondary school and colleges and universities.  This reflects the labor 

intensive nature of these sectors and similar production relationships to other sectors in the 

regional economy (Warner and Liu 2004).  While some of these sectors are targets for 

economic development policy, child care typically is not. 

Whereas input-output models conform to an export-based theory of economic growth, 

the demand for child care is primarily local - from households.  The role of household 
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consumption, though, is still important in its own right. Economists increasingly recognize the 

importance of local consumer services for economic development (Williams 1997). Input-

output modeling provides a useful means to describe the nature of household linkages in the 

regional economy.  One source of exogenous demand in a stateôs economy is federal funding 

for child care which has increased dramatically under welfare reform.  Using input-output 

models to analyze changes in federal funding is similar to using them for export-based 

demand.  

There is a limit to how well input-output  purchase multipliers can describe the 

linkages of service sector industries whose regional economic importance may stem more from 

their forward linkages (sales - enabling other industries to produce) (Ribeiro and Warner 

2004).  With the growth in service sector employment (which now comprises 80 percent of all 

employment nationally), more attention is being focused on how to measure the regional 

economic importance of services.  For child care these forward linkages are very important.  

The sector contributes to economic development by forming part of the social infrastructure 

that enables the economy to function.  Just as roads, airports, and bridges enable people to get 

to work and businesses to get their supplies, child care enables parents to work.  Work by the 

Cornell team is addressing the forward linkages using the hypothetical extraction approach 

(Pratt and Kay 2004), but that work is still experimental and not yet part of practical economic 

policy discourse. 

IMPLAN MODELING PROGRAM: DATA AND STRUCTURE 

We use IMPLAN software to study the economic linkage of child care in each state 

economy.  Originally developed by the USDA Forest Service to assist land and resource 

management planning, IMPLAN is the most commonly used program for the regional 
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economic analysis of the child care sector. IMPLAN software allows the user to build regional 

economic models for balanced economic/social accounts, generate multipliers for each 

industry, and conduct impact analysis to estimate economic changes in a state or region 

(IMPLAN Manual: p.ii).  Users can generate a variety of reports including study area reports, 

social accounts reports, industry by industry reports, multiplier reports, and impact reports.  

Analysis using IMPLAN starts with constructing regional I/O models.  These models 

are based on data provided and regularly updated by IMPLAN.  Raw data used by IMPLAN 

are primarily from federal sources including the Input-Output Accounts from the Bureau of 

Economic Analysis (BEA), the Covered Employment and Wages Program (ES-202) from the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), and others. 

IMPLAN collects raw data at national, state, and county levels every year; however, 

not all data are available at all levels.  At state and county levels, only some data, such as 

employment and employee compensation information are available.  Therefore, to construct a 

regional I/O model, IMPLAN has to estimate the unavailable data based on national level data. 

For example, many database components in the state models, particularly data for inter-

industry flows, are derived from the national benchmark I/O matrices.  Adjustment is made for 

each state according to comparison of the state-level ratio between employee compensation 

and employment and the national average ratio.  IMPLAN is structured so that all state 

economies sum to the national level and all county economies sum to the state economy.  For a 

detailed discussion of data sources from which IMPLAN derives national benchmark I/O 

matrices and estimates regional I/O models, see Chapter 4. The way IMPLAN constructs 

regional I/O models affects its modeling results, including child care multipliers generated 

from IMPLAN models analyzed in this report.  This will be further discussed in Chapter 4. 
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We use IMPLAN models based on data from 2000.  Upon collecting raw data and 

adjusting it to the regional level, the IMPLAN 2000 model distributes all data into 528 sectors 

(4 digit SIC in manufacturing and 2-3 digit for other sectors) including child care.  The 

sectoring is based on the Standard Industrial Code system with the supplement of the Bureau 

of Economic Analysis I/O Sectoring
3
.  Table 2.1 shows the IMPLAN sectoring scheme and the 

bridge with 10 sectors for the one-digit SIC code system.  In IMPLAN models, sectors 1-509 

are private sectors, and sectors 510-528 include public sectors and some special sectors.   

Table 2.1. IMPLAN sectoring scheme and bridge with 1-digit SIC aggregated sectors 

Type of 

Sectors 
1-digit SIC IMPLAN Sector Numbers 

Private 

Sectors 

Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries 1-27 

Mineral Industries 28-47 

Construction Industries 48-57 

Manufacturing 58-432 

Transportation, Communication,  

and Utilities 
433-446 

Wholesale Trade 447 

Retail Trade 448-455 

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 456-462 

Services Industries 463-509 

Public 

Sectors 
Public Administration 510-515, 519-520, 522-523 

Others Special Sectors and Domestic Services 516-518, 521, 524, 526-528;525 

Source: IMPLAN Manual, 2000 

 

There is a distinction between government enterprise and government sectors within 

the public sectors (Table 2.2).  Government enterprises are activities in which more than 50 

percent of the budget is covered by revenues from goods or services produced by that agency, 

whereas government sectors normally involve traditional government services not associated 

                                                 
3 
IMPLAN changed to a new sectoring scheme based on the NAICS code system in the 2001 

database. 
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with the private sector (IMPLAN Manual: 238-239).  In other words, government enterprises 

are similar to private sectors and produce goods and services sold to intermediate and final 

demand, whereas government sectors are not considered in this way.  IMPLAN assumes that 

the indirect effects of government sectors are zero.  Because these sectors are treated 

differently from other sectors in the economy, in our post-modeling analysis of multipliers, we 

exclude sectors 516 - 528 which IMPLAN generally assumes to have zero indirect effects
4
.  

OUR APPROACH 

We construct models for each of the 50 states and the District of Columbia using 

IMPLAN 2000 data, and generate child care multipliers for output and employment at both the 

Type I and Type II levels.  We then map child care multipliers across states to study the spatial 

variation in backward linkages of child care in the state economy.  In Chapter 3 we conduct 

analysis to understand how child care multipliers compare to other sectors in the state 

economy in terms of backward linkages.  This includes comparing child care across all sectors 

                                                 
4 Sectors 519 -520 and 522-523 are the governments sectors discussed above.  Sector 516-518 

and 521 are special sectors such as Noncomparable Imports, Scrap, Used and Secondhand 

Goods, and Commodity Credit Union,  Sector 524 is Domestic Service, and Sector 525 is Rest 

of the World Industry.  Sectors 526-528 are dummies and Inventory Valuation Adjustment. 

Table 2.2. Description of public sectors in IMPLAN sectoring  

Types of public 

sectors 

Levels of 

government 

IMPLAN sector 

numbers 

Special Description 

Government 

Enterprises 

State & Local 510-512 

Local Passenger Transit; 

State and Local Electric Utilities;  

Others 

Federal 513-515 

U.S. Postal Service; 

Federal Electric Utilities; 

Others 

Government 

Sectors 

State & Local 522-523 
Education; 

Non-Education 

Federal 519-520 
Military; 

Non-Military 

Source: IMPLAN Manual, 2000 
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in each state economy, comparing child care with the 10 aggregated sectors outlined in Table 

2.1, and comparing child care with 14 specific sectors including selected infrastructure sectors 

and other economic development sectors.  We believe the way in which IMPLAN structures 

regional I/O models and treats the child care sector plays a role in determining multipliers.  

Therefore in Chapter 4, we look inside the IMPLAN modeling structure to unpack the sources 

of the child care multipliers.  Finally, in Chapter 5 we present correlation and regression 

models to explore the relative contribution of IMPLAN structural variables and external policy 

and socio-economic variables in explaining the variation in multipliers across states.  
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Chapter 3 

Economic Linkage of the Child Care Sector: Results from IMPLAN 

This chapter presents some major results from the input-output analysis of the child 

care sector in all 50 states and the District of Columbia.  The first part discusses different types 

of child care multipliers and their spatial variation across the states.  Later sections present a 

cross-sector analysis comparing child care across the overall economy, and then comparing 

child care with aggregated sectors and with selected specific sectors. 

SPATIAL VARIATION IN CHILD CARE ECONOMIC LINKAGE  

The geographical variation in child care multipliers for both output and employment 

includes both indirect effects and induced effects of child care.  With respect to output 

multipliers, both Type I and Type II multipliers show great spatial variation.  Type I output 

multipliers range from a low of 1.32 in Mississippi to a high of 1.60 in Minnesota, Missouri, 

and Pennsylvania (see Table 3.1).  Type II output multipliers have even greater variation 

across states, ranging from a low of 1.64 in Mississippi to a high of 2.17 in Pennsylvania.  

Indirect effects tend to be higher than induced effects indicating that a greater contribution to 

economic growth is stimulated through local purchases from child care businesses than from 

household purchases due to an increase in final demand for child care.  The exceptions are four 

states including California, Massachusetts, Florida and Mississippi where the indirect to 

induced ratio less than or equal to one.  Induced effects, specifically, tend to be smaller in 

states with smaller economies, such as Alabama, Alaska, D.C, Mississippi, Nevada, North 

Dakota, and so forth.  These states are more likely to see leakages from their state economy 

due to household spending. 
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Figure 3.1 shows the map for spatial variation in Type II output multipliers of child 

care by state. States with lower Type II output multipliers tend to be smaller and have more 

rural economies such as South Carolina, Mississippi and Alabama.  States with relatively high 

Type II output multipliers tend to be those states with larger economies such as California, 

New York and Pennsylvania.  But a look at the map shows important exceptions - Utah, 

Oregon and New Mexico.  These states have smaller economies but relatively high Type II 

output multipliers.  Isolation due to geographic features (mountains, desert, ocean) may reduce 

leakage.  Diversity as well as size of economy matters.  States with more diverse and complex 

economies are likely to require fewer imports, all else equal. 

Similar spatial variation also exists in the child care employment multipliers, though 

the distribution is not as wide.  Type I employment multipliers of child care range from a low 

of 1.17 in Nevada to a high of 1.34 in New Mexico, whereas Type II employment multipliers 

range from a low of 1.32 in Nevada to a high of 1.62 in Oregon.  Again, indirect effects tend to 

be larger than induced effects (Table 3.2), though the difference is not as great as in the case of 

the output multipliers.  For the employment multipliers, more states have an indirect to 

induced ratio less than 1, reflecting more variability in child care employment multipliers.  

Figure 3.2 maps the spatial variation in Type II employment multipliers of child care 

by state.  Comparing the maps for output and employment multipliers shows that states with 

lower child care output multipliers also tend to have lower employment multipliers, generally 

reflecting the size of the state economy, the proportion of child care business and employee 

purchases captured within that state economy, and other factors.  Many of the southeastern 

states are low on both maps.  However, some states which are in the highest quantile on output 

multipliers drop to the middle quantile on employment multipliers (New York, Washington).   
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We also run a Type SAM (households endogenous) model for each state and find Type 

SAM multipliers are slightly lower than the Type II multipliers reported here.  They exhibit 

similar distribution as the Type II multipliers for employment and output.  A comparison table 

is provided in Appendix VI. 

Further analysis of geographical differences can be found in Chapter 5.  To better 

understand these differences across states, Chapter 5 presents correlation analysis of child care 

multipliers with other economic, demographic and child care policy variables.  This is 

followed by a multivariate regression analysis that also includes basic IMPLAN structural 

variables (described in more detail in Chapter 4).  We find that larger multipliers are found in 

states with larger economies, lower poverty and higher child care policy standards.  However, 

IMPLAN structural variables explain much of the cross state differences. 
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Table 3.1. Child care output multipliers by state, 2000 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Source: IMPLAN, 2000

Direct Indirect Induced Ratio* Type I** TypeII**

Alabama 1.00 0.44 0.36 1.23 1.44 1.80

Alaska 1.00 0.47 0.34 1.39 1.47 1.81

Arizona 1.00 0.52 0.44 1.16 1.52 1.96

Arkansas 1.00 0.51 0.38 1.35 1.51 1.89

California 1.00 0.52 0.56 0.94 1.52 2.08

Colorado 1.00 0.54 0.50 1.09 1.54 2.04

Connecticut 1.00 0.51 0.44 1.16 1.51 1.96

Washington D.C. 1.00 0.42 0.37 1.13 1.42 1.80

Delaware 1.00 0.44 0.35 1.25 1.44 1.79

Florida 1.00 0.48 0.48 1.00 1.48 1.96

Georgia 1.00 0.45 0.44 1.04 1.45 1.89

Hawaii 1.00 0.48 0.41 1.16 1.48 1.89

Idaho 1.00 0.53 0.36 1.49 1.53 1.89

Illinois 1.00 0.59 0.55 1.08 1.59 2.13

Indiana 1.00 0.43 0.39 1.10 1.43 1.83

Iowa 1.00 0.52 0.36 1.46 1.52 1.88

Kansas 1.00 0.56 0.42 1.34 1.56 1.98

Kentucky 1.00 0.46 0.38 1.20 1.46 1.84

Louisiana 1.00 0.47 0.37 1.25 1.47 1.84

Maine 1.00 0.46 0.41 1.12 1.46 1.87

Maryland 1.00 0.50 0.46 1.08 1.50 1.96

Massachusetts 1.00 0.49 0.52 0.95 1.49 2.01

Michigan 1.00 0.50 0.42 1.19 1.50 1.93

Minnesota 1.00 0.60 0.51 1.16 1.60 2.11

Mississippi 1.00 0.32 0.32 1.00 1.32 1.64

Missouri 1.00 0.60 0.52 1.14 1.60 2.12

Montana 1.00 0.53 0.35 1.48 1.53 1.88

Nebraska 1.00 0.51 0.41 1.25 1.51 1.91

Nevada 1.00 0.37 0.30 1.24 1.37 1.67

New Hampshire 1.00 0.49 0.41 1.20 1.49 1.90

New Jersey 1.00 0.46 0.45 1.03 1.46 1.91

New Mexico 1.00 0.56 0.44 1.27 1.56 1.99

New York 1.00 0.52 0.52 1.00 1.52 2.04

North Carolina 1.00 0.43 0.41 1.07 1.43 1.84

North Dakota 1.00 0.53 0.33 1.64 1.53 1.86

Ohio 1.00 0.50 0.42 1.19 1.50 1.92

Oklahoma 1.00 0.55 0.43 1.28 1.55 1.97

Oregon 1.00 0.52 0.49 1.06 1.52 2.01

Pennsylvania 1.00 0.60 0.56 1.07 1.60 2.17

Rhode Island 1.00 0.43 0.38 1.12 1.43 1.81

South Carolina 1.00 0.38 0.33 1.16 1.38 1.71

South Dakota 1.00 0.45 0.35 1.29 1.45 1.80

Tennessee 1.00 0.50 0.46 1.08 1.50 1.96

Texas 1.00 0.50 0.46 1.09 1.50 1.95

Utah 1.00 0.59 0.46 1.27 1.59 2.05

Vermont 1.00 0.51 0.40 1.25 1.51 1.91

Virginia 1.00 0.46 0.41 1.10 1.46 1.87

Washington 1.00 0.55 0.44 1.25 1.55 1.99

West Virginia 1.00 0.45 0.31 1.46 1.45 1.75

Wisconsin 1.00 0.54 0.44 1.25 1.54 1.98

Wyoming 1.00 0.45 0.31 1.48 1.45 1.76

Average of 50 states & DC 1.00 0.49 0.42 1.20 1.49 1.91

United States 1.00 0.94 1.31 0.72 1.94 3.25

* Ratio =  indirect /  induced

** Type I = (direct + indirect)/direct; Type II = (direct + indirect + induced)/direct
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Table 3.2. Child care employment multipliers by state, 2000 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Data source: IMPLAN, 2000 

Direct Indirect Induced Ratio* Type I** TypeII**

Alabama 1.00 0.24 0.21 1.16 1.24 1.44

Alaska 1.00 0.27 0.19 1.39 1.27 1.46

Arizona 1.00 0.27 0.24 1.10 1.27 1.52

Arkansas 1.00 0.30 0.23 1.34 1.30 1.53

California 1.00 0.25 0.29 0.88 1.25 1.54

Colorado 1.00 0.27 0.27 0.99 1.27 1.54

Connecticut 1.00 0.25 0.22 1.13 1.25 1.46

Washington D.C. 1.00 0.19 0.19 1.00 1.19 1.39

Delaware 1.00 0.25 0.20 1.24 1.25 1.45

Florida 1.00 0.25 0.27 0.91 1.25 1.52

Georgia 1.00 0.20 0.23 0.88 1.20 1.43

Hawaii 1.00 0.29 0.24 1.18 1.29 1.53

Idaho 1.00 0.33 0.23 1.43 1.33 1.56

Illinois 1.00 0.28 0.28 1.00 1.28 1.56

Indiana 1.00 0.23 0.23 1.00 1.23 1.45

Iowa 1.00 0.29 0.21 1.37 1.29 1.51

Kansas 1.00 0.32 0.24 1.31 1.32 1.55

Kentucky 1.00 0.25 0.21 1.15 1.25 1.46

Louisiana 1.00 0.26 0.21 1.20 1.26 1.47

Maine 1.00 0.29 0.27 1.08 1.29 1.56

Maryland 1.00 0.26 0.27 0.98 1.26 1.53

Massachusetts 1.00 0.26 0.29 0.89 1.26 1.54

Michigan 1.00 0.25 0.23 1.10 1.25 1.48

Minnesota 1.00 0.32 0.29 1.10 1.32 1.61

Mississippi 1.00 0.18 0.20 0.93 1.18 1.38

Missouri 1.00 0.31 0.29 1.08 1.31 1.60

Montana 1.00 0.32 0.22 1.41 1.32 1.54

Nebraska 1.00 0.28 0.25 1.13 1.28 1.52

Nevada 1.00 0.17 0.15 1.13 1.17 1.32

New Hampshire 1.00 0.28 0.24 1.16 1.28 1.52

New Jersey 1.00 0.21 0.22 0.95 1.21 1.43

New Mexico 1.00 0.34 0.27 1.23 1.34 1.61

New York 1.00 0.26 0.27 0.97 1.26 1.52

North Carolina 1.00 0.22 0.23 0.99 1.22 1.45

North Dakota 1.00 0.31 0.20 1.59 1.31 1.51

Ohio 1.00 0.28 0.25 1.10 1.28 1.53

Oklahoma 1.00 0.31 0.25 1.24 1.31 1.56

Oregon 1.00 0.31 0.31 1.01 1.31 1.62

Pennsylvania 1.00 0.29 0.29 1.00 1.29 1.59

Rhode Island 1.00 0.24 0.23 1.05 1.24 1.47

South Carolina 1.00 0.20 0.19 1.03 1.20 1.39

South Dakota 1.00 0.27 0.23 1.20 1.27 1.50

Tennessee 1.00 0.24 0.24 0.99 1.24 1.48

Texas 1.00 0.22 0.23 0.97 1.22 1.44

Utah 1.00 0.30 0.26 1.16 1.30 1.57

Vermont 1.00 0.30 0.27 1.14 1.30 1.57

Virginia 1.00 0.22 0.23 0.94 1.22 1.45

Washington 1.00 0.28 0.23 1.23 1.28 1.51

West Virginia 1.00 0.28 0.20 1.46 1.28 1.48

Wisconsin 1.00 0.31 0.27 1.17 1.31 1.58

Wyoming 1.00 0.30 0.21 1.40 1.30 1.51

Average of 50 States & DC 1.00 0.27 0.24 1.13 1.27 1.50

United States 1.00 0.41 0.60 0.67 1.41 2.01

* Ratio =  indirect /  induced

** Type I = (direct + indirect)/direct; Type II = (direct + indirect + induced)/direct
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