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Abstract

Interest in compensation for child care workers gained momentum in the latter haf of the 1990s
because of the strong economy and changes in the federal welfare laws. Nearly three-quarters

of the gtates have developed a strategy to either directly or indirectly raise the compensation of
child care workers. This paper examines how advocates in three sates (Georgia,

Massachusetts, and Washington) introduced child care compensation initiatives in their Sates. It
addresses three questions: (1) how isthe issue framed; (2) who are the key players or organizations
in promoting the initiative; and (3) what types of barriers or challenges are faced in getting the

issue on the public agenda.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Toward Better Child Care Worker Compensation:
Advocacy in Three States
by
Caral J. De Vita, Eric C. Twombly, and Maria D. Montilla
The Urban Ingtitute

For the past four decades, public debate about child care in the United States has focused on
the qudity, affordability, and accessbility of care. Although the demand for child care hasrisen,
the supply of good qudity child care remains both limited and costly, and the supply of well-
trained and adequately compensated workers remains low. Supply-sde factors that affect the
child care market, such as the wages and benefits of the child care workforce, are not often
discussed.

This study reviewed how advocates have moved the issue of child care worker compensation
forward in the public policy arenain Georgia, Massachusetts, and Washington. These states
were salected because they are geographicaly dispersed, represent different socioeconomic
and political environments, and used different policy approaches to address the compensation
issue. These factors provided an opportunity to examine the Smilarities and differences of how
the issue of child care worker compensation reaches sate-level policy agendas. Theresearch
addressed four questions:

How istheissue of improving child care worker compensation defined or framed?
Who are the key advocates in this policy area?

What dtrategies are used to promote better compensation for child care workers?
What types of competition and tensions occur when raising this issue?

The information in this report was compiled from a number of sources. Locally based
researchers in each Ste conducted persond interviews with 80 people from government,
business, and the nonprofit sector, including advocacy groups, unions, and child care providers,
between May and August 2001. The study aso reviewed Internet web Sites, newspapers,
journals, and numerous reports.

Findings

Therobust economy of the late 1990s created a favor able environment to discuss child
careworker compensation issues. Dramaticdly expanding state revenues and the growing
pool of private philanthropic dollars laid the groundwork for conversations about child care
worker wages. Private foundations and individua philanthropigtsin al three states increased
their financid support for community-based services, including child care. In Massachusetts and
Washington, severa foundations worked with advocates to identify critical issues to fund,
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resulting in an infuson of dollars toward organizing efforts around the issue of child care worker
compenstion.

Quality of carewasthe overarching policy message used in all three sites. Although
better compensation for child care workers may be aworthy goa, policy remediesto directly
accomplish this end have not been politicaly viable. Instead, advocatesin the three Sites framed
their arguments for better compensation around the issue of better quality of care for children.
Indeed, quality of care was the cross-cutting policy message used in dl three Stes. However, to
respond to the environmental and politica redities of their sates, advocates of the mgor child
care compensation initiatives in each sate framed their arguments quite differently. Georgia
linked school-readiness and the qudity of care to economic development issues. Washington
linked qudity child care to professona development and wage and equity issues.
Massachusetts also connected the quaity of care to professond development and wage equity
for child care workers, but framed the issue as away to promote school readiness.

In each state, child careworker compensation issues are being addressed through

sever al mechanisms, but one or two initiatives are most prominent.
The Georgia Universal Pre-Kindergarten (Pre-K) program was not designed to address the
issue of child care worker compensation, but its standards for Pre-K teachers and its links
to public schools have indirectly affected the training and compensation of child care
workers. The Georgia Early Learning Initiative (GELI), ardatively new program, supports
severd initigives that aso address the compensation question. These programs support
training and education for child care workers and link completion of this training to higher

compenstion.

Advocates in Washington developed a Career Development Ladder. The Career Ladder
program directly improves child care worker compensation by tying wage increases to
advanced levels of training, experience, and responsibility.

In Massachusetts, increases in reimbursement rates have been used to improve quality of
care and have attempted to link higher ratesto better wages. This latter strategy has proven
difficult because the added funds do not necessarily go toward workers wages. A new
initiative, the Early Education for All Campaign, is building support for universa early
education for dl 3-, 4-, and 5-year-olds in the Sate. The forthcoming proposd is expected
to recommend better compensation linked to training as away to attract and retain child
care teachers.

A key individual or organization emerged to provide leader ship for the issue. Many
individuas and organizations are working to improve the compensation of child care workers,
but in each of the three Sates, an individua or group emerged as the active voice for promoting
the issue. In Georgia, the governor played a strong role in the passage of the Pre-K program. In
the other states, new groups, such as the Economic Opportunity Ingtitute in Sesattle and
Strategies for Children in Boston, have assumed leadership around child care worker
compensation. Leaders of these key organizations came from outsde the child care and child

Vi
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advocacy fidds. They were not trained in early education, child development, or other
children’ sissues. Rather, they come from the worlds of palitics, economics, public policy, and
community organizing. Their leadership skills, developed through previous work experiences,
helped them to build strategic relationships with groups and individuals who were persuaded to
support their advocacy efforts.

Several unions have been activein bringing attention to compensation issues.

While individua leadership has been crucia to move forward the agenda to promote better
worker wages, unions have begun to play amore active role in this arena, despite the difficult
task of organizing child care workers. In contragt, locd affiliates of nationa child advocacy
groups did not play a prominent role in the three Stes, despite their presumed experiencein
participating in the policymaking process.

Each state developed a distinct structural arrangement and advocacy model to
promote theissue of child careworker compensation. The Georgia experience illustrates
the development of cross-sector networks and partnerships among key indtitutiona players,
such as the governor, the United Way, and the philanthropic and business communities. In
Washington, a new advocacy organization built a powerful board of directors that brought
together influentia political dites and a cross-section of diverse interests. In Massachusetts, the
Early Education for All Campaign is organized much like a political campaign thet builds
grassroots support among diverse congtituency groups while concurrently positioning itsdf to be
heard in the legidative chambers.

Competition was evident among groupsin all three sites, although the types of tensions
varied across the states. In Georgia, there was evidence of tenson between nonprofit and
for-profit child care providers over licensing and other policy objectives. In Washington, there
was tenson among nonprofit advocates, leading some groups to back away from the Career
Ladder and support other initiatives. M assachusetts exhibited competition and tensions between
two date agencies that are responsible for different agpects of child care and early education.
Interagency disagreements about the direction of policy and remedies to address child care
worker compensation problems seem to impede the development of new initiatives.

Implications for Advocacy

Although states are providing new and viable models to address child care quality and worker
compensation issues, low pay and few benefits are till widespread problemsin the child care
industry. Advocates, foundations, and other stakeholders can follow a number of strategiesto
move the child care compensation issue forward.

Increase public awareness of the need for quality child care programs and the linkages
between well-trained, well-compensated providers and quality of care. Many parents,
voters, and policymakers do not fully understand the need for qudity child care or that low staff
wages can affect quality through high staff turnover and poorly trained teachers. Public

Vii
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education campaigns emphasizing the benefits that qudity child care provide young children can
help to strengthen support for thisissue.

Build a broad and diver se constituency beyond child advocacy groups. Child advocates
must work with multiple stakeholders to generate a broad base of support. Parents should be
more engaged in the political process, and child care workers should be empowered to speak
on their own behdf. The business community can be a powerful dly to advocate on behdf of
children.

Develop concrete proposals that lawmaker s can act on. Although initid sages of the
advocacy process can benefit from multiple ideas and points of view, child advocates must find
common ground before taking their bills to the legidature or the public. Multiple bills reflecting
diverse points of view limit the chances that something concrete will be funded. Pursuing one or
two mgor policy goas rather than along list of needs focuses resources and energies on the
issue.

Move quickly to scale up programsthat reach all children. Many advocates in the study
sad that a critica factor to a program’ s success is to move quickly from apilot Sageto a
statewide program. Also, making a program universa rather than targeted toward low-income
children and families will increase the program’s palitica viability.

Seek a steady stream of funding. Of the three states in the study, Georgia has been the most
successful inidentifying a reliable pool of money. Funding for the Georgia voluntary Pre-K
program istied to the state lottery. Washington State supportsits career ladder through
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) funds, which are vulnerable to competing
demands for these resources and to federa reauthorization. Massachusetts has not indicated
what financid mechanismsit will propose to support its forthcoming proposd. In the end,
money matters. Quality child careis costly, and advocates need to identify a solid and secure
source of funding to support their efforts. Partnerships among government, business, and
foundations may be needed to achieve the common god of qudity care for children.

Build an infrastructure that supportsthe professonal development of the child care
wor kfor ce. Training and professond development for child care workers will not happen
quickly unless an infrastructure isin place to support these efforts. In some dtates, there may be
aneed to increase the network of two- and four-year collegesthat offer AA degressin early
educetion; in other ates, additional scholarship programs may be required to give child care
workers access to training and education programs.

Strengthen the capacity of nonpr ofit organizationsthat engagein child advocacy. Many
child advocacy organizations lack the cagpacity to conduct extensive or continuous advocacy
work. They often lack the time, knowledge, staff, and resources to follow legidation, meet
legidative leaders, conduct public education campaigns, prepare expert testimony, or otherwise
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engagein the political process. Without the resources and capecity to serve this function, many
child advocacy groups are handicapped in getting their voices heard.

Thisreport is a product of Getting Compensation for Child Care Workers on the Policy Agenda: An In-Depth Look at
Advocacy Efforts, a project implemented by the Urban Institute, Center on Nonprofits and Philanthropy. The project was
supported by the Foundation for Child Development. The full report as well as the three site reports are available at
http://www.urban.org/advocacyresearch/childcare-workerscomp.html and http://www.ffcd.org/ourwork.htm. The conclusions
and opinions expressed in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of staff, officers, or
trustees of the Urban Institute, advisory groups, or organizations that provided financial support for the study.
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INTRODUCTION

For the past four decades, public debate about child care in the United States has focused on
the quadlity, affordability, and accessibility of care. Less often discussed are supply-side factors
that affect the child care market, such as the wages and benefits of the child care workforce.
Child care workers are among the lowest paid workersin the U.S. labor force, and few receive
benefits such as health insurance and paid leave. The issue of compensation has been
particularly difficult to advance for ahost of economic and politica reasons. The potentia costs
associated with assuring good qudity child careis high, and there is a dearth of suitable policy
or market mechanisms for achieving systemic improvements in workforce compensation.

Interest in child care worker compensation gained momentum among children’'s
advocates in the latter haf of the 1990s (Whitebook 2002). The strong economy produced tight
labor markets and budget surpluses, and the 1996 federd welfare reforms not only increased
demand on the child care market but aso provided state governments with more money through
the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) and TANF to develop child care programs and
policies to meet the needs of children and parentsin their states. These changes in the economic
and politica environments of most states gave child advocates an opportunity to build public
support for better compensation policies, mobilize workers, and shape policy tools to improve
the quality of child care programs. The reauthorization of TANF in 2002 will influence the leve
of funding available to states for these child care programs.

This report provides the findings of a study by the Center on Nonprofits and

Philanthropy at the Urban Ingtitute on how child care worker compensation initiatives get on the
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public policy agenda. Specificdly, the study sought to understand how nonprofit organizations
and child advocates frame the issue, devise strategies to advance the discussion, and use cross-
sector collaboration to garner support for the issue. The study had two components. First, using
secondary data, Internet searches, and interviews with child advocates, we identified sate-leve
initiatives that are intended to foster better compensation for child care workers. By the end of
2000, 37 gates and the Digtrict of Columbia had developed a strategy either directly or
indirectly to raise the compensation of child care workers (Twombly, Montilla, and De Vita
2001).

Second, we used case studies in three states (Georgia, Massachusetts, and
Washington) to identify the specific factors and advocacy efforts that placed child care worker
compensation initiatives on the states public policy agendas. While welfare reform legidation
and arobust economy were clearly cataysts for focusing attention on the problemsin the child
care industry, we wanted to understand the activities and strategies of advocates and policy
entrepreneurs who raised the child care worker wage issue. Using in-person interviews and
secondary information, we explored the following research questions:

How istheissue of improving child care worker compensation defined or framed?
Who are the key advocates in this policy area?

What dstrategies are used to promote better compensation of child care workers?
What types of competition and tensons occur when raising this issue?

This report explores these questions in considerable depth. We begin by describing the
child care market and providing a short review of the types of policy responses that address the

child care worker compensation issue. After abrief description of how the study sites were
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selected, we describe the environmenta conditions of the three Sites by their demographic,
economic, and palitical characteristics. We then discuss the work of the child advocates: the
various issue frames, the key policy actors, and the collaborations and partnerships that
emerged. Thefind sections of the report outline the factors that promote and hinder advocacy
activitiesin the states and discuss how these findings can be used by various stakeholders—
foundations, advocates, child care providers, business, government—to improve child care
worker compensation.

THE CHILD CARE INDUSTRY: A SUPPLY-AND-DEMAND
CONUNDRUM

Since the mid-1960s when women began entering the paid labor force in large numbers, child
care has been an important socia, economic, and politica issue. Although the demand for child
care has risen, the supply of good qudlity child care remains both limited and costly, and the
supply of well-trained and adequately compensated workers remains low. This Stuation has
defied the classic economic modd of supply and demand and has confounded attempts to
secure better compensation for child care workers.

Demand for Care

Over the past four decades, the number of mothers who work outside the home has more than
tripled. Nearly 26 million mothers were in the paid |abor force in 1999, up from 8.1 millionin
1960 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000). Even mothers with very young children are working outside
the home. Two of every three mothers with preschool children (10.3 million women) were

employed in 1999, compared with only onein threein 1970 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000).
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These employed mothers create a steady and persistent demand for accessible, reliable, and
affordable child care.

But the demand for child careis not fueled soldly by labor market participation.
Increasingly, both employed and stay- at- home mothers view out-of-home child care as away
to enhance and enrich their children’s development. By 1998, more than half (52 percent) of al
3- and 4-year-olds were enrolled in preschool programs, compared with only 20 percent in
1970 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000).

Finding qudity child care can be difficult, however. Studies of child care arrangementsin
the United States typicadly find that the qudity of programsis mediocre to poor (Morris 1999).
Programs tend to be characterized by high child-to-adult retios, poorly trained staff, low wages,
and high gtaff turnover. Becalise some parents do not recognize the characteristics of good
qudity child care, factors such aslocation, hours of service, safety and comfort, and cost
become the sole determinants in selecting a child care provider (Helburn and Bergmann 2002).
Research finds, however, that quality care can have a postive, albeit modest, effect on achild's
cognitive and socia development, even after controlling for the child’ s home environment
(Burchina 1999). For children from disadvantaged homes, qudity child careis one more way of
helping them become “school ready.”

While most people agree that quality child careis degrable, it also is expensive. One
edtimate for a high-qudlity, two-year program costing about $8,000 annually per child would
total about $30 billion per year if limited to families with incomes below $30,000 (Sawhill
1999). The federa government currently spends about $4.3 billion per year on Head Start.

However, families, not government, generdly pay for child care expenses. One estimate is that
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families pay an annud cost of $5,000 for a preschool child and $6,100 for infants or toddlersin
achild care center (Morris 1999). Feesin family arrangements are somewhat lower, averaging
about $4,500 for preschoolers and $4,800 for infants or toddlers. These costs can be
prohibitive for low-income and poor families. Government has implemented subsidy programs
to help low-income families to pay their child care expenses, but the demand for these programs
is higher than the supply of government-subsidized dots (Helburn and Bergmann 2002).
Increasing the supply of high-quality child care that is affordable for low-income parentsis at the
heart of current public policy debates. How to do this within a market economy, without undue
regulatory burden, adds to the complexity of the chalenge.
Supply I'ssues
Low wages, long hours, and few benefits make child care an unattractive occupation for many
potentia workers. The median wage for child care workers was $7.43 per hour in 2000, which
isroughly equivadent to the typica wage of ahotel bellhop, not including tips (Occupationd
Employment Statistics 2001). Findings from a U.S. government survey suggest that only 17 out
of 774 occupations had lower average earnings than early education and child care workersin
1998 (Nelson 2001). Although the typical sdary of child care workers grew by nearly 8
percent between 1999 and 2000, child care workers still earn roughly 10 percent lessthan
other employeesin persond service industries (OES 2001).

In addition to receiving low wages, child care workers often work long hours. Many
work 50 or more hours per week with children, plus spend additional time shopping for
supplies, cleaning classrooms, and preparing activities. Relatively few child care workers receive

benefits. Despite high exposure to illness, less than one-third of child care centers provide fully
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paid hedlth insurance (Whitebook 1999). Although some centers provide partial coverage,
research suggests that many workers do not participate in these plans because they cannot
afford the premium (Ginsburg, Gabel, and Hunt 1998). Few centers offer pension plans
(Whitebook and Burton 1996).

With rdatively low pay, long hours, and limited benefit coverage, it is not surprising that
daff turnover is high in the child care industry. More than one-third of child care workers leave
their jobs each year to seek better employment opportunities in other occupations. Many child
care workers who have the requisite educationa credentias are attracted to kindergartens and
elementary schools where pay scades are higher, hours more consistent, and benefits more
generous. As aresult, high turnover rates can undermine the quality of care received by young
children (Whitebook and Bellm 1998; Whitebook, Sakai, Gerber, and Howes 2001).

Despite numerous regulatory initiatives, policymakers have been unable to reconcile the
mismatch between supply and demand in the child care industry. While government regulation
can promote quality child care, there are many complexities and trade-offsin this gpproach
(Gormley 1999). Firg, the respongbility for regulating child care resdes with the sates and
produces awide array of licensang standards. Second, the child care industry is very diverse,
comprised of nonprofit and for-profit providers, in-home and center-based care, and care by
relatives and nonrelatives. This diversity of care arrangements is not conducive to a one-gze-
fits-dl policy or regulatory gpproach. Third, attempts to improve qudity can undermine the
availability and affordability of care, particularly for low- and moderate-income families. Findly,
the enforcement of regulatory standardsis as problematic astheinitia chalenge of formulating

standards to produce good quality care (Gazan 1998).
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POLICY RESPONSESACROSSTHE STATES

While the mismatch between the demand for care and the supply of qudity care remainsa
persstent problem, states have substantialy increased their spending on child care since 1996
(Layzer and Callins 2000). Much of the new funding comes from federa programs such as
TANF and CCDF and goes toward child care subsidies to make the cost of care more
affordable for low-income families. However, states have also begun to address the supply side
of the child care equation (see table 1).

To improve qudity, about hdf of the states by early 2002 had begun professond
development programs to improve the qudifications and skills of current child care workers.
Theseinitiatives focus on the qudity of care and do not necessarily improve the wages and
benefits of child care workers (Twombly et a. 2001). On the other hand, 12 states had
developed a strategy to increase child care worker compensation directly through either better
access to employee benefit programs (particularly hedth insurance) or improved wages. These
policies generdly promote a combination of gods, including improved qudity and supply of

care, better training and retention of child care workers, and higher compensation for workers.
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Table 1. States Initiativesto Improve Child Care Quality and Worker Compensation

Quality measures

Direct compensation

Mentoringor | Professional | Reimbursement rate Employee Wage
State training development improvements benefits increments
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona X X
Arkansas X
Cdlifornia X X X X
Colorado X X X
Connecticut X X
Deaware X
District of Columbia X
Florida X X X
Georgia X X
Hawaii
Idaho X
Illincis X X X
Indiana X
lowa X
Kansas X
Kentucky X X
Louisiana X
Maine X X
Maryland X
Massachusetts X X
Michigan X X
Minnesota X X X
Missi ssi ppi X
Missouri X
Montana X
Nebraska X X
Nevada X
New Hampshire X
New Jersey X X
New Mexico X
New York X X
North Carolina X X X X
North Dakota X
Ohio X
Oklahoma X X X
Oregon X
Pennsylvania X X
Rhode Island X X
South Carolina X X
South Dakota X X
Tennessee X X
Texas X X
Utah X
Vermont X
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Quality measures

Direct compensation

Mentoringor | Professional | Reimbursement rate Empl oyee Wage
State training development improvements benefits increments
Virginia X
Washington X X
West Virginia X
Wisconsin X X X X
Wyoming X

Source: Twombly et al. 2001, updated. State Initiativesto I ncrease Compensation for Child Care Workers.




Center on Nonprofits and Philanthropy - The Urban Institute

Despite an emerging interest in child care worker compensation issues, these policy
remedies tend to be limited in scope and outreach. Many compensation initiatives are
demondtration projects, operating in afew counties, not statewide. The initiatives seldom cover
al typesof child care providers and typically focus on center-based care. State funding to
launch these efforts is often rdaivey smal.

Nevertheless, the range of policy initiativesillustrates the crestive gpproaches that
policymakers and child advocates are using to address the perplexing question of how to better
compensate child care workers. The remainder of this report focuses on how child advocates

have moved the issue of child care worker compensation forward in the public policy arena

SELECTION OF STUDY SITESAND METHODOLOGY

Drawing on the review of state initiatives (Twombly et d. 2001), three Stes (Georgia,
Massachusetts, and Washington) were selected for detailed case study investigations. These
states are geographicaly dispersed and represent different socioeconomic and palitical
environments. They dso had initiated programs or had active campaigns to increase child care
worker compensation. Advocates used different policy tactics and were at different tagesin
their advocacy work. Georgia, for example, has severa programsthat are intended to raise
wages, such asthe Georgia Early Learning Initiative (GELI), Advancing Careers through
Education and Training (ACET), and Teacher Education and Compensation Help (TEACH).
Arguably the best-known program in Georgiaisits Universa Pre-Kindergarten (Pre-K)
program. The Pre-K program was designed to provide qudity early education to children, but

an unintended consequence of the program has been to raise sandards and wages for early
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education teachers. Washington State also uses the TEACH program, but is best known for its
innovative “career ladder,” which closgly ties professiond development to wage increases for
center-based workers. Massachusetts has severa indirect strategies to boost child care worker
compensation through training and mentoring programs and increases in provider reimbursement
rates, but no direct strategy to address child care worker compensation issues. These three
dates, with their mix of policy approaches, provided an opportunity to examine the smilarities
and differences of advocacy campaigns on child care worker compensation issues.
Weidentified localy based researchersin each state to conduct the on-Ste fild work,
and asked them to develop alist of key playersin their states who participated in the
development of or deliberations on initiatives to provide better child care worker compensation.
The ligts included child advocates, child care providers, legidators or their saff, government
offidds, and labor and business leaders. The initid lists were expanded during the course of the
Sudy as additiona groups or individuals were identified as key playersin the advocacy process.
In collaboration with the local research fellows and a nationa advisory committee, we
developed a semi-structured interview guide (see gppendix A). It contained a core set of
questionsfor dl interviewees, and follow-up questions to probe for additiona information on the
types of advocacy strategies used to affect policy changes, the challenges and barriers faced by
advocates in the policymaking process, and the lessons learned from these advocacy efforts.
The interviews aso sought information on the presence, composition, and strength of coditions
that formed around thisissue, and whether labor unions and parents were involved in the
advocacy efforts. The interview protocol was flexible so that it could be adapted to different

types of respondents (such as legidators, child advocates, or business leaders).
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Theinterview protocols were field tested in spring 2001, and interviews were
conducted between June and August 2001. Eighty interviews were completed in the three
dtates, or approximately 25 to 30 per state. In addition to the survey information, the research
fdlows collected background information on the socioeconomic and political characteristics of
their states from federd and state government agencies and local newspapers. The materiad was
used to describe the socid, palitical, and economic conditions in which the initiaives on child
care worker compensation developed. Copies of the state reports can be found at the Urban

Ingtitute web dte (http://www.urban.org/advocacyresearch/chil dcare-workerscomp.html) and

the Foundation for Child Development web site (http://mwww.ffcd.org/ourwork.htm).

THE POLICY ENVIRONMENT

Demographic, economic, and politica factors play an important role in creeting the policy
environment in which child advocates work. They are likdly to influence what issues are heard,
what policy options are consdered, and what remedies are paliticaly viable. While none of
these factors done is likely to dictate policy outcomes, together they create an important context
in which an issue such as child care worker compensation is raised.

Demographic Characteristics

According to the 2000 census, Georgia, Massachusetts, and Washington have large and
growing populations (see table 2). With populations between 6 million and 8 million, they rank
among the 15 most populous states in the country. Georgia and Washington also are two of the
fastest growing states. Between 1990 and 2000, Georgia s population grew by 26.4 percent,

and Washington' s population increased by 21.1 percent—both far ahead of the nationa
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average of 13.2 percent. Massachusetts, on the other hand, experienced much dower growth,

increasing by 5.5 percent during the decade.

Table 2. Population Characteristicsin Georgia, M assachusetts,
Washington, and the United States

Population numbers in thousands.

Indicators Georgia Massachusetts Washington United States
Tota population, 2000 8,186 6,349 5,894 281,422
Percentage change 1990-2000 26.4 55 211 13.2

Children under age 5in 2000
Number 595 397 394 19,176
Percent of total population 7.3 6.3 6.7 6.8

Percent of children under age 6 living
with working parents, 1997 73 69 66 66
Sources: KIDS COUNT 2000; U.S. Census Bureau 2000.

Astable 2 also shows, there are approximately 400,000 to 600,000 young children
(under age 5) in each of the three states—a factor that influences the potentia demand for child
care. Young children represent just over 7 percent of Georgia s population (dightly above the
national average of 6.8 percent), whereas the share of preschoolers in Massachusetts (6.3
percent) and Washington (6.7 percent) is somewhat lower.

In dl three states, at least two-thirds of the young children live with parents who work
outsde the home. In Georgia, the share is closer to three-quarters. Although not a perfect
predictor of the demand for child care, the share of children with working parents provides a
reasonable proxy for the potentia need for child care, at least during those times when parents

are a work. From ademographic perspective, the three study sites are fairly typicd of date
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norms of Sze and share of the state' s child population and the share of children living with
working parents.

Economic Conditions

Like the nation as awhole, the economy of each of the three sites showed growth during the
1990s. Georgia, in particular, experienced an economic boom. Since 1969, Georgia has had
the second fastest per capitaincome growth in the country, according to the U.S. Census
Bureau. Even Washington, which for many years was heavily affected by the business cycdles of
the Boeing Corporation, has to some degree smoothed out its economic ups and downs by the
growth of the high-tech sector.

But the prosperity of the 1990s did not benefit al economic sectors and geographic
areas. Urban areas benefited more than rural ones from the economic growth in the high-tech,
trade, and service sectors. The difference is most striking in Washington, where unemployment
in nonmetropolitan areasis dmost 70 percent higher than in the metropolitan areas (see table 3).
The metro-nonmetro pattern can aso be seenin Georgia, which, like Washington, has alarge
agricultural component to its economy.

Table 3. Unemployment Ratesin Georgia, M assachusetts, and
Washington, 1999 and 2000

Georgia M assachusetts Washington
L ocation 1999 200C 1999 200C 1999 2000
State 4.0 3.7 3.2 2.6 4.7 5.2
Metropolitan areas 35 3.3 3.2 2.6 4.3 4.7
Nonmetropolitan areas 52 4.8 3.0 25 7.3 7.9

Source; U.S. Department of Agriculture 2001.
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The booming stock market and the new wedlth of the high-tech entrepreneurs expanded
the pool of philanthropic dollarsin the economy. Private foundations and individua
philanthropistsin dl three states increased their financid support for community-based services,
including child care. In Massachusetts, for example, severd progressive private foundations
consulted with advocates to identify critical issues to fund, resulting in an infusion of dollars
toward organizing efforts around the issue of child care worker compensation. The robust
economy of the late 1990s created a favorable platform on which to discuss child care worker
compensation Ssues.

Child CarelIndustry

The child care industry has awide range of providers that includes both forma and informd,
paid and unpaid care arrangements. Among the issues facing the industry and its potentia
patrons are the availability of care, the cost (or affordability) of care, and the qudity of care. All
of these factors were evident in the three study Sites.

Availability

Although parents use a variety of child care settings and arrangements, amost half (48 percent)
of children under age 5 with employed mothers receive care in child care centers and family
child care homes (Capizzano, Adams, and Sonenstein 2000). Demand for care often outpaces
the avalability of licensed dots. Using data from the Capizzano et d. study, there are an
estimated 157,600 young children with employed mothers who currently arein child care
centers and family child care homes, but according to the Washington State Child Care
Resource and Referral Network (2000), there are 149,617 licensed child care dotsin

Washington, suggesting that some children are receiving care in unlicensed centers and homes.
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A study conducted in 1997 by the Massachusetts Child Care Resource and Referral Network
(1998) estimated that licensed facilities met only 40 percent of child care needs in the State.
Cost and Affordability

The cogt of child care often comprises asignificant share of afamily’s budget (see table 4). For
example, the average cost of center-based care for a preschool child (age 4) ranges from
approximately $5,000 in Georgia to over $8,000 in Massachusetts, and the average cost for
infant care is somewhat higher. A family of four earning $62,200 (the nationa median incomein
2000) with an infant and a preschooler in care would spend anywhere from one-fifth to one-
third of its annuad income on child care. Such costs would teke a bigger bite out of alower-
income family budget.

Table 4. Average Annual Cost of Child Care, 2000

Average cost for Georgia Massachusetts  Washington
Infant $6,032 $12,978 $7,696
Preschool child (age 4) $4,992 $8,121 $6,604
Percent of family income* 18 34 23

Source; Children’s Defense Fund 2001.
* Assumes thet the family’ s annua incomeis a the national median for afamily of four
($62,200) and that the family has one infant and one preschooler (4-year-old) in care.

To make these costs more affordable for low-income parents, states use federa and
gate funds to reimburse providers for their services. Two types of payment mechanisms are
used: contracts and vouchers. In a contracted system, the state agency signs contracts with
private providersto supply child care services to subsidy-digible families. Under this system,

providers can negotiate their rekmbursement rate within a designated cap (generaly below the
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75th percentile of the local market rate), and states can obligate providers to certain terms, such
as receiving a particular number of children or raising child care workers' salaries. In avoucher
system, families that receive the voucher choose the provider that suits their needs. Providers bill
the state agency for the vaue of the voucher, and parents generally make a copayment based on
adiding-fee schedule. Thereis evidence that some providers are unwilling to serve children
receiving child care subsidies because of the delay on the payments and the paperwork
required, as well as because of the uncertainty that the family maintains their digibility for the
child care subsidy (Adams and Rohacek 2002). Vouchers are used in dl three Stesin this
study, but Massachusetts also uses a contract system.

Although public funds are available to help subsidize the cost of care, there are il
many families who qudify for help but are not recaiving it. According to the U.S. Department of
Hedth and Human Services (2000), in 1999, only 8 percent of children digible for federa child
care assistance in Georgia received help, as did 13 percent in Massachusetts and 15 percent in

Washington.

Quality and Hourly Wages

One of the most important predictors of qudity in child care programsis the presence of
qudified and wdl-paid staff (Whitebook et al. 2001). Median hourly wages of child care
workersin al three stes are below state averages for adl workers (see figure 1). In Georgiaand
Washington, the median hourly wage of child care workersin 1998 was about 40 percent lower
than the median for dl workers. In Georgia, child care workers made $6.24 per hour,

compared with $10.86 for dl workers. In Washington, the median for child care workers was
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$7.30 per hour compared with $12.87 for al workers (KiDs CouNT 2000). Of the three
States, Massachusetts reported the highest median hourly wage for both child care workers and
al workers, and proportionally the smallest gap between child care workers sdaries and those
of dl workers. Child care workers in Massachusetts made $8.45 per hour (or approximately
$17,500 per year), compared with $13.15 for al workers—a 35 percent wage gap.

Figure 1. Median Hourly Wagesin Geor gia, M assachusetts, and
Washington, 1998

$14.00 $13.15

$12.87

$12.00

$10.00

$8.00

$6.00
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$0.00
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All workers Child care workers

Source: KIDSCOUNT 2000.

Because of the low wages and benefitsin the child care indudtry, trained and
experienced child care workers are exiting the field for better-paying jobs in other indudtries.

Unions have begun to play amore active and prominent role in addressing these wage and
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worker issues. Organizing child care workersiis difficult, however, because of the small scale of
mogt child care establishments and the generdly high staff turnover in the child care indudtry.
Child care workers are not well organized nationwide, and only 4 percent of the child
care workforce is unionized (Whitebook 1999). Unions have been fairly active in both
Massachusetts and Washington. Represented by the United Auto Workers (UAW) and
Services Employees Internationa Union (SEIU), more than 40 child care Sites in Massachusetts
are unionized, with over 1,000 child care workers now union members. The union movement
among child care workers in Washington is much smaler, but it gained momentum by the end of
the 1990s. The Sesttle Worthy Wages campaign and SEIU 925 worked together to advance
child care worker compensation issues, with 12 centers (or 150 workers) forming a Child Care
Guild. The Guild, in turn, helped to promote the Career Development Ladder. These union
efforts dso had a spillover effect on other parts of the industry. Today, there are approximately
1,500 child care workers from nonunionized centers who aso benefit from the ladder funds.
Political Environment
Because child advocates operate in political environments and for constituencies that are ever
changing, their ability to adapt to changing conditionsis a key factor for moving their agendas
forward (Nationa Association of Child Advocates 2001). Child advocates in Georgia,
Massachusetts, and Washington tend to assess environmenta factors from two primary
perspectives: palitical leadership and funding opportunities. In each state, there was adesire to
build legidative interest in child care issues, leverage the power structures of the state’s
legidative and adminigrative branches, and capitdize on the policy opportunities inherent in the

1996 federd wedfare reforms.
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Political Leadership

Child care issues have not been afront-burner political issue in recent years, and many child
advocates from the three Stes believe that it is difficult to get their agendas heard by political
candidates and elected officids. Other issues, such astraffic congestion, air quality, and taxes,
take precedence over the welfare of child care workers or the industry as awhole. Some
interviewees believed that thislack of interest may stem, in part, from alack of knowledge
about what child care workers do or the importance of child care to working families, or it may
reflect underlying vaues on women’srolesin society and the workplace.

Many child care advocates, particularly in Georgia and Massachusetts, also point to
dructurd barriersin the sate legidatures. Many legidators, especidly those who arein positions
of legidative leadership, are older, white men who have no persond point of reference for the
importance of the child care industry or for meeting the needs of its workers. Because they are
not receptive to child care concerns, they sometimes table, derall, or otherwise gdl child care
proposals. According to some child care advocates in Massachusetts, for example, the speaker
of the house, who has congderable control over the legidative process, has made it very difficult
to pass progressive child care legidation. Although he supports pay increases for teachers, he
does not view child care workers as teachers, but as “baby-gtters.”

Because child care advocates tend to lack strong championsin state legidatures, the
governor’ s leadership seems to be an important determinant in the development of initiatives thet
affect child care worker compensation and quaity of care (Twombly et a. 2001). In Georgia,
Governor Zd| Miller (D) led the fight to inditute a universa and voluntary pre-kindergarten

program for al 4-year-olds in the state. In Washington, Governor Gary Locke (D) supported
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the Child Care Workers Career Ladder Initiative, athough his primary emphasis was on K—12
and higher education concerns. In Massachusetts, child advocates believe they lost a“friend”
when Governor Michagl Dukakis (D) |eft office and a series of Republican governors came to
power. Under Dukakis, various stakeholders convened to identify child care policy issues, and
severd reforms were indtituted as a result, including a three-year increase in child care workers
wages. Under subsequent Republican administrations, child care issues in Massachusetts have
been given alow priority.

Although Democrats are reputedly more predisposed than Republicans to support
socid legidation such as child care programs, party affiliation may be less of afactor than
political philosophy. Each of the three Sites represents a different mix of politica party
adignments. In Georgia, for example, both the legidature and the executive branch are controlled
by Democrats. In Massachusetts, the legidature is under Democratic leadership and the
executive branch is controlled by Republicans. In Washington, the legidature is evenly split
between Democrats and Republicans, and the governor isa Democrat. Y et the ability to move
achild care agenda remains difficult under each of these scenarios. As discussed below, how
issues are framed and how political dliances are forged play a grester role than politica party
afiliaion in getting child care worker issues on the public policy agenda.

Funding Opportunities

The 1996 federd welfare reform legidation presented child advocates with an opportunity to
push forward issues on child care programs. Firgt, the new legidation gave the Sate
governments considerable flexibility in developing child care programs and policies to meet the

needs of children and parentsin their states. Second, it provided a new source of money—the
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Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)—to expand and improve child care
services.

Like dl states, Georgia, Massachusetts, and Washington have used TANF fundsto
address child care issues, but each of these states developed different programs and Strategies
to improve the access, affordability, and quality of child care. Georgia uses TANF money to
fund training programs for child care workers. Massachusetts uses TANF money for its
reimbursement rate program. In Washington, the state's Career Development Ladder was
underwritten with TANF funds. Of the three states, the Washington Career Devel opment

Ladder most directly affects the wages and benefits of child care workers.

MAJOR INITIATIVES

The initiatives described below represent severd of the mgor policy approaches that
interviewees identified as prominent modes within their sates. (Descriptions of other initiatives
on child care worker compensation efforts can be found in theindividua Ste reports at

http://mnwww.urban.org/advocacyresearch/chil dcare-workerscomp.html and

http://mww.ffcd.org/ourwork.htm.) Some of these approaches are well-established programs

that are commonly used in a number of gates, not just the three sudy dtes, others are newer
undertakings that have been implemented over the past few years and consequently do not have
aaufficient track record to indicate their long-term sustainability or outcomes. At least one
goproach is ill being formulated, but the scope and prominence of this initiative within the sate

make it an important model for examining advocacy srategies.
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Strategies Developed prior to 1995

At leadt threeinitiatives cited in this sSudy—reimbursement rates, Voluntary Pre-K, and
TEACH—are dl methods that predate the mid-1990s and have had some impact on the
compensation of child care workers.

Reimbursement Rates

Although most states use voucher programs, Massachusettsis one of the few states to use both
vouchers and provider-based contracts to provide child care subsidies to low-income families
Although these gpproaches give providers some economic incentive for enrolling low-income
children in their programs, the level of rembursement received from the state generdly does not
cover the full cost of care nor istherate typicaly earmarked for workers compensation.

In an effort to improve child care quality and secure better wages for child care
workers, Massachusetts child advocates with links to the Worthy Wage Campaign mounted an
effort in 1997 cdled “Fair Rates, Fair Wages’ to press for rembursement rate increases that
could be used for wage increases for child care workers. The campaign was successful in
getting the Office of Child Care Services (OCCYS) to increase its reimbursement rates to those
providers under the contracted system, thereby ending arate freeze that had lasted for roughly
eght years, but it did not win the proviso to link this additional money to workers wages.
Although critics of this campaign point out that the potentid wage increase was too small to
make ared difference in atracting and retaining workers, and that the policy applied only to
centers with state contracts, dmost dl child advocates in Massachusetts acknowledge that the
higher rembursement rates have made an incrementd difference in the quality of some child care

programs.
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Universal and Voluntary Pre-K Programs
Georgiawas an early leeder in the universal and voluntary pre-kindergarten (Pre-K) movement.
The program was a centerpiece of Governor Zdl Miller' s gubernatorid campaign. Georgia s
Pre-K program began serving only low-income children in public facilities, but in 1995 after
Miller was elected to a second term, he announced that Pre-K digihbility requirements would be
dropped. All 4-year-oldsin the state could attend the state's Pre-K program. In just one year,
the demand for the program amost tripled—from serving 15,500 low-income students during
the 19941995 school year to serving 44,000 4-year-olds during the 1995-1996 school year
(Raden 1999).

This expansion led to asignificant increase in demand for both classrooms and teachers.
Many types of child care fadilities, induding for-profit child care centers, became digible to
house state-funded Pre-K classrooms. At the sametime, the Pre-K funding formulas crested an
incentive for Pre-K grantees to hire well-quaified teachers and for teachers to obtain advanced
cetification. The Pre-K program recommended that salaries be tied to the teacher’ s credentials
and, over time, these sdlary ranges became benchmarked to the salaries of public school
teachers. Asaresult, many experienced and well-educated child care center directors have |eft
the child care industry to become qudified Pre-K classroom teachers. Consequently, the
exodus of well-qudified child care providers to the Pre-K classrooms has put additional
pressure on the child care industry to seek remediesto attract and retain teachers and center
directors who can work with very young children. GELI (described below) is one gpproach for

addressing this dilemma.
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Teacher Education and Compensation Help (TEACH)

Developed in North Carolinain 1990, TEACH provides scholarships to child care workers and
directors of child care centersto increase their educationa credentiads. TEACH isthe most
pervasive compensation initiative in the United States and has been implemented by 17 States,
including Georgia and Washington. Working with a state or local nonprofit group that
adminigters the program, TEACH initidly seeks funding through loca foundations and
corporations. The program typically begins on asmal scaein severd pilot communities and
later expands to more jurisdictions, more scholarships, and public sector funding.

Child care teachers, directors, and family child care providers are dl digible for the
TEACH program, but child care center employees must be sponsored by their center.
Participants receive scholarships to work toward earning an associate degreein Child
Development and Education or credentials as a Child Development Associate or Adminisirator
(CDA), or aCDA equivaent. After obtaining their credential or degree, TEACH participants
are supposed to receive a3 to 5 percent sdlary increase or an annua bonus, plus hedlth
insurance, if they remain with the sponsoring center for an additiona year. The actud
compensation increase thet is awarded varies from place to place. Empiricd data on the
program’ s efficacy is spotty or lacking, but deta from TEACH in North Carolina suggests that
as compensation increases, Saff turnover declines. A follow-up study to thiswork by the Urban
Ingtitute will investigate how the TEACH model has spread to and been developed by other

states.
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Initiatives since the Mid-1990s

Among the newer initiatives used by states to address child care worker compensation are the
Career Development Ladder in Washington State and GEL | in Georgia

Career Development Ladder

The idea of a career ladder whereby child care workers can advance their kills, increase their
pay, and map acourse of professond development isafairly new concept. Advocatesin
Washington, led by John Burbank of the Economic Opportunity Ingtitute (EQI), began to
develop this modd in the early 1990s and introduced the idea to the State legidature mid-
decade. Smply stated, the Career Development Ladder links specific wage increments to
increased education, experience, and respongbility of child care workers. Two pilot programs
based on the “ Child Care Worker Career Development Ladder” were passed and implemented
in Washington in 1999 and 2000. The pilots are funded through a combination of tax dollars
and TANF reinvestment funds.

The King County pilot requires thet participating centers provide ether collective
bargaining or a benefit package that includes hedlth insurance, paid leave, aretirement plan, and
agrievance procedure. It dso offerslimited training for participating teachers and center
directors. Recent cuts in the King County budget have limited this pilot to a one-yesr, five-
center effort.

The statewide Early Childhood Education Career Development Ladder, which includes
about 125 centers, operates under a somewhat different modd. It requires centers to adopt the
wage levels and increments specified in an experience-education formula, provide a minimum of

10 days of paid leave each year, provide access to the Basic Hedth Plan, and pay at least $25
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per month toward employees hedlth care coverage. Currently, the experience-education wage
scale cdlsfor assstants with no experience and a high school diplomato be paid $7.20 per
hour; program supervisors with amaster’ s degree and five years of experience would receive
$13.95 per hour (EOI 2002). In addition to these compensation requirements, centers are
required to enroll low-income (subsidized) children into at least 10 percent of their child care
dots and establish aqudity of care committee.

The Georgia Early Learning I nitiative (GELI)

The Georgia Early Learning Initiative (GELI) is regarded as a partnership or collaboration
among the United Way of Metropolitan Atlanta, the Whitehead Foundation, and the Georgia
governor’s office. It brings together interested stakeholders, including nonprofit and for-profit
providers, the governor’s office, state agencies, business leaders, and child care advocates.
Marie Barnes, first lady of Georgia, serves as honorary chair of GELI. The United Way houses
and adminigters the initiative, and the Whitehead Foundation provided start-up funds and
ongoing support. In 2001, the Georgia legidature appropriated $4.5 million for two yearsto
GELI, using state and federd revenues.

GELI isamultifaceted program that seeks to improve the qudity of early education and
child carein Georgia Three of the seven recommendations that GEL| put forward to the
governor’s office in 2001 involved child care workers compensation: (1) linking child care
worker credentials to compensation, (2) tiered rembursement rates for centers, and (3) traning
and technica assstance to help providers receive accreditation. The GELI agenda includes

funding for the TEACH program (described above).
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GELI currently operatesin the five counties of metropolitan Atlanta, and is open only to
centers and workers whose student base includes at least 25 percent subsidized children. Some
criticsof GELI point out that the program does not benefit rural areas of Georgia, where the
problems of accessihility and qudity of care are consderable.

Initiatives Still Being Dr afted

Although there are severd initiatives under way in Massachusetts, the one that received
consderable attention at the time of our field work was the Early Education for All Campaign.
This modd, as currently structured, is described below.

Early Education for All Campaign

The Early Education for All Campaign in Massachusetts is a Satewide campaign amed at
building support for universal access to early education for al children ages 3, 4, and 5. It has
focused its efforts on building consensus for universa early education among myriad players,
including representatives from business, labor, rdigious inditutions, state government, an
educational advocacy group representing Latinos, private foundations, children’s advoceates,
and child care providers. The campaign planned to file a bill with the Sate legidaturein
November 2001, outlining its proposed policy initiatives, but postponed this action in light of the
September 11 terrorist attacks and the weakening state economy. Although the exact details of
the draft legidation are till not known, it is expected to address the need for better child care
worker training and compensation. The Campaign is regarded as one of the broadest based and
far-ranging efforts to address the issue of qudlity child care in Massachusetts in the past decade.
In March 2001, the leaders incorporated the operations of the Campaign into a newly formed

501(c)(3) nonprofit organization caled Strategies for Children.
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FRAMING THE ISSUE

How an issueis framed and presented to the public and legidatorsisacrucid component in an
advocacy campaign. As Rosenbaum and Sonosky (2001) suggest, experienced advocates seek
“sdeableremedies,” that is, they try to craft a solution that will generate broad support for their
position and increase the likelihood of passage.

In their efforts to secure better compensation for child care workers, advocates often
assert that child careis physicaly demanding work and that child care providers are among the
lowest paid workersin the labor force. While thisis useful information for educating
policymakers, such arguments are not sufficient to persuade them to take action that would
affect the wages and benefits of specificaly defined groups of workers (for example, child care
workers versus home hedth workers). Although better compensation for child care workers
may be aworthy god, policy remedies to accomplish this end directly have not been politicaly
viable. Instead, advocates in the three Stes framed their arguments for better compensation
around the issue of better quality of care for children. Qudity of care was the universd policy
message used in al three Stes. However, to respond to the environmenta and politicd redities
of their states, advocates of the initiatives described above framed their arguments quite
differently.

Quality Child Care Attracts Economic Development
Advocates in Georgia found that they increased their chances of successif child care qudity

(and thus child care worker compensation issues) were linked to economic devel opment
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arguments. Two main policy initiatives were introduced during the past decade using the
economic development frame.

In the early 1990s, political leadersin Georgiawere very interested in attracting new
business investments to the state, but corporations were reluctant to move to Georgia, in part
because of itsrelatively poor educationd system. Saizing on the need for economic
development, Zdl Miller based his 1990 campaign for governor on the issue of improving
Georgia s educationd system, including its preschool programs. As aresult, Georgiaingtituted
one of the nation'sfirgt universa Pre-K programsfor dl 4-year-oldsin the state. Compensation
for Pre-K teachers quickly became linked to the salary and benefit structures for public
education teachers.

Almost a decade later, another policy initiative, GELI used an economic development
message to frame its efforts to improve the qudity of child carein Georgia The United Way of
Metropolitan Atlanta and the Whitehead Foundetion decided that involving the business and
political communitiesin child care initiatives would be a key to the programs success and long-
term impact. By working collaboratively with child advocates, business leaders and government
officas would be investing in not only the well-being of Georgia s children but aso the job kills
of Georgid s future labor market.

Although economic arguments have helped promote legidation to improve the quaity of
child care services, they dso have been used to defeat proposed legidation. In the early 1990s,
when abill to raise the sdaries of child care workers was introduced in the state legidature, a
group representing for-profit providers was able to organize and mobilize parents againgt the

proposed bill. Because for-profit child care centers provide the mgority of center-based carein
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Georgia, they have consderable influence in the state legidature. Providers sent letters to
parents stating that if the bill passed, parents would have to pay higher feesfor services Using
this negetive frame, child care providers in Georgia convinced parents who were unable or
unwilling to pay higher child care fees to spesk out againgt the proposed legidation.

Quality Child Care Can Be Achieved through Professional Development

In Washington, advocates used a professona development frame to advance compensation
issues. Under this frame, proponents assart that the child care industry has difficulty attracting
and retaining trained and qudified workers because the industry’ s current wages cannot
purchase and reward a sufficiently skilled workforce. Better pay and career advancement, they
argue, would reduce the high turnover rate in the child care industry and give better continuity of
care. The proposed remedy was a career ladder whereby child care workers receive regular
sdary increases based upon additiona increments of experience, education, and responsibility
leve.

The professiona development frame can take severd forms. In Massachusetts, a
proposal called the Qudity Aid Bill, introduced by Senator David Magnani (D) in the 1999—
2000 legidative sesson, would provide funds directly to centers that focus on qudity
improvements. Much like the Washington mode, the Qudity Aid Bill includes the development
of a“career lattice” tied to sdlary increases. Wages would rise with experience and training to
about $30,000 per year for achild care teacher. Centers would be encouraged to serve at least
20 percent low-income familiesin their programs and to work toward accreditation.

Other advocacy groups in Washington State also used a professional development

frame, but offer adifferent policy remedy (namely, TEACH) to reduce staff turnover and
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increase qudity. The program is funded with support from the Washington Early Learning
Foundation. Critics of this approach think that TEACH is not an effective mechanism for
improving compensation because it generdly offers bonuses rather than permanent wage
increases,

Despite disagreement over specific remedies (thet is, bonuses versus wage increases),
child advocates tend to agree that the professonal development of the child care workforce
through training, education, and better compensation is an important and necessary step. It will
improve the qudity of child care services, enhance the public’simage of child care providers as
trained professionals, and send asignd to current and potential workersthat child careisa
respected and worthwhile career path.

Quality Child Care Enhances Children’s Educational Development

Advocates in Massachuseits who are spearheading the Early Education for All Campaign are
building their arguments around an educationd frame, stressing better outcomes for children.
Good child care and early educetion, they argue, prepare children for school. Because qudity
child care is more than a baby-gtting service and provides children with their first learning
opportunities, child care staff need more training and better compensation. This strategy is
based on the effects that qudity child care has on the child's development and the positive
outcomes that it produces.

This gpproach was crafted, in part, because of the findings from public opinion polls
commissioned by the Early Education for All Campaign. In a telephone survey of registered
voters, they found public education ranked among the top five voter concerns, wheress child

care was not a high priority among voters. As aresult, the Campaign has cast theissue as
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universal early education for young children and sees improved child care worker compensation
asaway to achieve quality care.

Quality Child CarelsLinked to Wage and Equity |ssues

Another advocacy frameis based on the concepts of living wages and equitable trestment.
Advocates who use this frame argue that the low wage rates of child care workers do not
provide an incentive to attract and retain well-quaified workers. The low wages al'so do not
provide for basic living standards, and the wage gap between child care workers and other
professondsis unjudtified. Early education teachers, for example, are paid less than public
school teachers even though they have smilar responsbilities and, in some cases, smilar
credentids.

Wage and equity arguments are used by Living Wage and Worthy Wage advocates—
groups that have a strong presence in many states, including Massachusetts and Washington.
Such campaignstypicaly advocate on behdf of all low-wage workers, arguing that any full-time
worker should earn awage rate that at least provides for abasic living standard. In Boston, the
Living Wage Campaign successfully won passage of a city ordinance whereby, sarting July
2002, dl contractors, including child care providers, who employ 25 or more people and have a
contract of $25,000 or more with the City of Boston, will pay their workers at or above the
“living wage’ rate, which currently is $10.25 per hour. Passage of the ordinance is asignificant
step forward for living wage advocates, but it is unclear how many child care workers will
actudly benefit from the ordinance because mogt child care establishments are smdl and likely
to fall under the requidite requirements for compliance. One estimate is that perhaps 30 to 40 of

the larger child care centers will be affected by this ordinance. Opposition to the ordinance is
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mounting, however. Provider groups are organizing to seek a generd waiver for dl child care

providers from the Boston living wage ordinance.

KEY PLAYERSAND STRUCTURAL STRATEGIES

There are many individuas and organizations working to improve the quaity of child care and
the compensation of child care workers—child advocacy organizations, private foundations,
public policymakers, government officids, unions, for-profit and nonprofit child care providers,
and concerned parents. In each of the Sites, akey individua or organization emerged, however,
to lead and shape the issue and the advocacy process.

Interestingly, no forma coditions emerged in any of the Stesto sustain along-term
policy campaign. As described below, there are many examples of informal codlitions,
collaborations, networks, or partnerships in which groups worked together to promote better
compensetion for child care workers, but no evidence of formal coditions where money and
resources are pooled to support the coadition’s advocacy activities to access and influence
policymakers (Hula 1999). This finding provides some support for Berry’s (2001) hypothesis
that state and loca advocacy groups do not need to build the kinds of forma codlitions that are
sometimes observed in nationd advocacy campaigns because, comparatively, state and local
policymakers are more accessible than national policymakers to their congtituents and advocacy
groups.

The following section describes in more detall the key playersin each sate and the
structura arrangements that were used to promote child care worker compensation issues. To

be sure, influentia and powerful palitica dites were ingrumenta in advancing thisissue, but the
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dory that emergesin each state suggests dightly different advocacy models. The Georgia
experience illustrates the devel opment of cross-sector networks and partnerships among key
indtitutiona players. In Washington, a new advocacy organization built a powerful board of
directors that brought together influentia politica dites and a cross-section of diverse interests.
In Massachusetts, the Early Education for All Campaign is organized much like a political
campaign that amsto build grassroots support among diverse congtituency groups while at the
same time pogtioning its message to be heard in the legidative chambers.

Georgia: Cross-Sector Networ ks and Partner ships

In Georgia, the governor led the fight to create a universal pre-K system for dl 4-year-oldsin
the state. As noted above, his primary motivation was to attract business to the state and
promote economic development. Thisled to atop-down style of policymaking and advocacy.
The governor’s office formulated the program and then “sold” it to the legidature, Sate
agencies, and local communities. Although tensions between gtate officias and loca providers
emerged, avery important partnership developed that resulted in the Georgia Early Learning
Initiative (GELI).

As noted earlier, the United Way of Metropolitan Atlanta, the Whitehead Foundation,
and the governor’ s office created a partnership to lead discussons about initiatives to improve
child care quadlity in the state. The partnership established ad hoc committees as a Strategy to
work with other key players and stakeholders in the design of the GELI initigtive. The
committees recommended three programs on compensation issues that would be supported by
GELI: (1) training and technical assistance toward accreditation, (2) tiered reimbursements, and

(3) an incentive program for teachers based on credentias and tenure.
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The partnership aso built consensus for these programs through a network of
policymakers, foundations, business leaders, and nonprofit organizations, and asked the
network to support these initiatives during the legidative sesson. GEL| educated key
businessmen who could influence the state’' s legidators to support theinitiative. It also held
public forums around the state to generate genera support, and by al accounts, the first lady of
Georgia, Marie Barnes, played a very important role lobbying legidators for the inititive.

After the GELI initigtive received funding in the 2001 legidative session, the members of
the partnership more clearly delinested their roles. The United Way of Metropolitan Atlanta
houses and adminigters the program,; first lady Marie Barnes serves as honorary chairperson of
GELI; and the Whitehead Foundation continues to fund GELI’s activities. Presumably, the
business community will be asked to continueits financia support of GELI and to lobby onits
behaf when needed.

Washington: A Powerful Board and Strategic Alliances

Advocates in Washington State saw the 1996 federd welfare reform and a booming local
economy as opportunities to make innovative changes in the state’ s child care system. By
amog dl accounts, the effort was led by an energetic leader who built a new nonprofit
organization that seeks to bring economic security issues that affect middle-class and low-
income families to the public’' s attention.

The Economic Opportunity Ingtitute (EOI) was founded in 1998 by John Burbank, an
active policy leader in Sesttle. The organization introduces innovative policy proposasto the
date legidature and generates support for its ideas through policy research, media messages,

and srong working relations with key players and congtituency groups. The development of the
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“Child Care Worker Career Development Ladder” is the most visble and innovative symbol of
the new group’ s success in the advocacy arena.

EQI led the advocacy strategy to promote the Career Development Ladder in 1998.
The idea of acareer ladder, designed by Burbank, had been introduced into the Washington
date legidature by Senator Jeanne Kohl-Welles (D) severd years earlier with little resuilt.
Burbank and his colleagues at EOI saw the availability and flexibility of TANF money asan
opportunity to reintroduce the idea of a career ladder to the governor’s office. Using a
combination of high-level persond contacts, politica lobbying, and condtituent-based media
activities EOI with the help of co- Speaker of the House Frank Chopp convinced the governor
to allocate TANF funds for the proposed career ladder.

Severd drategic steps helped move this proposal forward. Firg, in creating EOI,
Burbank invited a number of influential government, business, and child care leadersto join
EQI’ sboard of directors. The board includes the lobbyist for Child Care Works for
Washington, which isthe largest child care codition in Washington; the co-speaker of the state
house of representatives, and the head of the state Department of Socid and Hedth Services.
These members provided critica influence during the negotiations to obtain gpprova for funding
and implementing the pilot project.

EOQI dso joined a partnership that was aready operating to improve child care
workers wages. The SEIU-925 and Sesttle Worthy Wages had partnered in 1998 to organize
Sesttle child care centers, but they did not have a concrete proposal to solve the wage problem.
With aviable modd provided by EOI, SEIU-925 and Sesttle Worthy Wages helped to build

support for the career ladder among workers and parents, and with EOI’ s help did
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consderable lobbying of state policymakers aswell as public education efforts. Findly, EOI
used the media to communicate its message to the genera public. Burbank frequently appeared
on radio talk shows and news programs to generate interest in and support for the career
ladder. He also placed editorials in severd of the state' s leading newspapers.

Although the EOI engages in various collaborative efforts, it decided not to form a
codlition with other advocacy groups to introduce its career ladder because leaders at EOI felt
that the organizationa weight of a codition would dow EOI’ s ability to move quickly.
Srategicdly, EOIl wanted the flexibility to move nimbly through the negotiating process and to
lay claim to TANF funds. As a consequence, some advocacy groups and government staff felt
excluded from the process and are not fully supportive of the career ladder mode!.
Massachusetts: A Political-style, Grassroots Campaign
Many child advocates in Massachusetts believe that child care and early education have been
low policy priorities Snce the early 1990s when the Republican Party took control of the
governor’s office. Since then, numerous efforts by avariety of groups have attempted to
generate attention for child care issues, but little consensus among the advocacy groups and few
tangible benefits have resulted. Severd unionsin the western part of the state have been active
in bringing attention to the compensation issues, but efforts to organize child care workers are
difficult because of the smdl scale of most child care establishments and the high staff turnover in
the child care indudtry.

The Early Education for All Campaign, led by political strategist Margaret Blood, is
viewed by many Massachusetts advocates as the best chance for getting the issue on the sate

policy agenda. Like Burbank in Washington, Blood is a dynamic and savvy leader who has
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created an organization and statewide campaign to push for improvements in the care and
education of young children.

As mentioned above, Early Education for All emerged from aresearch and congtituency
building project supported by a private foundation. The Caroline and Sigmund Schott
Foundation approached Blood to mount a campaign for universa child care and early
education. To start the process, Blood created a network of disparate groups with diverse
strategic approaches, including representatives of the business sector, unions, legidators,
lobbyists, and child care providers, to discuss child care issues. The network’ s members
became part of the project’ s Advisory Committee.

The Campaign developed a strategy to conduct avoters poll and a series of regiond
hearings that canvassed the entire state. The purpose of these activities was to raise awvareness
about early childhood education, build public support for it, and learn which issues and potentia
remedies were most likely to be supported by voters across the state. The data collected
through the polls and various interviews were published in areport that was distributed
datewide. A team of child care policy experts has begun to draft abill that islikely to cal for
universal early education for 3-, 4-, and 5-year-old children in the state and address the worker
compensation issue. Further details of the bill are not available at thistime, but it will be
interesting to seeif the existing network of advocates and stakeholders remains supportive of
the plan or if, after the specific details of the bill are unveiled, these groups splinter into
competing factions. Severa advocates in Massachuseits have noted that “the jury is till out” on

the Early Education for All Campaign until they see the details of the hill.
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COMPETITION AND TENSIONS

Competition and tensonsinevitably are a part of the policymaking process. These case sudies
showed at least three nodes of competition that affected the development of initiatives to
address child care worker compensation: (1) competition between nonprofit and for- profit child
care providers; (2) competition among nonprofit advocacy groups, and (3) competition
between state agencies.

Competition between Nonpr ofit and For-Profit Providers

Literature on the nonprofit sector frequently raises the concern about competition between
nonprofit and for-profit organizations in the same service field. In these case sudies, there was
some evidence of tenson between nonprofit and for-profit child care providers, athough the
results were mixed from State to state. The tension surfaced most clearly in Georgiawhere for-
profit child care providers represent gpproximately haf of dl center-based providersin the sate
and are well organized for legidative lobbying. On severa occasions, for-profit providers were
able to organize and mobilize parents to oppose initiatives that might raise the costs of care.
Only afew people who were interviewed in M assachusetts mentioned competition between
nonprofit and for-profit providers as afactor in the child care worker compensation debates.
But a study conducted in 2000 and 2001 by the Department of Education’s Center and Head
Start Survey found that for-profit centers, on average, paid their workers less than nonprofit
centers (Massachusetts Department of Education 2002). Interestingly, there was little evidence

of tenson between for- profits and nonprofits in Washington State. As one observer speculated,



Center on Nonprofits and Philanthropy - The Urban Institute

“Thereis 0 little profit margin in the child care indugtry, that the distinction between nonprofits
and for-profitsis dmos meaningless”

Competition Among Nonprofit Groups

Compstition among nonprofits was evident in dl states. Although most nonprofit child advocates
and child care providers favor policies to improve the qudity of child care services, tensons
sometimes surface when specific strategies are discussed. In Massachusetts, for example, the
Massachusetts Association of Day Care Agencies (MADCA), alarge statewide organization of
child care providers, favors rate increases. Grassroots groups, unions, and graduates of the

L eadership Empowerment Action Project (LEAP) view arate strategy as inadequate because it
only affects state-contracted providers and does not require that the funds be used to increase
wages. On the other hand, grassroots advocates and union representatives favor Senator
Magnani’s Qudity Aid Bill, but MADCA has given thishill alukewarm response.

Finding compromises and common ground can be difficult, but the introduction of
multiple bills reflecting different points of view can undercut the likelihood that anything will be
done. In Georgia, GELI istrying to bring nonprofitsinto alarger public-private partnership to
create more consensus and less fragmentation around child care issues. To date, GEL| has had
some early successin advocating for child care programs, but it isareatively new group and
will need to demondrate its long-term staying power. In Washington State, the perception by
some nonprofit groups that they were excluded from the development of the career

development ladder may necessitate fence-mending to avoid future problems.
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Competition between State Agencies

Responghility for child care policies and regulations is not dways found in asingle state agency.
One agency may be respongble for licensng and regulation of the child care industry, another
may run the state' s Head Start program, and yet another may focus on educationa content and
curriculum of child care and early education programs. A study of collaboration among State
agencies found that organizationd factors, such as overburdened staff, scarce funds, competing
gods, fear of losing control over resources or services, and differencesin workers
backgrounds can cause competition rather than collaboration among state agencies (Ehrle et d.
2001). Such factors were evident in these case studies.

In Massachusetts, for example, two state agencies—the Office of Child Care Services
(OCCS) and the Department of Education (DOE)—are responsible for different aspects of
child care and early education. OCCS s the licensing and regulatory body for child care
providers and aso administers the state’ s reimbursement rate system for providers who serve
low-income children. OCCS views child care from both the educationa and socid service
frameworks, but emphasizes the laiter. DOE, on the other hand, regards its mission as primarily
educationa, not smply child care. The child care dots that DOE funds (viaits Community
Partnerships for Children, a system of locally based stakeholder networks) have higher
reimbursement rates and standards than child care dots funded by OCCS.

The differences between DOE and OCCS are a so gpparent in the way the two
agenciesrelae to their grantees and contractors. DOE operatesitsloca Community
Partnerships for Children in avery hands-off manner, dlowing local groups to design and

manage their own programs. OCCS requires extensive paperwork for al contractors. Critics of
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DOE clam that there is little oversight or accountability of these loca groups, critics of OCCS
see the regulatory requirements as burdensome and overly prescriptive.

OCCS gppears to be under pressure from legidators to useits child care dlocations to
increase access to care, S0 it prefersto fund more dots at alower rate. DOE counters that this
grategy will not improve the qudity of child care and prefersto link compensation rates to the
education and experience of the provider. Staff of both DOE and OCCS recogni ze the tensons
and are trying to overcome them. But interagency disagreements about the policy direction and
solutions to child care in generd, and child care worker compensation, specificaly, have

impeded the development of new initiativesin the past few years.

LESSONS LEARNED

In an eraof federd policy devolution, thereis agrowing need to better understand how
nonprofit advocacy groups operate a the state and local leves. The findings of this study
illustrate how Sate-level advocacy campaigns are formed and shaped by the congtraints and
opportunities of thelir environments. Policy entrepreneurs in each state crafted different messages
to fit the circumstances of their particular state and seized upon opportunities that would
enhance the likdihood of success. Asthe literature suggests, amix of insgde and outside
drategies were used to gain momentum for these innovative and controversid initiatives.

In Georgia, for example, the governor led atop-down, ingder strategy and framed the
initiative as an economic development measure, thereby bringing business leaders into the policy
discussion. In addition, the introduction of a new date lottery offered an opportunity to fund the

Pre-K initiative without raigng taxes. In Washington, policy entrepreneurs seized upon the
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availability of TANF funds and argued that the career ladder initiative would improve the quaity
of child care and professondize the child care workforce. A mixture of ingder tactics and
outsder grassroots mobilization were used to gain political support for the career ladder
initiative' s funding. In Massachusetts, public opinion polls showed that educationd issues
resonated with voters, so theissue is being framed in terms of universal early education for
young children. To date, advocates have focused on an outsde strategy by building loca
support for theinitiative before taking their case to the Sate legidature.

The study aso offers some useful indgghts into three other factors that influenced the
advocacy process—Ieadership, the role of new groups, and financing issues. These factors,
described below, emerged as important eements of the advocacy campaigns for improving
compensation for child care workers.

L eader ship

The need for strong and crestive leadership cannot be underscored too strongly. Whileit is
impossible to clone dynamic and charismatic leaders, the need for leaders who can generate
ideas, create organizationd structures, and mobilize congtituencies to take collective action is an
essentid ingredient for long-term advocacy work.

An interesting finding from these case Sudiesis that in dl three Sates, the leaders who
are mogt credited with moving the child care issue forward are individuas who come from
outside the child care and child advocacy fields. They were not trained in early education, child
development, or other children’sissues. Rather, they come from the worlds of palitics,
economics, public policy, and community organizing. The sKkills that these leaders developed

through previous work experiences helped them build strong and strategic reationships with
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groups and individuals who were persuaded to support their advocacy efforts. An interesting
question is whether it takes an “outsder” to more clearly view the needs of a particular group
and to generate the structures and compromises that will move the group’ s agenda forward.
Emerging Groups

Leadership around the issue of child care worker compensation is coming from newly formed
groups, such asthe EQI in Sesitle and Strategies for Children in Boston, and from labor unions.
Indeed, labor unions are important players because they bring not only decades of experience
on worker compensation issues, but also skills and resources for mounting large-scae public
education campaigns and lobbying efforts. Most child advocacy groups are too fledgling or lack
the resources to engage in intengve, time-consuming advocacy efforts.

Surprisngly, locd affiliates of nationd child advocacy groups did not play a prominent
role in these three sites. Despite the groups  nationd affiliations and presumed experiencein
participating in the policymaking process, interviewees did not cite these groups as leadersin the
child care worker compensation debates. Whether theissue of child care worker compensation
istoo narrowly defined, too localy based, or outside their current policy agendas, the limited
role that nationa groups played is noteworthy. It aso underscores the impression that newer
groups may be emerging asthe activist voices of the child carefidd.

Financing I ssues
Financing remains amgor ssumbling block in addressng the issue of better compensation for
child care workers. It is unlikely that the cost of these programs can be sustained soldly through

users feesor corporate or philanthropic support, so some mix of public-private funding is
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necessary. |dentifying a steady stream of funding is amgor chalenge (Helburn and Bergmann
2002).

Of the three states in our study, Georgia has been the most successful in identifying a
religble pool of money. Funding for its universal Pre-K program istied to the state lottery.
Washington State supportsits career ladder through TANF funds, which are vulnerable to
competing demands for these resources and to federd reauthorization. Massachusetts also uses
TANF funds for its reimbursement rate system. The Early Education for All Campaign has not
indicated yet the financia mechanismsit will recommend to support its forthcoming proposl.

To have ared and lasting impact on child care worker compensation, advocates must
secure a steady stream of funding to support their proposals. Otherwise, they face continuous
battles for reauthorization of programs and regppropriation of funds. Recurring battles over
funding not only make any current gains for child care workers a temporary victory but also

place astrain on advocacy groups scarce resources in prolonged efforts.

CONCLUSIONS

These three case sudies illudtrate the variety of ways nonprofit advocacy groups work in the
public policy arena. They represent three different approaches for organizing and structuring
advocacy activity, yet they faced common chalenges in working toward their god of improving
compensation for the child care workforce. To move child care issues forward, the findings of
these case studies suggest that advocates, foundations, and other stakeholders need to consider

the following steps.



Center on Nonprofits and Philanthropy - The Urban Institute

Increase public awar eness of the need for quality child care programs and the
linkages between well-trained, well-compensated child care providersand quality of
care. Many parents, voters, and policymakers do not fully understand the need for qudity
child care or that low staff wages can affect qudity through high staff turnover and poorly
trained teachers. Public education campaigns emphasizing the benefits that qudity child care
provides young children can help to strengthen support for these issues.

Build a broad and diver se constituency beyond child advocacy groups. Advocates
for children must work with multiple stakeholders to generate a broad base of support for
their proposals. As these case studies demonstrate, the ability to work with a cross-section
of diverse interests—parents, child care providers, unions, businesses, and policymakers—
isessentia for obtaining politica support in the policymaking process. Too frequently,
parents are not engaged in the political process, and child care workers should be
empowered to speak on their own behalf. Advocates for children should go beyond their
own spheres of influence and seek common ground with unexpected alies, such asthe
business community, to address complex and controversid issues such as child care worker
compensation and quality of care.

Develop concr ete proposals that lawmaker s can act on. Initid stages of the advocacy
process can benefit from multiple ideas, multiple initiatives, and many points of view.
Bringing diverse condituencies into the process can help shape thinking, identify areas of
common ground and points of compromise, and solidify support. But asideas mature and
cometo legidators and public officias, they need to be shaped into concrete and well-

articulated proposals. Introducing multiple bills thet reflect different points of view limitsthe
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chancesthat a bill will be passed and funded. Pursuing one or two mgor policy gods rather
than along list of needs helps to focus resources and energies on the problem (Carson
2001).

Move quickly to scale up programsthat reach all children. Many advocatesin these
case sudies said that acritica factor to a program’s successis the ability to move quickly
from a pilot stage to a statewide program. One way to do this, they found, isto Site pilot
programsin the digtricts of key state legidators. If key legidative |eaders see the tangible
benefits that a pilot program bringsto his or her condtituents, they are more likely to
champion the program. Also, making a program universal rather than targeted toward low-
income children and families will increase the program’s paliticd viahility. The Georgia
Universa Pre-K program isagood example of this type of politica srategy.

Seek a steady stream of funding. In the end, money matters. Quality child careis codtly,
and advocates should identify a solid and secure source of funding to support their efforts.
Partnerships among government, business, and the foundation communities may be needed
to achieve the common goa of quality care for children.

Build an infrastructurethat supportsthe professonal development of the child care
wor kfor ce. Training and professond development for child care workers will not happen
quickly unless an infragtructure is in place to support these efforts. The type of infrastructure
that will be needed, however, will vary from gate to state. In some states, there may be a
need to increase the network of community colleges and four-year universtiesthat offer AA
degreesin early education or child development certificates, in other Sates, additiona

scholarship programs may be required to give child care workers accessto training in early
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childhood development and educeation. Improving the education, training, and skills of the
child care workforce will require investment in the structures and tools that support this
process. Such investments, however, must take into account the ethnic and cultural
differences of local communities

Strengthen the capacity of nonpr ofit or ganizationsthat engagein child advocacy.
Many child advocacy organizations lack the capacity to conduct extensive or ongoing
advocacy work. They often lack the time, knowledge, staff, and resources to follow
legidation, meet legidative leaders, conduct public education campaigns or mediareations,
prepare expert testimony, or otherwise engagein the politica process. But in the world of
politics, being &t the policy table can be key to advancing one' sissues. Without the
resources and capacity to serve this function, many child advocacy groups are handicapped
in getting their voices heard.

These case sudies shed some new light on how child advocates operate in the
policy arena: how they frame issues, build support and dliances, and work within a changing
policy environment. The findings aso highlight ways in which research can ad in the
policymaking process.

Both Massachusetts and Washington, for example, used research studies as agtarting
point for developing their initiatives. This approach gave advocates a factua basis for building
their programs and crafting their arguments. But research can aso play arole a the end of the
advocacy process. It can provide feedback on the strengths and weaknesses of the advocacy
campagn—what worked; what didn’t. It can help the advocacy organization diagnose areasin

which it needs to build capacity. Research can dso monitor and eval uate the effectiveness of the
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new policies and programs providing essentia feedback on how the programs are operating and
what changes might further improve the child care industry.

Asthis study shows, states are providing new and viable mode s to address child care
worker compensation issues and the overdl qudity of child carein America Much has been
accomplished in raising this important and contertious issue, but there is till along way to go to

address the widespread problem of low pay and few benefitsin the child care indudtry.
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INTERVIEW GUIDE
Start of the Interview

Firgt, I want to thank you for agreeing to participate in our study. | redize that your timeis
vauable and we redly appreciate it that you are giving me thistime,

As| mentioned previoudy, my nameis [enter name] and | am with the [affiliation]. The study
that we are conducting is on behaf of the Urban Inditute, a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization
in Washington, D.C., which conducts public policy research for government agencies and
private foundations. | will leave you some information about the Urban Indtitute. Y ou also can
see their work on the Web at http://www.urban.org.

Currently, the Center on Nonprofits and Philanthropy at the Urban Indtitute is conducting three
in-depth case studies of how the issue of improving compensation for child care workers gets
on the public policy agenda and is shaped in the policy arena. The case studies are being
conducted in Georgia, Massachusetts, and Washington State. The study is sponsored by the
Foundation for Child Development.

The gods of the study are to better understand how compensation for child care workersis
addressed in the states, what groups are active in this process, what are the advocacy strategies
and activities used to advance thisissue, and how these gpproaches may affect the policy
agenda.

Today, I will be asking you a series of questions, including
How isthe issue of child care worker compensation discussed in [date] ?
Wheat types of advocacy sirategies are used?
Who, in your opinion, are the key players?
What have been the successes and challenges in getting child care worker compensation on
the policy agenda?
What are the next steps for child care worker compensation initigtives in [state] ?

The interview should take approximately one hour. | will be taking notes during our discussion,
but | would like to ask your permission to tape record this interview. Thiswill help me to check
my notes at alater time. We will keep dl the information completely confidentia. The tapes will
be destroyed at the end of the study. Y our name will not be used in our report, but we may
guote something you say and attribute it to someone with your position, such as“achild
advocate noted...” or “adate legidator said...” If you would like to say something but do not
want it to be directly quoted, plesse let me know. | appreciate your willingness to speak openly
and honestly and would like to fogter that didogue. Do you have any questions before we start?
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SECTION 1. Defining and Framing the I ssue

1. Tobegin, pleasetel me briefly about the mgor initiatives related to child care worker
compensation that have been proposed or enacted in [state] over the past 10 years. Also,
please describe how these initiatives are framed. In other words, are they discussed in terms
of education, child development, labor supply or demand, some other way, or amix of
ways?

2. What factors do you think influenced this gpproach and why?

3. Wha werethe critica turning points for moving forward the agenda to increase
compensation for child care workers?
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SECTION 2: Strategies Used by I nterviewee/l nterviewee's
Organization

We areinterested in learning about the Strategies or activities that are used to promote initiatives
on child care worker compensation in [state].

[Note: Because not al respondents engage in advocacy-related activities, the
interviewer should use his or her discretion when asking questions in this section to

policymakers, loca foundations, etc.]

4. How isyour organization involved in the issue of child care worker compensation?

5. What actions or strategies did your organization follow to get the issue of child care wages
and benefits on the public policy agenda? [Please ask the interviewee to provide details on
actions and strategies]

6. What isyour rolein these activities?

7. Why did your organization select these activities or drategies?
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8. Which of these activities and strategies do you consider to be the most successful? Why?
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SECTION 3. Key Playersin the Policy Process

9. Who do you regard as the key playersin getting the topic of child care worker
compensation on the policy agenda and in shaping the policy process and the policy
outcomes?

[Please probe for various types of key players and remember to record the
characterigtics of the key players]

10. What strategies do/did these groups use to promote child care workers' compensation?

11. Did these key players work together? If so, how? For example, did they form coditionsto
address the issue of child care worker compensation?

12. Wadlis there any friction among groups? If so, why and in what ways?
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SECTION 4: Successes

13. What do you consider to be the successes of the efforts to promote better compensation for
child care workers?

14. Why do you fed that these efforts were successful?

15. From your perspective, which groups have been the most successful in advancing thisissue
and why?
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SECTION 5. Challenges and Barriers Faced

We previoudy discussed the strategies used to formulate proposals on child care worker
compensation. Let’s turn to the chalenges and barriers that were faced in this process.

16. What factorsinhibited the ability of advocatesto get thisissue on the public agenda?

20. Pleasetdl me more about these factors. For example, were there any groups that took the
lead in opposing these initiatives? If o, how?

20. How did key players (including your organization) address the challenges to promote
child care worker compensation initiatives?
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SECTION 6: Next Steps

Onefinal section—

19. Inyour opinion, what lies ahead for child care worker compensation initiativesin your state
and nationdly?

20. What issues related to child care worker compensation in [state] remain to be resolved?

20. How might the successful advocacy strategies used in [state] be applied to other states or
the nationd policy agenda? In other words, if you wereto make alist of “best practices’ for
addressing thisissue, what are the two or three strategies that you would include?

Thank you for taking the time to meet with me.

If I have any darifying questions, may | cal you? yes no

If you would like to receive a copy of the find report whenit isavailadle, | will be happy to see
that you receive one.

wants a copy of report doesn’t want a copy
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