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Author’s Note

Achieving worthy wages for child care* teachers and providers has been the
organizing principle of my work life for nearly thirty years. Upon graduating from
collegein 1970, | took ajob as a child care assstant in a nonprofit parent cooperétive,
and for the next ten years, | worked as a teacher of infants, preschoolers and school-age
childrenin avariety of child care programs. During the 1970s, | dso began working with
other teachers to improve the wages, working conditions and status of child care workers,
eventudly co-founding whet istoday the Center for the Child Care Workforce.
Throughout the 1980s up to the present, | have been on the “front lines’ of research,
public education, policy development, organizing and advocacy efforts focused on the
child care workforce.

The paper you are about to read therefore reflects the perspective of a deeply
immersed player in the child care compensation movement. Thisinvolvement is both an
asset and aliability. Not being ahistorian by training, | have consulted with many others
in order to balance the limits of my memory and point of view. Specificdly, | convened
dialogues with other “ingders’ around the issues of public awareness and education,
union and community organizing, and public policy initiatives, al srategies that have
been employed over the last quarter century to improve child carejobs. | adso conducted
in-depth interviews with a number of individuals who are involved in the child care
compensation movement or related movements. And as reviewers of earlier drafts have
noted, there are even more stories to be told, and important questions and themes which
deserve greater exploration than | could accommodate here — for example, a comparative
study of movements by nurses, teachers and home hedlth care workers for improved pay
and status, or a comparison of the ways in which the compensation movement and other
organizations developed in the child care field during the same period. | hope that this
history will inspire others to make contributions of their own.

| dso know that there are many teachers, providers and other activisswhom |
was unable to consult due to time limitations, who would add much to this discussion,
and without whom there would be no movement at dl. While | have tried to be accurate
in recounting this movement’ s highlights, | may have unintentionally overlooked or
misconstrued important events or positions. | hope that readers will forgive any
oversghts, and will understand that my assessment of the movement, while criticd at
times, stems from a deep sense of honor and gratitude for getting to spend my working
lifeasapart of it. My primary intention has been to reflect upon our past efforts with an
eye to informing the work that remains to be done — ensuring that child care teachers and
providers receive the compensation, support and respect that they, and the children and
familiesin their care, deserve.

1 While recognizing that terminology is a subject of considerable debate among those involved in and
concerned about services for young children, | use “child care” in this paper as a generic term to encompass
the many types of early childhood programs, which vary with respect to their focus on education and
caregiving and the ages of children served. Where appropriate, | distinguish among program types such as
Head Start and pre-kindergarten programs. For more discussion of terminology, see Helburn and Bergmann
(2002) and Center for Early Childhood L eadership (2001).



Executive Summary

Thereisagrowing consensus that in order to improve the quaity of child care
sarvices in the United States, the child care workforce must be better compensated,
through the use of public dollars and other sources. This consensus was not present a
decade ago, even within the child care community. In examining what led to such a
changein climate, this paper describes the movement to improve child care compensation
over the last quarter century as viewed by one of the leedersin that effort.

The paper focuses on three distinct phases of this history. Between 1970 and
1985, the firgt signs of amovement surfaced as the problem of poverty-level wages was
identified and publicly articulated, primarily by teachers of young children. Between
1985 and 1995, researchers demondtrated the link between low wages and the quality of
services, and community and labor organizing, public avareness campaigns and public
policy initiatives chipped away a the wal of silence around theissue. Between 1995 and
2001, the movement achieved grester vighility through sustained grassroots organizing
efforts and crestive public policy responses, driven largely by agrowing child care
daffing crigs, an overdl economic boom in the U.S,, and the passage in 1996 of nationd
welfare reform legidation. 1t was aso invigorated and inspired by other burgeoning
economic justice movements. While not yet drawn into the maingtream of U.S. public
policy debates, the issue of inadequate compensation became a staple of discourse and
activity within the child care fidd.

The author explores each phase of the movement with respect to:

» Theeconomic and policy dimate, including the level of demand for services,
public resources dedicated to child care, the characteristics of the workforce, and
larger socid trends in employment;

> Key players, induding their relations to others within the child care community,
thair links to other movements, and organizationa structures and aliances,

» The primary assumptions and key srategies employed by activids, including
short- and long-term god's, and organizing, policy and public education
approaches,

> Accomplishments, missteps and challenges.

These reflections have been synthesized from group didogues and individua
interviews with other players in the movement, and from historical documents such as
newdetters, pamphlets and articles devel oped by various groups in the movement. The
paper explores how each phase of the movement has influenced the next, and how the
various challenges facing the movement have been resolved or have persisted. The find
section of the paper focuses on the current tasks facing the compensation movement.



Introduction

In 2001 and 2002, over $100 million dollars will be spent to augment the earnings
of child care teachers and providers” across the United States. These financia rewards
will come in the form of annua stipends, hedlth insurance coverage, and, for asmal
number, targeted, sustained pay increases. Driven in part by arobust economy in the late
1990s, combined with a growing demand for child care services and a shortage of trained
child care workers, many dates, including Cdifornia, lllinois, New Y ork, North Caroling,
Rhode Idand, Washington and Wisconsin, have initiated or expanded publicly-funded
programs focused on building a more skilled and stable child care workforce. Initiatives
are also being developed in Connecticut, 1daho, Kansas, Missouri and Pennsylvania.
Additiondly, workersin Head Start, Department of Defense and some pre-kindergarten
early childhood programs are benfiting from sdary enhancements built into those
deivery systems (Whitebook & Eichberg, 2002; Montilla, Twombly & De Vita, 2001).

While mogt child care teachers and providers continue to earn poverty-leve
wages, and many beneficiaries of the above- mentioned compensation initiatives dill are
woefully underpad, thereislittle argument within the child carefidd, and adowly
dawning awareness among policy makers, that improved services for young children in
the U.S. require better compensation for the child care workforce. Thisleve of
acknowledgment was not present a decade ago, even within the child care community. In
many communities, the focus is not on whether to raise wages, but on how best to do o,
and agreat dedl of experimentation and debate is underway (Whitebook & Eichberg,
2002).

Wheat has led to this new climate? How have the current public invesmentsin
child care jobs been achieved, and what is needed to sustain and increase them? This
paper provides perspective on these questions by describing the movement to improve
child care compensation over the last quarter century.

Some socid change activigts digtinguish between socid movements and efforts on
behdf of aparticular cause, recognizing that the digtinction between the two is often not
hard and fast. To qudify asamovement, it is argued, there must be a greet ded of
spontaneous activity, a clear, specific message, a proliferation of regiona or loca groups
working on the issue, an ability to draw and hold public atention, and the attraction of
ggnificant additiona dlies, not just the people directly affected by the problem (Sen,
2001). By these criteria, it could be said that the efforts to improve child care
compensation are only recently congeding into amovement, and that much of the last
quarter century should be characterized as “pre-movement” work. In this paper, |
identify three distinct phases of this history, which differ decidedly with respect to
degrees of activity, the number of groups involved, messages and Strategies, and the
ability to attract supporters.

2 |n this paper, | use the term “teacher” when referring to those who work in center- or school-based
settings, and “provider” for those working in home-based programs.



Between 1970 and 1985, the first signs of a movement surfaced as the problem of
low wages was identified and publicly articulated. Between 1985 and 1995, research
demondtrated the link between low wages and the qudity of services, and thewall of
slence around the issue was chipped away through community and labor organizing,
public awareness campaigns and public policy initiatives. Between 1995 and 2001, the
movement achieved greater visihbility through sustained grassroots organizing efforts and
cregtive public policy responses, driven largely by a growing child care saffing crisis, an
overdl economic boom in the U.S,, and the passage in 1996 of nationd welfare reform
legidation. It was aso invigorated and ingpired by other burgeoning economic justice
movements. While not yet drawn into the mainstream of U.S. public policy debates, the
issue of inadequate compensation became a staple of discourse and activity within the
child carefied.

This paper explore each phase of the movement with respect to:

» Theeconomic and policy climate, including the level of demand for services,
public resources dedicated to child care, the characterigtics of the workforce, and
broader socid trendsin employment;

> Key players, induding their relations to others within the child care community,
their links to other movements, and organizationd structures and aliances,

» The primary assumptions and key drategies employed by activids, including
short- and long-term god's, and organizing, policy and public education
approaches;

> Accomplishments, missteps and challenges.

These reflections have been synthesized from four group didogues, aswell as
numerous individua conversations with other activists and advocates who are
knowledgeabl e about the movement. Many of these players are quoted throughout the
paper.® | have dso rdied on historica materials such as newdetters, pamphlets and
articles developed by various groups in the movement. Wherever possible, | have tried to
show how each phase of the movement has influenced the next, and how challenges
facing the movement have been resolved or have perasted. The fina section of the paper
focuses on lessons learned and suggests next steps for the compensation movement.

3 The dialogues were conducted through conference calls that lasted approximately 1.5 hours and included
four to seven participants. The topicsfor the calls were organizing, public policy, and public awareness
efforts. Interviews were conducted over the phone or in person.



Naming the Problem: 1970-1985
The Setting

President Nixon's veto of comprehensive child care legidation in 1971 plunged
child care advocates into a defensive stance, which has persisted in some respects to the
present. While his claim that such a program would “sovietize” American children
sounds strangdy archaic in the post-Cold War erg, it resonated at the time with many
citizens who believed that young children should be cared for at home by their mothers.
Advocates would wait nearly twenty years before putting federa child care legidation
forward again, and even then, what was proposed and passed was far less ambitious.

During the 1970s and early 1980s, discussion about child care was
overwhemingly disgpproving. Noted child care researcher Ellen Gdinsky recdlsthe
predominant tone used when describing child care in those days.

When | first became involved in theissue, in the late Sixties and the
seventies, child care was seen as universdly negative. That is, | dways
had the feeling that people thought that children were cordoned behind
barbed-wire fences looking out at the world, because their evil mothers
had left them to have other people raise them. In the research, the typica
phrase was “ daycare-reared children.”

Indeed, child development researchers in the 1970s became embroiled in ther
own Cold War about the effects of out-of-home care on children, particularly for middle-
class children, echoes of which are heard even today (Belsky & Steinberg, 1978; Belsky,
1984; NICHD, 2001).

Meanwhile, throughout this period, mothers of young children, dong with women
at al sages of life, entered the paid labor force in unprecedented numbers, only to face a
grosdy inadequate supply of services. The child care workforce expanded rapidly during
these years, particularly in the center-based sector, and then as now, the workforce was
predominantly female. Nearly three-quarters of center-based workers were Caucasian, in
contrast to today, when women of color comprise nearly hdf of this sector of the industry
(Whitebook, Sakai, Gerber & Howes, 2001; Krgec, Bloom, Tdan & Clark, 2001).
Turnover was low by today’ s standards, at about 15 percent a year. Center-based
workers, on average, were dightly better-educated as a group than they are today (Ruopp,
Travers, Glantz & Coden, 1979). Home-based providers during this period were found
to be exclusvely femade, but diverse with respect to licensing satus, level of education
and training, and number of children cared for. Their educationd levels were generdly
lower than those of center-based employees, and their earnings were exceptiondly low
(Keyserling, 1972; Divine-Hawkins, 1981).

Inits landmark 1972 report, Windows on Day Care, the Nationad Council of
Jewish Women spoke to the inadequate supply and qudlity of child care services:



Large numbers of children are neglected; gill larger numbers now receive care
which, a best, can be cdled only custodiad, and which, at itswordt, is deplorable.
Only ardativey smal proportion are benefiting from truly developmenta qudlity
care.

The plight of child care workers was centrd to the report’sanalysis. Along with alarge
federd investment in child care services and the expanson of training opportunities, it
recommended iminating the “ substandard wage scaes and excessvely long hours of
day care personnd,” making “professond sdaries commensurate with those in
elementary education.”* Anticipating criticism of such arecommendation, the report
argued:

Those interested in children must face the redlity that good careis
expensive, because good care requires people of ability and training who
must be paid adequatdly if they are to be attracted to thisfield of work.
The quality of day care depends on what we are willing to pay those who
are responsible for it. We are shortchanging children when pay scaes such
as those reported by survey participants were found characteristic of so
large a proportion of centers, both nonprofit and proprietary.

Clearly, when wage scales such as those reported occur so widely and on
S0 large a scale, we are asking thousands of non-professional workersto
subsidize the care of children of other women. We are aso excluding from
the day care field many women of intelligence and competence who
cannot afford to accept sdaries as low as some of those described, no
meatter how rewarding iswork with youngsters in human terms
(Keyserling, 1972).

Then as now, concerns about the salaries of child care workers competed early on
with concerns about the cost of child care services for parents. In recounting her
experiences as an advisor to the National Day Care Study conducted by Abt Associates,
nationaly recognized child care expert Gwen Morgan recdls:

Their firgt draft report suggested that there might be savingsin larger
group Sze, and dightly lower ratios, and that the savings could be used to
reduce the price. Two of usin the advisory group objected, because if
there were savings through the staffing pettern, surdly the savings should
go to paying more to the staff. To his credit, Dick Ruopp [the Sudy’s

* The NCJIW report did not directly address whether wage increases should be related to specific levels of
education and training, whether professional preparation should be similar to that of elementary school
teachers, and whether increases should extend to all who work in *day care” settings, including both “non-
Erofaesi onal workers” and those who are called “women of competence and intelligence.”

This study, Day Care Centersinthe U.S,, A National Profile 1976-1977, also documented the problem of
inadequate wages (Ruopp et al., 1979): “While the great majority of these staff earn more than the
minimum wage, day care classroom staff are paid far |ess than the average annual salary of public school
teachers. Even those staff whose salaries are at the upper end of the average salary range are earning barely
enough to support afamily.”



director] responded to those comments, and the study did anayze the
interrelationship between three factors: ratios, price and salaries. It was
their chart, showing how these factors affect each other, that led to amuch
better understanding of the systemsissue, which later we began to cal the
“trilemma”

The child care “trilemma’ to which Morgen refersis the interrelaionship among
sdaries, afordability and supply, particularly in subsdized care. If sdariesremained
low, the study found, then more children could be served with the same amount of public
dollars. From the very earliest discussion of child care wages, the issue was
overshadowed by other financia concerns that were consdered more compelling by
policy makers and even by advocates.

In many ways, the child care compensation movement emerged within the larger
movement for affordable, high-quality child care, which itsalf was weskened and
directionless for most of the 1970s and early 1980s. The defest of the Comprehensive
Child Care Act in 1971 dispersed the broad- based codlition of groups that had worked for
its passage, and no new solutions to the issues of affordability and qudity reedily
replaced the vison of a comprehensive national program. In addition, the debate about
the role of women and the most gppropriate environment for young children raged on.

By and large, neither the labor movement nor the women’s movement actively
pursued child care policy and organizing strategies during this period. Union organizing
focused on workersin publicly-contracted programs in Massachusetts, Cdiforniaand
New Y ork; e sawhere, there was minima union interest in the child care worker
organizing, particularly in smal programs that did not receive public dollars. According
to Barbara Reisman, the former Executive Director of the Child Care Action Campaign,
and atrade union activist in the 1970s.

Women were just becoming more active and more accepted in leadership
roles in the trade union movement. And child care [as ajob benefit for
union members with young children] was certainly brought up asa
bargaining issue, but then it was one of those things that easily did off the
table in favor of sraight wage increases.

The organized women's movement was deeply ambivaent about taking aleading
role around child care. In someways, feminist activists wanted to get as far away from
traditional women's work asthey possibly could (Maclean, 1999). Demands for
universal 24-hour child care notwithstanding, there was no focus on the working women
who were actudly providing care, or on theissues of child care quality and children’s
developmentd needs. Child care problems aso tended to highlight class ditinctions
among women, which at that time were not often openly discussed. Reilsman comments
on the problematic role of the women’s movement in moving these issues forward on a
broader scae:



I'm not a historian of the feminist movement, so thisis a persond view,

but | think that the women's movement, in itsrebirth in the |late 1960s,
aways put child care on the agenda— but it wasn't up very high. That was
partly because, to the extent that the women's movement took up child
care as an issue, there was a sense that it was reinforcing women's
traditional roles, so it was better to talk about other issues. At the same
time, a the Child Care Action Campaign, one of the things thet the
leadership aways said was, child careis not just a women'sissue. Sowe
worked hard to get more men involved. But in many ways, [the women's
movement] traded away the potentia power of the people who are most
passionate about the issue, which is mothers.

Advocates focused on young children ignored the compensation problem as well,
thelr energies drawn into the massive transformations occurring within the early
childhood field during this period. In addition to an influx of teachers and providers
resulting from the increasing demand for services, many new positions emerged for
directors, trainers, resource and referra agency staff, owners of for-profit centers, and
entrepreneurs of companies supplying materidsto child care programs. The ranks of the
National Association for the Education of Y oung Children (NAEY C)° swelled several-
fold during this period, with members drawn increasingly from among those who did not
work directly with young children in adassroom or home on adaily bass. The
leadership of NAEY C was comprised primarily of academics and other highly-educated,
predominantly white professonas, only some of whom had had direct experience
waorking with young children on adally bass, and most of whom had little familiarity
with full-day child care, as opposed to the half-day nursery school programs which were
prevalent in an earlier era

“Professondism” became awatchword in the field, and as employed in this
context, specifically excluded discussions of one's economic needs as aworker.” While
the Nationd Council of Jewish Women had distinguished between “non- professiond
ades’ and “professond teachers’ in its 1971 report, the notion that anyone working in
child care was or could become a* professond” held tremendous sway by the end of the
decade, particularly within NAEY C. At the same time, for-profit child care business

® Founded in 1926 as the National Association of Nursery Education (NANE), the National Association for
the Education of Y oung Children’s membership nearly tripled between 1975 and 1995, with a current
membership of over 100,000 organized into more than 450 affiliate groups throughout the country. Official
literature states that “membership is open to all who share adesire to serve and act on behalf of the needs
and rights of young children.” For adiscussion of the organization’s history, see Hewes, 1996; NAEYC,
2001; and Urban Ingtitute, 2001.

" Sociologistsidentify anumber of benchmarks for the devel opment of an “occupation” into a“profession,”
such as defining a distinct and exclusive body of knowledge, establishing training and certification
processes, increasing political influence, and increasing the economic well-being of its members. Within

the mainstream of the early childhood field, however, strategies focused on improving pay and related
efforts were said to “ deflect our energies away from the quality of life we provide our children” (Katz,

1994), and were set in opposition to professional behavior.



owners, whose success rested in large part on low wages for teaching staff, became
organized into their own associations, cregting new debates within the field about
regulation, training, personnel management and other business practices.

Key Players

Againg this backdrop, smdl groups of child care teachersin a number of
communities across the country — Ann Arbor, Berkeley/San Francisco, Boston, Madison,
Minneapolis, and New Haven- began to talk about child care wages and working
conditions. While these groups emerged separately from each other, their members
shared many characteristics. Predominantly white, young and college-educated, oftenin
thefidd of early childhood education, they were veterans of the women's, civil rights and
anti-war movements of the late 1960s. A relatively large number of men working in
centers were also drawn to these groups, well out of proportion to the overall number of
men in the child care workforce.

Most described their work with young children in political terms, as being centrd
to women'’sliberation, racid equaity and economic equity. As aresut, they found the
contrast between their idedlistic view of the high potentia of child care work, and the low
vaue placed on it not only by society but by early childhood educetion leaders, the
women’s movement and labor unions, deeply disturbing. Given the orientation of the
times, it was an easy sep to view improving child care jobs as a political cause. Peggy
Haack, currently the Worthy Wage Coordinator for the Center for the Child Care
Workforce and a child care teacher/provider for more than two decades, was activein
MACWU, the Madison (Wisconsin) Child Care Workers United. Nancy DeProsseisa
Boston-area activist and afounder of BADWU (Boston Area Day Care Workers United),
the precursor of a statewide union movement for which she has served asa UAW
organizer for many years. Both voiced Smilar perspectives during our conversations
about the early phases of the movement:

Haack: My first child care experience was a very, very oppressive work
environment that put me on the path to activism as soon as| got out of
college. | thought, "Oh my God, what is hgppening here?' | got involved
with severa people who formed a support group and met for Sunday
brunch. We were bonded by the fact that we knew that what was
happening in child care was wrong. We were largely white and well-
educated. We wereredly idedigtic, and we considered our child care
work as palitical activity, because we had been engaged in other socid
change movements and realized how those experiences had transformed
us. Weweredl poor, but there was a strong sense of purpose and self-
satifaction in working for a cause we believed in so srongly. | think that
istheinteregting thing: | look back, and it was aredly good time in my
life. We were going to change theworld! The people who were gathered
together were al from smal nonprofits, dl taking care of poor children,
engaged with families and redly wanting to make a change in society. We
redized early on that we had to support each other because life was unfair.

10



So a the same time that we were trying to change things, we were initialy
quite a cohesive group who enjoyed being together and working together.

DeProsse: | have dways thought my education at Wheelock College was
somewhat responsible for my decisonto organize. They did everything
they could to convince me not to go into child care; they thought that it
was not aprofessiona field. | had recelved that good education from
them, and had been taught about quaity early care and education
programming. So when | got to my first day care center | redlized that the
actud dtuation going on was nothing like they said early care and
education should be.

Teachersin these groups were aware of the challenges facing the larger child care
movement:

DeProsse: The other thing that was going on was that people still were
thinking women should be working at home, and so child care wastotaly
not accepted as an industry that should even exist. WWomen were
organizing around just being able to demand more child care. Thereredly
was not a provider movement or an advocacy movement or anything at
that point. There were just women demanding child care, and child care
workers trying to figure out what they were going to do to make it better.
That was the scene in Massachusetts. ....During this period, people didn't
want anyone to say anything bad about child care, because they thought it
would keep society from supporting it. So if we admitted that quaity
was't good or that pay was inadequate, it would just be fuel for those
who thought that women should stay at home.

Although members of these groups recognized the pressures facing the larger
movement for child care, areciproca awareness of child care workers' plight on the part
of women'’s organizations would only come much later. In addition to their commitments
to economic justice and racid equdlity, these teacher activists were, by and large, steeped
in child development practice and theory and proud of that knowledge base. They
believed their professionalism was melded with sengtivity to issues of economic justice,
racid equdity and culturd diversty, and fdt sung by an emerging feminist critique of
efforts to professonalize caregiving, which were beieved to undermine low-income
communities and cultures (Joffee, 1977). In addition, it often appeared asif feminist
leaders only called upon child care workers when it came to caring for their own children,
or to provide child care during women's movement meetings and events.

More promising collaborations began to develop between members of these
fledgling child care worker groups and organized labor. Almost dl of these communities
made attempts to unionize, with varying degrees of success, as discussed below. While
they did not necessarily agree on how to conduct a union campaign, these activists shared
acentrd commitment to improving the wages and status of child care workers. In
contrast, during this period, many of them experienced highly strained rdationships
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within the early care and education field, facing resistance both from co-workers and
leaders as they sought to make compensation an issue. Joan Lombardi, former Director of
the Child Care Bureau, U.S. Department of Hedlth and Human Services, during the
Clinton adminigtration, began her career as a Head Start teacher and as a center director.
With respect to co-workers during this period, she notes that:

In 1978 or '79, compensation was not an issue. People didn't talk about it.
It was atime where people redly fdt like they should just do thiswork for
“thelove of kids” and that wasit. Mogt of the work in the beginning was
just documenting thet [low pay] was a problem.

The notion that women worked for “pin money,” rather than to support
themsdves and their families, was only beginning to be displaced. Discomfort with
talking about financid matters, coupled with adominant ethosin the field that one
worked with children out of love rather than financid need, squelched open discussion
about poor compensation. Palitics, age and style so cameinto play. The child care
teacher advocates were progressive activists, comfortable with challenging the status quio.
Typicdly, they were a decade or two younger than much of the early childhood
leadership, and generationd tensions of the time spilled over into these rdationships. The
advocates saw the leadership (or “establishment™) as stodgy, conservative and out-of
date. The leadership saw the advocates as un-ladylike, unprofessiona, and salf-involved®
On more than one occasion, various teacher activists were pulled aside by leaders and
mentorsin the field and urged to “let the compensation issue go,” and to focus instead on
the real issues of classroom practice and the needs of children. To those who came of age
in the “persond is politica” era, this*“guidance’ seemed insulting and downright wrong.

The organizationa structures first adopted by these teachers resembled
consciousness-raising or support groups. Typicdly, the groups were smal collectives
that operated on consensus decison-making. The Berkeley group was an outgrowth of a
class offered by a community adult school run by local progressive activigts. It first caled
itsdlf East Bay Workersin Child Care, offering drop-in support sessions for child care
teachers and devel oping handouts addressing specific problems such as bresks,
inadequate materids, unpaid overtime, and lack of input into decision-meaking at their
centers. Reflecting the movement’ s difficult search for a vocabulary and an identity, and
the debate within the overdl fidd about nomenclature, the East Bay Workers group next
cdled itsdf the Child Care Staff Education Project, and formaly incorporated as the
Child Care Employee Project (CCEP) in 1980. In 1994, CCEP relocated to Washington,
D.C,, briefly cdling itsdf the National Center for the Early Childhood Workforce before
settling in 1997 upon the name, Center for the Child Care Workforce (CCW).°

8 The use of the term “worker” for child care teachers by members of these groups was one issue that
especially created tension among those pronoting early childhood education as a profession. The
profession-oriented contingent largely believed that achieving better training would automatically lead to
higher pay, while the teacher advocates, who were mostly well-trained, believed that education and training
must be linked to higher pay, but that change would occur only through organizing.

° To some extent, changes in strategy or emphasis were reflected in each of these name changes. As East
Bay Workersin Child Care, the group was comprised exclusively of child care teachers focused on
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In the mid-1970s, the Boston Area Day Care Workers United (BADWU) first
affiliated with the largdly hedlth care-oriented union 1199, but found that at least in that
area of the country, the union was not prepared to ded with smdl child care workplaces.
They next afiliated with Didrict 65, UAW, which had a progressive and democratic
tradition as well as extensve experience in organizing both smal and large workplaces.
The Madison Area Child Care Workers United (MACWU), which modeled its name after
the Boston group, created a support network for child care teachers and developed a
newd etter and outreach to other groups doing support work. An early unionizing effort
with asmdl independent union of restaurant workers did not take off, and soon
thereafter, the unionized Madison centers ffiliated with the UAW.

Smilar groupsin Ann Arbor, Minnegpolis, and € sewhere shared the collective
gructure. While initidly formed by teachers, some expanded to include home-based
providers, directors and others who were committed to improving child care
compensation. Typicaly, these non-teacher supporters were dso Sxties activists and
feminists who were sympathetic to the perspectives and goals of these groups.

In many ways, these activists saw themselves as isolated warriors, because the
other congtituencies from which they had emerged or with whom they identified — the
women's movement, the early education field, and in many communities, the [abor
movement — had little interest in dealing with the issue of child care workers' economic
needs. Thisisolation made their connections with one another al the more important. In
1979, a the annual NAEY C conference in Atlanta, members of the Berkeley group made
a presentation about working conditions and status which they later recaled as“raising
more eyebrows than support” (Child Care Employee News, 1982). At the 1980 NAEYC
conference in San Francisco, activists from California, Madison, Ann Arbor, Boston and
Minnegpolis found each other and agreed to plan a sesson on employee issues for the
following year in Detroit. Those who were present at the 1981 sesson — most of them
dill active in the compensation movement — often recall the irony and symbolism of
having more people on the pand than in the audience for this day-long event. The
following year, a the association’s conference in Washington, D.C., these same groups
formed the Child Care Employee Caucus within NAEY C, which continues to the present
day asthe Worthy Wage Caucus. The Caucus articulated specific demands to make
NAEY C more responsive to the needs of those who work directly with young children.©

improving workplace conditions. The adoption of the name Child Care Staff Education Project occurred as
the group sought to reach out to other teachers who might not identify with the term worker. The Child
Care Employee Project name reflected the group’ s emphasis on center-based care, and the plight of all the
workers therein. When the organization became the National Center for the Early Childhood Workforce,
“national” wasincluded to signal a broader focus, “early childhood” wasintend to be inclusive of Head
Start, pre-kindergarten and other workers who did not identify with the term * child care,” and “workforce”
was adopted to address all sectors of theindustry. But this name proved unwieldy and confusing (some
even thought it was a group focused on child labor), leading to the simpler “Center for the Child Care
Workforce.”

10 Hopes for and skepticism about change within NAEY C were reflected in this decision to form an
employee caucus. The CCEP Newsissue following the conference led with the headline, “NAEY C: Nap
Time Over?’ (CCEP, 1983). Theinitial resolutions passed by the Child Care Employee Caucus included:
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Over the next two decades, the Caucus would serve as a vehicle for sharing
information and raising awareness (some might say, a ruckus) within the larger
professona community. In 1981, the Cdifornia-based Child Care Employee Project
(CCEP) received funding from the Rosenberg Foundation to produce a nationa
newdetter for the movement, and the following year, CCEP agreed to take on the
coordination of the Caucus. During thisinitid phase, there was ahigh leve of agreement
among the member groups, even though they were pursuing somewhét different
drategies, as discussed below. All shared aloosely-defined expectation that NAEYC
would eventualy carry the mantle of child care workers' needs, as had occurred for
public school teachers within such organizations as the Nationa Education Association
and the American Federation of Teachers. But enlisting official NAEY C support for the
cause proved to be amuch more formidable chalenge than activigts anticipated, with the
associaion focusing at thistime on issues of professiond development and highly
resstant to dmogt dl of the Caucus sdemands. Yet NAEY C'slargely negative response
at least had the benefit of solidifying the Caucus as an opposition force, and further
fortifying the growing ties among its members**

Primary Assumptions and Key Strategies

Reflecting the influences of their previous palitica activities, the teacher activids
in these groups understood that improving the wages, working conditions and status of
child care workerswould require avariety of srategies. Traditiona workplace organizing
was viewed as an important tool for improving child care jobs, but it was aso necessary
to pursue a public policy strategy to leverage additiona public resources beyond parent
fees to create the necessary funding base for change. From the onset, this movement was
about more than improving the ot of child care workers. They connected the well-being
of children and families with their own well-being. Teacher advocates were explicit about
the link between the quality of child care jobs and the qudity of services. They wanted
more respect and better pay for themsalves, but they were just as deeply committed to
upgrading the care and education of young children, and to making child care affordable

establishing aregular column inthe NAEY C journal Young Children dealing with working conditions;
earmarking some NAEY C membership action grants for projects that support worker concerns; increasing
NAEY C members' involvement in selecting conference topics; increasing employee-related conference
sessions; creating asliding fee scale for conference registration based on salary; and arranging
accommodations at the conference that child care workers could afford.

1 Only the requests for more conference sessions on workforce issues, and for membership action grants,
were accepted by NAEY C. Throughout the 1980s until the mid-1990s, when the NAEY C |leadership
eliminated it, Caucus members used the Membership Expression of Opinion before the Governing Board as
the main vehicle for publicizing its concerns at the annual conference. Along with other progressive
activists within the organization who were focused on anti-bias education, gay and |esbian rights, and anti-
violenceissues, Caucus members staged creative and elaborate displays and demonstrations. These served
to draw many new supporters to the various causes, and also greatly increased the rancor between the
activists and the NAEY C leadership. Those who had come to child care through their progressive politics
saw nothing wrong with this mode of protest, whereas many in the organization, which was comprised of
the full spectrum of national political opinion, were surprised or put off by it.
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and accessible for dl families. The Child Care Employee Project’ s earliest materids
carried the following statement, which was echoed in the writings of other groups.

CCEP bdievesthat the quaity of care children receive is directly linked to
the working conditions of their caregivers. Low pay, unpad overtime, lack
of benefits and little input into decison-making creste tensgon in programs
and lead to high staff turnover. The exit of trained gaff from the fidd
gnaws away a the morde of those who remain, and limits efforts to build
consistent, responsive environments for children (Child Care Employee
News, 1982).

While these groups shared a high level of agreement about the nature and
consequences of the problems, various groups emphasized different Srategies. Early on,
CCEP focusad on documenting the problem, while BADWU committed its energy to
organizing and state policy work. But dong with its union drive and its codition work
on State policy with other socid service and trade union groups, BADWU aso worked on
agatewide sdary and benefits survey in coordination with the Boston-area resource and
referrd agency. Likewise, CCEP worked closdy with Digtrict 65 members who were
seeking to organize for-profit child care centers in northern Cdifornia, operated a child
care worker support group, engaged in loca political campaigns, and devel oped many
training and educational materias for teachers and providers. All of the groups attacked
the problem from severa directions, recognizing that no single strategy would work by
itsdlf, and learning from each other’ s successes and failures. While they shared abdlief in
public support for an expanded, high-quality system for the education and care of young
children, there were few specific demands or campaigns addressing financing and public
resources at this point in time. Throughout this period there were debates within and
among the groups, but conflicts over strategy seldom surfaced very openly, perhaps
because the ongoing conflicts with groups outsde of the Caucus served to limit internd
dissenson.

The most active groups of the period, working in Madison, Boston, Minneagpalis,
Berkdey, and Ann Arbor, al articulated ambitious agendas for themsdves. In discussing
the early years of BADWU, for example, Nancy DeProsse recdlls:

BADWU had a three-pronged mission: 1) to organize workplaces, 2) to
bring people together around talking about how to improve the qudity of
carein our centers; and 3) to bring people together around palitica action.

Written materids from BADWU in this period identified the following
specific gods.

» acknowledge that child care is worthwhile work;

> giveworkersinput into their working conditions and the quality of
care through a union contract;

» make child care work a career that people can consider staying in
by increasing pay and benefits, developing stable and secure
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funding sources, and offering free in-sarvice training;

» deveop the attitude that child care is an economicaly essentid
program in this country, and strengthen parental options for their
children’s care;

» educate child care workers about the politics of day care and
include them in policy formulation, advocacy and lobbying (Child
Care Employee News, 1982).

When CCEP published its study of 95 San Francisco child care center teachers,
“Who's Minding the Child Care Workers? A Look at Staff Burn-out,” in Children Today
in 1981, the article was circulated among teachers and advocates around the country
(Whitebook, Howes, Darrah & Friedman, 1981). The study identified low pay asthe
magor source of staff burn-out and turnover, and laid out the following blueprint for
change, including research, policy work, organizing and training:

To meet the needs of child care Saff for a decent income and of parents
for affordable services, either government or industry will have to beer its
share of the cost. Obtaining increased financid support will require
changing the prevailing view that child care is unskilled work and
enhancing public appreciation of it. Aslong as child carework is
considered unskilled, thiswill be reflected in its pay and status.*

Thus, dready overworked child care staff members must join together to
inform the public about their work’ s vaue and the leve of skill required.
Thisinvolves informing legidators and policy makers of work conditions
and defining the minimum employment standards that need to be included
in future legidation and guides for establishing centers. It requires
pressuring organizations that represent child care workers, like the
National Association for the Education of Y oung Children, to focus more
of their resources on working conditions. Finaly, organizations might be
created to help workers share ideas about break and substitute policies,
contracts and health insurance, and to offer workers support.

Amelioration of the Stuation that leads to burn-out requires changes
within centers and in the broader community. Tackling burn-out by
resssessing a center’ s existing organization can be time-consuming and
initidly awkward. But such a process can aso have the effect of
energizing aff and improving work relaions by heping workers see that
they are not persondly respongible for their unsatisfactory working

12 The assertion that child care was skilled work flew in the face of education and traini ng regulations of the
period, which then as now, requirelittle in the way of pre- or in-service training for those who work with
young childrenin child care settings. (Requirements for Head Start and pre-kindergarten teachers were and
continue to be typically higher in most states). In part this assertion reflected the groups’ feminist
perspective and the widespread emphasis on the hidden competenciesinvolved in traditional women’s
work. In part the assertion may have reflected the groups’ composition of women with high levels of

formal education and specialized early childhood training.
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conditions. It can be a vauable beginning in addressing the larger tasks
that face the fidd: publicizing and legitimizing child care work, and
adlocating to it the socid and financid resourcesit needs and deserves.

Accomplishments, Missteps and Challenges

To what extent did these groups, ether individudly or collectively, make progress
during this early phase of the movement? Despite the often negative reception to their
message, these groups accomplished an important shift within the early childhood field.
Simply put, child care teachers became visible in many ways as they never had before.
Gwen Morgan recounts how much discussion there was at the time about child care
quality and looking at the “whole picture’:

What changed, | think, wasthat...you didn't just go avay. You kept
coming back with the facts and the figures and the organizing. So | think
that gave people a much broader sense that there’ s no way you can solve
child care problems at the expense of the people who work in child care.

It became more and more difficult to ignore the organized groups of teachers a
conferences and meetings, in combination with reports that documented their low pay
and inadequate benefits. While many of the issues raised had dready been articulated by
the Nationa Council of Jawish Women in the early 1970s, there was something more
compelling in the fact that teechers themselves were now raisng them. These groups
made the profession as awhole take notice of child care workers whether they wanted to
or not. Although their words and efforts did not quickly move the fidd as awhole to
action, their messages resonated with many center staff, family child care providers,
researchers, trainers and other practitioners, many of whom would join the movement
over the next decade.

Through ther various activities, these groups were aso devel oping much needed
language for discussing how gtaff working conditions influenced children’s learning
environments. While hesitant about nomenclature, and the extent to which wages should
be emphasized over other workplace issues, theinitia writings and discussions among
these groups jump- started a process of defining the new movement’s most pressing
issues.

The early studies conducted by CCEP, Kathy Modigliani in Ann Arbor, the
Minnesota Child Care Workers Alliance and others dso broke important ground in the
arenaof “action research.” Using their extensive knowledge of the child care world, they
developed and piloted surveys of teachers and providers that remain the basis of much of
the workforce research done today. Recognizing the limits of their own fledgling research
kills, they enlisted the help of more established academics and activigts, and were able to
produce credible, breakthrough reports.*® Perhaps most importantly, they were aware of

13 CCEP enlisted assistance for their San Francisco child care worker study from child development
researchers Carollee Howes and Emmy Werner. They also obtained help from Bob Fitzgerald of the
National Jury Project in training teachers who volunteered to collect data. Staff at BANANAS Resource
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how these data could be used not only to advance but aso to hinder the cause. CCEP, in
particular, developed articles to help teacher activists “ make sdary statistics work for, not
againgt you.” (CCEP News, 1984)

The other mgor contribution of these groups during this period was to explore the
applicability of popular socia change strategies — most notably, comparable worth and
unionization — to the plight of child care teachers, revealing in the process, if not
resolving, the particular chdlenges facing the child care workforce. In the early 1980s,
comparable worth provided the theoretical basis for much of the organizing around pay
equity and affirmative action for women in other indudtries, including derica workers
and others employed in hospitals and on college campuses (Maclean, 1999). But early on,
child care activigts redized that the structure of most of their industry — smdl jobswhich
typicaly did not employ other classfications of mae workers - made comparable worth
more useful as a public awareness srategy than as a specific method to remedy
discrimination, which could not legdly be proven in most child care settings (Ginsburg
and Whitebook, 1986).

The active communities had widely varying experiences rdated to union
organizing — shaped largely by different circumstances in their states with respect to prior
organizing and the structure of public funding — and as aresult, agreat deal of discusson
in the early days of the movement focused on the gpplicability of unionization to the
child care workforce. In Cdifornia, for example, many of the publicly funded centers
housed in the public schools had been organized shortly after World War [1, and many
Head Start programs in southern Cdifornia were organized in the 1960s, but attemptsin
the late 1970s to organize community-based state- subsidized nonprofitsin San Francisco
were not able to withstand budget cuts. In addition, many of the teachers who were
active in CCEP were working in small, independent nonprofits that were unable to attract
the unions' attention. By contrast, awide network of state-contracted centersin
Massachusetts lent itself more readily to the successful organizing drive begun by
BADWU and Didtrict 65 in the late 1970s. Madison activists had moderate success with
organizing city-funded centers serving low-income families on vouchers.

As progressive activists, these teachers were generdly pro-union in principle,
whether they were engaged in a union organizing drive or not. They understood that
workers in other occupations had traditionaly improved their jobs through collective
bargaining strategies, and saw the need for an organization to protect and represent child
care workers on the job aswell asin the larger politicad arena. They also saw that aunion
contract could ensure manageabl e teacher/child ratios, adequate break and classroom
preparation time, and grester staff input into decison making which would lead to
improved care for children. Nancy DeProsse recdls:

When we gtarted the idea of a unionin the seventies, we did not think

and Referral (Oakland) and the San Francisco Children’s Council provided support in the development and
execution of the project. The entire study budget of $200 was raised through events and donations; part of it
went to help one of the teachers buy an appropriate outfit for visiting centers.
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about anything else as a possible solution. We needed to have aworker’s
say in what was going on in child care, and that seemed to be the only way
togoat it. Sothat iswhat started it here; we redlly believed unionization
was going to be what worked for us because it had worked for other
professions.

A 1983 article in the Child Care Employee News ddineated the many postive
reasons to unionize, as one response to the run-of-the mill anti-unionism that was o
prevaent at the time — frequently used by opponents to discredit Child Care Employee
Caucus members, CCEP and the movement asawhole. But the article dso outlined
severd of the serious barriers to union organizing in child care:

» Smadl shopsin child care ddiver little in dues revenue to unions,

» Workers organizing in smal workplaces are easly identified and
vulnerable;

» Union are resstant to organizing such a fragmented workforce,
particularly given high levels of saff turnover; and

» Unions can be resistant to adapting their traditional strategies to the
gpecific needs of child care work sites, particularly the close
persona relationships between clients and workers, and sometimes
management (directors) and staff.

Teachers voiced concern about becoming lost within alarger organization, where
many fellow union members might have stereotyped, negative views of child care and
child care workers. In Cdlifornia, this concern was largely traceable to the experience of
school-based child care center teachers, who had joined a public school teachers union
and, many felt, had become second-class citizens within it. Some teacher activists dso
feared that by unionizing, they might become isolated from or “lost to” the larger
compensation movement. According to Peggy Haack, some Madison teachers found it
difficult to maintain asatisfying reaionship with a union:

In Wisconsin we were at a disadvantage because we did not have
contracted centers. Wisconsin dways had a voucher system, and so we
did not have the leverage that others did to go after the big programs and
organize them. Other types of child care programs didn’t necessarily fit
with the union. Asmuch asit seemed like the right path, we did not know
how to do it, people were not prepared to do it, it took so much timeto
accomplish, and it was not a very compassionate modd. Key leadership
roles in the fledgling union movement were held by men, and in afemale-
dominated field, that put off some people.

The issue of the “teacher voice” stood out as a unique feature of the child care
movement from itsinception. The on-the-job experiences of teachers were the
cornerstone of the movement, and they were reflected in the framing of the issues and
drategies and the development of resource materials. The groups that were not actively
involved in union organizing & this point, such as CCEP, the Minnegpolis Child Care
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Workers Alliance, some of the MACWU teachers and the Ann Arbor group, nonetheless
devel oped srategies to support community organizing and to build teacher skills as
advocates and leaders. This emphasis on the teacher voice reflected a synthesis of the
consciousness-raising strategies many had learned in the women’s movement, and the
early care and education field' s emphasis on the importance of making each individud

fed nurtured and respected. During this period, the movement also began to develop its
public voice. As media reports about the McMartin Preschool child abuse case flooded
the country, CCEP and other groups wrote editorials and testified in Congress about thelr
negative impact on the great mgjority of child care workers who were dedicated and
undervaued.

Accomplishments notwithstanding, the movement suffered from certain
weaknesses. Firgt and foremogt, it was hampered by woefully inadequate financid
resources. Because it was outside the mainstream of early childhood groups, there was
limited support available from charitable organizations. With the exception of the San
Francisco-based Rosenberg Foundation, an early supporter of CCEP, philanthropic
funding was scarce, and because the child care compensation issue had not yet been
embraced by alarger progressve community, foundation dollars would not be
forthcoming for several more years. Union resources provided some support for child
care activism in Boston, Madison and northern Cdifornia, but it was dwaystight. This
was literdly a*“bake sde’ movement, dthough the most common goods sold were
buttons, bumper stickers, and t-shirts with such dogans as “ Give a Child Care Worker a
Break” and “Rights, Raises, Respect.” Individua donations and memberships provided
some support, but given the limited resources of the core congtituency, there was
resstance to charging more than anomind fee, if any, for most services.

The composition of these groups was aso problematic, in terms of building a
movement that would represent the child care workforce asawhole. Most of these early
leaders were white, under 35 and college-educated, at atime when women of color and
workers with fewer years of education were increasngly entering the field. Asthe
movement matured and diversified, there was a gap between the demographics of the
founding leaders and many of their condtituents. Further, the roots of the movement lay
in the center-based sector of the child care industry, and with the exception of Ann Arbor,
none of the early groups anticipated the tremendous shift toward home-based care in the
coming decade. All would have to struggle to rethink their relationship to family child
care providers, whom they often saw as business people, or aslargely irrdlevant to the
cause, rather than as fellow child care practitioners with many common concerns.
Reflecting on the disconnection between family child care and center-based workers
during thistime, Peggy Haack recdls, “I hardly even knew that family child care existed
until 1 got into it mysdlf in the early nineties”

The compostion of the movement would become a growing problem as
participants moved out of the classroom and away from teaching. Some groups hired
teachers as staff when funding became available, and these tended not to return to the
classroom. Othersinvolved in the movement became center directors or resource and
referra agency staff, or assumed other non-classroom roles, often in order to support
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themsdlves and their families more adequately. Many of the early dlies of the movement
were dso drawn from those who had |eft the classroom. Thus, while the groups
represented child care teachers, they were not necessarily teacher-led. CCEP addressed
this problem initialy by ensuring that at least 50 percent of its board members would be
teachers or providers, and often by hiring part-time staff who aso worked part-timein the
classroom. Thisissue of being representative of the workforce would call out for
resolution as the movement grew.

The movement aso experienced interna conflict around the issue of
professondism. On the one hand, many resisted the focus on increasing training and
education without addressing the economic redlities of child care work, firmly regjecting
the notion that increased levels of education would automaticaly ddiver better pay and
respect. Many who had a background in the labor movement and the left felt
uncomfortable with language around professionaism that they conddered dlitist. On the
other hand, many of these teachers were well-trained in child development, believed
strongly that people working with young children should receive child-related training,
and did consider themsdves professonas. But while the early movement did often
emphasize the need for accessble, affordable training, and for keeping child care
affordable for parents, activists were often unable to counter the perception that they were
interested only in wages, to the excluson of al other “professond” concerns.

The early movement was fueled by itsmembers firm belief in the righteousness
of their cause, aswedll astheir experiences from the 1960s that led them to believe that
they had the power to transform society. To this generation of activists who had
witnessed the anti-war, civil rights and women’s movements, exposing oppression and
organizing around it were seen as the most important steps toward change. Thisworld
view dlowed these teachers to take on the formidable task of restructuring how society
viewed the care of young children. It aso meant that they underestimated their
opposition, spread themsealves too thin, and did not think strategically enough about
organizing a power base — in part because of their emphasis on individud transformation
and consciousness-raisng. While they recognized the limitations of exiging
organizations such as labor unions and NAEY C, they did not pay enough attention to the
question of organization building, once it became clear that not dl child care workers
would be able or willing to unionize, and that NAEY C was unlikdly to reinvent itself asa
teacher/provider organization.'* The latter was particularly true given NAEY C' s growth
in membership from other sectors of the fidd, including profit-making operations whose
success rested largely on the low wages of teachers.

The movement was adso stymied in large part by the lack of resources. To take
one example, CCEP became the de facto nationa group after securing some limited
funding to coordinate locd efforts around the country, but its membership revenue was

14 NAEY C dues at the time were about $30 per year, which, although relatively low for a professional
organization membership, was beyond the reach of many working with children. In contrast, CCEP initially
charged $5 per year for its newsletter, but would always make it available for free. This accessible fee,
however, did not cover many of CCEP’ s expenses.

21



minimd, it never figured out how to offer services (such as hedth insurance) that would
atract a subgtantialy larger membership base, and it was dso continuing its locd
education and organizing work in northern Cdifornia. A continud reliance on

foundation support would prove to be a very shaky foundation on which to build the lead
organization in the movemen.

The issue of resources was not only chalenging on the organizationd leve. The
early leaders of the movement understood the need for alarge investment of public funds
in child care, smilar to what existed in Europe, if the needs of parents, children and
workers were to be adequately addressed. But with the defeat of nationd child care
legidation, atight economy, and agrowing critique of federa investment in human
sarvices, there was a reluctance to make acdl for universa public funding the
centerpiece of its strategy. A later “devolution” of funding from Washington to the Sates
meant that loca and statewide solutions would become ever more important, but as yet,
there were no models for cregtive policy initiatives a that level of government. As Joan
Lombardi notes, “In the eighties, there was Hill asense [at the policy leve] of not
knowing what to do about wages."*®

Asthisfirst phase of the child care compensation movement drew to aclose, its
faced formidable internd and externa chdlenges:

» How to build itsranks to reflect the changing child care workforce;

» How to develop a power base and an organization led by teachers and
providers, given the limits of existing unions and professond organizations;

» How to legitimize the voices and needs of child care workers, and how to
build better dliances, within and beyond the established child care
community;

» How to aticulate gods that smultaneoudy embraced its commitment to
education and training and to higher wages,

» How to design winnable policy reforms given the diverse and under-resourced
dructure of the industry; and

» How to develop strategies that would draw public attention to the problems of
child care workers.

Worthy Wages asthe Key to Better Child Care: 1985-1995

The Setting

15 Although publicly funded pre-kindergarten programs had been established by thistimein several states,
and the movement was aware from salary studies that these programs paid higher salaries, the movement
did not look to auniversal pre-kindergarten program as aviable strategy in the early years. This may have
been due, in part, to the fact that many of the pre-K programs operated only half day, and most of the
movement activists were focused on expanding full-day services for working parents.
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Tremendous changes occurred in child care during the decade spanning the late
1980s and early 1990s. Fuded by the ongoing influx of mothers with young children into
the labor force, expangon in the industry gave rise to new inditutions, strengthened
previoudy ignored or weak sectors, and diversified the number and types of playersin
thefield. Resource and referra agencies proliferated, supported by corporate as well as
state dollars. For-profit child care chains mushroomed, and joined with conservatives to
exert pressure on policy makersto limit standards, expand vouchers as the vehicle for
subgdizing low-income families, and dlow for-profit programs to access such subsidy.
Child care advocates and other stakeholders once again began to organize around federa
child care policy, building abroad codlition around the Act for Better Child Care (ABC),
which ultimately became the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG)
(Cohen, 2001).

Attention aso focused on family child care as never before. Activigts and service
agency saff began to understand the large proportion of child care that this sector
provided, and grappled with how to offer training and other support services that meshed
with the particular needs of home-based providers. As Arlyce Currie of Oakland-based
BANANAS Child Care Resource and Referral observes:

Family child care, at least in this Sate, was for the most part underground.
Very few people were licensed, let done doing that kind of carein any
recognized way. In order to get the supply up, because of the burgeoning
need at that point, alot of usin Resource and Referral and in the teaching
inditutions started focusing on family child care.

Many latched on to family child care as the best way to build the supply of
sarvices, particularly for children under the age of three. For some, the pull toward
home-based care was economic, since it was seen as a chegper vehicle than contracted
centers for serving low-income families. Even asthe field was adjusting to the notion
that the child care workforce included both center-based and home-based providers, it
was forced to encompass the notion that public dollars could dso go to unlicensed care,
under the mantle of “parental choice,” further expanding the conception of who
congtituted the child care workforce.

Awareness about child care infused society as never before during this decade. As
Nancy DeProsse notes, “ Child care was more accepted by the eighties than it had beenin
the early seventies” and this opened up new possihilitiesin policy and organizing. While
policy discussion till focused primarily on the needs of low-income families, the
renewed and broader interest in child care reflected its emergence as a middle-class
phenomenon. Families across the economic spectrum were struggling to meet their child
care needs, and employers of rdatively affluent white-collar workers were beginning to
fed more pressure around this and other work and family issues. Driving this expanded
demand for child care were the loss of earning power in real wages for most American
workers, soaring divorce rates, and the increasing feminization of poverty, al of which
increased the number of two-parent and single-parent working families.
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Research during this period also exposed widespread problemsin the qudity of
child care for most of the nation’s children, a atime when government and business
leaders were findly acknowledging that child care had the potentid to make a mgjor
contribution to the economic and socid well-being of childrenand the country as awhole
(Hayes, Pamer & Zadow, 1990; Committee for Economic Development, 1991, 1993).
Perhaps most importantly, starting with the release of the Nationa Child Care Staffing
Study, and followed by the Cogt, Quality and Child Outcomes Study and the Families and
Relative Care Study, research explicitly drew the link between the qudity of children’s
experience in child care and the compensation, stability and training of their teachers and
providers (Whitebook, Howes & Phillips, 1990; Helburn et al., 1995; K ontos, Howes,
Shinn & Galinsky, 1995). Questions of child care financing arose, as stakeholders began
to understand the consequences of a system resting on an underpaid, unstable and often
untrained workforce (Alliance for Early Childhood Professionals, 1994, 1996; Hill- Scott,
Grossman & Pendley, 1993).

Public policy moved in two contradictory directions during this period: on one
hand, the lowest-paid sectors of the workforce expanded, making it harder to improve
child care sdaries, and on the other, new initiatives were devel oped which, while they
carried the potentid for improvements for many, resulted in concrete gains for relaively
few. Thergpid expansion of the voucher system meant that contracted programs, which
traditionally had negotiated better reimbursement rates and paid higher sdaries, faced
magor new competition from for- profit and home-based care, which was often chesper
and tended to offer substantialy lower worker earnings. Vouchers dso led to market rate
gudiesthat, in an under-resourced market, placed the better-paying programs and
providers at a disadvantage. Nancy DeProsse recals the scene in Massachusetts.

There was |ess accountability as the market rates were put into place, but it
has a0 redlly impacted the unionized workers ability to get wage
increases and better benefits. Once you have a market rate,
reimbursements are keyed to a certain level of those rates and those at the
top end (which unionized centers are) can't increase their levels.

Shameah Kurland of DARE (Direct Action for Rights and Equdity), a Rhode Idand
group which has helped family child care providers organize for better pay and benefits, adds.

The whole concept of using amarket rate in an industry thet is o
atificdly deflated just keepsrateslow. It isastupid policy for those of
ustrying to improve jobs, dthough it is smart for the Sate because it keeps
cogts down. But for alot of our providers, [the voucher system] has
actualy been driving up their pay because they are a the very bottom tier
of alow market. So it isashort-term gain, but it is not along-term
solution.

Helen Blank of the Children’s Defense Fund and Joan Lombardi recdl a
smilar phenomenon:

Blank: [With the advent of vouchers], now you couldn't craft asdary
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srategy that affected the whole child care system. Vouchers were amgjor
setback in terms of being able to tackle compensation.

Lombardi: | think that that was the big policy shift that affected whether
we would move forward with adequate sdaries. If we had gotten the
Comprehensive Child Development Act in 1971, it would have funded
programs. We would have had a set number of programs, infusing them
with program standards including staffing requirements. Although
vouchers have given parents some flexibility, especidly those who work
on the weekends and at night, and that's very important, on the sdary sde
they have become part of the challenge.

During this same period, the two largest federdly-supported early care and
education systems demondtrated that public dollars could be used to dramatically
improve sdaries and reward professona development for child care teachers and
providers. The 1990 Head Start Expansion and Quality Improvement Act, later renewed,
led to the allocation of some $470 million in salary increases for gpproximately 100,000
Head Start personnel — an average per-employee increase of about $1,500 per year from
1991 through 1994. In Military Child Care, the Caregiver Personnd Pay Plan launched
in 1989 created an ongoing system-wide program linking training with incressed
compensation. AsHelen Blank recdls:

With the Head Start reauthorization in 1989, we were able to put in the
quaity and sdary set-aside provisions, and you had members of Congress
on both sdes avidly supporting it. That was another turning point,
because the issue of wagesin this field was now recognized in federa law.

At the same time, Joan Lombardi worked as the Washington liaison for the Child
Care Employee Project, and along with other advocates, she advocated successfully to
include improved compensation as alegitimate “ quality enhancement activity” for Sates
and communities to pursue with federal Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG)
funds. Theavallahility of thisfunding stimulated a variety of cregtive experiments and
models for improving compensation at the state level across al sectors the industry, and
led to new professiona development opportunities for many center-based teachers and
home-based providers.

In Cdlifornia, for example, the Child Care Employee Project, in conjunction with
alocad community college, led the effort to secure CCDBG funds to expand an Early
Childhood Mentor Program, which provided sizesble stipends to senior teachers who
provided student teaching experience to novices in the fidd; this has since grown from a
small pilot project to a statewide, state-supported project that has reached thousands of
teachers, directors and family child care providers. In North Caroling, the TEACH
scholarship program aso emerged during this period; this mode, which adso offers
bonuses or stipend for participants who advancein their level of educeation, has now
expanded to 25 states. Policy initiatives to improve sdaries in Massachusetts, New Y ork
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and Canada aso raised new possibilities for the movement, as discussed in the next
section.

With the expansion of child care services, the ranks of the child care workforce
soared. While the workforce continued to be predominantly femae, the proportion of
women of color caring for and educating young children increased. Public dollars, which
were once the exclusive domain of better-paying nonprofit or government-operated
center programs, were now diffused across dl sectors of the industry, fuding the
expansion not only of child care services but of lower-paying child care jobs (Tuominen,
2001). Center-based workers were still better educated than women in other parts of the
child care fidd and in the workforce as awhole, but the first signs emerged that forma
educationd levels were dipping in this sector (Whitebook, Phillips & Howes, 1993).
Turnover rates dso began to soar, more than doubling in center-based care to nearly 40
percent per year. During this period, wages for center-based child care workers, as for
many other low-wage workers, failed to keep pace with inflation (Child Care Employee
Project, 1988).

Key Players

From 1985 to 1995, the fledgling efforts of earlier years blossomed into a
cregtive, identifiable movement. By demondtrating the link between low pay and poor-
qudity care, the widely publicized Nationd Child Care Staffing Study (Whitebook,
Howes & Phillips, 1990) drew supporters into the movement who had previoudy been
reluctant, but now felt more comfortable talking about compensation asiit related to the
wel-being of children. The study carried more legitimacy and drew more atention than
previous research, partly because CCEP conducted it jointly with respected researchers
Carollee Howes (University of Cdiforniaat Los Angeles) and Deborah Phillips
(Universty of Virginia), and dso because it broke new ground in linking the adult work
environment with children’ s learning environment, exposing the rel ationship between
low wages and the widespread problem of poor-qudity care.*®

Much of the transformation and growth of the movement during this period
resulted from the explosion of grassroots activity embodied by the Worthy Wage
Campaign, founded in 1991. During the second half of the 1980s, the origind groups
involved in the Child Care Employee Caucus continued to meet and strengthen their ties
with each other. They dso stepped up their loca policy and organizing activities (see
next section), and began working nationdly by providing input to the ABC Caodlition,
focusing on gaining support for compensation efforts at the sate level. At the 1989
NAEY C Conference immediately following the Nationd Child Care Staffing Study’s
October release, Caucus members sensed the groundswell of energy around staffing
issues that the study had ignited.

16 Several noted researchers also conducted a sub-study of parents and child care quality, which lent
further credence to staffing issues and to the National Child Care Staffing Study itself (Howeset al., 1995).
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Two of the active Caucus communities which were dso sudy sites— Boston and
Sesttle — saized upon the phrase used by the NCCSS authors to describe the plight of
child care workers: “Worthy Work, Worthless Wages.”*’ In the spring of 1990, Sesttle's
annua child care parade took “worthy wages’ as its theme, using the opportunity to
publicize the sudy findings and to engage the public with the issue. Also that spring,
Massachusetts activigts launched a Campaign for Worthy Wages, organizing proactively
throughout the state to fight proposed cutbacks in child care and human services funding.
They kicked off the campaign by hosting four regiona forums, drawing over 300
teachers and advocates. A convention of “child care workers for worthy wages’
followed, aiming to empower teachers as a palitical force and to adopt a child care
teachers “qudity issues platform” to be used in the upcoming election campaign season.
At thefdl 1990 NAEY C conference, hopes were high for the compensation movement as
Caucus members joined with other child care advocates to celebrate the passage of the
Child Care and Development Block Grant, especidly its provision dlowing federd
dollars to be used for compensation enhancement activities in the Sates.

In the spring of 1991, the Seattle community galvanized child care worker
advocates around the country by combining their annua spring child care parade, entitled
“Child Care on the Move for Worthy Wages” with a one-day walkout or closure by some
75 centersfor part or dl of theday. The god wasto get more parents involved in
demondtrating the severity of the child care saffing crisis to their employers, the
government and the generd public. The parade drew 1,800 teachers, parents, center
directors, child care advocates and children, along with the Mayor of Sesttle, and earned
widespread press coverage. Following the parade, a*child care summit” took place to
design poalicy, teacher empowerment and organizing strategies. That summer, members
of the Child Care Employee Caucus began serioudy discussing a coordinated nationa
walkout or campaign, and the CCEP newsletter invited feedback on the effort.*

Meanwhile, activists became discouraged as the political process to implement
CCDBG unfolded, dragticdly limiting the percentage of funds that states could useto
upgrade child care quality. In addition, it had become clear that few states were taking
advantage of the compensation provison in their quality enhancement plans. This
sobering information reinforced the need for amore visible nationa grassroots
movement, and the Child Care Employee Caucus made plans to launch anational Worthy
Wage Campaign at the 1991 NAEY C Conference in Denver. The leaders made severd
assumptions from the outset: the Campaign would be a multi-yesr effort (the origina
plan wasfor five years, athough the Campaign continued beyond that), and it would be
defined as a public awareness campaign.

Y This slogan was coined by John Lawrence, Staff Director for Congressman George Miller (D-California).

18 planners wondered whether the Caucus or CCEP had the ability to lead such an effort, and whether a
significant segment of the field would actually support it; they also worried that awalkout might pit
teachers against parents and directors. In the end, these concernsled activists to decide on a multi-year
public awareness campaign as the appropriate next step (CCEP News, 1991).
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Worthy Wage Campaign Principles

Whether we call ourselves child care workers, family child care providers, preschool or early childhood
teachers, teacher assistants or caregivers, we are working in afield where most employees are underpaid
and undervalued—afield that is continually losing its best workers because of poor wages and benefits.

The Worthy Wage Campaign is afive-year grassroots effort to empower ourselves and mobilize to reverse
this child care staffing crisis. It is organized around the following three principles:
» To create aunified voice for the concerns of the early care and education workforce at the
national, state and local levels;
» Toincrease the value and respect for those who provide early care and education through
improving their wages, benefits, working conditions and training opportunities;
» To promote the accessibility and affordability of high-quality early care and education options that
meet the diverse needs of children and families.

Each year the focal point of the Campaign is a nationwide Worthy Wage Day.
(CCEP News, 1992)

The organizers flooded the conference with stickers announcing the first annua
Worthy Wage Day, to be held the following April during NAEY C's annua Week of the
Young Child. They adsofilled the convention and hotel hallways with child-size “worthy
wage babies’ made by the Sesttle activigs, holding Sgns with facts about the saffing
crigs, the plight of child care workers, and the connection between poor jobs and poor-
qudity care. As conference attendees filed in for the opening keynote session, Caucus
members handed out stickers and staged amock funera procession, carrying coffins
labeled with such dogans as “Bury dead-end jobs’ and “Don’t let our profession die.”
Nearly the entire crowd applauded, stood and joined the chant, “ Stand up for worthy
wages."® As recounted in the Winter 1992 Child Care Employee News,

The most dramatic sory thus far is surdly the campaign waged by
NAEY C membersto gain their organizetion's endorsement at the annua
conference. The next day (after the keynote), when NAEY C's Quality,
Compensation and Affordability Committee failed to endorse the Worthy
Wage Campaign, conference attendees hit the celling. At the Members
Expression of Opinion sesson on Saturday night, dozens of teachers,
AEY C dffiliate reps, family day care providers, and others came forward
to ingst that the nationd body take a more aggressive stand now on
compensation issues. Seditle activists moved the crowd to cheersand a
gtanding ovation with a dramétic reading of a story they had written about
the gaffing arisis.?° On Sunday, as a result, the Governing Board voted

19 The tension between Caucus members and some of the NAEY C |eadership became intense. The latter
considered the “mock funeral” to be in extreme bad taste and asked for an apology, while Caucus members
felt that such guerrillatheatre was alegitimate vehicle for drawing people to their cause. More than any
other, this moment captured the generational and political differences between the two groups.

20 Entitled the ABC Story, it tellsthe all-too-real saga of teachers leaving to become parking lot attendants,
and demonstrates the negative effect on children, parents, co-workers and the director. It was written by
Margie Carter and Deb Curtis of Harvest Resourcesin Seattle, and illustrated by Joan Newcomb. A version
of it can be found in Taking On Turnover: An Action Guide for Child Care Teachersand Directors
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unanimoudy to endorse the campaign and join the newly formed Worthy
Wage Codition—truly a breakthrough event that would never have
occurred without the activism of so many NAEY C members.

A Worthy Wage Codition Steering Committee was established with
representatives from nationd organizations and loca groups that supported the campaign.
Among the Campaign endorsers, besides NAEY C, were the Children’s Defense Fund, the
Child Care Action Campaign, the National Association for Family Day Care, the
Nationad Association of Child Care Resource and Referrd Agencies, and many statewide
and regiona AEY C dfiliates, unions, and other women’s and economic justice groups.
Following the conference, Worthy Wage Campaign groups sprang up in &t least 30 ates
and well over 100 communities. Some were comprised of no more than afew teachers
and providers, but everyone was electrified by the idea of anational movement. On the
first Worthy Wage Day, parades, wakouts and demongtrations in cities across the
country culminated in a CBS Evening News report, featuring Dan Rather telling a
Worthy Wage joke: “Why did the child care worker cross the road? To get to her second
job.”

The &hility of the Caucus to launch an effort with so much energy and resonance
in the child care community, and to leverage so much nationd publicity, surprised not
only the leaders of mainstream child care organizations but the Caucus members
themsdves. While some in the child care field were displeased by the organizers style,
the Campaign’s crestivity and passion could not be ignored. As Helen Blank recdls,
“The Worthy Wage movement underscored that compensation and teacher qualification
issues are the core of what happens to children in child care”

Severd other notable shifts in the composition of the movement occurred during
thistime. Firg, it drew anew generaion of activits. Many Worthy Wagers, particularly
in Seettle and Cdlifornia, were in their twenties, while the Caucus leaders were now in
their late thirties and early forties, and were considered, much to their surprise, to be the
“mothers’ or even the “grandmothers’ of the movement. Many of the younger
participants were teachers, while many of the leaders were directors or held other norn+
teaching pogitions. Barb Wiley, one of the salf-described “ninetieskids,” recals:

When | entered the scene, the Nationd Child Care Staffing Study had just
come out. The annud parades were looking more like ralies, and the
rdlying cry was around the low wagesin thefidd. Therewasagrowing
contingent of teachers taking leadership on the issue. Mot of the
leadership up to that point had been white directors from North End
centers that served middle- to upper-income families, and that was

(Whitebook & Bellm, 1999). The Seattle campaign, and Margie Carter and Deb Curtisin particular,

continued to develop many creative public displays, props and videos to draw people into the movement

(Carter & Curtis, 1993, 1996, 1997).
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reflected in the Worthy Wage Days and the movement here. That is
starting to change, and LEAP has been an important factor in that.?*

The movement grew more diverse in other ways as well. Many more family child
care providers became involved, dthough the movement was sill primarily composed of
center-based teachers. Founding Caucus member Peggy Haack switched from center care
to family child care during this period, and played an important role in legitimizing the
Worthy Wage Campaign among family child care providers and bringing their concerns
to the Campaign’s atention. More women of color aso joined the movement in this
period, athough in many communitiesit remained predominantly European American.
Loca groups made concerted efforts to examine their own biases and exclusivity, and to
make changes that were more welcoming not just to women of color, but aso people
from a broader range of cultural and politica orientations. By the mid-1990s, no longer
did dl compensation activigts identify as Sixties progressves, or even asfeminigs. Many
aso did not belong to or interface with the mainstream early childhood organizations.

New groups emerged on the scene with very different histories and backgrounds.
The clearest example was DARE (Direct Action for Rights and Equdity), a grassroots
economic and racid judtice organization in Rhode Idand which became involved in
representing low-income women of color who provided home-based child care for State-
subsidized families. DARE, and an affiliated group which later became the Daycare
Jugtice Codlition, emerged as a powerful modd of activism in the compensation
movement, organizing for tangible changes in Sate child care palicies, winning more
reliable payment schedules, and initiating afight for state-funded hedlth coverage for
teachers and providers which they won in 1997 (DARE, 1998). DARE organizer
Shannah Kurland tells of these experiences.

In 1990, when we garted at DARE, some people had been doing family
child care for 20 and 30 years dready. So it had been around for awhile,
but it was kept hidden, margina, completely cut off from the mainstream
child care establishment. There was afamily child care association in our
date, and | know there are various organizations nationaly, but they had
no connection with the folks we represented and the association did not
look at [family child care] asaworker issue. We had to creste aplaying
field because there wasn't one. Locdly, the industry was pretty much
dominated by the director association and the local AEY C chapter.
Nationaly, we were searching for anybody that even hinted that they
might have something to do with organizing child care workers. We were
practically jJumping on them saying, grest, can we compare notes on how
you do it? When we heard about CCEP, we thought, O.K., a |east there

21| EAP (the Leadership Empowerment Action Project) is atraining effort developed by the Worthy Wage
Campaign in the early 1990s and used today in many communities. Offered in avariety of formats, from
weekend workshops to semester-length college courses, LEAP training focuses on helping teachers and
providersto develop apolitical understanding of the issues affecting their jobs and to increase their skills as
organizers and leaders, with particular attention to building diversity in the movement.
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are some other people in child care who are looking at compensation
issues, and that was abig plus. Asthe nineties evolved, | saw some
changesin terms of the presence of not just family child care providers,
but in particular, women of color doing family child care. 1t shifted the
mix within the child care compensation movement.

Definitely, not coming & it from a child care background made a
difference. Our framework to look at the issue was one of racid,
economic and gender justice (in that order), while the other players didn’t
generdly express an ideology or set of vaues other than referencesto
quality child care. That meant that DARE members often had some
substantive differences, such as being more likely to want better policies
for the parents, too, or being suspicious of the licenaing agency (snce their
behavior as the child wefare agency makes them famous for inditutiona
racism). Our providers themselves have been pretty isolated and
margindized from those who run things and shape things in the indusdry.

Other child care advocates, even those who did not necessarily embrace the
teacher/provider empowerment philosophy of the Worthy Wage Campaign or its focus on
compensation, began to pay greater attention to saffing issues during this period. Many
within NAEY C, and others associated with the Whedock College Center for Career
Development, Pacific Oaks College and other academic and government ingtitutions, put
their energiesinto building the infrastructure of a professond development systemin
early care and education. In some cases, these efforts included mechanisms to improve
compensation or to reduce the financid burden on child care teachers and providers
pursuing training; in other cases, they did not. In contrast to the Worthy Wage
Campaign, these efforts typicaly did not emerge from a grassroots effort, but rather were
initiated and led by trainers, directors, or those with closetiesto locd or state
government. As detailed below in the discussion of the years 1995-2001, such players
have been drawn increasingly to compensation issues and condtitute a new wing of the
movement.

Besides expanding and shifting in composition between 1985 and 1995, the
movement aso established or strengthened connections with other movements. In part
because the Worthy Wage Campaign became o visible in the early 1990s, other groups
began to notice compensation activists and seek them out. While few new labor
movement partners came onto the scene during thistime, as described below, the unions
representing child care workers tested new strategies, and were inspired by successesin
Canada where an organized child care workforce made sgnificant policy gains. As
concern about work/family issues received more atention in the labor movement,
awareness grew of the interlocking problems of underpaid child care workers and poor-
qudity, unaffordable child care for union members. Women's organizations began
stepping back into the child care arena, and progressive funders began to notice and
support the child care compensation movement.
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Within the early care and education field, compensation advocates took severa
steps from the outskirts to the center of activity. CCEP, as arepresentative of the Child
Care Employee Caucus, managed for thefirst time to secure a seet at the table of national
organizations discussing child care policy, asssted in large measure by the presence of
Joan Lombardi, who was to become the first head of the federal Child Care Bureau, as
Washington Liaison. But child care gaffing issues often remained ignored whenever
CCEP gaff weren't present, and were sometimes dismissed even when they were, as
being impossble to address. Helen Blank notes:

| remember the press conference for the Nationa Child Care Staffing
Study in '89 that got the issue going. | aso remember long discussons on
sdariesfor the ABC bill. We found out that Canada was doing something
tangible, but ...part of our codlition said, “We want to do something, but
you're asking us to do something that will cogt billions of dollars. Thisis
just going to kill us. Wecan't doit.”

Toward the end of this period, in 1994, the Child Care Employee Project
underwent amgor transformation by formally becoming anationa organization, moving
its offices from Oakland, Cdiforniato Washington, D.C. under the name of the Nationa
Center for the Early Childhood Workforce, or NCECW. (It became the Center for the
Child Care Workforce, or CCW, in 1997.) Although it had never been amass
membership organization, it had become the de facto representative of the loose codition
of locd Worthy Wage Campaigns and of other individuals committed to the
compensation movement. By becoming a Washington-based organi zation, and by
attracting Claudia Wayne, former Director of the Nationa Committee on Pay Equity and
Asociate Director of Women's Affairs at AFSCME, asits Executive Director, the new
incarnation of CCEP symbolized a broadening and maturing of the compensation
movement.

Primary Assumptions and Key Strategies

At this stage, the movement’ s energy was focused on getting the compensation
issue onto the mainstream child care agenda. Activists recognized that the respongbility
for thistask rested in their hands for a number of reasons. Although child care
increasingly captured the attention of policy makers, business leaders and other
stakeholders outside the field, the leadership of the mgor child care organizations could
not be counted onto raise theissue of wages, which il ranked lower on their list of
concerns than qudlity, affordability and supply.?? Additiondly, the workforce itself was
overwhemingly unorganized, typically gpathetic, and largely protesting low pay by
“vating with their feet,” walking out of child care employment toward more lucretive

22 Thisincluded NAEY C, the Children’ s Defense Fund, the Child Care Action Campaign, and the National
Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies, among others. Another approach to the history
of this movement could involve asurvey of the public position statements of the leading child care
organization with respect to compensation issues during these years, as well asinterviews with their past
and present leadership, to elicit their assessment of the child care compensation movement.
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occupations. This fledgling movement thus faced a formidable task: trying to raise
awareness among consumers and the generd public while smultaneoudy gavanizing the
field, both leaders and rank-and-file, to speak out and act on their own behalf.

Recognizing that no single strategy would be likely to ddliver the goods, activists
continued to pursue severd drategies at once. Although this aso drained energy and
often spread meager resources too thin, the various approaches hel ped to bolster and
srengthen one another. Releasing the National Child Care Staffing Study to the generd
public, for example, helped to draw attention from the mainstream press and policy
makers, which in turn, put many of the more reluctant leeders of the child carefield “on
notice’ with respect to staffing issues. Smilarly, the Worthy Wage Campaign both gave
those within the field a vehicle to engage around pay issues, and helped to raise public
awareness, particularly exposing the need for a better-financed system for parents. The
Worthy Wage jingle, “Parents can't afford to pay, teachers and providers can't afford to
day, “ was ashorthand tutorid in the inefficient economics of child care.

Four mgor strategies were dominant during this phase of the movement:
documentation or research, public policy, community organizing, and public avareness
activities The latter ran as a thread through al the other efforts, with activists using the
media and avariety of public events to draw attention to their issues. Documenting the
conditions of child care workers, and linking them to children’s development and the
qudity of care, proved to be pivota for the movement. Gwen Morgan recdled, “The
datawas carefully crafted, and it has been invaluable in increasing the awareness of what
theissuesare.” Deborah Phillips, adevelopmentd psychologist currently at Georgetown
University and one of the principd investigators for the Nationa Child Care Stffing
Study, recounts that through her association with the Child Care Employee Project,

| became sengtized to the fact that the women who provide child care are
peoplein their own right who need to be studied. And to the fact that the
adult work environment of child care is absolutely essentid to the child's
development. But people in my field had redlly not been studying child
careinthat way. [The Nationa Child Care Staffing Study] wasthe first
officid documentation of how lousy things are out there, even redtricting
oursalves to the center-based market. Thiswas the first time we were able
to link the adult work environment, specificadly turnover, sdaries and
benefits, to child development outcomes. So in terms of the intellectud
higtory of the field, that was actudly a huge legp.

Because this strand of research did not emerge from within academia, but
rather was field- or movement-driven, it was understood from the outset that its
ultimate potentid to influence the child care discourse lay with a creetive, bold
dissemination strategy. While adhering to rigorous standards for conducting
research, the researchers also understood that the study’s major value would be as
apublic awareness tool. CCEP — and later, other worker-based groups engaging in
action research — recognized that they were vulnerable to criticiams of bias and
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had to be above reproach, always sdlecti ng highly respected research partners and
subjecting their studies to rigorous review. >

The pursuit of loca public policy initiatives blossomed as a srategy during this
period, proceeding according to different timetables in different states, depending on their
socioeconomic and politica circumstances. When unionized child care workersin
Toronto, Canada won substantial pay increases from the Ontario provincid government,
ther victory ingpired union activists in Massachusetts, who in codition with other early
childhood and Iabor groups won over $4 million in ate sdary enhancement fundsin
1986 (and in the next two years) for workers in subsidized centers and Head Start. They
aso gained “ affordability funds’ to ensure that the increased cogts of better pay would
not be passed on to low-income families using child care services®*

A variety of dtrategies were explored in other sates during this period, with
varying degrees of success. 1n 1987, the Minnegpolis-based Alliance of Early Childhood
Professonds (formerly the Child Care Workers Alliance), which had worked for eight
years on various public awareness and research efforts, decided to refocus its
compensation efforts toward systematic change of the Minnesota child care delivery
gystem. In 1991, the Alliance released a pay equity report (AECP, 1991) that led to
increased wages in school-age child care programs in public schoals; it organized a series
of statewide Economic Summits, beginning in 1994 (AECP, 1994); it spearheaded a task
force to increase rembursement rates to child care programs; and it continues to take
nationd |leadership on developing financing modds for a fully-funded, affordable child
care system (AECP, 1996, 1998).

In Cdifornia, advocates won “whistle-blowing” protection for child care workers
who reported licensing abusesin their programs, secured public dollars for a college loan
assumption program for teachers and providers, and for the Early Childhood Mentor
Program, and won cost-of-living increases for teachers in state-funded centers, partly asa
result of their “play dough” campaign. (Severd hundred teachers mixed an enormous
batch of play dough on the Capitol stepsin Sacramento, and delivered it to legidators
with the message, “We need red dough.”) In New Y ork, advocates won $12 millionin

23 | addition to the National Child Care Staffing Study and the other major studies (Helburn, 1995;
Galinsky et al., 1995), a number of local community workforce studies were conducted during this decade.
CCEP published a booklet for activists and researchers outlining the methodological issuesin the study of
the center-based workforce, as well as dissemination strategies to ensure that data would bolster local
efforts to improve conditions for child care workers (Whitebook & Bellm, 1995). During this period, Kathy
Modigliani, working first in Ann Arbor and later through Wheelock College, also developed an instrument
with strategies for collecting and analyzing data on family child care providers (Modigliani, Helburn,
Morris & Culkin, 1994).

24 A ccording to longtime compensation advocate and center program director Bob French, based in
Massachusetts, “A strong state economy, coupled with extremely low unemployment, raised the
administration’s concern that a child care teacher shortage would constrict the capacity of the state child
care delivery system and thereby undercut the Governor’ s welfare reform programs. While advocates saw
salary upgrading as amoral victory in which we persuaded politicians to do the right thing, Governor
Dukakis supported salary upgrading mainly to ensure the avail ability of child careto help carry out his
welfarereform plan.”



gatewide salary enhancements, but the state program lasted little over ayear,
undercutting its effectiveness. Nassau County, N.Y ., however, began asdary
enhancement program in the late 1980s that is till in operation. In New York City,
AFSCME was able to gain parity with public school teachersfor child care workers with
equivaent education. In North Caroling, the TEACH scholarship program began in the
early 1990s, and Minnesota advocates pursued the strategy of differential public
reimbursement rates for child care programs paying higher salaries, and articulating
standards for working conditions, benefits and pay for child care workers.

On the federd front, in addition to advocacy around the Child Care and
Development Block Grant, advocates won salary enhancement provisionsin the 1990
Head Start reauthorization. The Military Caregver Personnel Pay Plan — while not the
result of grassroots advocacy, but rather created by M.A. Lucas and other administrators
within the Department of Defense — dso ingpired many advocates at thistime, as did the
eection of Bill Clinton to the presdency, which offered promise of greater federa
involvement in improving child care policy. Increasingly, CCEP carried the message
about child care workersto Congressiona staff, with a series of briefings on the Nationa
Child Care Staffing Study and on the impact of various proposas on child care workers
and program quality. In 1993, CCEP received funding from Carnegie Corporation of
New Y ork to launch the Compensation Initiatives Project, which focused on developing a
more visible presence in Washington, convening those interested in child care policy to
discuss gtrategies, and producing a national newdetter on compensationrelated policy
developments.

There was little substantive debate about compensation enhancement Strategies at
this point, athough the one-year span of the New Y ork program did aert advocates to the
pitfals of short-term funding. There was dso recognition of the trade- offsinvolved in
winning increases for only certain members of the workforce — typicaly public-sector
workers, because their wages were linked more directly to policies that could be
influenced. Y et throughout this period, any attempt to achieve a policy change, no matter
how temporary or smdl, helped to chip away a the widespread belief that the
compensation problem was smply too large to address.

As noted earlier, community and union organizing efforts increased both in type
and number during this phase of the movement. Asthe Worthy Wage Campaign drew
greater numbers and more visibility, severd union organizing efforts also expanded or
developed, with varying degrees of success. Massachusetts activists, who had been
organizing one center a atime until the mid-1980s, largely in the Boston area, were able
to bring hundreds more workers into the UAW’ s newly- creasted Day Care and Human
Services Locad by mounting a statewide campaign. In northern Cdifornia, Didrict 65,
UAW launched a multi-year organizing drive for child care teachersin two of the large
for-profit chains, La Petite Academy and Kinder Care; in large part, the drive failed
because of union-bugting efforts by the companies and very high worker turnover. Child
care workersin Wisconsin and Minnesota aso engaged in organizing, but found it
difficult to develop ardationship with a union that would be a satisfactory match for very
many workers. As Peggy Haack recdls:
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In Madison, the union went from being UAW [during the years 1984-
1989] to being independent, because members felt they were not getting
the support that they needed. [They affiliated with AFSCME Council 40
in 1999, but even after al these years of effort, only seven Madison
centers are unionized.) AsNancy DeProsse said, there were certain
programs where winning a union contract just was not an option, and they
didn’t see another way to go. There was a need for another place for
people to stay active and “in the loop,” and that was the Worthy Wage
Campagn.

The fit between traditiona organizing approaches and the child care industry was
complicated by the particular Structure and sengbilities of thisworkforce. Diversity of
workers and settings, complicated funding streams, and high turnover — in addition to
anti-unioniam — al worked heavily againgt collective bargaining gpproaches, with few
exceptions. Further, there was a strong desire among many child care teachers to have an
organizationd home that was part of their own community; they werelesslikely to join a
union with “auto workers’ in its name, for example, than an organization created by and
for child care workers. Therein lay much of the attraction of the Worthy Wage
Campagn.

At leatt initidly, the Worthy Wage Campaign served asthe vehicle to draw
anyone who wanted to improve child care jobs, regardless of the setting in which they
worked, and thusiit was able to engage people in the movement in amuch less |abor-
intensve way than traditiona union organizing. Theinitiators of the Campaign were
intentional about swelling the ranks of the movement, but aso understood the limitations
of such an informa corfiguration in terms of staying power, the ability to deliver
concrete gains and protections to workers on the job, and the absence of the labor
movement’skind of clout. Assuch, some early organizers viewed the Campaign asa
“pre-union” formation, but with the exception of Seettle and Philadel phia, as described in
the following section, a next phase of organizing faled to materidize.

The Worthy Wage Campaign drew more heavily on the women's movement and
community organizing strategies than on the traditiona union model, with respect to its
focus on helping child care teachers and providers find their voices and become
advocates on their own behdf. Even prior to the Worthy Wage Campaign, many local
groups had been engaging in such empowerment and community-building work. In
Seettle and the San Francisco Bay Area, advocacy and leadership training for child care
teachers and providers began in the mid-1980s. Community events such asthe Sesttle
parades, an annud child care workers day in Madison and in Minnegpolis, and a series
of mid-1980s eventsin Berkeley caled “In Praise of Providers,” dl were geared to
appreciating and paliticizing child care teachers and providers. This gpproach was
“culturdly conggtent” with the ethos of how teachers and providers were accustomed to
treeting children and familiesin their programs.
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Accomplishments, Missteps and Challenges

To the extent that the compensation movement, particularly the Worthy Wage
Campaign, sought to raise public awareness and put the issue of wages on the nation’'s
child care agenda, it made great strides during this period. Y et resstance to talking about
the wage issue perssted within the mgor child care organizations and among many who
worked on adaily basis with young children, as Claudia Wayne recounts.

When | came to [the Center for the Child Care Workforce, then NCECW]
in 1994, | saw that many of the nationd leadersin the fidd Hill felt that it
was unprofessond to talk about wages. Earlier, too, | think the Stuation
was amilar in other fields such as nursing. Y ou were only to talk about the
children, and not about yourself or your wage, and it'sredly only in the

last couple of years that this has shifted alot.

Still, aprofound change had occurred; the silence about the compensation
problem was permanently shattered. The phrase “worthy wages’ was appropriated into
the vocabulary throughout the field, and some fidd leaders sought to showcase thelr
support of better compensation. Some NAEY C Governing Board candidates, for
example, began actively seeking endorsements from the Child Care Employee Caucus
(now the Worthy Wage Caucus) and the Campaign. In the early years, the boldness of
compensation activists siood out above dl ese, but in this period, their skill and
credtivity in advancing the discusson came more to the fore, asthey linked pay to the
quality of services, attracted much more media attention, and built public avareness of
theissue. It was becoming clear that, despite any lingering resistance to the “worthy
wage’ message, shining a spotlight on the taffing crisis was dso highlighting the larger
need for afully-funded, improved system of child care in the United States. Advocates
began in this period to be less sheepish about Sating the true costs of qudity child care,
publicly chalenging the notion of good, chegp services, but stopping short of acal for
publicly-funded universal pre-kindergarten or child care.

But if wages were on the agenda, teachers and providers, more often than not, ill
did not have “a seet at the table” when child care policy decisons were made. The
Caucus began running NAEY C Board candidates in the mid-1980's (Jm Morin and
Water Draude being the first teachers ever eected to this governing body), and CCEP
daff began to beinvited to represent child care workers at nationa mesetings, but often
thisinclusion of teachers and providers, or CCEP members, was a token effort. Thiswas
lesstrue at the locd level in communities with active Worthy Wage groups or uniors.
Most of thelocal Campaign groups that formed the origind Employee Caucus held dear
the priority of empowering teachers and providers as their organizationa leaders, and
dedicated a substantia portion of their meager resources to that end. But evenasthe
wage issue was embraced by many in the field, there was seldom an understanding or
acceptance of the principle that teachers and providers should be empowered as leadersin
their ownright. Thisresulted in continued discontent among Caucus and Campaign
members that was often misunderstood by others who identified as “worthy wage’
supporters. Peggy Haack capturesthis conflict in one story:
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| believe that our efforts over the past 20 years, whether organizing in our
communities to build public awareness and get teachers and providers
invested in change, or organizing unions, have in some way shaped dl the
policy interventions, yet the initiatives in themse ves don't necessarily
gavanize organizing efforts. Whether they do or nat, | think, dependson
whether the child care workforce itsdf was truly engaged as stakeholders
in the planning and implementation of any given initiative. | recal a
gatement that was relayed to me that accentuates this point: "We gave
them TEACH [a scholarship program]. What more do you want?'

The issue of professionalism was another unresolved subject, both between the
Campaign and the field as awhole, and within the Campaign itself. The conflict or
tenson ran in two directions. On the one hand, by focusing on wages, the movement was
aways on the defensgive about the importance of forma education and speciaized,
college-levd training. Although movement leaders were often highly-educated and well-
trained themsealves, and despite the fact that the Nationa Child Care Staffing Study, so
heavily promoted by the Campaign, documented the interreationship of forma
education, specidized training, pay and qudity, the Campaign was frequently
pigeonholed as caring only about wages. In part, the tension revolved around strategy.
Many of the more established field leaders, such as NAEY C and Whedock College's
Center for Career Development, favored quality enhancement initiatives, such as program
accreditation or the creation of professona development systems, that more often than
not ignored compensation. Movement activists were actively promoting strategies that
linked compensation and training, but whenever they criticized plans to spend more and
more dallars on training with no attention to financia reward, or to improve centers
quality without addressing pay issues, they tended to be painted into the corner of “only

wanting money.”

On the other hand, as the movement diversfied to include new teachers and
providers, many of whom had completed less forma education and child-reated training,
and/or approached the issue from an economic justice orientation, there was new
criticism within the movement of linking compensation and training, and particularly of
any emphasis on financid reward for attaining college degrees. People were not opposed
to education and training per se, but felt that new requirements would discount the
experience of many seasoned teachers and providers, and ran the danger of displacing
people who had less access to formal educational experiences because of their cultural
and class backgrounds. Since many of the first wave of movement activists dso believed
inaliving wage for dl workers, and were trying to build a representative, diverse
movement, they found it difficult to negotiate the conflict. At one Worthy Wage retreat
during this time, there was serious debate over whether al teachers, or only those with
advanced training, should receive the base sdary of $10.00 an hour recommended by the
Campaign. Some of those with more training were insulted by the notion of less-
experienced or less-trained colleagues earning the same pay, while others et that all
should earn a basic sdlf-sufficiency wage before some were rewarded for their education.
Such debates broke down adong racid and class lines to some extent, but also reflected
differences among sectors of the industry (family child care versus centers), stringency of
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regulaions in different gates, and pathways through which people had entered the field.
The Campaign did articulate recommendations about accessible training as one of its core
demands, but left unresolved the Strategic question of whether the ultimate way to raise
wages was to establish more rigorous saffing sandards. Thisinability to tolerate much
interndl conflict squelched other strategic debates about whether child care workers
compensation should be tied to public education salaries, and if so, what such amove
implied for education and training.?®

While the emergence of the Worthy Wage Campaign might be called the srength
of this period, therein aso lay a serious weakness in the movement. The Campaign
succeeded at drawing peopleinto its ranks, but it did not create an organizationa
gructure with enough membership and activism to solidify its strength into an ongoing
power base. In part, the founders were taken by surprise by the proliferation of local
campaign groups, and did not have a strategy or plan to unify and mobilize them. In part,
thisis because they had founded the Campaign as afive-year effort, not asalasting
organization or inditution. Many compensation activists believed that NAEY C should
incorporate thisissue into their work; as an organization of 100,000 or more members, it
appeared to be the logica group for moving the cause forward.2® Other Cauicus activists
saw aunion as the ultimate vehicle for representing the child care workforce, but it was
difficult to envison how this might hgppen, since severd unions rather than asingle one
were aready representing child care workers, and since considerable anti-unioniam
persisted in the child care workforce’

The question of organizationa structure surfaced again and again, most typicaly
at the annud Caucus meetings at NAEY C and during summer Worthy Wage Campaign

5 Bob French notes that “in the past twenty years of public policy advocacy work in Massachusetts, we
have failed to sustain wage and salary gains under the rubric of child care. Not withstanding the wide
variationsin pay scales across the country, across states, and even between adjacent municipalities, public
school salary scales ook like a system and thereby offer a standard to shoot for — a sort of moving target.
Secondly, thereis acompelling case to define “early education and care” as part of the educational
continuum (as we hopefully join in the educational reform effortsto re-create education).

26 Asthe Worthy Wage Campaign drew more NAEY C members, the contingent of people who believed
that NAEY C should “take on the issue” became stronger. Local affiliates achieved considerable successin
engaging in Worthy Wage activities, but since NAEY C developed its Quality, Compensation and
Affordability (QCA) groups at around the same time, some affiliates chose to funnel wage-related activity
into QCA, othersreferred to their work as Worthy Wages, and some maintained a separate but often
collaborative relationship with a free-standing Worthy Wage campaign. The Wisconsin Early Childhood
Association (WECA) and the Delaware Valley (Philadelphiaarea) AEY C were among the most successful
at melding AEY C and Worthy Wage identities. Fleeting discussions about organizing the state affiliates,
and then pressuring the national organization to take more action, were dampened by the limits of

NAEY C's governance structure, in which all leaders are elected at large, and internal conflict about
whether NAEY C should be an advocacy organization at al. Few in the Campaign were willing to fight a
governance battle within NAEY C.

27 the early 1990s, when the UAW was active in child care organizing in Massachusetts, California,

Wisconsin and lllinois, there was talk of a coordinated multi-state drive, but other demands on the union’s
resources kept this from occurring.
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retreats hosted each year by different communities®® As the Campaign grew, Caucus
members struggled with how to harness its energy and build an effective and responsive
container for it. A codition was formed of organizations that had joined the Campaign,
but there was confusion about types of organizational memberships and what to do about
individud members. Should there be a distinction, for example, among large established
groups such as the Children’s Defense Fund or NAEY C that had endorsed the Campaign,
and local Worthy Wage formations, and AEY C affiliates or child care centers engaging

in Worthy Wage activities, that wanted to be counted in the Codition? Someindividuads
who were not active in their loca communities wanted to join the national arm of the
Campaign, but local campaigns wanted these individuas to join their own ranks. Further
complicating the Situation was the old Child Care Employee Project organizationa and
individua membership structure that had developed over the years, drawing members
mostly from Cdiforniabut aso nationaly asit assumed a coordinating rolein the
Campaign. Uneven access to resources also fueed the discussions, as some members
drawn to the Campaign were cgpable of contributing $50-$100 a year or more, while
others considered this beyond their means. The Caucus, the Codition and the Board of
CCEP (later CCW) returned to these issues again and again, without settling on asolution
that worked wdll for everyone or for any length of time.

Questions of governance of the Campaign aso surfaced. WWho made decisions for
the Campaign: CCEP? the Caucus? the Codlition? For the most part, there was a high
degree of consensus that alowed thisissue to remain unresolved, but it occasondly
emerged. A Campaign Steering Committee was formed, and for a couple of years held
regular conference cals for decisiortmaking, but it was not necessarily representative of
the membership as awhole, and there was concern that the national groups would
dominate the decison-making. Eventudly, the nationa groups became less engaged in
the Steering Committee, and it became more representative of the loca campaign groups.
But questions remained about the direct representation of teachers and providers, the role
of directors and others concerned about worthy wage issues, and the question of
leadership. Although the Steering Committee and CCEP carefully stated that the
Campaign did not “belong to” CCEP, which was meant to hold only a coordinating role,
this distinction was not dways clear within or beyond the Campaign.

The CCEP Board grappled with this dilemma prior to relocating to Washington,
D.C., in 1994, serioudy consdering whether to become a national membership
organization or aunion. Both options appeared unfeasible at the time of the move.
CCEP and the movement were trying to build relationships with the unions, severd of

28 The annual retreats, now transformed into the CCW Summer Leadership Institute, have been the vehicle
for the most sustained discussion of these questions and the main opportunity for campaign membersin
different parts of the country to learn from one another face-to-face. It has been suggested that these
organizational questions were particularly daunting to the leaders of the campaign who, to some extent on
principle, were wary of becoming “institutional.” Many had experiencesin collectives and other small,
personal groupings, and were not particularly knowledgeable or savvy about larger organizational
structures. Union structure, considered by many to be too rigid and hierarchical, served as a negative
model, asdid NAEY C, which was viewed as unrepresentative and undemocratic. Early childhood culture
reinforced the focus on individual well-being, providing little guidance about group structure for adults.
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which had representatives on the CCEP Board, and there was little support &t that time
for cregting anew union, or for discussng affiliate memberships or other strategies that
are under consderation in the labor movement today. With respect to a professiona
organization, there was obvious vaue to continuing an outsder strategy in NAEY C, and
some members of the Campaign or Board were till convinced that NAEY C would
eventually take leadership on compensation issues. With respect to either aunion or a
membership organization, there was Smply not the necessary funding to pursue either
approach, nor was there likely to be.

By trangtioning to Washington as the Nationd Center for the Early Childhood
Workforce (NCECW), and later as the Center for the Child Care Workforce (CCW),
CCEP solidified itsrole as the identifigble voice of the movement. But within the
movement itsalf, its role was less clear. On the one hand, it was the only nationa
organization focused solely around compensation issues for this workforce; it coordinated
the Worthy Wage Campaign; and it served as an information clearinghouse for loca
campaigns, unions, other nationa and professiona organizations, policy makers and the
media. On the other hand, it was not truly a membership organization with a
democraticaly eected leadership, nor could it represent child care workers on thejob as
aunion would. Further, the boundaries or distinctions between the organization and the
movement became increasingly murky. Loca groups looked to CCW to provide services
and to represent them, but also often perceived CCW as resource-rich and as not doing
enough to asss thar community efforts. While it was definitely better resourced than
the local campaigns, CCW faced continud financia struggles, with its survival on the
line severd times even amidgt al its success. Because of the centrd vaueit placed on
teacher and provider empowerment, the organization sought as best it could to underwrite
and support grassroots activities, but found it much easer to attract financia resources
for its public policy and research activities.

Initidly, focusing the Worthy Wage Campaign on public awareness helped to
draw many supporters. Given the diversity of opinion within the child care community,
the Campaign might have been less successful had it led off with very specific objectives
and drategies. But to the extent that its demands were generd, criticism and impatience
ensued, much of it directed toward CCEP. In trying to maintain the codition of groupsin
the Campaign, and in deference to its role as coordinator, CCEP tended to share
information about many strategies and options but not to direct the Campaign per se.
Also, since it was not alabor organization from alegd perspective, CCEP was vulnerable
to charges of price fixing for even recommending a $10.00 base wage in thefield, let
aone trying to spearhead awalkout or strike. With respect to policy approaches, the
movement had cast awide net, hoping to address child care workersin al sectors, but in
redlity, it was much easer to conceptudize programs that would reach workersin
publidy-funded settings. As with the issue of “professondizing” the child care fidd, the
movement sought to include everyone — or perhaps, more accurately, was reluctant to
exclude anyone — and as aresult, had a hard time prioritizing its drategies. The value it
placed on inclusiveness and differing points of view — so important to success when
working with children and families, and when building grassroots movements — had less
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currency in the realm where decisions about policy and resources were made, and where
leaders needed ideas about what to do.

Many in the movement understood how the structura congtraints of the child care
delivery system impeded true progress toward better compensation in the policy and
organizing arenas. Thisredlization did not dampen their efforts, which perssted with
enormous energy and enthusiasm, but did perhaps lead the movement to be somewhat
internaly focused and inclined to emphagize the uniqueness of their struggle. This; in
turn, isolated the movement from other groups with related struggles, and reinforced a
sense that there was no right solution or that it was theirs aone to generate, which of
course carried its own consequences.

Asthis period drew to a close, the movement continued to face formidable
externa and interna chalenges, many of which carried over from itsinitia phase. These
included:

» How to organize and harness the energy generated by the Worthy Wage
Campaign into a solid power base and a sustainable organizationa voice for
child care teachers and providers, given the limits of existing unions and
professond organizations,

» How to continue to expand its ranks to reflect the rapidly changing
composition of the child care workforce;

» How to support locd organizing while smultaneoudy establishing a nationd
presence among organizations in the broader child care community;

» How to articulate gods that Smultaneoudy embraced its commitment to
education, training and higher wages, and to improving child care jobs and
services, and

» How to desgn winnable palicy reforms given the diverse and under-resourced
gructure of the indudtry.

The Compensation | ssue Goes Mainstream: 1995-2001
The Setting

Economic and politica forces beyond the child care field have dramaticaly
increased receptivity to the compensation movement since 1995. A soaring demand for
child care, resulting from the 1996 passage of nationd “wedfare reform” legidation,
necessarily focused attention on who might provide services for the many children whose
mothers were now required to enter the labor force. Some states and communities looked
to these mothers to become child care workers themselves, but a heightened socia
awareness around low-wage jobs, brought on by welfare reform itsdf, tended to dampen
enthusiasm for such schemes, Snce most child care jobs offer meager hope for economic
advancement or sdlf-sufficiency. Deborah Stone, ajournadist who focuses on issues
relaing to women and employment, reflected:
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That's how policymakerslook at it; lack of child careisan obstacle to
women getting off the welfarerolls. And that awareness has also raised
the vighility of the problem of the cost of child care—that aslow aspay is
in child care, the cogt is often 4ill too high for very low-income women to
afford. And | think that has brought this clash to the fore. ....many
women who are child care providers end up quaifying for wefare
themsdlves because the compensation is so low.

In redlity, massive increasesin child care funding resulting from the new welfare
law — in aprogram now called Temporary Assistance to Needy Families, or TANF —did
greatly expand the number of family members and friends of former welfare recipients
who received public dollarsto care for children. In most sates, the “informa” or license-
exempt child care market quickly became alarger proportion of the industry, further
diversifying the existing child care workforce with respect to ethnicity, language, forma
education and occupationd identity (Whitebook & Phillips, 1999).

A few dates have managed to use new fundsto build the regulated system or to
support sdary enhancement strategies, as in Washington and Wisconsin (Whitebook &
Eichberg, 2002). Mary Tuominen, a sociologist who studies child care workers, notes:

It's the other side of the coin on wefare reform, but in Washington Stete,
our Early Childhood Education Wage and Career Ladder is funded with
welfare reform “savings.” We were one of the satesthat initidly targeted
child care as a desirable occupation for women coming off welfare. And
the argument was made that because child care was alow-income
occupation in which people were likely to go on assstance, these TANF
“savings’ should be used for the child care wage enhancement. There are
certainly elements of robbing Peter to pay Paul, but it has been aresource
that has enabled us to move ahead with implementing some of these
[compensation] strategies.

Adding to the pressures caused by welfare reform were the moves by many states
to reduce class Size in eementary schools and to expand state-funded pre-kindergarten
programs. These palicies, in combination with an economic boom in most sectors of the
economy, led to severe shortages of teachers in many community-based child care
centers, snce newly-created public school jobs, for example, could easily siphon off
many of the most qudified child care workers by paying nearly twice the best available
child care wage. Although not dl pre-K programs paid as well as public schools, these
positions also drew trained teachers away from other early childhood and Head Start
programs. Jobsin other fieds aso offered more dluring financia opportunities: between
1996 and 2000, for example, nearly haf the teaching staff who left agroup of high-
qudity centersin Caifornia earned on average $4.00 more per hour in positions unrelated
to working with young children (Whitebook, Sakai, Gerber & Howes, 2001).

This exodus of many of the best-trained teachers, providers and administrators
meade it difficult to meet risng demand, or even to maintain existing levels of sarvice.
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Child care centers found it impossible to fully staff their classrooms, often reporting staff
vacancies that lasted for months on end, and directors complained that the skill and
training levels of new recruits was sinking lower and lower (Whitebook et a., 2001).
Smilarly, in many communities, parents dready chalenging search for child care grew
more difficult, and public dollars began to go unspent or contracts to be returned, al due
to the effects of the saffing shortage on child care programs' capecity. Asaresult, many
who had been lukewarm to the compensation movement or the Worthy Wage Campaign
now jumped on the bandwagon to support policies that would retain and recruit people to
the field (Whitebook & Eichberg, 2002). Michelle Rutherford, who heads the Child Care
Divison at the San Francisco Department of Human Services, and administers the Wages
Plus program, offering ongoing salary supplements to center-based workers, describes the
experience in her community:

This phenomenon of empty classrooms certainly was one of the things that
led usto do the Wages Plusinitiative, and it made the case to the policy
makers that something needed to be done. In California, our requirements
are high. Weve got state-contracted centers that couldn't meet their
standards for contracting, and there are so many of them, and their voice
was loud and clear. We had been hel ping them expand, and the city was
investing in their classrooms, and then the classrooms were sanding

empty because we were right in the middle of the “dot.com” surge where
anybody could go get ajob with benefits somewhere dse.

Alongside these trends, new research on brain devel opment focused massive
public attention on the importance of the early years for children’s optimal devel opment
(Shore, 1997; Carnegie Task Force, 1994), and good quality child care was aso identified
as essentiad to school readiness (Stoney & Mitchdl, 2001). Media persondities and
government leaders who cared about early childhood development, such as Rob Reiner
and the Governors of Colorado, Georgia and North Carolina, commandeered financia
resources for severad new approaches to early childhood services, including provisons or
initiatives that supported financid reward and more training for child care providers
(Askew & Walace, 2001). When he hosted the first White House Conference on Child
Careinthefal of 1997, Presdent Clinton highlighted the need for better training and pay
as part of federd initiatives, creating a positive climate for the compensation movement,
dthough scanddls ultimately stopped any action by his administration in this resim.?

Further, interest in organizing the least organized sectors of the workforce dso
rosein priority for the labor movement during this period. Labor and community
activists became more interested in new collaborative approaches to organizing low-wage
workers, as exemplified by Living Wage Campaigns and new gpproaches to organizing
efforts among home health care workers and janitors.

29 The Center for the Child Care Workforce was the single child care organization selected to sit on a
Treasury Department Task Force established by President Clinton to explore child care policy options.



For the compensation movement, the convergence of welfare and educationa
reform, the economic boom and labor shortages, and the labor movement’ s awakening
interest in child care workers, dl signaed new opportunities to win reforms to improve
child care pay. Many advocates took advantage of this climate by designing and
advocating for new initiatives to recruit and retain teachers and providers. Many states
also expanded pre-kindergarten programs, which athough not an explicit strategy of the
compensation movement, held out the promise in some communities of expanding the
pool of better-paying work with young children. But, a the sametime, it can be said that
this period was one in which the inadequate, poor-qudity child care sysem in the United
States grew larger rather than better. Voucher payments limited by market rate
reimbursement policies increased as a proportion of public funding, and the lion’s share
of public resources flowed increasingly to the least-trained and worst- paid sectors of the
indudtry.

Key Players

Responding to the risng demand for child care, the severe shortage of trained
personnel, and genera concern about low-wage workers, many new players entered the
ring to address compensation during these years. They came from the labor movement,
academia, policy circles, program adminigtration, and state and local government, as well
as from the ranks of the workforce itsalf, bringing with them new influences and
gpproachesto child care compensation. Thisinflux was very different from the first two
phases of the movement, when virtudly al the players were known to each other.
Although it had been unwieldy at times, most compensation activists had been linked to
one another through CCEP, newdetters, Worthy Wage retreats and annua Caucus
meetings at the NAEY C conference. Now, this expansion of groups and players meant
that it became harder to identify who congtituted “the compensation movement.”

Organizing among teacher and provider groups expanded in these years. DARE
continued its efforts in Rhode Idand, creating a Day Care Justice Co-op for providers,
and winning gate-funded hedth insurance for teachers and providers serving subsidized
families. Elsawhere, more family child care associations were drawn into local Worthy
Wage campaigns, notably in Sesttle and Philadelphia, and into other community
coditions focused on workforce initiatives. Loca Worthy Wage groups grew or newly
appeared in many states, from Oregon and Colorado to Tennessee, North Caroling,
Floridaand Vermont.

There was an upswing in new gpproaches to union organizing among child care
workers. Inthe late 1990s, CCW engaged in serious discussion with two unions about
the possibility of creating anationd child care union, but this never came to fruition,
partly because of the lack of resources, and partly because the unions wanted to secure
some locd experience and success before launching such alarge-scale effort. Center-
basad union organizing drivesin Seettle and Philade phia sought to work with employers
in new ways and to link their workplace organizing to public policy campaigns. In
Sesttle, the Worthy Wage Campaign joined with Service Employees Internationa Union
(SEIV), Local 925, to create the Child Care Union Project. In Philadelphia, spearheaded



by staff at the worker cooperative center Childspace, many activigs chose to affiliate
with 1199, alocd within the American Federation of State, County and Municipa
Employees (AFSCME) that has largely organized hedlth care workers. New groups of
Head Start workers were aso organized in severd dates.

Organized labor aso turned its attention to home-based child care workers during
this period. SEIU and other unions became willing to entertain new approaches, such as
working legidatively to establish a public authority as an “employer of record” with
which to negotiate. Organized labor aso joined coditions with community organizing
groups in ways that benefited child care workers; in Southern Cdifornia, for example,
ACORN and SEIU began working together on an organizing campaign among home-
based providers and after-school recreationd program staff. While the Seettle and
Philade phia union drives have been closdly linked to the Worthy Wage Campaign, and
thus to the earlier compensation movement, a number of the latter efforts have arisen
among labor groups with much less connection to the established early childhood field.

Organized |abor’ s involvement in the child care compensation movement aso
moved beyond worksite organizing. The Cdifornia State Labor Federation, for example,
became an active co-sponsor of the legidation for California CARES, a program now
operating in most counties of the state, offering stipends from $500 to $6,000 per year for
teachers and providers based on their education and training. First brokered by the
Oakland-based Labor Project for Working Families, the Labor Federation’s involvement
in the CARES campaign has led to an ongoing engagement with child care activists
around organizing and policy drategies for Cdifornia A similar codition in New York
has been involved in child care policy, and in severd dates, Living Wage or Jobs with
Justice coditions have developed ties with loca Worthy Wage Campaigns.

Along with ACORN, other grassroots community organizing groups such as
Coleman Advocates in San Francisco and Stand for Children in Oregon have assumed
local leadership of the compensation movement. These new movement playersvary in
the extent to which they see themselves as part of the Worthy Wage or CCW tradition, or
as creators of something new and unique.

Inthe first years of the Worthy Wage Campaign, child care center directors were
often threstened by the discusson of wages and the possibility of organizing. Although
some directors were engaged in the Campaign, notably in Seettle and Philadephia, it
took the dramatic staff shortages of this period to engage a sizegble group of
adminigtrators in advocacy around child care compensation issues. On the nationd leve,
and in states such as Massachusetts and California, program adminisirators relying on
gtate reimbursements began pushing hard for rate increases and/or differentid
relmbursement rates for higher quality as the solution to the gaffing crigs.

Unfortunatdly, this strategy has not often gained guarantees that increased rates will be
targeted to sdaries, Colorado’s Educare program is a notable exception, linking rate
increases to higher sdary levels (Whitebook & Eichberg, 2002).
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In many states, the establishment of child care compensation, retention and
training initiatives dso generated a new group of program developers and/or operators
who have become important players in the compensation movement. Whether or not they
viewed themselves as actividts, they often became the public spokespeople about issues
affecting the workforce. The TEACH scholarship program, for example, now operatesin
25 daes, and nearly every Cdifornia county has aloca office administering a Cdifornia
CARES gtipend program. During the Clinton adminigiration, the Nationa Child Care
Information Center, supported through federd dollars, aso began hogting informationa
sessons and sharing information about compensation strategies.

The child care workforce has become a hot research topic aswell. Initidly, the
impetus for research on the workforce came from teacher and provider ectivists. But
since the mid-1990s, Sate government agencies have increasingly been initiating and
supporting statewide sdary studies; severd states now routingly conduct county or state
studies to jumpstart policy maker interest and/or to measure the progress of effortsto
dabilize the workforce. In addition, more in-depth research examining the relaionship
between teacher/provider compensation, training and quality has been supported by
public and private dollars. In 2000, for example, the federal Child Care Bureau funded a
dozen research projects focused on the workforce. Further, the effort to evaluate a
variety of compensation policy initiativesis enlisting a new crop of researchersto this
area of sudy. PACE, an educationd policy research group based a the University of
Cdiforniaand Stanford, is currently conducting a large- scde eva uation of the Cdifornia
CARES program, in conjunction with the American Ingtitutes of Research. Within
academia, agrowing interest in caregiving and in the economics of low-wage work has
drawn women'’s studies scholars, sociologists and economists to examine child care
workersin greater depth (Cancian & Oliker, 2000).

In Massachusetts, progressive academics joined with labor and compensation
movement activistsin 2000 to discuss long-term organizing strategies through a Scholars
and Writers for Socia Justice conference. In Sedttle, the Economic Policy Inditute
worked closdy with the Child Care Union Project to develop and pilot the Washington
state Early Childhood Education Wage and Career Ladder. Many dtate level
adminigtrators and advocates joined together in North Carolina for a 1999 conference on
compensation strategies called “Making Gains™° On the nationd level, the Urban
Ingtitute, the Women's Policy Research Indtitute, and Child Trends, to name afew, were
funded during this period to focus on child care compensation-related projects. The more
established nationd child care organizations, such as the Children’s Defense Fund, the
Whedock College Center for Career Development, the Child Care Action Campaign, the
Nationa Black Child Development Indtitute, Zero to Three, and NAEY C, now routingly
acknowledge compensation issues, if not dways making them a centrd part of their
organizationd agendas. WWomen's groups such as the Ms. Foundation for Women

30 The co-sponsors of the conference were the Center for the Child Care Workforce, the Child Care
Services Association, the National Center for Early Development and Learning, the North Carolina
Division of Child Development, and the North Carolina Institute for Early Childhood Professional
Development.
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(through its New Voices project) and the National Women's Law Center lso became
involved once again in child care policy and organizing.

Theinvolvement of these many new players has diminished the sense of
margindization that characterized the movement’s earlier phases. It remains to be seen,
however, whether this expanded group of players sgnds an advancein the child care
compensation movement’ s ability to overcome the interna and externd structurd
barriersthat have plagued it. Certainly, the arriva of new players has cdled upon the
“old-timers’ to adjust to amore crowded playing field, bringing with it the decreasein

intimacy and support from the early days of the Caucus and the Worthy Wage Campaign.

In some cases, differencesin gender, race, class and status have come to the fore among
players. For those deeply committed to a teacher/provider-led movement, the influx of
more prestigious or powerful groups has sometimes raised concerns that the voice of
those working directly with children would be muted or overwhelmed. Many in the
Worthy Wage Campaign believed that policy initiatives should dways be devel oped with
input from practitioners, yet more and more, proposals were designed with little say from
those mogt affected by them. Even among players who share abelief in worker
empowerment, such as unions and Worthy Wage groups, there have sometimes been
tensons related to different organizational cultures around group process, power and
individua autonomy (Tuominen, 2001). Some of the newer players, while favoring the
improvement of child care compensation via public policy as away to improve ad
expand services, were not necessarily pro-worker or pro-union in atraditiond sense, and
did not place the same vaue on teacher and provider leadership that the early movement
had.

The Center for the Child Care Workforce, perhaps more than other groups
because of its role as the sole nationa organization focused exclusvely on this
workforce, recognized that this shift was having a Sgnificant impact onitsrole in the
movement. Since it had dways played the roles of coordinator, facilitator and
information clearinghouse for the movement, CCW was often called upon to assst new
playersin ther projects, but in the process, often undermined its own standing, and/or
increased the competition for the research and policy funding that has dways been the
maingtay of itsbudget. The proliferation of state and local projects related to
compensation also made CCW'’ s clearinghouse role more challenging, partly because it
no longer had established relationships or links with every group involved in thisissue.
Deborah Stone notes that since the child care system itsdlf is very fragmented and
decentraized, the efforts to reform it are bound to reflect this. “ So my senseisthat, when
there are multiple ‘tables’ and not one, it's actudly better to have multiple organizations
to go around to all thosetables” Whether or not multiple organizations are the answer,
they became the redlity at this stage of the movement.

Primary Assumptions and Key Strategies
One characteridtic of effective socid movementsis the ability to articulate aclear,

gpecific message that draws and holds public atention. To a considerable degree, the
child care compensation movement met these criteria during the years 1995-2001. At
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firgt, spearheaded by CCW’ s dissemination of research in conjunction with annua
Worthy Wege Day events, and followed by other media coverage of the child care
gaffing shortage, the public received repeated reminders about low pay and the resulting
crigsin child care quadity throughout this period. Another characteritic of an effective
movement is the taking of actions and articulation of solutions that garner politica will.

In this respect, the compensation movement made less headway; public messages about
how to solve the crisis were incongstent and not always specific. Sometimestherewasa
cal for amgor overhaul of the child care system, or agenerd cdl for increased pay, but
with the exception of sgnificant work on child care financing done by the Alliance of
Early Childhood Professondsin Minnegpalis, there was little atention to how this
would be accomplished3! Public actions were creative but restricted to afew
communities, and seldom disrupted the status quo.?

Stll, in many states and communities, advocates developed and promoted a
variety of goecific compensation enhancement initiatives, even if they redized that these
might be relatively piecemed reforms, fdling far short of a comprehensive restructuring
of the child care system that would result in ongoing, substantial improvement in child
care jobs (Whitebook & Eichberg, 2002). Asthese reforms have passed or been
implemented, the sense of accomplishment is quickly joined with a recognition of their
limitations. Two yearsinto the CARES initiativesin Cdifornia, advocates are beginning
to explore next steps for the compensation movement. In Massachusetts, home to many
of the largest successesin this arena, Bob French critically assesses the movement’s

progress:

While we have won some important victories, our efforts seem rather like
chasing the horizon: we never seem to get there. State reimbursement
rates stagnated for seven years (after the wage enhancement in the 1980s),
with workerslosng consderable ground to inflation. In 1996, an
intendve, inclusive campaign won $25 million dollars for rate increases

for contracted and voucher child care, again, to shore up arapidly
expanding system, not because it was moraly theright thing to do for staff
or children served. A more recent rate increase of approximately 8.5
percent fell short of the 11 percent inflation over the same period. A $10
million rate increase (less than 3 percent) was cut from the state budget

31 add footnote on AECP.

32 Effective social movements among poor and disenfranchised groups have typically achieved success by
disrupting “business as usual.” With the exception of the closures of some child care programs on Worthy
Wage Day in Seattle, Madison, and afew other communities, the movement has shied away from such
effortsfor legal and organizational reasons. Interestingly, at almost any gathering of child care teachers and
providers, people move quickly to toward the idea of awalkout or strike, but tend to back off just asfast.
The reluctance may be driven by ambivalence within the group, or second thoughts about whether such an
action violates their role as nurturers. Coupled with real legal impediments to such an action in the absence
of aunion, the movement still needs a creative solution for adisruptive action that does not undermine
children and families. It may be said that most of the disruptive actions undertaken by the movement during
its history were directed within the field, toward the leadership of NAEY C, to urge the organization to get
moreinvolved in public policy advocacy in general and compensation issuesin particular. On the one hand,
they successfully shonethe light on the wage issue in the field at large, but they ultimately did little to
change NAEY C'’ sdirection as an organization.
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because of aprecipitous drop in state revenues, especidly in the aftermath
of the September 11, 2001 attacks. We face awidening saffing crigs
(though temporarily mitigated by the recesson) and find oursalves
grappling with the same problems we contended with back in the 1980s.

Although research helped to advance the movement in these years, its strategic
limitations aso began to emerge. CCW’s study of child care center accreditation, for
example, heped point out the shortcomings of quaity enhancement strategies that did not
address staff compensation, and also identified how turnover prevented programsfrom
improving their services (Whitebook, Seka & Howes, 1997). Longitudina studies such
asthe Nationd Child Care Staffing Study Revisted (Whitebook, Phillips & Howes,
1998), and Then and Now: Changesin Child Care Staffing, 1994-2000 (Whitebook,
Sakai, Gerber & Howes, 2001) reveaed that higher wages were akey not only to
retaining saff in the child care fidd, but to programs’ ability to remain in operation. And
a the gate levd, sdlary surveys often were influentid in advocacy on behaf of particular
programs, asin Cdifornia, Massachusetts, Minnesota, North Carolina and Wisconsin.
Severd participantsin our didogues, however, noted that this prevalent research focus on
low wagesin child care has dso had the unintended consequence of discouraging young
people from entering thisline of work. Further, as Bob French noted,

Every mgjor Massachusetts child care plan that has appeared in the past
two decades has spoken to the problem of low compensation in our field
and attending gtaff turnover and qudity eroson. With the notable
exception of Dukakis Day Care Partnership Initiative, however, they have
been short on solutions. We have made our case to legidators by
subgtantiating the compensation problem with facts culled from a variety
of sources, including state-sponsored studies, statistics gathered by State
agencies, and information from child care resource and referrd agencies.
While we have successfully made the argument that child careisa
linchpin that makes welfare reform work, many policy makers are content
to fund cugtodid care in which workers are poorly paid. We have not
successtully linked public concern regarding school readiness with the
need for program quality.

Organizing, public policy advocacy and leadership training among teechers and
providers continued to be the mgor srategies of the movement. But what distinguished
this phase was a higher willingness to test new idess, to interweave gpproaches, and to
build wider and more powerful coditions. Reflecting on the limited success of many
previous unionizing drivesin child care, Seettle organizers recognized the need for new
approaches as they developed the Child Care Union Campaign (CUP), anew
configuration of teachersinvolved in organizing. The group worked closdy with the
loca Worthy Wage Campaign in identifying centers that were receptive to organizing,
negotiated a master contract for 12 centers a one time to streamline the process, and
worked with the Economic Opportunity Institute on winning $4 million dollars for the
statewide pilot Early Childhood Education Wage and Career Ladder. The success of the

50



effort rested on the mix of players and their different strengths, as Barb Wiley, a CUP
organizer and longtime Worthy Wage activig, notes:

| think thet it has aways been important to have a Worthy Wage
Campaign here, and a place where people who do not fed that they fit into
the union can spesk up and develop their leadership. But thereisa serious
lack of power in Seettle Worthy Wages as an organization. We do not
have a consolidated center. We do avesome things, but in terms of
affecting the power system to get the changes we need, the union has been
better able to do that. They have resources, they have infrastructure, and
they have access to power players within the sysem. That iswhy right
now, people at the unionized centers, and at approximately 120 other
centersin the state, are getting an increased paycheck from the wage
ladder. 1 truly believe the union campaign would not have been successful
without the pre-work that the Worthy Wage movement did here. But the
Worthy Wage Campaign can't leverage power like the union can. So |
think you cannat have one without the other.

Certainly, in Sesttle, the Wage and Career Ladder was the resut of the
CUP organizing campaign.  The Economic Opportunity Inditute did the
crucia policy work, but theinitiative for it and the grassroots pressure
came from the union project. | don’t know that it would have happened
without the organizing. Ironicaly, some of these centers (now
participating in the Wage and Career Ladder) were hogtile to the union
project inits early stages, not seeing then that it was about getting funds to
help the whole indudtry. It'sadso interesting that, even with the incentive
of awage ladder, the union had difficulties organizing in parts of the
Seettle area where there hadn’t historically been a Worthy Wage
movement, which is more evidence of needing a multi-pronged approach.

The Sesttle union campaign was not without limitations: relatively few centers
were organized, not dl unionized centers benefited from the policy victory that delivered
the Wage and Career Ladder, and the drive was not able to address family child care. Y et
the participants showed a willingness to try new approaches and take uncomfortable risks
in order to break new ground (Tuominen, 2001).

In Massachusetts, activists aso found new success by mixing traditiona union
and community organizing strategies, as Nancy DeProsse reflects.

We have been running a LEAP program in Massachusetts for three years,
and | think that that came out of arecognition on our part that we were not
reaching everybody who could be active in the child care community by
bringing them into the labor movement. In fact, in the eighties, when we
did that statewide campaign, we signed up hundreds and hundreds of
workers. We had about 12 organizers going out to every center in the
date that got a contract. Many of those centers never got the maority



gtatus that would have brought them into a union — they were people who
wanted to be part of a movement, but because we were using the strict
union model, there was no room for them. There was no support from the
union for us to somehow bring them into what we were doing, and they
fdl by thewaysde. So| redlized, from that point on, that there needed to
be an additiona or dternative way to ded with it — another sort of
organization or group to bring other workersinto the movement, because
we were not going to get them dl to the point where they were going to be
aunionized workforce, worksite by worksite. The LEAP course opened up
adoor and alowed people to come and take a college-level course, get
involved in advocacy, learn about unionization, learn about community
organizing models, and then work in their own communities to try to make
change. Where | have cometo, isthat union organizing isimportant but it
cannot be the only way to do things.

Denise Dowdll, the director of organizing for child care at Loca 1199,

AFSCME, described smilar issues in the Philadephia-area campaign:

We have evolved our strategy out of some of the limitations that we
encountered aong the way. The Worthy Wage Campaign enabled usto
pull people together, [but] herein Philaddphiait was dways more
effective when it was director-driven; it was never terribly successful in
reaching workers, and it was always limited in that the workersit reached
were mostly white and better-educated, and worked at better-qudity
centers. That was partly aresource issue, and there was redly not the kind
of indtitutiona support for workers that a union can provide. When |
worked a Childspace [aworker cooperative], it was agreat modd in the
sense that people had areal voice on thejob. But we served alot of low-
income families, and we asked how we were ever going to meaningfully
raise wages and benefits if we didn’t do something about reimbursement
rates. We recognized from the beginning that organizing workersinto a
union, while necessary, was not sufficient; we believed it was also
necessary to restructure jobs, to get more public resourcesinto the
industry, and to improve the qudity of care.

So from the start, we have worked hard a developing a Strategy that pulls
in dl the partners within the industry in order to move three things dong

a the same time: organizing workers, organizing employers, and public
policy. In organizing workers, we aim to include both family child care
and center-based workers. We have been struggling with a strategy to
include family child care providers, and our vison and our mission
gatement very much includes that segment of the workforce. But we have
chosen to focus on child care workersin centers that serve low-income
families— mostly because of the direct link to public policy and
reimbursement rates, and because we fed we cannot do everything a once
and have to start somewhere. We are dso [stressing] the common interest
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between the employers and the workers in thisindugtry; if employers are
not bought in, in amgor way, we are not going to be able to effect long-
term change[in public policy]. Thefact isthat the old way of doing
things, of just going out and organizing workers, does not work in child
care; it iStoo resource-intense.

The recognition that new aliances and new approaches were needed to advance
the movement dso permesated the thinking of activistis who were not involved directly in
union organizing. In Cdifornia, for example, repested efforts failed to win
compensation-related reforms in the ate agencies that control child care funds. In
response, advocates led by CCW drafted the California CARES legidation, through a
months-long effort to solicit feedback from al sectors of the field, seeking in the process
to strengthen an industry-wide codition. Initidly, the legidative Srategy was designed to
build dliances and raise public awareness, and it met these godls, but its passage
emboldened advocates to work in codition for smilar programs & the locd level, made
possible in large measure by the 1998 approva of Proposition 10, a new tobacco tax that
provided substantia new revenue for services for children ages0to 5. The development
of localy-based CARES programs in nearly every Cdifornia county hasin turn created a
new codition that meets regularly to share lessons and challenges and to discuss Sate-
level policy dtrategies. In Wisconsin, as well, Worthy Wage Campaign and child care
union membersjoined in codition with Living Wage activigs and women' s groups to
win support for a child care sdlary enhancement project called REWARD.

Some initiatives during this period were developed and passed with little input
from teachers and providers. But in other states such as North Carolina, Wisconsin and
Massachusetts, it was central to the movement’ s strategy to paliticize teachers and
providers and to ensure their place at the decison-making table. In each of those three
states, LEAP courses and training were used to build a cadre of outspoken
teacher/provider leaders. LEAP-trained leaders worked on campaigns for better rates and
community-based programs in Massachusetts, and won a 30-percent increase in the
dtipends distributed through the Child Care Wage$ program in one community in North
Cardlina

Accomplishments, Missteps and Challenges

Over the last few years, the increasing number and types of players concerned
about child care compensation generated new energy and approaches to addressing the
issues. While public education remained acritical component of the movement during
these years, organizing and policy work became more centrdl. By engaging in codlitions
with labor unions, women's groups and academia, movement activists began to think
about untested dtrategies and possihilities. In turn, labor and women's groups, and some
academics and policy makers, became sensitized to the complexities of the child care
work world and the particular challenges of child care organizing. By engaging more
fully in policy development and political campaigns, the movement experienced
subgtantive victories that in many communities helped to renew its pirit and to draw new
members. Activists o learned firsthand what it takes to create, advocate for and sustain

53



viable reforms, and came face-to-face with the redlities of compromise in the politica
process. From a drategic perspective, initiatives won and new ways of organizing have
creeted the opportunity to learn what different srategies can and cannot deliver with
respect to improving child care jobs, and in so doing, can provide directions for the next
steps of the movement.

Compared to previous phases of the movement, the successes of this period were
heartening. Still, most states were not actively addressing workforce issues, and many of
the newly-won programs were smal and failed to provide ongoing, substantid increases
in pay. Active union organizing was ill redtricted to very few communities; the
campaigns, even when successful, organized small numbers of workers given the high
level of effort; and some encountered intense anti-unionism.>® And severd long-term
issues continued to chalenge the movement, such as.

How the current structure of the child care delivery system impedes successful
and lagting reform, and works againg organizing;

How the divergty of the child care workforce leads to differing ideologies and
gods within the movement itsdlf, and congrains efforts to develop vison and
drategy, particularly around issues of educationd requirements and
professonaism; and

How the lack of a unified organizationd home for teachers and providers, and
the ongoing need to diversfy the movement’ s leedership, weaken the power
of workers' voices among the growing number of playersin the compensation
movement.

The responses to these chdlenges will greetly shepe the movement in the coming
years.

Working for Worthy Wages. 2002 and Beyond

Even before the catastrophic events of September 11, 2001, the signs of a mgor
downturn in the economy were evident, and child care advocates had begun to wonder
whether thiswould diminish interest in compensation Strategies or undermine existing
initiatives. There are Sgnsin some daesthat it will be adruggle to maintain existing
direct child care funding, let done quality enhancement dollars. It istoo soon to tell the
impact of growing unemployment on the child care industry, dthough many programs
may well struggle for surviva or even close. At the same time, atighter job market may
make it easier to attract and retain quaified teachers and providers, but only until the
economy improves once again. With regard to policy, the greatest unknown is how the
provisons of welfare reform will be amended when they come up for renewd this year.
While the Bush adminigtration has shown some interest in early literacy issues, support

33 Although it is beyond the scope of this paper, the issue of resistance to union organizing in child care
deserves further attention. A number of efforts, reaching back to the 1980s, have been stopped by union-
busting. The national for-profit organization, National Association of Child Care Management, is explicitly
and aggressively anti-union in its written materials.



for child care workforce compensation isimprobable. The recently introduced FOCUS
Act, which callsfor federd dollars to support training incentives for child care teachers
and providers, appears unlikely to passin the current politica and economic climate.

In reflecting upon the history of the child care compensation movement, it is clear
that the movement has pushed forward even when economic and political conditions
posed mgjor obstacles, and it must do so even amidst this nationa and internationa
upheavd. Although the movement islikely to flounder in the short term, particularly
because financia support for socia change will be limited by the climate of the times,
advocates can use this opportunity to identify new directions for the movement, based on
the experiences of recent years.

A vauable way to begin would be to convene a representative sample of key
players in the compensation movement — aong with some experienced socid actividts
from other movements who can provide aternative perspectives — to undertake the
following three tasks:

1. Andyzethe gructurd impediments to organizing — those built into the current
child ddlivery system, those entrenched in much of the labor movement, and those
semming from the vaues and inclinations among the child care workforce — and
develop drategies that might begin to shift or overcome them;

2. Articulate the strategic disagreements and questions that hamper the development
of strategy, and that prevent aliances and coditions necessary for substantive
change (including questions of education and training requirements, and access to
education);

3. Reflect upon the movement’s current structure and how it might reorganize to
consolidate its influence and effectiveness in the coming years.

This gathering or didogue would not bein lieu of the many conversations already
occurring around drategic questions related to policy reform, unionizing, and building a
larger movement for universd services for young children; these will and should
continue. But without focused attention on its structural, strategic and organizationd
limitations, including the limits on its financia resources, the compensation movement
will hardly be able to meet the consderable challenges ahead.

With respect to the first task, participants in the dia ogues conducted for this paper
repestedly spoke of the need for amassive socid campaign for auniversal program for
young children as the precondition for ultimately improving child carejobs. They
differed over details, such as whether it should be focused on three- and four-year-olds
(universa pre-kindergarten) or extend to infants and toddlers (universa child care),
whether it should be school-based or community-based, and how the system would be
financed and ddivered. With few exceptions, they assessed the service ddivery system
for young children in the United States as hopelesdy broken (even asit grows larger and
more complicated) and undermining of the workforce. The compensation movement
must grapple with the structurd features of the current delivery system, and with such
pending developments as the greater emphasis on early education and literacy, which is



likely to creste more divisions among sectors of the workforce. 1t must begin designing
reforms to soften the system’ s most egregious faults while dso promoting dternative
visgons of anew sysem. In undertaking this andyss, there is much to be learned from
the limitations of current initiatives, as well as from other industries and occupations®

For the second task, it will be important for the movement to grapple with
dissenson within its ranks that prevents the articulation of strategies and building of
dliances. Whileit may indeed turn out that the movemert will not reach consensus on
certain controversa issues, a continued shying away from aring such differences can
only hold the movement back.

In our conversations, activigs differed about the extent to which the push for
universal sarvicesfor young children should become part of alarger caregiving
movement (Stone, 2000). Their discussion aso touched on the importance of engaging
consumers and how this might be done. Mixed opinions were expressed about how to
build such a caregiving movement, but al agreed that its success lay in attracting groups
beyond the child care community, including leaders and reformers in |abor, business and
education. These dliances are unlikely to hagppen unless those within the field are more
united, and thet involves bringing together sectors and sub-sectors of the industry and
workforce with awillingness to honestly look at what divides these various groups, and
to recogni ze that consensus may not necessarily be possible or desirable. People caring
for young children come from varied backgrounds, are motivated to do so by avariety of
reasons, work in vadtly different circumstances, and are afforded, abeit aways
insufficient, varying amounts of pay, status and respect. And it cannot be overlooked that
the millions of women caring and educating young children are isolated, unorganized,
and often moving in and out of thework. Culturd and linguitic barriers are many. Most
workers have little or no opportunity to spesk on their own behdf and to expresstheir
opinions around such issues as educationa requirements and work standards. The
compensation movement generdly has sought to honor the experience of dl inthe
workforce and has been reluctant to articulate any positions, such as educationa
requirements, that might displace or disadvantage particular workers or parents using care
— but this rductance, in turn, has prevented the articulation of clear goas and demands
around wages.*®

With respect to the third task, it isimportant to recognize that the child care
compensation movement will continue to be embedded within alarger movement for
good child care in the United States. For much of the last quarter-century, the movement

34 1n the home health care field, for example, activists pursued alegislative strategy which ended up
changing the very structure of theindustry —i.e., by establishing “employers of record,” which then
allowed home-based workers to engage in collective bargaining.

% Many compensation advocates support formal education and training for child care teachers and
providers, while recognizing that thereis alack of affordable, accessible training opportunities that enable
practitionersto enroll in degree programs. They propose that as the field becomes more professionalized,
training opportunities culminating in degrees should become more accessible to members of economically
disadvantaged and minority cultural and linguistic communities. Often, however, the higher education
system itself isinflexible or indifferent on these questions of increased access, and so the possibility
remains that some members of the workforce will be displaced.
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has struggled with how to find a place for itsissues, and a voice for teachers and
providers, within the broader child care community. It has been relatively successtul
with the former god, athough the growing number of players requires new attention to
thisissue. But with the latter, child care workers remain mostly unorganized, are divided
from each other by sector or sub-sector of the industry, and even when organized, are
scattered across several unions or organizations. Their collective power has not been
harnessed en masse, and their voices are reatively muted, even among those who are
engaged in trying to improve compensation, and their potentid asapaliticd forceis
largely untapped.

The question of the organization and political power of child care workers
requires not only critical thinking, but creative experimentation in the coming years.
New approaches fitted to the child care industry, blending the best thinking of organized
labor and grassroots community organizers, must be thought through and tried. And to be
effective, these experiments in organizing cannot be separate or distinct from policy
reforms, including compensation initiatives that help teachers and providers stay in the
field, and the larger effort of building a campaign for amore universal child care system.
In order for alarge socid movement for child careto take off, it will be essentid to have
teachers and providers who are prepared and trained to play aleadership roleinit.

To begin this process, the movement has to engage in some reflection, as Shannah

Kurland suggedts.

No matter how tightly a corner of theindustry is organized, things are
going to get substantialy better only if the entire industry is organized.

That means the centers, and it aso means the unlicensed caregivers. This
does not just go for Rhode Idand, but for any market. To reach the
centers, the standard and probably most useful way to do it would be by
forming unions. But that hasits own set of chalenges And | think that
ingtead of saying, ‘ Thisis unionizing, so that works here and does not
work here and ‘ This is community organizing, so that works here and
does not work here;” we will be better off if we step back, look at the
whole industry, and ask, ‘What defines qudity organizing? Do you want
to have an inclusive organization where peopl€ s leadership is devel oped
and respected? Do you have a Strategy about how you are going to build a
solid, strong base? Can you identify where the resources are, and how to
put on the pressure to deliver them? | think we have to get beyond the old
union/non-union digtinction, and look more at what kinds of organizing
models we want.

Nancy DeProsse adds:

If we said, what we are trying to accomplish is that people have better
control of their workplaces in one way or another — that they are protected,
that they have avoice at the table where decisons are being made, avoice
that is powerful enough to make a difference — that would do it. Then, we
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need to ensure that unions are representing the workers — not just speaking
for workers but representing their voice. We need away for people who
are in workplaces that can be unionized, or those in workplaces that won't
be, to both be a part of that system and have avoice at the table. We need
to make sure that we are empowering family child care providersto be
involved in the whole movement, asthey are in Rhode Idand in the Justice
Co-op. We have to make sure that the people who have the voice and are
representing workers are redly representative. | think our movement 's
current leadership isway too middle-dass and way too white to redly
represent those who are providing the actua care and education every day.

Although the issue of how wdll the leadership represents the workforce is
not anew one, it takes on a different meaning in the current context, when so
many players are gpproaching the compensation issue from different perspectives.
In the early days, being in favor of improved compensation went hand in hand
with being pro-worker, open a least in principle to organizing, and deeply
committed to supporting and building the voice of teachers and providers. Today,
some who are in favor of improved compensation might be explicitly opposed to
unionizing the workforce, or may not see the need or benefit of bringing teachers
and providers to the table as |eaders and decision makers.

The Center for the Child Care Workforce, since its days as the Child Care
Employee Project, functioned for years as the de facto voice for the movement and as the
only nationa organizations substantiadly focused on child care workers. While it dways
recognized the limitations of its role, CCW managed to serve as a“ container” for the
movement. Now, as the movement has grown and changed, Executive Director Marci
Y oung acknowledges that “CCW cannot hold al the pieces together. We can no longer
exis the way we have and meet the needs of the different players in the movement. We
are rethinking our role. We need to shake things up. We need anew codition for linking
people working on these issues. And we need an organization of teachers and providers
that has a powerful place in that codition. It'stime for achange.”

The child care compensation movement has moved into a new stage and arena, as
child care generdly and compensation in particular have become more sdient retiond
issues. But movements often share a part of the weaknesses they are trying to address;
this one, like the child care workforce it represents, suffers from the absence of asolid
infragtructure of support. The task of building such an infrastructure must now become
one of the movement’s priorities and srategies, dongsde its other work of organizing,
public policy development and building public avareness. Only in thisway can it
effectively build on its remarkable and creetive history of creating better child care jobs,
and better care for children, in the United States.
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Postscript: December 2002

Shortly after this paper was completed in the fal of 2001, the Board of Directors
of the Center for the Child Care Workforce approved a plan to close CCW asit was
currently configured. The decision was due not only to CCW'’ s ongoing structural and
fiscal chdlenges, but to its strong belief that a new organizational home that would truly
represent the child care workforce needed to emerge. CCW convened a series of
community mesetings acrossthe U.S. in early 2002, so that varied condtituencies could
formulate proposas for next steps for the child care compensation movement —
identifying gppropriate organizations to undertake the various activities essentid to the
movement, developing strategies for providing financid resources to support the work,
and dlarifying the role of grassroots advocatesin efforts to build an organizationd home
for teachers and providers.

Asaresult of these meetings, CCW invited interested parties to submit L etters of
Interest describing their ideas for assuming key activities focused on child care workforce
issues, and received enthusiagtic responses from more than 30 organizations. The most
promising proposa for continuing CCW'’ s public policy and research work came from
the American Federation of Teachers, aunion representing over one million teachers and
other workers nationdly. After severd months of discussion, CCW officidly merged on
November 1, 2002, with the AFT Educational Foundation (AFTEF), anonprofit arm of
the union that conducts, sponsors and disseminates studies and research in education and
related fields, with the main objective of improving and restructuring the educationd
system. Two training organizations — Community Alliesfor Children, based in Durham,
NC, and the MassLEAP Partner Collaboration, based at the Child Care Resource Center
in Cambridge, MA — were chosen to continue providing the child care workforce
leadership trainings previoudy offered by CCW.

CCW Executive Director Marci Y oung, now Deputy Director of CCW/AFTEF,
notes:

We believe that joining forces with the American Federation of Teachers (AFT)
asaproject of the AFTEF will provide an unprecedented opportunity to broaden
the scope of CCW’ swork and expand our capacity to create a unified voice for
the child care workforce. We see this affiliation with the AFTEF as anaturd
progression of our work. AFT recognizes that children who have a productive
and pogtive early childhood education experience are better prepared for schoal,
both socidly and academicaly, and AFT Presdent Sandra Feldman has taken an
active role in advocating for improving early care and education services for
young children.

Since CCW and AFT share a history of advocacy to improve child care jobs, we
expect this affiliation to strengthen our collective capacity to influence public
policy and to organize to improve wages, benefits, training and advancement
opportunities for the child care workforce. Our activities and projects will
continue to focus on developing and advocating for public policy that restiructures
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the early care and education delivery system to better address the issues of
workforce recruitment and compensation; and influencing union and community
organizing srategies that emphasize a unified voice for child care teechers and
providers.

Shortly after the merger, AFT President Sandra Feldman announced the cregtion
of the Child Care Workforce Alliance, an associate membership program within the
union that would alow teachers and providers, whether or not they were currently ina
collective bargaining unit, to become part of alarger advocacy force for child care
employment issues and to receive certain AFT benefits.

At the same time, severd other unions, including AFSCME and SEIU, and
community organizing groups, including ACORN and local Living Wage Campaigns,
considerably stepped up their efforts in 2002 to organize child care teachers and
providers, and to devise public policy Strategies for better child care compensation,
particularly in Cdifornia, Pennsylvania and Washington state. These unions and other
groups are dearly interested in pursuing new, dternative organizing strategies, including
way's to organize home-based child care providers — a particularly hopeful Sgn, given
that the dlassc large-workplace union organizing mode has never fit thisfied
particularly well.

Also during 2002, many efforts to create or strengthen state-funded universa
preschool systems gathered momentum across the U.S,, emphasizing the need to provide
better learning opportunities for three- and four-year-olds and to increase their school
readiness. A CCW report on its three-year study of state-funded prekindergarten
programsin five states, however, raised serious concerns about states' ability to
adequatdly recruit, compensate and retain the skilled teaching force that universal
preschool systems require (Bellm, Burton, Whitebook, Broatch & Young, 2002). And
despite thisincreased policy emphesis on early education, a contradictory emphasis aso
perssted in many dtates, largely prompted by the needs of welfare reform: the ongoing
public funding of unregulated, license-exempt child care, with little officid regard for
provider training or for the qudity of the early learning experiences that childrenin such
carereceive.

Clearly, the terrain of the child care compensation movement is once again
shifting, and even in the midst of an economic decline and internationa political tensons,
there are hopeful Sgnsthat this newly-opening chapter of the movement’s history could
bring new vishility, strength and unity to the child care workforce.
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