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ABSTRACT
LABOR TURNOVER IN THE CHILD-CARE INDUSTRY: VOICE AND EXIT
SEPTEMBER 2009
LYNN A. HATCH, B.A., CLARK UNIVERSITY
M.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professor Nancy Folbre

What relationship exists between working conditions and teacher turnover in
child-care (early care and education) programs? Research has shown highneteér
is a major factor affecting the quality of care. Using a new survey dacelal
designed of union and randomly selected non-union programs in Massachusetts, |
examine factors other than compensation that might be related to lower teacher
turnover.

Focusing on different institutional settings, including unionization and regional
unemployment, | use economist Albert Hirschman'’s theory of exit, voice aaltiyloy
see if “voice” alternatives to quitting are an effective method of redumiitg.

“Voice” alternatives studied include working relationships and practices
between management and labor; identified paths for promotion and compensation; and
processes for making decisions and addressing grievances.

| discuss three research questions:

What working conditions or practices affect teacher turnover in child-care

programs in the private markd®2sults indicate the presence and type of worker voice

Vil



affects teacher turnover. Programs with collective bargaining ragrée have lower
rates of turnover than those without. Unionized programs also employ more staff per
child, pay higher wages, and serve a higher percentage of state-subsidaesh chil

How does “voice” differ in nature and quantity across different types of
workplaces? | find there is more voice in unionized programs. Also different voice
practices are used in programs operating in a high-unemployment compared/to a |
unemployment environment.

What, if any, is the statistical relationship (correlation) betweetmézdarnover
and voice, and how does this relationship vary across workplaces? My results show a
consistently negative relationship between teacher turnover and voice in these
workplaces even when controlling for wages. Programs with more voice aspeets

less teacher turnover.
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PREFACE

Why child care? | have a long-time commitment to child care. Befadugte
school, | worked for six years coordinating research on children’s out-of-siimecéht
the National Institute for Out-of-School Time (formerly the School-Ageéd3bare
Project) and at the Boston After School Experiences Study, both based atayelles
College Center for Research on Women.

At the Massachusetts Institute for Social and Economic Research (YIBER
did research on the development of new state job centers ancowrdtesing the
state’s earnings gap for women workers. Both of these isstraging and wages
are crucial to child-care workers.

| conducted interviews with employers on the “New Orleans Living-Wage
Impact Study” for the Political Economic Research Institute (PERYay many child-
care workers in Boston have higher salaries thanks to the living-wage movement.

| worked with Scholars, Artists and Writers for Social Justice organizing a
national conference called “Early Care and Education: Crafting a Workmdiésl
Agenda,” held in November 2000 in Washington, DC. Copying that successful model,
we convened a similar Massachusetts-specific conference in October 2064 ywehe
brought together academics, labor organizers and advocates to focus on child-care
workforce and paid leave issues, and design a strategy for working togetiestate
level. Working Families Massachusetts grew out of this conference.

As my research and interest has increasingly focused on worker compensation
and turnover, | have collaborated with others both within and outside Massachusetts. In

2001, I was a consultant to The Urban Institute on its project “Getting Compensati



for Child Care Workers on the Policy Agenda: An In-depth Look at Advocacy Efforts
| interviewed child-care providers and advocates, public officials, comyneaiters,
academics, foundation people and union organizers in Massachusetts, and co-wrote the
state site report on how advocates are building public support for better cleild-car
compensation policies in Massachusetts. This project also published state ogports f
Georgia and Washington, available free at The Urban Institute’s Web site.

| have participated in many groups in the Massachusetts child-care cammuni
including Investing in Children. This group meets regularly to explore methods of
financing early care and education (ECE), examining such issues asnbeneco
development of the industry and its effect on the state’s economy, tax laws, and
industry-wide economies of scale. | was a member of Strategies foretrsldarly
Education for All “Costing-Out Universal Early Childhood Education” working group
that collaborated with the Institute for Women’s Policy Research of DC tondete
the cost of providing universal, voluntary care and education to all Massachusetts 3-, 4-
and 5-year-olds. Early Education for All wrote legislation for the state to provide
universal ECE, which was filed in Boston in early December 2002 and became law in
July 2004. | participated in the New England Workforce (NEW) Partners (fundixe by
U.S. Administration for Children and Families Child Care Bureau), a four-ggamal
effort to coordinate research on the difficulty of attracting and retainialifigd child-
care staff. This group was especially helpful in improving my research akil giving
me a better understanding of what we do and do not know about these issues.

My dissertatiorhad its beginning at a working meeting during a Center for

Popular Economics (CPE) Summer Institute, which brought child-care axcawndt



workers together with economists to discuss the state of child care. Eightatal

workers and activists attended the Summer Institute, which provided basic economic
literacy training. They also collaborated with CPE staff economistsee thiorkshops

on the economics of child care. The working meeting was a success, estahlishing
network and foundation for future collaboration, and verifying the need for specific
information on the causes and solutions to high labor turnover in this industry. Once my
dissertation is completed, | will write a short, non-academic report thaten

disseminated by CPE to child-care activists, workers and policy-makers.

Last, butby no means least, while working on this project my mother passed
away, and | in turn became a mother. | experienced first-hand the many d&$icult
parents face in securing quality ECE for their children, not least of whioidiad a
program with a qualified and stable teaching staff.

As an economist, my focus on child care is unusual and something of a surprise,
even to myself. | find the work stimulating, worthwhile and purposeful. | hope to
expand on this project after my dissertation. | have a large and rich datel seh
positioned to incorporate it with some of the Commonwealth’s data on this population

and industry.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

“The single most important determinant of child-care quality, according to a
growing body of research, is the presence of consistent, sensitive, well-trained and well

compensated caregivér@Bellm et al. 1997).

In the last 30 years there has been a vast increase in the number of mokhers wit
young children working outside the home. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 64.4
percent of mothers with children under 6 participated in the labor force in 2000. In
2006, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) at the U.S. Department of Lgdootee
that over 12 million children are in child-care settings every day, and more than 4.6
million families relied on child care as an essential component to maintployenent.
The National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agenciessréair?s
percent of children under age 5 are in some form of non-parental care.

What's at Stake?

Early care and education is a vital community resource, enabling parents to
work and contributing to children’s development. Good child care is a first step to
school successStudies show that children who get quality child care enter school with
better math, language and social skills. Set against this background therginggr
research on and awareness of what is at stake in ECE:

» From birth to age 3, brain development is more rapid than at any other time.



* Quality early experiences and care have a positive impact on development and
are critical to school-readiness.

» School-age child care contributes to building children’s resiliency and
improving their academic achievements (National Research Council and
Institute of Medicine 2000).
The authors oFrom Neurons to Neighborhoods: The Science of Early
Childhood Developmemtut it strongly:
The scientific evidence on the significant developmental impacts of early
experiences, caregiving relationships, and environmental threats is
incontrovertible. ... The science of early development is also clear about the
specific importance of parenting and of regular caregiving relationstops m
generally. The question today is not whether early experience matterathaut r
how early experiences shape individual development and contribute to
children’s continued movement along positive pathways. (National Research
Council and Institute of Medicine 2000, 6)
Low- and middle-income families especially are hard-pressed to find and pay
for quality care, and economic constraints often force them to settledogaments
that are far from ideal. Poor-quality child care can adversely affeclogenvent, and
the impact is disproportionately greater for children from poor and minoritjidam
(National Research Council 1990). Research has shown that children who lack close,
dependable and consistent caregiving relationships are less likely to MNaien@l
Research Council and Institute of Medicine 2000).
Conventional wisdom in the ECE field is that annual turnover rates are too high,
approaching 32 percent (Brandon and Martinez-Beck 2006). It has been demonstrated
that high turnover reduces the consistency and quality of care children recaiioméN

Research Council 1990; Zigler and Kagan 1982; Clarke-Stewart 1977). High turnover

increases stress in the workplace and negatively affects job perferamach¢the quality



of care provided by remaining staff (Whitebook, Howes, and Phillips 1990; Mattingly
1986; Whitebook et al. 1982).

High turnover dissipates time and money in staff searches, training, angyfindi
and hiring substitutes, as the U.S. Army found when it calculated the direct andtindire
costs of high turnover at its child-care programs. Under the Militarlg Clare Act of
1989, the Army discovered that reduced turnover with increased compensation and
improved training for child-care workers was no more expensive then high turnover and
its related costs. The Army implemented a new process for all Army-ogingons that
dramatically reduced turnover and raised overall program quality (Zellman and
Johansen 1998; Bellm 1994).

My Plan

In the next chapter, | discuss key issues relative to child care such as
determination of quality and its value, characteristics of the U.S. and Masdt&chuse
child-care markets, definitions of and research on labor turnover, and costsyorne b
labor, families, children and government. This is in an effort to demonstrate the
importance and magnitude of the problem both within and outside of this labor market.

In chapter 3, | introduce Albert Hirschman'’s theory of “voice” and the
relationship of “voice” to labor turnover. | look at some of the relevant economic
literature on unionism and labor market segmentation. Then | present my research
hypotheses and model of voice and exit. By learning to identify possible “voice” in
different child-care workplaces, | hope to begin to understand where and Whgait@

turnover rates differ.



The research design and methodology undertaken are detailed in chapter 4.
Survey design, development and testing; sample frame, selection and pdrticipa
response; survey distribution and administrative procedures; variable definntns a
measurement; and data collection, coding, cleaning and plan for analysicassetis

Chapter 5 contains the first of my empirical findings and begins by comparing
child-care workplaces. Descriptive statistics show similarities afereiifces between
programs with respect to enrollment, subsidy use, staff ratios, wagesstbtgal and
turnover. Regression analysis unveils a relationship between union status, wages, and
turnover. Finally | compare program director and matched teacher respomserning
five aspects of voice to see if there are differences between a progtatats policies
and the practical view, knowledge or attitude toward said policies through the eyes of
the teacher.

In chapter 6, answers to my research questions expose working conditions other
than wages that may affect turnover, differences in nature and quantity oheoies
child-care workplaces, and a possible statistical relationship between tuanave
worker voice.

In the final chapter, | review my results and consider the “value-added” f
this work. | reflect on the findings within the current ever-changing policy tapasof

the ECE industry.



Notes

1| use the terms “early care and education” (or the acronym ECE) atdl “chi
care” interchangeably. The first is gradually replacing the older, whiid care. The
terms do have different histories, but ECE has become the national term used to
describe the field of Early Care and Educatlarse the term “preschool” or “pre-k” to
refer specifically to programs that serve children approximatelyZage$ years.



CHAPTER 2
CHILD CARE IN THE U.S.

What is quality child care?

Quality early care and education has been defined differently across numerous
studies. When | speak of quality or the level of quality, it refers to the observable
patterns of interaction between teachers and the children for whom they areibéspons
(Brandon and Martinez-Beck 2006, 10). There are many characteristics and sieasure
positive interactions. Both structural and process quality characteaséamportant.
Structural characteristics, sometimes called “static featurearef’ include things that
can be easily measured and regulated through licensing, such as chiffiratista
(number of children per qualified classroom staff member), group size (humber of
children in the classroom), and the educational level and specialized traingagloéits
and directors. Process characteristics or “dynamic features dtyaically are not
regulated by state or local agencies and are hard to measure, since thélyecove
interactions between children and their caregivers and other children.

Licensing standards try to ensure a basic level of quality. The Massashuset
Department of Early Education and Care or DEEC licensing regulations ratjstaff
have a criminal background check and that all programs be safe, clean, ablefat
adequate size, free from hazards, and pass all local building, health and lead paint
inspections. Programs must meet specified staffing ratios and provide evidence that
staffs are appropriately supervised and qualified for their positions basedeon stat
gualification guidelines. State licensing standards vary widely, and senogiite

negligible.



Process characteristics cover the daily elements that take place hildheace
setting such as how the staff and children interact, what materialsadliebbes/for
children, and how adults support children’s use of materials. Scales such awyhe E
Childhood Environment Rating ScaleRevised Edition (ECERS-R) (Harms, Clifford,
and Cryer 1998) have been developed to measure the quality of care children receive.
They include measures of warmth, sensitivity and responsiveness ofteafmotional
tone of the setting; activities available to children; the developmental@iemess of
activities; and learning opportunities for children. Studies have shown thesesproces
characteristics are associated with children’s cognitive and soiational
development (Helburn and Howes 1996). Detailed issues of quality, such as what it is
and how you recognize it, are discussed extensively in the ECE literaeeeNg8onal
Research Council 1990 for example.)

Researchers use a variety of scales to make measuring a prog@esspr
characteristics easier and uniform across studies. The ECERS-R isn@miymsed
scale that provides benchmarks for different levels of quality. It is sedBgtale
designed for center-based programs that care for children ages The &cale is
organized into seven categories, with each having subscales and numerous items to
evaluate.

ECERS-R categories studied when rating programs
1. Space and Furnishingsage-appropriate play equipment, suitable space,
lighting, heating and cooling equipment, children’s work on display, furnishings
set up in a way to facilitate children’s play and minimize disruptions;
2. Personal Care Routinesthe quality of routines for naps, toileting and

diapering, meals, and separations and reunions with parents at drop-off and
pick-up;



3. Language-Reasoningthe books available for children, how the books are
used, and the communication and language skills used and encouraged,;

4. Activities — the types and variety of materials and activities available for
children;

5. Interaction— quality of interaction between staff and children, and between
children;

6. Program Structure the predictability and variability of daily activities;
7. Parents and Staff quality of communication between parents and staff, the
working environment and professional development support for staff (Marshall

et al. 2001).

Items are scored from 1 to 7, with benchmarks set at each level from 1
(“Inadequate care”) up to 7 (“Excellent care”). Quality care is alpjichought of as a
rating of 5 (“Good”) or above, because a score below 5 indicates, “children in these
classrooms are receiving less than the standards set for developmempitalpriape
care” (Marshall et al. 2001, 41).

For example, to receive a score of 3 (“Minimal”) in the Parents and Staff
category, a program must provide written information about the program to parents;
share child-related information between staff and parents; and engagetaliye
respectful and positive interactions between parents and staff. The progiana’s
environment must have a separate adult bathroom for staff; at least one break per 8-hour
workday; and access to a telephone, storage space and individual conference space.
Staff must receive some supervision and in-service training, and attendtsdime
meetings.

By comparison, in a program that meets the 5 (“Good”) benchmark on the

Parents and Staff scale, there is more extensive involvement of parents, intleding



sharing of information about the philosophy and approaches of the program; workers
communicate effectively and supportively with each other and attend montfly staf
meetings that include staff development activities; there is a staff lovegeard

workers get three breaks in their 8-hour workday; and there are regatawioe

trainings, annual supervisory observations and written evaluations. To receive a 7
(“Excellent”) rating, parents need to be involved in decision-making roléssiatf and
asked annually to evaluate the program. The program must provide staff with clear
guidelines for their individual responsibilities; involve staff in self-evaduna offering
frequent observations and feedback; and provide separate administrative, cenferenc
and group meeting space. Such a program must provide support for professional
development and require that staff with less than an associate’s degrég in ear
childhood education continue their formal education.

The Child-care Market

Center-based child care in this country is provided in a mixed industry.
Approximately 60 percent of center-based programs are run by non-proftiegye
including a few that are publicly operated, and 40 percent are for-profit buiesness
(Morris and Helburn 2000).

Each week, approximately 2.3 million child-care workers provide care for
children up to age 5 in the United States. In addition, there are approximately 2.4
million unpaid individuals, primarily relatives and volunteers, providing care tdrehi
age birth to 5 in any given week (Burton et al. 2002, 2). The BLS projects that wage-
and-salary employment growth in the industry of “child day care servib#sCS

code 624400) will be 43 percent during the decade 2002-2012.



Despite the clear need for and benefit of quality child care, all too often and for
many reasons this need is not met. In some situations, parents are unable mguowill
pay for care. In other cases, there is not a sufficient supply of subsidized or
unsubsidized care available. Low quality and consumer ignorance of aspect#yf qua
care are also problems. For example, numerous efforts to characterize ityeofual
child care nationally have found that 10 to 20 percent of children receive cardishat fa
below adequate standards, and fewer than 20 percent of toddlers and preschoolers are in
care that is “highly characteristic” of positive care-giving (Niaél Research Council
and Institute of Medicine 2000, 320). Yet most parents betleiechild is in a good
program.

Market Failure

Most of these problems can be considered market failure. Typically, market
failure is said to occur when the allocation of goods and services by the filest ima
not efficient. Market failure where Adam Smith’s “invisible hand” fails todurce
Pareto efficiency is, by definition, inefficient. Some theories predictuhlaindered,
any market can produce the socially optimal amount of services and goods. However
despite the high demand for child-care services, this market does not adjust and produce
significantly more child care, and the new care that is supplied is of widghng
quality.

On the demand side, a key problem in this market is asymmetric information.
The quality of the service is vital, yet it is difficult to identify and to moniéssuming
one knows for what to look. Thus the purchaser is unable to accurately evaluate the

price of the service they demand. This is partly due to the type of good that child. car
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Goods can be classified into three categories: search goods, experiencangbpolst-
experience goods. A search good is one such as a chair, the characbérgtich
consumers can determine with certainty prior to purchase. A good is an expgaedce
if consumers only can determine its characteristics after purchase argl durin
consumption. Examples of this good are legal services and used cars. Poshexperie
goods pose even more difficulty for consumers to obtain accurate information about
them. The quality of these goods, such as medicine and child care, is difficult to
distinguish even after one begins consuming them (Weimer and Vining 1999).

The demand for child-care services may simply be very price-elastigz Man
parents would like more child care but are unwilling or unable to pay enough to cover
suppliers’ costs. If we consider child care as one good among many in a consumer
basket, typically parents will choose to purchase the good based on its price, tiys quali
their need and the availability of substitutes. However, in this market witmaestyio
information, vastly different levels of quality, and presumed substitutes, price
inadequately signals the quality of service. This may discourage pasdhtgjness to
pay for better child care. As noted earlier, poor quality care is not a subftithtgh
quality care, but parents and guardians purchase care, a post-experience goedp unabl
identify quality or its possible externalities.

Externalities — good and bad — result from the care and education children do
and do not receive. Children themselves and society as a whole enjoy benefits in the
present and future from good child care as discussed in chapter 1, “What’s at Stake.”
These benefits reap dividends for children and society for which familieslypace

asked to pay. Some of the externalities from the purchase of poor- verses gayd-qual
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care are not obvious and unable to be captured in the price of unsubsidized and
subsidized care.

Parents in need of subsidized care have difficulty getting it. There ara@ur
waiting lists, with 14,407 children waiting in Massachusetts alone as of June 2005
(Massachusetts DEEC 2005a). Some government policies try to remedygissit
through subsidies to low-income families, grants for provider training, or incsriitive
programs to improve quality and seek accreditation. However, these effoitonbaa
small percentage of children and programs. In 1999, for example, it is estimated tha
mere 15 percent of children eligible for a subsidy under federal block gratdse® s
received that subsidy (Blau 2001, 10).

In The Child Care ProblenBlau proposes that a key problem here is the
tension between two government goals: to facilitate the employment ofparedtto
improve the development and well-being of children. In efforts to reach the fitst goa
policies focus on adult employment or training-program participation, as iagbe c
with the welfare reform of 1996 (Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act or PRWORA). Employment is required for parents to reeeive
child-care subsidy. This subsidy is crucial for the economic welfare oifrlceme
families, especially those trying or being forced to move off public assistinto the
workforce. However, there are no requirements regarding quality of care, and the
subsidy may be used on mediocre care where it will usually buy more quantity @hour
care). This intervention typically fails government’s second goal of imprdimg

development and well-being of children.
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Efforts to reach the second goal focus on improving the quality of care by
providing grants to programs for such things as caregiver training or program
accreditation. These subsidies have no employment requirements for the parents of
enrolled children. Often, high-quality programs and preschools are only paatidéor
part-week, requiring parental involvement and availability, which is typical of good
ECRES-R rated and NAEYC accredited programs. These policies fail to éh¢hae
first objective to facilitate the employment of parents. Theoreticatipvarnment
policy could serve both objectives. However, in practice we see a quality-guantit
tradeoff, since a given amount of money can buy more low or mediocre care than care
of high quality.

Supply of Child-care

Child care is not considered a promising career. Workers typically are Idw-pa
and offered few if any benefits. During the period 1977 to 1998, non-household child-
care workers averaged $5.30 per hour less (1998 dollars) overall than other women
workers (Blau 2001, 31). During this time, there was huge growth in the demand for
child care, and program enroliment more than quadrupled (Blau 2001, 37). However,
for most of this period (1977 to 1992), there was a downward trend in non-household
child-care workers’ wages at an average annual rate of 2.4 percent. From 1993 to 1998,
the wages for this group grew by 3.3 percent annually on average, adjusted tioninfla
Despite the large increase in demand, wages were more or less constant throughout
most of this era, averaged over all child-care workers including pre-kimtirgand

private-household child care (Blau 2001).
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Under neoclassical theory of supply and demand, we expect this increase in
demand to drive up the wages of child-care workers as they become scarcéiom rela
to the number of children in care. The fact that this did not happen implies that the
supply of child-care labor may be quite elastic. As demand expands so does the supply
of child-care workers, restraining increases in wages.

For demand to rise and not wages, there needs to be an increase in the number of
people entering the field, current workers working more hours, or possibly less-
qualified staff hired. A combination of these three scenarios is closer tg thalitany
one alone. It is estimated that between 1976 and 1990, the number of child-care
programs of varying quality tripled. The quantity of for-profit programseased by
143 percent, while the number of paid employees increased by a factor of 3.2 between
1982 and 1997. The supply of non-profit programs grew by 43 percent, with a 77
percent increase in the number of paid employees in the same period (Blau 2001).
Given that hours of work have increased for most American workers during deese y
there is little reason to believe that child-care workers are not avgnagire working
hours. In addition, the report “Losing Ground in Early Childhood Education: Declining
Workforce Qualifications in an Expanding Industry, 1974-2004” shows that average
gualifications of those caring for our young children have declined (Herzenberg.2005a

Labor Turnover

Labor turnover is calculated by determining the percentage of labor whose
employment ends within a year or other specified period. Nationally, pnsgeport
annual turnover anywhere from zero to 100 percent, though few report complete

turnover in any given year.

14



Typically, high turnover is more likely in markets with low-paid, low-skilled
and low-educated workers. The case of child care is particularly egregioass Alce
economy’s expansions and contractions or recessions, i.e., the business cycle, and
despite above-average levels of education and training among U.S. child-caresworker
at least one-third continue to leave their jobs each year, a trend nearly dousertie
U.S. job turnover rate (U.S. Department of Labor 1998, quoted in Whitebook and Bellm
1999; Blau 2001).

As noted in the first chapter, persistently high rates of teacher turnoves in thi
industry undermine the quality of service provided, impede the development of
consistent relationships between children and caregivers, interfere viditents social
and cognitive development, destabilize work environments, and hinder the development
of skillful teaching teams.

There are different types of turnover in this labor market, and it is impaootant t
distinguish between them: position, job and occupational turnBesitionturnover
describes movement of a teacher from one classroom to another within the program or
to a different program site within the same agency. This may be due to moemoti
agency expansion, or a desire to work with a different age group. This type of turnover
typically is considered positive, though it can be disruptive, especially if it happe
often. However, it can be somewhat stabilizing in a program if, for exarhple, t
children’s new teacher is someone they are a little familiar with, haeeg them
around the program (Whitebook and Bellm 1999).

Jobturnover occurs when a teacher leaves a particular program. Such turnover

may be involuntary, resulting from dismissal, or voluntary, such as when arteache
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leaves for a better-paying job (Whitebook and Sakai 2004). Usually considered negative
turnover unless a poorly qualified teacher is leaving, voluntary job turnover happens for
many reasons including when people must leave the work they love even though they
and the program would prefer them to stay. Job turnover affects the stabilithitf’'a
relationship to teachers and is hard for children, especially if it happens often and they
lose a trusted and dependable caregiver. It is unsettling to program operations, and
directors and co-workers suffer, particularly as they try to nhegt daily child-to-staff
ratios in response to staff departures.

Occupationalkturnover happens when a teacher not only leaves her program but
also leaves the ECE field entirely. Lijab turnover, this is very disruptive to daily life
for children, families and programs. It is bad for the child-care labor podinigthe
return on investments in professional development since it is typically tiee-be
educated and more-experienced teachers who leave for a better-payingioecupa
Many in the child-care field have friends and ex-colleagues who left cdrédand
became public school teachers, or moved into better-paying jobs in relatedvoage-g
or service industries in order to support their famili@scupationakurnover is
especially burdensome in the field as it reduces the pool of qualified candidates and
often prolongs the process to fill vacancies.

More specifically, annuaccupationakurnover for program staff only
(excluding all other child-care workers) is estimated at 19 percent. Invatinds, of
the approximately 30 percent of staff who leave each year, roughly 2 in 3 leave the

field. Whitebook, Sakai, Gerber and Howes (2001) assume that this number is a very
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conservative estimate across all paid caregivers and settings, astepemsier the
business cycle.

Both occupationalandjob turnover plague the field, and these are what | focus
on in this project. Generally, when people talk about turnover in child-care, they are
referring to job and occupational turnover, both of which are high (Whitebook and
Bellm 1999).

Some turnover of caregivers is expected. The need for teachers chalegetsas
of enroliment rise and fall when families move and cohorts of children grow. Often
these transitions are expected and are part of a staffing plan. In additiormrabéas
amount of mobility and opportunities for advancement is needed to attract highly
qualified teachers. Nonetheless, most transitions due to teacher turnovéficare tdi
plan for and adjust

Child-care workers say turnover is a serious drain on time and energy, making
them redo schedules, cover for departed or unqualified staff, and undertake lengthy
search and hiring procedures. But children and staff are not the only onesidfiecte
this labor turnover, note Whitebook and Bellm (1999). High turnover is the number-one
child-care problem (other than fees) with which parents are dissatidigdlisrupts
their lives and destabilizes their child’s relationship with his/her cazegBecond,
employers find parent-employees less focused on work when their child-care
arrangements are unstable (Whitebook and Bellm 1999).

Research on Turnover

Research has shown that programs with high turnover are far less able to meet

improvement goals or gain accredited status, both important to improving quality
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(O’'Connor 2000). Programs with high turnover are unable to provide stability and
continuity or build trust for children or caregivers. As the authoFs@in Neurons to
Neighborhoods: The Science of Early Childhood Developstats:
The time is long overdue for society to recognize the significance of out-of-
home relationships for young children, to esteem those who care for them when
their parents are not available, and to compensate them adequately as a means of
supporting stability and quality in these relationships for all children, resggsrdl
of their family’s income and irrespective of their developmental needs.
(National Research Council and Institute of Medicine 2000, 7)
When the council’s study was first released, it was hailed by many advogates a
validation that children’s early years are far more important than soemignized.
From elected officials to parents, more people started asking about how chpleinein s
their first few years. New players emerged, and in some states, incMdssachusetts,
polices were enacted and money was found to give more support to ECE programming.
Many states, including North Carolina beginning in 1994, Washington in 2000,
and Florida and Wisconsin in 2003, have implemented wage supplementation programs
to encourage teachers to attain more education and remain in the child-care field,
thereby improving quality.The U.S. Child Care WAGE$ Project administered by
various states provides education-based salary supplements to low paid teachers,
directors and family child-care providers who work with children through age 5.
Supplements, which vary by state, tend to increase incrementally as bencaraarks
met, and range from a few hundred dollars a year to $3,000 a year (Brandon 2006).
Not surprisingly, evaluations of these projects show turnover is affected by the
value of staying and the opportunity cost of leaving (Brandon 2006). With very low

pay, and low or no entry requirements, there is little cost to leaving this job or

profession. Some evaluations have shown marginal improvements and others indicate a
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positive short-term impact on the ability to attract better-qualified &xac@nd reduce
turnover. Unfortunately, a statistically significant improvement in ti@iatives does

not equate to a large-enough effect to achieve an ECERS-R “Good” qualityaiatong
reduce turnover by more that a few percentage points (Brandon 2006, 32). These result
indicate that a far greater increase in ECE teacher pay is needétEHdo Eompete in

the labor market for workers with the education and training that lead to high quality
care.

Others studies of ECE turnover suggest ways to address staffing problems. The
National Institute for Out-of-School Time studied turnover in school-age programs
throughout eastern Massachusetts. Eleven programs developed action plans to address
issues important to lowering turnover rates, implemented the plans and assessed the
results. One of the most effective supports received by the programs duritugthe s
was consultation with an accountant who had knowledge of the child-care industry. The
consultant worked with programs on enhancing revenues and decreasing expenses to
find funds for new staff support. In a few cases, the consultant helped the program find
ways to provide staff with benefits, slightly higher salaries, or pay fa $ipent in
training or planning (O’Connor 2000).

In addition, participating programs each received an incentive grant to
implement strategies they thought would reduce turnover. Some sites éirrance
annual staff retreat or paid for staff to participate in regular stadfings as a way to
increase staff decision-making and communication within the program. Sase si
funded professional development opportunities for staff. One site used the funds to offer

a bonus for staff successfully recruited and retained for more than a yegroMbese
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strategies affect a program’s working environment, and | look at them prectia
using my data set.

The outcomes were encouraging, with teachers and directors buying into the
process and committing to their plans of action. However, the effect on turnover rates
was unclear. Certain determinants of turnover such as wages and overall working
conditions could not be adequately addressed or measured in the scope of the project
(O’Connor 2000).

Taking on Turnover: An Action Guide for Child Care Center Teachers and
Directors (Whitebook and Bellm 1999) was written to help teaching staff and
administrators explore together how to make their ECE programs places inheamtl
their co-workers could grow and develop in their careers, while providing stauitity
continuity for children. This how-to book helps programs define their problem, its cost,
and whom it affects. Through a series of exercises, it directs teams tcowearkl t
solutions collectively, addressing four key areas: the program’s worloamant;
recruitment and hiring; compensation; and substitute policies. The book is helpful for
programs, but programs alone cannot solve the aggregate problem for the industry.

In their conclusion, the authors note it will require a community effort to address
high turnover in child care. They suggest numerous advocacy and community efforts to
get others to recognize the effect and cost on the community if childecateet
turnover continues its present course. Imagine they ask, what would happen if all child
care workers did not show up for work tomorrow. While working with other
stakeholders in the community can help increase awareness and reducettbe &ala

frustration caused by high turnover, it does not address turnover at the macro-level. It
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leaves it to staffs to work out. Relying on those already over-worked and under-paid
further hinders this self-help approach.

The Costs of Care

Quality child care is expensive and highly labor intensive. In current dohars, t
investment, i.e., the cost is large for families and communities. In cersed-bhild
care, labor accounts for 70 percent of all costs (Helburn 1995; Blau 2001). There is littl
data available on the price incurred for other inputs such as materials and supplies,
operating insurances, training, administration, advertising, and bricks aret .
community or government incurs expenses in supporting ECE services by providing
subsides for children, higher education programs for workers, regulation and licensing
staffs.

Studies have shown benefits to children, communities and government outweigh
ECE expenditures. Measurable benefits in the short-term include incred®eand
academic achievement, as well as long-term effects, such as improventegts
school graduation rates, crime, welfare enrollment, income, and tax revenue. (See
Karoly et al. 1998; Barnett 1995; Currie 2001.) One study conducted by Karoly and
colleagues (1998) under very conservative assumptions showed a dollar savings of
more than 2-1 to government alone on the Perry Preschool Project, a well-known early
intervention program with evaluation data on its subjects through midlife. In a speech i
June 2008, then-Senator Barack Obama spoke of up to $10 in future reduced health-care
costs, crime and welfare expenditures for every dollar spent now on ECE programs

(Grumman 2009).
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Despite public opinion polls indicating a willingness to subsidize ECE,
government-subsidy programs do not provide adequate funding (Early Education for
All 2000). While the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) is the biggest of the
government subsidy programs in terms of expenditures, at $9 billion in 1999, it is
estimated that CCDF serves only 12 to 15 percent of eligible children (U.S. idephart
of Health and Human Services 1999, 2000; Blau 2001). In September 2005, The
National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) reported thet onl
1in 7 eligible children are receiving subsidies.

Families needing organized child care, be they single-guardian or twat-pare
families, are juggling home, work and/or school, and sometimes other carg-givin
responsibilities. During 2003-2004, average annual child-care expenses fonéull-t
care of a preschool child ranged from $3,016 in Alabama to $9,628 in Massachusetts.
This cost represents 40.7 percent of median single-parent family income in
Massachusetts (National Association of Child Care Resource and Refgeradiés
2005). Nationally in 1995, of families in poverty who paid for care, child-care fees
consumed 35 percent of their income compared to 7 percent for other families (Blau
2001, 26).

These fees are extremely burdensome for low-income families and impossibl
for some to meet. Yet parental fees cover less than half the true cos, arahr
government and other contributions only cover another third. It is estimatetehat
balance, 20 percent, is borne by the caregiver through foregone earningsttey
receive in other sectors of the labor market (National Research Countikéitde of

Medicine 2000, 321).
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In 1999, the average daily market rates (fee or price) in fﬁ@émentile for
center-based, full-time care (six or more hours per day for 30 or more hourk)arwee
Massachusetts was $42.25 for infants, $37.77 for toddlers, and $30.58 for preschoolers.

Table 1: Massachusetts 1999 Daily Market Rates

25" percentile 50" percentile 75" percentile
Care type average average average
Infant care $37.94 $42.25 $46.90
Toddler care 34.17 37.77 42.06
Preschool care 27.97 30.58 34.27

Source:Author’s calculations based on data from Workpl&otutions April 2000.

Note: Care type as defined by DEEC: infant care is fiés from birth up to 15 months old; toddler
care is for children ages 15 months to 33 monttesghoolers are children ages 2 years 9 months and
older but under age 7 years and not yet in firatgr

Massachusetts, like most states, offers child-care subsidies — financia
assistance given to eligible parents for child care provided by an elthilbdecare
provider. However, there are time limits, strict eligibility criteaad long waiting lists
of thousands of children as detailed earlier in this chapter. Families méy fpral
assistance because of low incomes, medical problems, early parenting emgrobl
parenting that put children at risk of abuse or neglect. Eligibility is datedrfor no
more than six-month periods and renewable only under certain conditions.
Nevertheless, there is a long waiting list of eligible parents for stdisidized child
care. When a subsidy becomes available, most parents have to make up thedlifferenc
between the subsidy and the cost of care. If eligible parents lose their joarelayty
entitled to child-care assistance while looking for paid employmentritaamum of

eight weeks.
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The Costs of Caring

Most child-care jobs do not pay a living wage, offer significant benefits, nor
enable providers to deliver the best care and education for children (Center foridhe C
Care Workforce 1998). Nationally in 2000, the mean annual earnings for parking-lot
attendants were higher than for child-care workers: $15,080 compared to $14,830
(Massachusetts OCCS April 2001, 5).

Child care is an industry that does not reward education. The mean annual full-
time equivalent salary for a child-care worker in Massachusetts was $17,880
(Massachusetts OCCS April 2001, 5) even though 47 percent of lead teachers have at
least a bachelor’'s degree (Massachusetts Child Care Resource amal Rietsvork
2000)° Note that the federal poverty level was only a few hundred dollars below this, at
$17,050 for a family of four.

Preschool teachers in public schools and in child-care programs have many of
the same teaching responsibilities and care for the same age childviassachusetts
in 2000, the highest median hourly wage (across the six regions) paid to child-care
teachers was $11.00, usually with few benefits. The state’s annual turnover rate
consistently hovered at about 29 percent for these teachers (Massachukkfaehi
Resource and Referral Network, 2000). As reportédument Data on the Salaries
and Benefits in the U.S. Early Childhood Education Workf(2604), wages in 2001
averaged $33.50 per hour for Massachusetts’s public-school preschool teachers. In 1999
the turnover rate for Massachusetts’s public school kindergarten teachensppresc
teachers’ closest “professional”’ peers, was 9.9 percent (MassachuGesApril

2001, 1). During this period, state unemployment rates ranged from 3.3 percent in 1999
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to 3.7 percent in 2001, dipping to 2.7 in 2000 (Massachusetts Division of Career
Services and Division of Unemployment Assistance 2005). In this strong engribym
climate, ECE teachers in child-care programs earned, on average, abdnirtcothe t
hourly wage while experiencing turnover rates three times greater thanrhmsblic
schools

Other studies report similar figures. The BLS reports the median agennahgs
of Massachusetts’s preschool teachers, mostly in child-care prograr@®,@805in
2002. On the other hand, in the same year, the state’s kindergarten teachers’ median
earnings were $46,550, and elementary school teachers earned more (BLS 2002 as
reported in Marshall et al. 2005).

Sufficient financing is key to quality education at every age. Traditionallyein t
ECE market, wages are directly connected to family fees, which meingatenot be
increased. Public-school teacher salaries (kindergarten through grade 1) oege
broad tax base. One reason society has approved public financing of teaehies isal
because we know parental fees alone are insufficient to pay professianaksdlhe
benefit trained and dedicated teachers contribute to the production of an educated
citizenry is publicly recognized and funded. However, it now is clear that headioes
not begin at age five and nor should education. While public subsidies try to support
qguality ECE, these subsidies reach a very small segment of the industry. Weemust
creative to remedy the low wage/high turnover link in ECE, but to do so the connection

between low wages and insufficient fees must be broken.
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Those Paid to Care

One director of a non-union program wrote at the end of her survethe
crux of the problem of great teachers leaving — they have to get jobs that pay more!”

Teachers (non-union) made similar comments in their surveys:

“The laughable pay drives most reasonable people away.”

“Teachers in our program are underpaid and have NO benefits.”

Marshall, Dennehy, Johnson-Staub and Robeson (2005) estimated that in 2003
about 30 percent of child-care workers in Massachusetts held a bachelor’s or highe
degree in early childhood education or a related field, while about 20 percent held an
associate’s degree. (Typically directors and lead teachers hold théobaatrehigher
degrees.)

The Commonwealth’s child-care workforce is diverse. For example, ds asuc
22 percent of the workforce (including Head Start) is Hispanic or Latino [idhet al.
2005). Nationally, only 11 percent of the center-based child-care workforce was
Hispanic or Latino in 2000 (Burton et al. 2002, 24). This diversity is strength. It
expands the pool of qualified teachers and helps ensure children benefit from the
diversity of their communities. One of the goals of the DEEC is to “support higityqual
ECE programs that reflect the diversity of the Commonwealth.” The race and ethni
make-up of Massachusetts’s children ages 3 to 5 in 1999 was:

74 percent white (non-Hispanic);
11 percent Hispanic or Latino;
6 percent black (non-Hispanic);

4 percent Asian/Pacific Islander;
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4 percent other (including multi-racial children).

Program staffs (excluding Head Start) in Massachusetts are moyetdiku
non-Hispanic white (80 percent) or non-Hispanic black (8 percent) than are therchildr
they serve. However, staffs are less likely to be Hispanic or Latino (8peoceédsian
(2 percent) compared to Massachusetts’ child population. In addition to ethnik, racia
and socioeconomic diversity, Massachusetts enjoys a number of language groups
throughout its ECE workforce, including Spanish, Russian, Portuguese, Chinese,
Hmong, Vietnamese, Khmer, Creole and others (Marshall et al. 2005; author’s data
2003).

Child-care teachers are overwhelmingly female, 97 percent nayiamadl994
(Blau 2001, 8). This may contribute to the low wages and low level of respect accorded
many in the field, and thus affect turnover. But even compared with other primarily
female occupations (excluding health-care aides), turnover rates in childredrigh
(For more on gender and occupation see Folbre 1994 or Joy 1998.) The annual
demographic supplement to the March Current Population Survey is one of the few
sources covering the entire child-care market and can help document the rate of
turnover. The CPS does not include job changes, but it does identify occupation
changes and changes in employment status between a worker’s longest job hgld duri
the previous year and their job, if any, held at the date of the survey. From 1977 to
1998, CPS data confirms that a child-care worker is more likely to changeyens
than the average woman in another profession (Blau 2001).

Nationally, the breakdown by age of program teachers and assistant teachers in

1999 was:
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7 percent 18 years or younger;

34 percent 19 to 25 years (“young”);

17 percent 26-30 years;

34 percent 31-50 years (“mature”);

7 percent 51 years or older (Whitebook, Howes, and Phillips 1990,

guoted in Burton et al. 2002, 25; Blau 2001, 31).

One third of teachers is of “mature” age and perhaps offer some experience.
Another third is “young,” ages 19 to 25. These teachers may be passing through these
jobs as they work toward something else, or they may have new early childhood
education credentials. The percentage of teachers in the middle, ages 26 to 30, drops to
17 percent. This may be explained by the high turnover in entry-level assiatddrte
jobs, where training and education requirements are minimal, or among young college
graduates, who leave for better-compensated careers. This data teatethls thild-
care workforce is ageing, and the most educated cohort is in its 50s. As noted
previously, occupational turnover is especially high among qualified teachachers
entering the field and new hires are often less qualified than their predecds
Massachusetts in 1999, 48 percent of newly hired teachers were less qualifigetitha
predecessors, according to program directofha Cost and Quality of Full Day,
Year-round, Early Care and Education in Massachusetts: Preschool Classrooms
(2001).

“For the work that is done and taking care of other people’s children, it is hard

to call out or leave if your own child is sick. This to me is a big problenote one
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union teacher who responded in her survey that itesy‘likely that she will leave her
job and the field within the next 12 months.

Why does anyone stay in this low-wage, physically and emotionally dkngan
field? That many women are willing to supply their labor for low compensation when
there are better paying positions in other sectors suggests there are noarpecu
benefits to working in child car&eacher altruism is often seen when teachers are
committed to the mission of teaching although in a market economy it can beya costl
attribute for the worker. Good feelings and satisfaction from work are inmp@a
enticing, but do not pay the bills. On the other hand, child-care work may provide more
schedule flexibility and worker autonomy when compared to other low-wage wwork. F
example, a program director may not be able to offer more in wages, but can allow
flexibility in work time to accommodate teachers with families ofrtbein. Teachers
usually are able to structure and run their classrooms as they prefer, @rthin c
limits. These characteristics are rare in low-wage jobs and add some apgekl-t
care work.

Conclusion

Both chapters 1 and 2 have tried to demonstrate the importance and magnitude
of the turnover problem in the child-care labor market. Cognitive research and
economic studies have demonstrated both the present and long-term benefits of quality
ECE to children and communities. Yet this commodity is, in a manner of speaking, a
square peg trying to fit into a market of round holes. The price of ECE faila the
guality or increase the quantity of good ECE. Buyers do not know what quality ECE

looks like, and when they do they often cannot find or afford it. Teachers entrusted wit
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the care and education of our children must meet few if any requirements and as such
are often compensated poorly and leave the field for better opportunities in other
sectors.

This situation has not gone unnoticed. Studies are being conducted in other
disciplines — education, child development, child psychology, business, sociology, and
labor studies. Colleges are creating new ECE programs to increasestbetbz
gualified labor pool. Philanthropists are researching new program models Wlth sta
funding streams. Community agencies are creating public awareness pragthms
materials to educate families on what quality ECE is and why therevanel
substitutes. State and federal governments are debating how best to makd&qQiali
available and affordable.

“We need more training money, higher wages and more subsidies in this state,”
wrote one union-program director

Qualified child-care workers need more reasons to stay in the field. They
deserve respect both within and outside their workplaces. Within, respect can take the
form of better compensation, professional development opportunities, and a
professional work environment with communication and decision processes appropriate
to the education and experience they bring to the job. Outside, respect can include our
knowledge and recognition of quality, a unified public agency to support, monitor and
analyze effective practices, an enlightened legislature, and a staeeestream that
encourages the production of quality ECE. Many ideas are being tried in differsnt pa
of the county, and | will discuss some of them in the final chapter when considering

future possibilities for new actions and policies.
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An ECE labor market where competitive compensation reflects the experience
and education of labor is a practical goal. Yet in a fiscally constrainddetmean
employees and employers create a better working and thereby learniraoperant for

all stakeholders?
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Notes

! Massachusetts Department of Early Education and Care (DEEC) officiall
came “on-line” July 1, 2005. It was created by an act of legislation and tookever t
functions of the Massachusetts Office of Child Care Services (OCC)afttly
Learning Services Division of the Department of Education (DOE). OCCS alyd Ear
Learning Services of DOE no longer exist. However | refer to both OCCS and Early
Learning Services of DOE whenever the original reference does, and whieaever
discussing distinctions between the two departments. In the first yBC Dan both
service delivery systems primarily as they were but has createdtegeated service
system. DEEC is supervised and guided by an independent board, the Board of Early
Education and Care, and led by its own Commissioner.

% The term “center-based” refers to a legal entity (not a family)rtimet one or
more child-care programs in non-residential building(s) or space. | @iserth
“program” when speaking of any single operation that provides child care.

% North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) replacedUtise
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system.

4 U.S. Child Care WAGES$ Project programs include: WAGE$ North Carolina
www.childcareservices.orgWashington Career & Wage Ladder
www.econop.org/Policy-EarlyLearning&Care.htridVAGE$ Florida
www.fcforum.org Wisconsin R.E.W.A.R.D.
www.dwd.state.wi.us/dws/programs/childcare/teach/reward.htm

> A percentile refers to value on a scale of one hundred that indicates whether a
distribution is above or below it. TheB@ercentile means that half of the distributions
(market prices in this case) are below 50 percent and half are above.

® While annual salaries for child-care workers in Massachusetts are tiighe

the national mean, the cost of living in the Boston area was 140 percent greatee than t
average U.S. city in 1999 (Massachusetts OCCS April 2001, 6).
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CHAPTER 3
THEORY AND MODEL

In this chapter, | introduce Albert Hirschman'’s theory of “exit and voice” and
the relationship of “voice” to labor turnover. By learning to identify the presence and
opportunity of “voice” in different child-care workplaces, | hope to gain insigbt i
where and why turnover rates differ in this industry. | look beyond marketefailur
discussed in the previous chapter at some of the labor economic literature on turnover,
unionism and labor market segmentation. Then, | present my research hypatdeses a
conceptual model of voice and exit. My focus is on those who provide care to children.
One purpose of this project is to consider a possible non-wage solution to the high
turnover problem in ECE.

Voice

Some economic theories predict that turnover will be lower in firms where
“voice” is a recognized and established alternative to exit, i.e., to quittingohomist
Albert Hirschman'’s terms, “voice” refers to the use of direct communitaito bring
actual and desired conditions closer together (1970). “Voice” reduces the prgbabilit
that workers will quit by providing workers with a voice and management with a
response in determining rules and conditions of work, by instituting grievance and
arbitration procedures for appealing supervisors’ decisions and demands, and by
publicly negotiating wages and benefits desired by workers. This can leadoi@ a
stable workforce than where voice alternatives to exit do not exist or aresdot us

In 1970, Hirschman wrote that economists have paid little attention to what he

calls “repairable lapses in economic actors.” He gives two reasons ftmelisct” and
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later questions its justification. First, this is due largely to the ratiomaMi@ assumed

of economic actors responding to given demand and supply conditions. Second, the
traditional competitive economic model does not require recovery from lapsesasince
one firm loses out others step in and consume its market share and factors of
production, which in the end may be a better allocation of resources. He questions this
justification, noting that the above assumptions cannot be an accurate repesentati

the real world.

Forty years later, there are many more critiques and alternatweethéo the
traditional model of a competitive economy where comparative advantageiandlrat
behavior explain most actions and outcomes. However, in 1970 most economists were
reluctant to consider mechanisms other than competition for restoring lagiyegt act
correcting poor decisions. Hirschman saw voice, a tool often used by politicalstsjent
as a useful alternative when the competitive mechanism is not available, or as a
complement to competition.

When a product or service deteriorates in quality, the exit option is demonstrated
when consumers stop purchasing the firm’s commodity or members leave the
organization. Alternatively, the voice option is demonstrated when customers or
members express their dissatisfaction directly to those in charge or thengyalg
protest to anyone who will listen. In both cases, management is pushed to find and
correct the problem.

There are institutions such as families, voluntary associations, unions and
political parties where exit is not typically a desired option to attain sbarege or

satisfaction. The principal way members express their dissatisfantthese
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organizations is by making their voice heard. While exit is usually cleaeithél exit

or don’t), impersonal and indirect, voice is not. It is “messy,” often graduated, and
requires people to speak of critical options without anonymity. Thus many economists
see it as less efficient than exit (Hirschman 1970).

In our time of political and economic upheaval, it is clear that change in $ocieta
commercial or environmental practices and policies cannot be accomplished wholly
through the exit option. Likewise with child-care programs. The exit option aldine
not force improvement in the quality of ECE delivered. Here the voice option is a
timely and effective substitute and complement to exit.

Labor often chooses to exercise voice over exit because it is more graduated.
Exit assumes a take-it-or-leave-it process; one is either faithfulitordwas to the
organization. Rather, there is another possibility, articulation, whereby tlkerwor
demonstrates both, independence of thought and allegiance to the organization.

If voice is chosen over exit to express dissatisfaction with the currenticondit
its effectiveness increases with its volume, up to a certain point. In additiom |atioe
chooses voice over exit to alert management to its problems or failings, labstoee
allow management time to respond. Clearly, voice is not a quick fix; but neither is a
revolving door of workers or customers.

To date, no systematic empirical research has been done on this subject in child
care, even though turnover is considered extremely high in this industry. | focus on
whether a system of direct communication and shared decision making can help reduce
labor turnover. | look at unionized and non-unionized programs to see if programs with

firmly established voice alternatives to exit have lower exit rates.
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Labor Market

Non-familial child care in the United States today is primarily a ¢eesérvice
market activity. Yet competitive market mechanisms have not produced a level of
turnover at all similar to other education or female-dominated service iresustrhile
we agree that turnover rates are too high to achieve quality ECE, there aarno cl
guidelines as to what is a desirable or acceptable turnover rate. Many indheachi
industry consider an annual turnover rate of 10 percent (the approximate rate for publi
school kindergarten teachers) highly desirable but are unsure if it is attainable

A classic market adjustment mechanism for dealing with social and eaonomi
problems is the exit and entry of workers. Individuals respond to a divergencerbetwee
what they want and their actual situation by exercising freedom of choicmlwolity.

By leaving bad jobs for good jobs, qualified workers penalize bad employers and
reward good ones. This can lead to an overall improvement in efficiency. Yeatbere
markets, such as child care, where this exit and entry mechanism does more than
penalize bad employers. Costs incurred from interruptions and instability iniopsrat
insufficient or inexperienced staffing, increased hiring and trainingiées, and lose

of firm-specific knowledge can be considerable for employers. In addiid&CE
programs the remaining workers, children, parents, and parents’ employersrmmlzur s
difficulties due to a departing teacher.

Two out of three workers who leave child-care jobs leave the field entirely
(Massachusetts OCCS April 2001, 3). These departing workers are typicady m
experienced and better trained than the workers who stay, their qualificatomisg

them better employment choices. Child-care programs and their custoenksf$ tr
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deal with the difficulties and instability caused by staff turnover. Thadespillovers
can have long-lasting effects, especially on children from poor and minority
households, as noted in the first chapter.
Unionism

Many economists question whether the entry-exit market mechanism isyhe onl
adjustment mechanism for the optimal operation of the economy (Freeman and Medoff
1984). In labor economic theory on unionism, two elements are often highlighted. Both
of these, the monopoly and the voice/response elements, lead to expectations of lower
labor turnover, though the degree varies by industry. The monopoly element reduces
turnover by raising wages above the competitive level (the monopoly-wagg. éfffext
voice/response element lowers turnover by creating desirable workingicosdind
providing discontented workers with a voice alternative to quitting.

Freeman and Medoff find that unionism greatly reduces the exit behavior of
workers paid the same wages (their “voice effect”). They also find thabibe effect
has a greater impact on exit than the monopoly-wage effect. In other words, eshioniz
workers quit at lower rates than otherwise comparable non-union workers, due more to
the fact that unionization transforms work sites through “voice” rather than through
raising wages. Another of their findings is that unionization has a larget efféenure
in the service industry than in manufacturing or construction. This makes chila care
particularly interesting industry to study.

Voice options abound in unions. Collective bargaining provides union workers
with an important voice through the process of negotiating for better wages, yenefit

job safety, hours and working conditions. Other voice options are specified in
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Collective Bargaining Agreements. For example, a CBA typically cosif@iocedures
for solving grievances, thereby providing workers with a voice between contrac
negotiations. Grievance procedures are an established, agreed upon method for solving
work related-problems and identify allowable processes for dealing wislibpos
disciplinary action, complaints among workers and between workers andenaarag
and procedures for lay-offs and severance. These voice structures arearotras in
non-union workplaces.
Labor Market Segmentation

The failure of economic theory to take into account employers’ caring about the
amount of effort a worker expends is a flaw in the standard competitive model. Bulow
and Summers (1986) developed a model of dual labor markets where, in order to
motivate employees, employers may find it profitable to increase theitoriagi
efforts or to pay workers above the competitive wage to make quitting more oostly t
the worker. Employers typically do this to lower turnover or attract hightguali
workers. These actions on the part of employers help to create primary andasgc
sectors. The primary sector where there is good use of monitoring technologgsonta
“good jobs” with wages above the market-clearing wage, job security, guhsésle
career paths. These working conditions tend to create trust, commitment and lower
turnover in the workplace. The secondary sector is characterized by menial jobs wit
lower wages, no real career path, and little to no monitoring as described by Doeringe
and Piore (1971).

Workers in the primary sector want to avoid secondary sector jobs because of

the lower compensation, lack of advancement opportunities, and menial work, so they
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are willing to expend more effort. Workers in the secondary sector envy workbes
primary sector but are unable to bid for primary-sector jobs by offering éplcwver
wages. If they did, primary workers would have an incentive to lower their effost, t
defeating the employer’s original reason for paying the higher wage.

For example, a secondary-sector worker tells the employer they angwolido
the primary-sector worker’s job for a lower wage. The employer accegisays less
to the secondary-sector worker for the job that the primary-sector weaksetloing.
However, the primary-sector worker was motivated to work harder by the high wage.
The primary-sector worker’s effort decreases because his/her migikymizing
decision puts him/her at a point where the increased effort necessary teel¢tesdsk
of losing their primary-sector job is no longer worth it since the secondargsus
are always available.

In the private sector, child-care workers tend to earn low wages, erpy litt
advancement opportunities, and experience little monitoring or job competition. These
jobs are in the secondary sector. Wages in this sector are constrainedblok thfe
public funding and the limited ability to raise parental fees. ECE providedgens)
face a dilemma. Many want to offer better wages, which usually leadsé¢o d¢sate, but
fear raising prices will harm the families they serve. Espgdialihis sector, it is risky
for a provider to raise wages (take the high-wage road) to gain the bandfitest
savings described above. This is because with such constrained revenue sources, the
provider may be unable to raise fees or other revenue to recoup the initial expense
despite the cost-savings over time due to increased worker effort anel gleste to

hang on to their job.
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In Massachusetts, primary-sector ECE jobs exist in the public school districts
Districts administer programs though they represent a small percentagestdte’s
ECE industry. Teachers working in the public-school administered ECE programs are
better compensated, have advancement opportunities with specified education and
experience requirements and are unionized. ECE workers in the secondary sgctor env
and compete for the public school positions. ECE teachers working for the public
schools want to avoid ECE jobs in the secondary sector, which are primarily in the
private market. Many workers in the secondary sector, who can attain theamgces
education and training, bid for the better jobs in the public-schools. As such, the ECE
public school openings are filled quickly. This bidding for the primary-sector jobs adds
to the instability in the secondary sector where there are continuous openings. As |
describe in the next chapter, the institutional differences in Massachetgteen the
private-sector ECE programs and those in the public sector were too great tnecombi
into one data set. A fundamental difference is the primary and secondary labdsmarke
that separate thef.

If turnover can be decreased by giving workers more of a say in their wayrk lif
this strategy might lower the risk for secondary-sector employers tthakegh-wage
road by lowering their turnover transactions costs including staff rep&adeand re-
training.

Taking the high-wage road is a choice. In the public-school sector, it is a policy
choice, and for unions, it is a collective decision. This study may help to encourage
private-sector ECE programs to take the high-wage road (high trust, high caanmitm

low turnover) and create a larger primary-sector labor market in this mdis& new
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high-wage providers may increase segmentation in the child-care latdaat foa
squeezing marginal providers. Alternatively, an increase in the percentaig@-ofage
providers may pressure other secondary-sector (low-wage road) providepgdoam
wages and working conditions, thus reducing their turnover, and improving the overall
guality of care and education provided.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

Many factors influence a worker’s decision to stay at their job. Wageeis on
factor, albeit an important one. Others may include benefits (health insutane off,
educational support, etc.), distance to work and/or child’s school, hours of operation,
and program philosophy. Many of these have been studied, but many more remain to be
considered.

Research Question 1:
What working conditions affect teacher turnover in ECE programs in the pivate
market?

To answer this and the following research questions, | conducted surveys of
Massachusetts ECE programs and teachers. Based on the data collected, | group
workplaces according to similarities and differences and calculateativaial turnover
rates.

Out of a pool of possible conditions present at work sites, | identify five that |
call “voice.” These encompass the working relationships and practicesdmetw
management and labor, the culture of interaction among colleagues, paths of promotion,

and processes for making decisions and addressing grievances. (Details otthese fa
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identified as “aspects or product of voice” in my model, are discussed in the next
section and laid out in my model of voice and exit, figure 1.)
Hypothesis 1: The presence and type of worker voice affects turnover in ECE
programs.
Specifically, | believe the following working conditions are important to the
degree and use of voice at ECE workplaces:
e A formal agreed-upon and applied method or policy for solving internal
grievances;
e Aclear and utilized career lattice and compensation schédnie;
e A process that encourages worker voice in policy decisions through the
use of joint committees, meetings and direct communication.
Research Question 2:
How does “voice” differ in nature and quantity across different types of
workplaces?
| compare programs by union status and the regional employment market in
which they operate. | consider the type and quantity of voice in programs, grouped by
union status or regional unemployment levels, an exogenous factor for programk. Then
use the voice variables I've constructed from the data to study voice acKEssvtiTk
sites.
Hypothesis 2: There is more voice in unionized programs, and there is more use
of voice in programs operating in a high-unemployment environment.
However, the aspects of voice most prevalent in union programs may not be the

same aspects used most by programs faced with high-unemployment conditions.
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Research Question 3:
What, if any, is the statistical relationship (correlation) between teaddr turnover
and voice, and how does this relationship vary across workplaces?

Data collection and analysis allow the statistical testing of possiblgoreships
between teacher turnover and voice in different workplaces. Multiple regression
analysis unveils a relationship between union status, wages, voice and turnover,
elaborated on in chapter 6. After accounting for wages, the presence, type and use of
worker voice has a measurable affect on turnover.

Hypothesis 3: There is a negative relationship between teacher turnover and

voice that varies little across ECE workplaces.

Specifically, as the use of voice increases, | expect that teacher turnover
decreases.

A Model of Voice and Exit

My model illustrated in figure 1 at the end of this chapter, shows the
relationships and variables, including turnover, unionization status and aspects of voice
to be tested. Reading figure 1 from left to right and drawing on my hypotheses, the
basic relationship (correlation) is that a change in union status, i.e., from 0 to 1 when
unionized, is associated with more (positive “+”) voice and less (“-”) turndvatrjg,
fewer exits.

Union status and teacher compensation data come directly from the completed
surveys. Union Status is shown in figure 1 as “a cause of voice” because unionization
involves negotiation between management and labor, thereby allowing voice into the

process. “Other causes of voice” identified in the lower left corner of figure 1 ar
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management policies that may simulate best practices. These operateaméeay as
union status, a change to good management policies, i.e., from 0 to 1, is associated with
more (“+”) voice and less (“-") turnover.

Other research noted earlier has demonstrated that compensation caaladfect |
turnover. Increased wages and/or benefits due to unionization or management decree
typically have a dampening effect on turnover rates. As stated in Hypothesisel, voi
can operate in the same way. Thus more voice can lead to less turnover. How much
voice leads to reduced turnover is the subject of Research Questions 2 and 3.

Voice is operationalized through survey questions on program practices and
policies. The “aspects of voice” in the center box of figure 1 are:

e A signed CBA where both sides of the labor relationship negotiate
policies and procedures for their workplace;

e A formal agreed-upon and applied procedure or policy for solving
internal grievances;

e A process for making decisions that includes consideration of both labor
and management perspectives though the use of joint committees;

¢ Regularly-scheduled staff meetings on paid time with management and
labor participation; and

e Annual performance reviews incorporating management’s and labor’s
goals.

In this industry, one policy that has developed through workers’ voice is a
formal career and compensation lattice. This is a tool that provides stdiffs wit
information for planning their training and career path, allowing labor to fmecus
improving skills rather than competing with colleagues in a vacuum of unknown
benchmarks used by management to determine compensation and promotions. In figure

1, this “product of voice” is shown in a small box linked to “aspects of voice.”
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Other factors can influence turnover rates and play a role in a progranmedl over
working culture. Cooperative attitudes, trust and respect among staff and manggem
along with training and advancement opportunities are covered in the surveys and can
also be outcomes from management’s best practices. | list these, fatticisare not
ranked, in the lower center box. Causes of voice can increase or improve (“+”) these
other factors, and as with aspects of voice, lead to less (“-") turnover.

While not all variables are specified in figure 1, independent, dependent and
control variables will be described in the research design in the next chapter.

Conclusion

Many aspects of the child-care market such as supply and demand interaction,
product differentiation and price signaling, firm and wage competition, and itrenelx
entry of workers do not respond according to the theories detailed in chapters 2 and 3.

Hirschman believed that the voice option was under used, and | think he would
not say differently now. Child care’s unique market characteristics and various
purchasers, users, benefactors, regulators, workers, and suppliers make it a good
industry in which to study “articulation” as a mechanism toward change and/or
“recovery,” as Hirschman might put it.

As Freeman and Medoff (1984) found, unionism greatly reduces the exit
behavior of workers paid the same wages, and unionized workers quit less than their
comparable non-union colleagues, due more to unionization transforming work sites
through “voice” than through simply raising wages.

In child-care, labor market segmentation does not only pigeon-hole workers but

also children. ECE programs operating in the primary-sector labor maeketgrand
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therefore serve fewer children than the more common programs operating in the
secondary-sector. A process to lift up these secondary-sector workers woliid bene
many.

Much influences a worker’s decision to stay or quit their job or field. Having a
voice at their workplace, such as representation on empowered comnmittees a
effective procedures to handle grievances fairly, may reduce theihbkeliof exiting.
Given the nature and structure of unions, it seems reasonable to propose that there is
more voice in use at unionized ECE programs. If so, then as voice increases in the
workplace, | expect turnover will decreabmwever, the type and amount of voice
required to produce such an effect is unclear. Study of these workplace pnaitices
help explain their effect on turnover in the child-care industry. If a managemient st
incorporating voice has a desirable effect on labor turnover, it could prove to be a cost-
effective way to lower turnover in all types of programs and especially tpesating

in the secondary-sector labor market.
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A cause of voice:

Union
status

(1=Yes;
0=No)

Compensaion
(includes wages and
benefits)

TURNOVER
Aspects of Voice:

*Signed CBA

*Formal grievance procedures
*Decision-making committee
*Staff meetings

*Performance reviews

Other causes of
voice—
Management
Policies
(1=Good;
0=Bad)

A product of Voice:

*Formal career &
compensation lattice

+ Other factors—

v

e Cooperative attitudes
e Mutual trust & respect
e Prioritization of staff needs
e Training opportunities

v

e Advancement opportunities

Figure 1: Model of Voice and Exit
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Notes

! This discussion focuses on the formal sector. It does not include what is often
referred to as the informal child-care market which is large, unreguladed an
undocumented. For some, child-care is not a market activity, and for personal and/or
economic reasons they do not want to be part of a process that formalizes timeltype a
cost of care.

2 Nancy L. Marshall et al. (2005) defines “career lattice” as a term ased t
expand the image of a linear career ladder to that of a trellis, withphauydints of
entry, opportunities for lateral movement across settings, age groups, anangt@ga
well as progression from entry levels to advanced professional levels.
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CHAPTER 4
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

My project studies labor turnover in Massachusetts child-care programg car
for 3- to 4-year olds. | define a program as a state licensed, non-resisiéatiapen
year round at least Monday through Friday for six or more hours a day that provides
paid care by non-relatives for 11 or more children. | look for what, other than higher
wages, might lead to lower labor turnover in this industry.

To do this, | developed written surveys to be filled out by directors and teachers
at programs selected for the study. This chapter describes the programescéueds in
the sample, the survey instruments, and the process of data collection. The surveys
asked for information about program characteristics including but not limited to
enrollment, legal status, and qualifications, continuity and compensation ofrstaff. |
addition to information about sample recruitment, selection and participation, this
chapter provides a detailed description of the measures and procedures used for
collecting and preparing the data for analysis.

Research Design

Before designing the surveys, | reviewed existing research to see if the
information | needed had already been gathered in Massachusetesdrezks While
much data exists, none of the research projects | examined asked programs about union
status, nor did they cover the working conditions | seek to identify. Massachusetts
maintains much accessible data on child-care programs, but the data does not contain
information on working conditions or relationships, nor does it identify unionized

workplaces, making comparisons and investigation of these issues impossible with
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existing data. It was clear that | had to design and implement a new d8el@y. |
describe the process leading up to my survey design and beyond.
Advisory Committee

During the design phase, | contacted several prominent child-care pro&ssio
and advocates in Massachusetts to put together an Advisory Committee. The members
have two main responsibilities: first, to comment on aspects of the reseamnch pl
including the survey instruments, sampling and analysis methodologies, and then on the
public report and its dissemination; and second, to lend their names to correspondence
sent to child-care providers in the hope of encouraging participation in the project and
use of the findings in their advocacy work. Eleven people were selected. | wratdto e
one telling them they had been nominated to the study’s Advisory Committee because
of their commitment to and understanding of the state’s ECE workforce. | exptame
study and that the committee was charged with bringing researchersvandtad
together to ensure the project did not waste providers’ time and the outcomes were
useful to advocates and policy-makers. Ten people agreed to participate. Cahtact w
committee members was primarily via email, and none were paid for their
contributions.

The Population

Massachusetts makes a good case study for the impact of unionization, voice
and turnover. The state has a comprehensive system of ECE programs that includes for
profit and non-profit centers, union and non-union programs, preschools and family
child-care providers, with more than 2,300 center-based programs licensedetegulat

and partially funded by DEEC (Marshall et al. 2005). In total, Massachusetthpod
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programs serve more than 165,000 children, most in state-licensed programs in the
private sector (Marshall et al. 2002, 1). There is a mix of urban, suburban and raral site
serving a diverse population. Though not mandated, the ECE community has pushed
programs to earn accreditation from the National Association of Education for Young
Children. Approximately 40 percent of eligible Massachusetts programsaieslsed

by NAEYC, more than in any other state, due largely to the participation BDiQEeas
described below (Massachusetts DEEC 2005b).

The Massachusetts DOE involvement in ECE is unique. The DOE became a
player in the commonwealth’s child-care industry in the early 1990s, seeking topevel
a universal system of early education to support all children by providing dbeess
affordable quality programs. In 1993, under the commonwealth’s Education Reform
Law, Early Learning Services Division of DOE (now part of DEEC) stédtted
Community Partnerships for Children grant program. This program encouraged
communities and groups of communities to form community partnership councils to
expand and improve existing local ECE programs and integrated preschools for 3- to 4-
year-olds with disabilities. In each council, a lead agency managasdhleaspects of
the program and is responsible for overall monitoring. Public schools are the lead
agency for 69 percent of these councils (Massachusetts DEEC 2005b).

The new funding stream from the CPC grant program which has a focus on local
decision-making created some tension between those child-care semed by the
traditional OCCS system of state vouchers and slots and those funded by DOE through
CPC. Nonetheless, as of fiscal year 2004 (FY04), 165 CPC councils had developed

local ECE systems in 336 of the 351 cities and towns in Massachusetts.
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Approximately 22,500 children attend preschool in the public schools (Marshall
et al. 2005). However, public-school run integrated early education programs are
different from those traditionally licensed through OCCS. All programs yuhe
public schools are exempt from OCCS licensing; DOE established its amsihg
standards and set its reimbursement rates higher than OCCS. Unlike tre@@Ga@-
licensed programs, which tend to operate full-time year-round, these pragrais
be part-day and many do not offer services to all children five days a week Bad/or
months a year.

Most teachers at these integrated preschools work for the public schoal.distric
Their jobs typically provide good compensation, require specific education and
experience, and are in the primary sector of the labor market. The job chstiester
and requirements of preschool teachers in the public sector are often tied to public
school teacher compensation and training-requirement ladders. Also, most public school
teachers in Massachusetts are unionized, their salary scales and wonkiiigice
negotiated through collective bargaining. Preschool teachers in programspublic
schools benefit from these aspects of unionization.

For this study, the institutional differences between the OCCS and DOE
programs were too great to lump together, so only OCCS programs (secondajy sect
were used for the sample, and no public-school administered programs (primary sector)
were surveyed. In 2005, the new Department of Early Education and Care took over all
responsibilities of OCCS and Early Learning Services of DOE, briradirsgate ECE

services under one commissioner. Gradually, DEEC is merging the two steinesy
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systems. This includes establishing one set of reimbursement rates; eshatation
and training requirements, and licensing standards.
Unions

Several national unions have child-care workers as members, including the
Service Employees International Union (SEIU), United Auto Workers (UAW),
American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME),
Communications Workers of America (CWA), American Federation of Tea(hEiRQ
and National Education Association (NEA). While unions represent center- and home-
based child-care providers in several states including Pennsylvania, Michigan,
California, lllinois, Oregon, Washington, New York, New Jersey and Massachuasetts
small percent of the nation’s more than two million child-care workers betong t
unions.

Of the roughly 2,300 licensed child-care programs in Massachusetts in January
2003, 44 programs were unionized and represented by either the UAW or SEIU. This
represented approximately 2 percent of all private-sector, licensex-bassed
programs in the state. However, on average, Massachusetts unionized programs are
larger than non-unionized programs. (I will demonstrate this in chapter 5.)
Some Organizing History

For approximately 20 years after 1981, the UAW was the major organizing
force of child-care workers in Massachusetts. Its organizing gyréaegeted large
programs, programs with a high percentage of state subsidy contracts, grappieo
areas where many programs were clustered, typically Lifié@se characteristics have

had an effect on enrollment in union programs over time, which is evident in my data.
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One of the goals of the UAW was to increase child-care workers’ wages.
Campaigns targeted these programs because organizers believed a pronyising wa
raise wages was to get an increase in subsidy rates paid by tHdfstatesidy revenue
increased, this money could be used to raise teacher wages. This was duuccess
strategy. Overall, rates paid by Massachusetts and wages paid tcachilderkers
have risen since the early 1980s, according to market-rate surveys conducted by the
state. Because programs negotiated their own rates with the DepartriBentadf
Services based on their costs, union bargaining representatives were able toeget hig
wages for their members, thus creating a wage premium for unionized atald-c
workers.

However, this changed in 1996 with federal welfare reform (PRWORA), which
required subsidy rates to be set in relation to market prices. The law statadothdy
rates be set at the 75th percentile of market rates (Blau 2001). Thus fantilietate
assistance should have no problem purchasing care from three quarters of the providers
in their area. Average non-union program rates (fees) were in theeb€entile, while
union-rate averages were higher. Each year since rates have beethsetthie based
on regional market rates, non-union programs have received higher rate sthaase
union programs in an effort to close the union gap.

The UAW maintains its existing shops, but stopped actively organizing child-
care programs in Massachusetts in the 1990s. Under its structure, the UAW found
centers costly to maintain, due in part to numerous negotiations with various eraploy
and the state, and supporting its members in the grievance process. Since 2000, the

UAW has not had a significant presence in this industry. Its withdrawal from
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organizing, combined with the changes brought by federal welfare reforedntasa
decrease in the union-wage premium in center-based child-care.
Sampling Frame

Child-care programs were selected from a state-managed list. Thiesam
targeted all full-time, licensed center-based child-care programs statteewith at least
one classroom that cared for 3- and/or 4-year-olds. (All union programs met these
criteria.) | excluded programs that only cared for Head Start populations, tihe publ
school administered programs, and part-day preschool programs. The sampling frame
was the OCCS list as of January 2003. To reduce the possibility of a non-repnesentati
sample, the entire list was used for the design and selection of the sampédlowed
all eligible programs in the state, based on the criteria above, an opportunity to be
selected for the study.
The Sample

The sample includes 59 randomly selected non-unionized programs plus all 44
unionized programs, representing approximately 4.5 percent of the studyeeligibl
programs. The sample is drawn using the Massachusetts Executive Offiealthf &hd
Human Services (EOHHS) six geographical regions, shown in figure 2. | shmpte
non-union providers in regions with more union programs, rather than sampling more
non-union programs in larger population regions. For example, western Massachusetts
has the most unionized programs, so | sampled more non-union programs in this region
than any other. The regions share certain features, including serving amgk-o
middle- and low-income populations, and a variety of center-based child-cgramso

operating on a non-profit and for-profit basis.

55



Western
Central

Southeast

Mass. Executive Office
of Health and Human Services
Regions

Figure 2: Massachusetts EOHHS Regions
Table 2 shows the breakdown of programs in my sample by EOHHS regions.
All unionized programs were included to gain as much specific information ablposs
on whether, and how, unionization affects compensation and turnover. Unionized
programs were identified with the help of the UAW and SEIU.

Table 2: Program Populations and Sample by Region

Non-union Non-union Union population =

Region in population sample union sample
Massachusetts n n n
1. Western 216 17 13
2. Central 212 3 0
3. Northeast 339 4 3
4. Metro West 578 13 10
5. Southeast 364 11 8
6. Boston 196 11 10

Total n 1,905 59 44

(%) (3.1%) (100%)

For the non-union program population, | developed a statistically-valid igtatif

random sample of the remaining eligible programs. After eliminating non-union
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programs that did not fit my criteria, | was left with 1,905 qualifying programs. |
sampled 59 of them, 3.1 percent, as shown in table 2. A total of 103 programs were
selected.

Selection of Respondents

The OCCS list provided program names, addresses, region, telephone numbers,
program size and other licensing criteria. However, it did not provide the names of
directors or teachers. Therefore, | called each program in the samplétte game of
the director. | felt surveys generically sent to “Program Diredtorhanila envelopes
would likely be seen as junk mail and ignored.

To reduce non-response bias, directors received a letter from known advocates
in the child-care field (my Advisory Committee) explaining that economigts a
activists interested in advocating for the child-care community were conguhe
project, and that their participation would help shape child-care public policy
recommendations.

Some directors refused to participate, or | determined by talking with them that
their programs did not meet the project criteria, usually because theyseithed only
Head Start children or ran only a part-day preschool program. Replacemenhgampl
was used to handle ineligible programs.

Teaching-staff Sample

All programs for which directors received and returned their surveys (n=74)
were called again in May 2004 to get the names of their preschool classroomsteache
Lead teachers were not considered for the project because they tend to leatera gr

investment in their child-care career, having opted to gain more quatifisand thus
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longer tenure in the field. Turnover is highest among assistant teachergewisoially
paid the least, have fewest qualifications and tend to leave the field, so tleeyower
surveyed either. In the middle are teachers who typically have been in the figld for
year or more and have a good idea of the work and career opportunities. They do the
bulk of the primary care since they have no supervisory responsibilities.

Teacher turnover is difficult for children, disrupting relationships and stability
as discussed in chapter 2. Teacher turnover is also very difficult and costly for
programs. The Advisory Committee supported the idea that this staff level wasghe
crucial to study recognizing that other position levels do have different beh#vwadr
would not be included. Studying one staff level did limit the range of possible
responses, but at the observation level of the program, staff in similar positions
provided a more level playing field for comparison.

Eligible teachers were full-time employees who had been at theapnagrieast
one year and spoke English. These criteria assured that respondents had some
experience at the program, but it did not allow for a non-English speakirgt&sac
perspective. In a few programs, no teacher met all three criteriarReshealrop that
program from the study, the teacher closest to meeting the critersunwayed. This is
noted in the data. If only one teacher qualified, she was sent a letter and survey
instrument. If more than one teacher qualified, | randomly selected one. Thes$proc
helped reduce selection bias by not allowing the director to select thepadirig
teacher.

| surveyed a director and teacher at each program to get a better viewioigwor

conditions from two perspectives, management and labor, as | felt it inadequatsyto st
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working conditions from only one viewpoint. First | asked directors through the survey
if certain structures were in place, such as grievance procedures, openteesymit
career lattices, etc., and how well these worked. Then | asked teachdrereat
survey if they were aware of these structures, made use of them, and found them
beneficial.
Survey Design

| reviewed numerous surveys before designing any for this project. | needed to
identify aspects and degrees of voice and get sufficient program infonn@abe able
to compare different types of programs. | also wanted the survey to take ntharore
25 minutes to complete, and to contain information that would add to existing state data.
The survey instruments included questions about decisions and decision processes,
staffing, cost of space, committees, meetings, performance reviewsgasation,
grievance procedures, worker attitudes and more. (Many of these ared ¢bein
figure 3.1 under “Aspects of Voice” and “Other factors.”)

Finally, I requested and received permission from most respondents to match
this new data with existing state data. This will allow me to expand thesentdy
answer additional questions in later work.
Field Tests

The survey questions were extensively pilot-tested. First | sent a dthé of
program survey to Advisory Committee members asking for feedback. After
incorporating their feedback, | sent the revised draft by first-clagdars&ax program
directors, one in each region, including one unionized program, in spring 2003. | asked

them to follow a specified protocol plus answer a short field test questionnaire tha
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included questions such as how long the survey took for them to complete and whether
they found it easy to understand.

After | received the completed field tests, | called each director antlaver
their responses to the field test questionnaire. These conversations wereigbtiuins
In all cases, program directors did not like my original protocol of interviewioglee
over the telephone with both interviewer and interviewee having a written €tipg o
survey in front of them. They preferred to fill out the survey at their own pace, and
thought others would feel the same.

| also was able to refine some questions and add or eliminate answer choices.
For example, it was suggested that | add the category “not a good fit” to tmarprog
survey question about the three most common reasons teachers voluntarily leave the
program. Those questions | judged most effective in soliciting requested ititorma
were further refined as necessary and used in the final survey, whichaied first-
class in large, brightly colored envelopes to directors in August 2003.

A main concern was to get a large enough group of participating programs to be
able to look at some industry patterns. For this reason, | changed the originadlgmtoc
align with the field test results and used written surveys without accomganyin
telephone interviews. | also hoped this new process would take less time for me to
administer and therefore allow me to increase the number of programs sdrapied.
not sure if written surveys were actually less time consuming, sincenl lndid to
follow up with telephone calls to get participants to return the instrument andrenter t

survey responses into my database at a later date.
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The teacher surveys were field tested in the programs that participaled i
program field test in the same manner in June 2004. Teachers were asked to follow the
revised protocol used for the program surveys, which meant filling out the survey at
their convenience and returning it in the postage-paid business-reply envelopedorovide
Information about what worked, what was unclear and what did not solicit the desired
information was obtained from the field tests and follow-up telephone intervidtvs wi
these teachers.

Originally | wanted to survey more than one teacher at each program. Hpwever
if I were to do that it would have increased my collection efforts and datalsn®0
percent, which was not feasible due to time and budget constraints.

Next, the final version of the teacher survey was mailed in the same manner a
the director surveys to teachers in the 74 participating programs. All cechpéaicher
surveys were received by November 2004ceived completed program-matched
surveys from directors and teachers within 11 months.

Instrument

Questions in both surveys were geared to answer the research questions. Both
addressed the program'’s typical operating schedule, excluding progrgumm
enrollment for camp, vacation or holidays. The director survey was longer than the
teacher survey because it included several administrative questions about program
operations and finances. Surveys and letters describing the study and itatexysec
and benefits to participants were personally addressed to each named director or

teacher.
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Director surveys requested information about:

e Program characteristics: legal status, subsidies, enroliment, ettamdity
ages of children enrolled, age of program, hours of operation, budget,
accreditation status, union status, hiring process, turnover, opinions about
their program’s turnover, and number of advertised vacancies;

e Staff and job characteristics: number employed, information about
ongoing training and education opportunities, salaries, benefits, personnel
policies, and the director’s experience, educational attainment and tenure.

Teacher surveys requested information about:

e Program characteristics: number of children in their classroom, budget
shortfalls, committees, classroom coverage and substitutes;

e Teacher and job characteristics: information about their experience,
educational attainment and tenure, age, gender, ethnicity, number of
dependents, household income, additional employment, working hours,
ongoing training opportunities, compensation, working conditions, and
participation in the accreditation process.

Measuring Turnover

In the director survey, | asked four questions to get at the program’s turnover

rate for the previous 12 months. First, how many people worked at the program when it

was fully staffed? Second, how many people actually are working at theuprage.,

today? Third, how many staff were fired or let go by management? Fourth, how ma

voluntarily left, resigned or quit? For each question, | asked for a breakdown of the

answers by Assistant Teachers, Teachers and Lead Teachers. lezbthpes exit rates

(involuntary, voluntary, and total turnover) each as a percentage of the prograrals actu

teaching staff. In addition, similar rates were computed using the prodgradly'staff

numbers.

Through the process of contacting program directors individually to acquire

eligible teachers’ names, | learned of director turnover for the sampl@rdgrams

62



(three union and seven non-union) out of 74 had acquired a new director during the five
to 11 months since their completed program survey was returned.
Procedures

In this section, | further describe the procedures followed in administiueng
survey, plus the method of data collection, coding and cleaning, and how turnover rates
were ascertained.

Shortly after mailing the surveys, | called the program directors to #siyif
had received the survey and if they had any questions. By first mailing the sndvey a
then making personal contract | hoped participants would be more willing to answer
and return the survey promptly. It was difficult to get the director on thehiahe.

When | did, many directors responded to me with, “What survey?” or “Oh that colored
envelope. | recall seeing it but don’t know what happened to it.” Many directors were
able to locate their initial survey, but one-third asked me to mail them a second or even
a third copy. Most respondents were willing to participate and returned theiysurve
though not without considerable prodding. | spent three months resending surveys and
calling directors, beseeching them to return their survey. Most required ageoér

three follow-up phone calls before returning their completed survey. Numerousssurvey
seemed to be ‘lost’ in the mail.

Directors were asked to return the survey when completed, along with any other
program literature they wished to share, such as their grievance procedore)gece
review, exit interview forms, career and compensation schedule or lattice, union
contract and/or collective bargaining agreement and personnel policiespwsthge-

paid business-reply envelope provided. | received several collective baggain
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agreements, grievance procedures and other policies from directors and tedchers
program surveys used in the study were received by the end of 2003. If a director did
not return the survey, the program was dropped and no teacher’s survey sent.
Participants who completed a survey were offered a small stipend of $15 fdintleeir
and effort, and a copy of the final report.

After revising the teacher survey based on the field tests, teachersemnése
survey addressed to them personally in a bright-colored 9” x 12” envelope. A letter
addressed to each teacher explained that the study was being conducted bysexonom
and ECE activists interested in advocating for the child-care commumatyhat their
participation would help shape ECE public policy recommendations. To indicate that
this was a reasonable use of their time, | told them that their director wiagpting
in the study and had returned a survey earlier. | stressed that all resperessgiatly
confidential, would not be shared with anyone, and no person or program would be
identified.

Shortly after the teacher survey mailing, | called each teachektibthey had
received the survey and if they had any questions. In many cases, theiressperts
similar to those of the directors. Again, three months were spent callingsamadiirey
surveys to teachers. Half of the teachers were able to locate thalrsmivey and
return it. However, more than one-third asked me to mail them another survey, and nine
needed a third or fourth copy.

The majority of teachers was willing to participate and returned theiegs,

usually after | had telephoned them several times, and in some cases aftsesen
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calls. Teachers who completed a survey were offered a stipend of $15 for taentim
effort, and a copy of the report’s executive summary.

Because respondents filled out their surveys on their own, some did not answer
all questions. In addition, some respondents contradicted themselves in their answers
and others did not answer the questions asked. Nonetheless, the surveys are rich with
data and descriptions of their programs.

When first reviewing the surveys, | began to call directors to clarify sdme
their responses. This proved very time consuming. In addition, | could not guarantee
that all directors would be called and offered an opportunity to clarify tEnonses.
Therefore this process was dropped after speaking with only a few directors.

Who is in the sample?

Table 3 shows the survey response rates from program directors and teachers.
During the fall of 2003, on-site directors returnedovd of 103program surveys (40
out of 59 non-union plus 34 out of 44 union), representing a 71.2 percent total response
rate. Directors of unionized programs returned 77.3 percent of surveys, anorslioéc
other programs returned 66ércent. The higher rate of return from union programs
may be because union programs feel they are unique and are eager to be “studied.”
Another possibility may be that directors in union programs have more time for
paperwork because they have more staff than their colleagues in non-union programs. |

look at this and discuss staffing in the next chapter.
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Table 3: Program- and Teacher-survey Response Rates

Non-union Union Non-union Union
Program Program Teacher Teacher
Response Response Response Response
EOHHS Region n % n % n % n %
1. Western 13 76.5 8 62 11 76 14 87.5
2. Central 4 100 4 100
3. Northeast 3 75 0 0 2| 66.7 | ...
4. Metro West 10 77 9 90 10 10(¢ 1 77.8
5. Southeast 6 55 8 89 5 83.3 B 100
6. Boston 4 36 9 90 3 75 7 77.8
Total 40 66.7 34 77.3 35 875 29 85.3

In the next phase of the study, surveys were sent to a teacher in each of the 74
programs that returned a program survey. Of the 64 teacher surveys returned, 35 were
from non-union programs and 29 from unionized programs, representing a total teacher
response rate of 86 percent. In contrast to the program-survey responses, non-union
teachers had a slightly higher rate of return than unionized teachers, 87.5 percent
compared to 85.3 percent. These return rates are high, especially considegngtthe |
of the survey and the little time child-care workers have outside care hours, am provi
a good representation of the population.

Of the 74 program surveys returned, five had to be eliminated because they
either answered only a few questions or mistakenly slipped into the sample although
they did not meet the original criteria. In the end, the data comes from 133ssurvey
each completed by an individual in the industry. These 69 programs employ 1,176
workers, 632 of them in unionized programs.

Data Coding and Cleaning
All surveys are coded to hide respondent and program identities. All university

procedures were strictly followed regarding participant consent and datdesur#iity.
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Survey questions are coded by subject matter and categorized in relétiemasearch
guestions.

Data was entered in EpiData, freeware specifically designed to miakerdey
easy and exportable to statistical software for analysis. | desigoetbta entry forms

to match the two surveys. All program surveys were entered twice into two separat

files, once by me and once by someone else. The two files were run against each other

in EpiData to find data entry discrepancies. Then the teacher files merecetwice
and compared in the same way. | checked each survey that EpiData identiii¢d as
matching its “partner.” Program and teacher master files weresdreantaining the
correctly entered surveys.

| used EpiData to export the files into StataSE 8. In Stata, | cleaned aheithat
regard to incorrect coding and field types, and created some compositeegabiciolre
analysis.

What's next?

In the next chapter, | begin reporting my findings. | use t-tests and dasript
statistics to compare program characteristics including structudineant, wages,
ratios, union status, and aspects of voice present by workplace. | use multigdsioey
techniques to test the effect of wages and union status on turnover. Finally, @nector
teacher responses to matched survey questions at the program-level arecttonpare
identify possible differences between a program’s policies as statedrimgement and

the practical view, knowledge or attitude toward said policies through a teaeyes's
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Notes
! Nancy deProsse, personal conversation with author, June 7, 2006.

2 Nancy deProsse, personal conversation with author, June 7, 2006.
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CHAPTER 5
COMPARING WORKPLACES
In this chapter, | compare program characteristics including type, untas,sta
enrollment, racial and ethnic make-up of children served, public subsidy recipt, st
ratios, turnover and compensation. | calculate voluntary and involuntary turnover rates
and test for significance. In the last half of the chapter, | compare dg’emtal
teachers’ survey responses to matched questions regarding their prograticegra

Program Characteristics

Programs vary in size, with all but five observations employing between four
and 30 staff member$his variation is due more to program location and classification
as detailed in table 4 than to union status. There are only two non-union programs and
three union programs with more than 30 employees each in the data set.

Table 4: Classifications of Responding Programs

Classification- All For-profit  Non-profit Union Non-union
program type  programs programs programs @ programs = programs

n % n % n % n % n %
Single-site,

. 28 406 11 786 17 309 9 273 19 528
child-care only

Part of large

child-care 16 232 2 143 14 255 11 333 5 13.9
multisite agency
Partof multi- 4. 5,6 17 309 10 303 7 194

service agency

Employer- or
university-based

3

7.2 1 7.1 4 7.3 3 9.1 2 5.6

Church-run 3 43 ... .. 3 55 ... .. 3 8.3

Total 69 100 14 203 55 79.7 33 478 36 52.2

Note: May not total 100 due to rounding.
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Programs are classified as one of the following: single-site (onlygeewhild-
care services at the site surveyed); part of a large agency that only pahidesre
(programs at more than one site operated by the same owner); part of a&midé-s
agency (child-care programs and other services offered by the same swaheas the
YMCA); employer- or university-based; or church-run. Table 4 shows thabyest40
percent of the responding programs are single sites. This is in keeping withelse sta
profile for this industry.

Only 20 percent of responding programs are for-profit businesses, and 79
percent of these are single sites. Table 4 shows no multi-service or chuifci-profit
programs. This makes sense, since few for-profit child-care chains operate i
Massachusetts, and many single-site for-profit programs are run théasnilg
businesses. Finally, none of the unionized programs are for-profit. Given that only one-
fifth of the responding programs are for-profit, profit status is not used asgsabas
comparison in this study.

When looking at union status in table 4, over half of all non-union programs are
single sites, and nearly 20 percent are multi-service agencies. On the ather ha
unionized programs are fairly evenly spread between the first threeicktgsiis, with
two-thirds of responding programs in the larger organizational structures. This
composition is partly a result of Massachusetts’s union organizing histolaireed in
chapter 4. The larger-structure programs can enjoy economies of scatanrsadtion
such as marketing, licensing compliance, staff recruitment and trainirdjegmt

management and payroll, for example.
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Children Enrolled

As noted earlier, non-union and union programs are reasonably similar in staff
size. Table 5 shows this is also true with enrollment: 62 children in non-union and 66 in
union programs. The difference is not statistically significant and suggests
comparability.
Race

Union program enroliment averages 17 percent fewer white European American
children than non-union programs, a statistically significant difference. SJéreg 22
percent more children identified as non-European American (black or African
American, Latino or Hispanic, Asian/Asian American/Pacific Islapdererican
Indian/Alaskan Indian/Eskimo, biracial or multiracial), as shown in taBl&ts
difference is also statistically significant at the 0.05 level. In otloedsy approximately
one-fifth of children in unionized programs are white compared to more than a third in
non-union programs. (In both union and non-union programs, the director did not

identify approximately 24 percent of the children by race or ethnicity.)
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Table 5: Enrollments, Race, and Subsidy Receipt per Program

Non-union Union Union less Non-
Variable Mean Mean union Difference
Number of children enrolled 61.9 66.4 4.5
[Standard deviation] [35.4] [40.6]

(5.902) (7.058)  t=0.49

Percentage of enrollment by race:

White European American  38.8 % 21.8 % -17.0
(0.066) (0.048) t=-2.08**
Non-European American 329% 55.3% 22.4
(0.060) (0.065) t= 2.53*
Director unable to say 249% 23.1% -1.8
(0.071) (0.070) t=-0.19
Percentage receiving public 29.0 % 76.3 % 47.3
subsidy (0.058) (0.053) t=6.02***

Notes:Race results are not child weighted. Standard®eme in parentheses. Statistically significant at
***n<.01 level; **p<.05 level

Subsidy receipt

Children in unionized programs are substantially more likely to receive
subsidies. Government subsidies typically pay the program less than the martkettrate
parents or guardians pay. Three-quarters of children in union programs receive some
type of government subsidy from the commonwealth and/or federal government. Non-
union programs average less than a third of their children receiving subsidies. This
statistically-significant difference points to union programs, on averagengenore
low-income children than non-union programs. This is not a surprise, since the UAW
organizing strategy mentioned earlier targeted programs with a highhfzeyeef
public subsidies.

To summarize, | find that enrollment size is not a statistically sigmific
difference between non-union and union programs with slightly more children enrolled
on average in unionized programs. More of the children enrolled in union programs are

non-European Americans and are much more likely to receive public subsidies than
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those in non-union programs. These enrollment characteristics for union programs
could lead to a more demanding workload for staff than in programs that serve fewer
children and receive higher (private) fees for the majority of their eeolBased on
these characteristics, which are typically outside a program’s direcolcam might
think that turnover is likely to be higher in unionized programs.

Staff Ratios

Government licensing requirements for child-care programs state the nmaxim
number of children of each age that can be supervised by one qualified staff person i
specified physical area. Child-to-staff ratios in Massachusatydoyechild age. No
more than two children up to age 15 months may be under the care of one qualified
teacher. One teacher can be responsible for up to six children between thel&ges of
months and 30 months provided four of them can walk. Nine children 30 months to 5
years may be in the care of one qualified teacher. These child-to-stadfanae
important because the education literature points to low ratios as having\aeposit
impact on the quality of care children receive. The required ratios must lexvengt
day. This may necessitate the shuffling of staff or children when quakieth¢rs are
absent or positions are vacant.

Massachusetts’ regulations require a teacher be responsible for feldegrchi
than many states. This in turn affects enrollment capacity and program revenige. Whi
programs can choose to have lower-than-required ratios, it is more costlit since
implies fewer paying “clients” per teacher on payroll. When determinirggtragios for

state licensing, only paid and qualified lead teachers, teachers asanhssachers

73



who work directly and regularly with children in the classroom are counted.
Administrative staff, aides, absent teachers, and all other staftcueled.

Teaching staff

| asked directors how many teachers are employed when the program has no
vacancies, and refer to this‘@esired teachers.”Secondly, | asked how many
teachers are employed presently, calling ‘tAtual teachers.”When classrooms are
fully staffed, non-union programs seek a children-to-teacher ratio of 5.5 to one,
indicated by bar 3 on the left side of figure 3. Union-program directors indicated a
preference shown in bar 3 on the right for a ratio lower by almost one child penggachi
staff, or 4.6 to one (with a standard deviation nearly half, 1.32, compared to 2.26 for
non-union). These are the ratios directors wish to maintain. The differencereddes
teacher ratios is statistically significant at the 0.05 level (isstat -2.07).

Fully staffed classrooms are difficult to maintain especially ifahghigh
turnover. Given the hiring process, there is usually a lag between the depaciee of
teacher and the entry of another. Regardless, ratios must be maintaineddlady a
substitutes and directors fill in, or teachers and children are reassigriaddrooms.
Actual ratios were equal to or higher than desired for all but 8.7 percent of programs

possibly due to under-enrollment in these few programs at the time.
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Figure 3: Staff and Teacher Ratios per Program by Union Status

Actual union ratio means are lower than non-union as represented by bars 4 in
figure 3. On the day of the survey, the difference in actual means between union and
non-union teacher ratios averaged -0.69, or the employment of four teachers for an
enrollment of 21 children at a union site rather than 24 children at a non-union site.
Program staff

Given that union programs appear to employ more teachers per class enrollment,
do they make up for having more teachers by hiring fewer administrators andtsuppor
staff than non-union programs? Not according to this tdkeen there is full
employment at the program, union programs expressed a desire for havingnearly
less child per staff, 3.7 children per staff member contrasted to 4.6 to one for non-union
programs, as shown by bars 1 on each side of figure 3. This difference is also

statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
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Consistent with the other ratio comparisons, actual-staff ratios are lower fo
union programs, with a mean of 4.2 compared to 4.9 at non-union programs (bars 2),
though not statistically significant. If all programs enroll the same nuoflsildren
and pay similar wages, union programs will average higher payroll expensethsince
employ more people for a given number of enrolled children, as shown in the graph by
all the bars on the union (right) side being lower than the bars on the left repigsenti
non-union programs.

This shows a pattern. Union programs prefer lower ratios, and they actually
enroll fewer children per teacher. They do not make up for this lower teacbhdryati
hiring fewer administrative, management or support staff than non-union programs.
Also worth noting is that all ratios’ standard deviations are smaller fonymmagrams,
indicating that more programs are closer to the mean than in the non-union group.
These findings show unionized staffs are responsible for fewer children ogeavera
With less responsibility, lower wage rates could be justified. However robs@aother
industries has shown that a higher wage is associated with unionization (Freeman and
Medoff 1984). Next | will see if that holds true in these child-care programs.

Compensation

Table 6 shows mean wages excluding benefits paid to teachers and program
directors. Union wages in my data are higher for both positions. However abeldsc
in chapter 4, the union-wage premium in Massachusetts center-based childscare h
been declining since 1996. In 2003, the average wage paid to unionized teachers

represents a premium of $0.42 per hour. This works out to approximately a $1,000 more
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per year, based on full-time employment. This difference in wages is tisticiy
significant.

Though unions typically do not represent directors since they are management, it
is interesting that on average, directors’ wages are also higher in union Epgyam
$2.51 per hour. This coefficient estimate is statistically significant.

Table 6: Means and Standard Deviations of Wages by Program

Non-union Union Union less Non-
2003 Hourly wage Mean Mean union Difference
Teacher — average wage $10.79 $11.21 $ 042
[2.03] [1.74] t=0.92
Director 17.71 20.22 2.51
[4.71] [4.72] t = 2.06**

Notes:Standard deviations are in brackets. Statisticatjpificant at **p<.05 level

Health Insurance

All programs, except 11 percent of the non-union programs, offer some kind of
group health insurance benefit to their full-time staff. Also, 43.5 percent of the
programs in my data set (twice as many are union than non-union) offer health
insurance to their part-time workers as well. With regard to full-tiroekers, the
union-nonunion difference for this big-ticket benefit is statistically §icamt at the
0.05 level, and at the 0.01 level for part-time workers, as can be seen in table 7.

Table 7: Percentage of Programs that offer a Health Insurance Plan

Union less Non-union

Plan offered to Non-union  Union Difference
Full-time workers 88.9 % 100 % 11.1

t = 2.09**
Part-time workers 27.8 60.6 32.8

t = 2.86***

Notes:Dichotomous variablesStatistically significant at ***p<.01 level; **p<€5 level
However, offering health insurance does not tell us how many people actually

participate in a plan, the take-up rate, nor anything about the adequacy or cost of the
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plan. As a benefit, the plan should provide sufficiently for health-care semices
balance with its premiums and out-of-pocket expenses. The insurance plan needs to be
affordable to the employee and employ@iso, some workers may be covered through
their spouse or partner’s insurance, so this benefit may have little value to thfm. S
take-up rates here are loosely tied to the amount employers contribute to health
insurance premiums. Responses from program directors indicate unions cover more of
the monthly premium than non-unions, and there is little variation in the amount unions
contribute, unlike non-union programs.

As one director summed up the compensation issue,

Being a unionized program has improved our wages and benefits and stabilized

our working conditions. It has decreased staff turnover. But we continue to be

among the lowest pay category. ... Percentage-wage increases keep our wages

low relative to other workers. Teaching assistants in the public schools with no

certification requirements or individual responsibility for children are paid

better.

Turnover

As discussed in chapter 2, national turnover rates in the child-care industry have
persisted at around 30 percent for more than 20 years. The most recent data available
shows that the annual turnover rate in Massachusetts has changed little, hovering at
about 29 percent (Massachusetts Child Care Resource and Referral Network 2000)
despite changes in the economic climate and various initiatives aimed at isigpaodt
stabilizing the ECE workforce.

A teacher who responded that she waey likely to leave this job within the

next 12 months wroté| love what | do, just not happy with the salary when | have two

young children.”

78



Recall that high turnover reduces the consistency and quality of care children
receive. There are numerous benefits to lower turnover. Low turnover freeseugmtim
money for programs to focus on caring for children. Staffs dedicate leswotiime
hiring and orientation process. Management spends less on advertising andrieaining
employees. Children have a chance to develop a long-term relationship with their
caregiver. As stated earlier, | focus on the most disruptive form of turnoveitdn c
care, the departure of teaching staff from programs.

Calculating rates

| calculate annual turnover rates by dividing the number of staff who left the
program in the previous 12 months by the actual number of staff working at the
program. These staffing numbers come from directors’ responses to staffitigrepies
in the survey. As shown earlier in figure 3, the differences between “Deéaind
“actual” staff were consistent and relatively small. The definition ofistafioes not
affect the results, and actual staffing data is used here. Three satgatiesx—
voluntary (quit), involuntary (employer-induced) and total turnover (all permanent
separations) are presented in table 8.

Table 8: Turnover Rates in Percentages

Non-union Union Union less Non-

Variable Mean Max  Mean Max union Difference
Quit rate 20.5% 75% 11.4% 39% -9.1

[0.1817] [0.1098] t=—-2.19**
Layoff rate 5.2 20 4.3 25 -0.9

[0.0635] [0.0738] t=-0.11
Total Turnover 26.4 80 16.6 44 -9.8
rate [0.1996] [0.1290] t=-2.11*

Notes:Standard deviations are in brackets. Statisticatjpificant at **p<.05 level
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Thequit variablefor each program represents the total number of workers that
voluntarily left in the previous 12 months. A program’s gate is their quit variable
divided by actual staff. This is the rate the industry needs to lower. Recaltfrapter
2 that it is usually the better-educated and more-experienced teacheraweho h
opportunities to leave for a better paying and respected occupation.

Thelayoff variablefor each program is the total number of workers that were
fired, dismissed or laid-off in the previous 12 months. A program’s lagtdfis its
layoff variable divided by actual staff. In general, this rate is |ayoffs are few,
averaging 5 percent here. With voluntary turnover so high, there are fewdalgossi
layoffs unless there is a significant drop in enroliment.

A program’stotal turnover variablas the sum of the quits and layoffs in the
previous 12 months. As with the other two rates, the total turmatesfor each
program is the total number of people who left divided by actual staff.

As table 8 shows, the means for non-union programs’ quit rate (20.5 percent)
and layoff rate (5.2 percent) are higher than for union programs (11.4 percent and 4.3
percent respectively). While there is a difference of less than 1 pandaxoff rates
between non-union and union programs, union quit rates average nearly half that of
their comparison group.

The total mean turnover-rate for these non-unionized programs is 26.4 percent,
less than the state’s average of 29 percent. For unionized programs, the medm is muc

lower, 16.6 percent (nearly half the state average).
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Turnover Distribution
Figure 4 illustrates the frequency distributions of total turnover ratesc®is
of my sample. The left side of the graph represents the group of all responding non-
union programs, and the right side represents union programs. The horizontal axis is the
frequency distribution of the turnover variable. The vertical axis repretbents

percentage or fraction of the sample.
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Figuré 4: Distributions of Turnover Rates by Union Status

National program-level turnover ranges from zero to 100 percent. Turnover for
my non-union programs ranged from zero to 80 percent evidenced by the five bars on
the left half of figure 4. Yet for the union programs, the range was much sraalie to
44 percent. In other words, none of the unionized programs had an annual turnover rate
above 44 percent, yet some non-union programs in the data set experienced razarly twi
as much turnover in the same yé&onsistent with national and state averages, nearly
half the programs in this data set had turnover between 11 and 30 percent. The tallest
bar in the graph shows that union programs are much more likely than non-unions to

have “low” or no annual turnover, just over 60 percent versus 38 percent.
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Less is better

In each side of the graph, the first (tallest) bar bundles together pogitm
annual turnover between zero and 18 percent. Specifically 10.5 percent of the non-union
programs and 14.3 percent of union programs reported annual turnover of zero, i.e., no
one quit or was dismissed. Five times more union programs (25.7 percent) than non-
union programs experienced “low” annual turnover of 3 to 10 percent. Recall that the
state average turnover rate for public school elementary teacherstimled4$ percent;

a rate the child-care industry would like to have. Yet turnover ratesgtbah the
national average (30 percent) were experienced by nearly 40 percent of the non-union
sites (third, fourth and fifth bars on the left side of figure 4) compared to only 14.3
percent of unionized sites (third bar on right).

Voluntary Turnover

Half of all sampled programs had one or two people quit during the previous 12
months. Figure 5, same structure as figure 4, shows the percentage of proignams w
staff that quit by union status. Examining the quit rate frequency distributiorigevea
interesting results—considerably more variation among non-union providers.

The first bar on the left side indicates that approximately 50 percent of the non-
union programs had quit rates below 18 percent. This is pretty good when compared to
the state average, but it also means that 50 percent had higher quit rates. More uni
programs, approximately 70 percent, had quit rates below 18 percent (tallest ba). Thes
results suggest that the percentage of staff quitting is lower and thieufistriis more
compact at the low end of the scale for unionized programs than for non-unionized

ones.
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Figure 5: Voluntary-departure Rates by Union Status
Involuntary Turnover

Involuntary separations are less common than quits. More than half the
programs reported no involuntary turnover (lay-off or firing) in the 12 months studied.
A little more than a third of the programs had one or two people exit involuntarily.

As in figure 5, the left half of figure 6 shows non-union programs and the
horizontal axis is the frequency distribution for involuntary program turnoveinAga
fewer unionized sites experience these separations than non-union sites. &&ver thr
guarters of union program directors report involuntary turnover of 7 percent or less.

One explanation for fewer union firings is that it might be harder for
management to fire people without clear cause, if causes for firingec#iad in the
collective bargaining agreement (CBA). Another possibility is that the @BAibits
mandatory layoffs and/or requires people in positions that are to be eliminated have

access to other positions in the firm.
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Figure 6: Involuntary-departure Rates by Union Status

Effects of Union Status and Wages

Unions do many things. Here | focus on whether the presence of a union has a
direct effect on turnover and an indirect effect on turnover that operates through the
wage. Similarly, the wage may have a direct effect on turnover. However usiloces
also raise wages, omission of union status in the turnover regression will bias the
coefficient on wages. Nonetheless, it is instructive to get a handle on theadggreg
effect of wages and union status on teacher turnover. Table 9 reports the rebudts of
OLS specifications where the dependent variable is the teacher turnoarddbe
independent variables are union status and teacher average wage.

Specification 1 of table 9 is a bivariate regression of the turnover rate on union
status with no controls for confounding factors. The union variable combines the voice
and wage effects but allows a look at the effect of union status on turnover. The
coefficient says that union status is associated with a statistigaiifiGant reduction in

turnover of 8.3 percentage points.
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Table 9: Regressions of Turnover on Union Status and Average Wage

Specification [1] [2] [3]

Est. Coef.

Variable (Std. Error)
Union Status —0.083 -0.086

(0.044)* (0.045)*
Average Wage 0.006 0.008
(0.012) (0.012)
Adjusted

R<2> 0.036 -0.012 0.029

Notes:Results are not weighted. n=69 Significant at 1jidevel

Specification 2 regresses turnover on wage. Here the teacher average-wage
variable combines the union and wage effects but allows a test of whether lower
turnover is associated with higher wages. Recall from table 6 that thgeweian-
wage premium for teachers in the data is less than 50 cents an hour. Here thertoeffic
for average wage, which is not statistically significant, is unexglcpesitive but very
small, 0.6 percentage-points.

Specification 3 regresses turnover on union status holding the wage constant.
Controlling for wage does not reduce the effect of unionization on turnover in this data
set. When wage, a mechanism through which the union may work, is included, union
status still is associated with a statistically significant (t = —Ir&dyction of 8.6
percentage-points in turnover per dollar of wage. This is a fairly largetefbmpared
to observed turnover rates in ECE and indicates that unions matter.

Unionized workplaces in my data have statistically significant lowentar
rates than non-union workplaces (table 8). The higher union wage does not appear to
account for any of the difference between union and non-union turnover rates. In

consideration of possible omitted variable bias and for a better understanding of why
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union workplaces have lower turnover, | expand on this analysis and consider effects of
voice and unemployment in chapter 6. However, first let us look at the issue of how
much management and labor agree on the presence and use of workplace practices.

To Agree or Disagree

As described in the previous chapter, | administered two surveys, one to the on-
site program director and a different survey to a teacher at the samanpregrking in
a classroom with 3- and 4-year-olds. By surveying both sides of the working
relationship, | hope to be able to get a good picture of working conditions at the
programs. | look at programs to see if the workers have or perceive having zedogni
and established methods of communicating with management, “voice.”

Recall from chapter 3 that “voice” can reduce the probability workersjwiil
by giving them a mechanism to express concerns, and management with a response
determining rules and conditions of work, instituting grievance and arbitration
procedures for appealing supervisors’ decisions and demands, and publicly nggotiatin
wages and benefits. This can lead to a more stable workforce than where voice
alternatives to exit do not exist.

Many factors influence a worker’s decision to stay at their job. Unionized
programs have signed collective bargaining agreements, allowing workeesr
representatives to participate in the negotiation of their contracts and thusdagvie a
their work environment. Grievance procedures, career lattices, stafhggethnual
reviews and other mechanisms typically are part of a CBA.

Surveying both sides of the labor relationship can shed light on the level of

agreement on working conditions at a program. Often people make decisions based on
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what they think the situation is, even though the reality may be different. Due to self-
reporting, the accuracy of these program policies is not assured. This is hoeanprobl

since it is the views of the manager (director) and the worker (teabbhegre

important to understanding the workplace culture. Staffs tend to make decisions, such as
to stay or quit, based on how they feel overall about their workplace. As one (male)
unionized teacher wroté-Have many systems and structures by name, but they are

often quite dysfunctional.”

In this analysis of asymmetric disagreement or misclassificatierteticher’s
response may be a mix of two things, her knowledge about the existence of the specif
practice and her perception about the quality or effectiveness of the voicegpaathe
workplace. This causes the slippage.

Question of Union status

| have 60 matched program and teacher surveys. First | look at the amount of
agreement between a teacher and director on whether their program is unionized and
has a signed CBA. This is the only comparison where | verify the accurdoy of t
responses, because whether or not a program is unionized is key to much of my later
analyses. Eighty-seven percent agree on their program’s union statusaEharddeft
the question blank. Of these five, three programs are unionized and two are not. Three
teachers did not know their programs were unionized.

With such a high rate of agreement on this issue, it is not a good candidate for
the comparisons of responses between program directors and teachers. Thisfdegre
agreement indicates that there is not significant confusion about the unionizaiisn st

of these workplaces; teachers and directors know if their workplace is unionized.
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Questions of VVoice

| compare the responses of a teacher and her director (manager) to fivenguesti
identified below a®\. — E.in each of the 60 programs. More than half of all program
directors and their teachers agree with each other. Naturally, theregieedis&nt too.
On average, nearly a quarter of responding teachers disagree with tlotar diver the
existence of specific voice aspects or policies at their workplace. Incasas,
teachers do not know if a certain policy exists at their program, despite hawikedw
there for more than a year. This may indicate that it is not something maereige
explains or shares regularly with workers. In other cases, the polieytise‘ibook” but
the teacher doesn't see it as effective or utilized. In addition, the rdsaltsisat on
average there is more agreement between management and labor in unionized than in
non-unionized programs for the practices queried.

Four sets of programs are identified in the cross-tabulations that followir3the f
set, referred to as Group |, always represents the teacher-diracidhpaagree the
voice practice is present, and Group IV represents the pairs that agreeéhaspect is
not present or in use at their program. In Groups Il and lll, the teachemdipaats
disagree. Programs where the teacher replies negatively, while tieetodireports
voice in use at their program are in Group Il. Group Il is the opposite, with thesteac
reporting the voice aspect is present and in use, and their director regagingti

| propose that teacher turnover is greatest among programs where both labor and
management agree there is no worker voice, Group 1V, followed by Group Il where
only the teacher reports there is no worker voice. Where employee dissiatisis

high, for whatever reason, perception of voice will be low. Next are the programs i
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Group lll where the teacher reports there is voice. | believe turnovergadtigh in

this group because of the importance of the employee’s feelings about the use and
effectiveness of their voice. Turnover will be the lowest (desirable) in Grprggtams

in which the teacher-director pair agree voice is present and in use. Thus in this group,
teachers do not misclassify. Turnover rates in Group | will be less thattartban

those in Group 11, which will be less than turnover in Group I, which is less than
turnover in Group IV.

Four comparisons are tested. The agreement-disagreement matrix is modeled i
table 10, showing how the results for each voice aspect are displayed later iri¢able
through table 11e. In each cell, the mean turnover rate for the programs irothpat g
the disagreement or misclassification rate for the programs in that group, and the
number of programs in that group are listed. The misclassification ratefimttion of
programs with the teacher disagreeing with the director. Thus it is equabtezen
the teacher-director pairs agree, i.e., Groups | and IV in the diagonalrcétie.off-
diagonal cells, the misclassification rate is the percentage of pregvaere teachers

“misclassify” divided by the total of programs in that row.
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Table 10: Agreement-Disagreement Matrix Model

Teacher
Voice Voice Not
aspect
Group | Group I
Agree voice is present| Teacher “misclassifies”
Voice Turnover rate Turnover %
Misclassification rate Misclassification %
Director Row total n number of programs n
Group Il Group IV
Teacher “misclassifies”| Agree voice is not present.
Not Turnover % Turnover %
Misclassification % Misclassification %
Row total n n n

To simplify the language in this analysis, | refer to the directorfsorese as
“correct” regarding whether the voice aspect is in place and in use. Tinssifieg
because more than 50 percent of labor-management pairs agree with regase to the
voice practices. Therefore when the teacher disagrees with the directegdher is
misclassifying. If it is a dissatisfying workplace, i.e., has high tumdken teachers
think they do not have good voice options, even if they actually do.

If the presence and use of a given voice aspect affects teacher-tuateser r
there should be a significant difference in turnover between Groups | and 1V, those
teacher-director pairs who agree the voice aspect is present and in ubesanao
agree it is not. (This relationship is further studied in chapter 6.) Here | find a
statistically significant difference in turnover for three voice aspeetreer and
compensation lattices, grievance procedures and exit interview protboatsfor each

of these three voice aspects, when directors and teachers agree thatveioekisr

90



present, there is a statistically significant difference in turnoves than when they
agree it is not.

Now consider the impact of the teacher’s perception. If it is what a teacher
thinksexists at her program that is associated with turnover, then responses from
teachers indicating that they perceive or think a voice practice is in usgp&rand
[1I) should have similar turnover rates to one another, and responses from tedahers w
think there is no such voice practice (Groups Il and IV) should have similar turnover.
This presents the following comparison questions:

1. Does the director’s response matter, given that the tethohiesthe voice
aspect is in use (Group | versus Group IlI)?

2. Does the director’s response matter, given that the teiohiesthe voice
aspect is1ot in use (Group Il versus Group 1V)?

However, if it is theactualexistenceand use of a voice practice that is
associated with teachers’ voluntary turnover rates, then directors’ répatres voice
practice is in use (Groups | and Il) should have similar turnover to one another, and
reports from directors that there is no such voice practice (Groups IIVastiduld
have similar turnover rates. Two additional comparisons are done to answer these
guestions:

3. Does what the teacher thinks matter, given that the director says the voice
practice is present and in use at the program (Group | versus Group I1)?

4. Does what the teacher thinks matter, given that the director says the voice

practice isnot in use at their program (Group Il versus Group 1V)?
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| make these comparisons to examine the role, if any, of voice practicesethat a
perceived to be in use compared to those that actually are in use. For each of the five
voice practices, | test whether the comparisons are statistigatijicant.

A. Does your program have and use a career and compensation schedule or
lattice?

Fifty out of the 60 directors respond that their program uses a career and
compensation lattice or ladder to determine wages and promotions. Not as many
teachers agree. The diagonal (white cells) in the cross-tabulatioaseepagreement
between the program director and their teacher, whereas the cross-disilgaded)
cells represent programs where the teacher and her director disagree.

In table 11a, Group I includes 30 teacher-and-director pairs (15 union and 15
non-union) who agree that there is a career schedule or lattice in use abtkplaee.

In other words, in half of the programs, the director and teacher agree with each other.
As | expected, the turnover mean for this group is the lowest of the four tabulations

(groups), at 22.4 percent. (This varies little when sorted by union status.)
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Table 11a: Agree-Disagree Matrix for Career Lattice

Teacher
Career Voice Not
Lattices
Group | Group I
Voice 22.4 % 27.6%
0 40 %
Director Row n= 50 30 20
Group Il Group IV
Not 25.5% 43.6 %
50 % 0
Row n=10 5 5N

A All are non-union programs.

Group IV also represents staff pairs that agree. It includes five teauther-a
director pairs, all from non-union programs, who agree their program does not have a
career and compensation lattice. While there are only five programs grohip, the
turnover mean is nearly double that of any other group. The differemaaover
between programs with and those without this voice practice (Groups | and V) is
statistically significant (p< .05), signifying that voice through calagders is
associated with lower turnover rates.

In the groups where teachers respond that they believe a career latticeeis in us
(Groups | and 1l in table 11a), turnover means are similar, indicating that totodse
response is not paramount. This is in answer to the first comparison question noted
above. There is an association with lower turnover at programs where the teexiser
there is a career lattice.

The off-diagonal cells (shaded blocks) show programs with disagreement
between directors and teachers. For career lattices and all but twdheasekaw, the
disagreement is asymmetric. The number or percentage of programs widrseac
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misclassifying that there is a lattice and those misclassifiiizigthere is not are not

equal, so it is unlikely to be due to measurement error. Group Il includes 20 programs
where the director reports that the program has a career lattice but trer thaagrees
with 40 percent misclassified. The average teacher-turnover rate for Gieupglher

than Groups’ | and lll, where the teachers believe career ladtiean use.

Sorting the responses to this question by union status does not change the
relationships between groups. Both union and non-union teachers are less likely than
their director to be aware of and benefit from the planning and information provided by
career and compensation ladders. If there is such a ladder that managéenend at
these programs, its use and benefits are limited to one side of the labor-management
relationship. When teachers are unaware of or denied access to the methodanaanhage
uses to determine wages and promotions that information cannot be accurately
incorporated into their career decisions, such as what training and education tp pursue
merits of job tenure, and view of advancement opportunities.

B. Has the program charged a joint committee to look into a work-related isse

In eight programs (Group | in table 11b), the director and teacher agréleetinat
program’s culture includes committee(s) empowered to make decisions on vabeklrel
issues, and 13 additional directors (Group Il) also report this. These two groups have the
lowest turnover means, contrary to my expectation. What the teacher thinks does not
significantly alter turnover rates when the director reports joint conesiftenction at
the program. This result is supported by the high misclassification rareup G

along with the low turnover rates in Groups | and Il in table 11b.
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Turnover means are similar when the teacher thinks joint committees ate able
effect change, despite what their director reports. On the other hand, wheacties te
thinks the voice aspect it in use (as is the case in 44 out 60 observations), the
director’s response does matter, and the difference in turnover rates betweenliGroups
and IV is statistically significant. (This result holds true also when onlyumaom
observations are used.)

The disagreement (off-diagonal) is asymmetric (not statistisajlyificant) with
more teachers disagreeing or misclassifying that joint commateeasot part of the
program culture.

Recall that there are 27 union and 33 non-union programs. In five non-union and
three union programs, respondents agree that inclusive committees are sedgowe
make decisions on work-related issues. For the union sites, the number or peimentage
programs with teachers misclassifying that there are empowereditteesnare equal
to those misclassifying that there are not. Thus the disagreement berae®srs and
directors is symmetric, and therefore is probably due to measurement errexdiow
the disagreement in the non-union programs is asymmetric, with a total of 11 out of 33
director-teacher pairs disagreeing.

The lowest non-union turnover rates (17.6 and 17.1 percent) occur where the
director reports that committees are inclusive and empowered (Groupd). &dily
the lowest turnover rates in the union observations (15 and 19.7 percent) are where the

teacher perceivaso empowered committees at work (Groups Il and V).
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Table 11b: Agree-Disagree for Joint Committees

Teacher
Joint Voice Not
Committees
Group | Group II*
Voice 21.9% 16.3 %
0 61.9%
Director Row n=21 8 13
Group Il Group IV*
Not 24.4 % 319%
20.5 % 0
Row n=39 8 31

Note: *Statistically significant difference p<.0gtiween Groups Il and IV.

C. Are there regularly scheduled productive staff meetings on paidrie?

Many programs use staff meetings to facilitate communication and work.
However in this analysis, the question does not only ask if there are staff rmeeting
Recall that the objective is to get a good picture of working conditions. Stafinge
viewed as unpredictable and/or unproductive do not facilitate communication.
Therefore a yes to this questions, must be yes to all three parts of it. Imotdsy
there are regularly scheduled staff meetings, and they are conducteylghid time,
and the respondent views them as productive. (In the survey, these are each distinct
guestions.)

In two-thirds of the programs, respondents agree that they have regularly
scheduled and productive staff meetings during paid time. (This agreementiege va
little when sorted by union status: 63 percent union and 70 percent non-union.) When
looking at programs where management and labor responses disagree, again the

directors are more likely than teachers to see this aspect of their progséively.
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Note that in three programs (Group lll in table 11c), only the teacher perceives
regular and effective staff meetings. Though few, this group has the |lomrester
mean, actually the lowest of any of the five sixty-program tabulations, 15@&nperc
Likewise, it appears less favorable to low turnover rates when the teachegamagt
or not with her director, views the staff meetings negatively, as in Groapsd IV.
These results support my central hypothesis that employee’s feeliriggaréant.

Where employee dissatisfaction is high, for whatever reason, perception oisvioiwve
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Director

The disagreement (off-diagonal) for staff meetings is asymmetrichanig the
only voice practice where teachers misclassifying voice have the highssver mean
(though only slightly greater than director-teacher pairs in agreementoup ®/).

None of the comparisons tested are statistically significant, consistarestlts for

Table 11c: Agree-Disagree for Staff Meetings

Teacher
Staff Voice Not
Meetings
Group | Group I
Voice 241 % 33.3%
0 25.9 %
Row n=54 40 14
Group Il Group IV
Not 15.6 % 31.1%
50 % 0
Row n=6 3 3

A All non-union programs

staff meetings found in the next chapter.

D. Are there formal written grievance procedures, and do grievances get haledl

fairly and professionally?

As shown in table 11d, teachers and directors in more than half the programs
agree that their program has formal, written grievance proceduredipgpfair and
professional treatment. Again, this can be viewed as two questions. Howeverghe me
presence of a voice aspect that is neither used nor viewed effective providesinal pract
course for communicating with management.

An additional 14 directors indicate they too, believe their program has such
procedures though their teachers disagree. This may be another example pfatecom

information. Management knows of the procedures and can utilize them. However,
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teachers either do not know about this “tool” for resolving conflict, or they mayhigtel t
grievances are not handled fairly.

Table 11d: Agree-Disagree for Grievance Procedures

Teacher
Grievance Voice Not
procedures
Group | Group
Voice 22 % 31.6 %
0 26.9 %
Director Row n=52 38 14
Group I1I* Group IV*
Not 295 % 57.7 %
75 % 0
Row n=8 6 2"

Note: * Statistically significant difference, p<.@gtween Groups IIl and IV.
"Both programs are non-union.

While there are only two teacher-director pairs that agree their pregnam
without formal grievance procedures, these programs have substantially higbeetur
rates. The difference between this group and Group | that agrees gripvacedures
are present is statistically significant (p< .05), indicating that thievaspect matters.
When limiting the comparison to non-union programs, the result remains staisticall
significant.

Consider the fourth comparison question asked earlier in this sdeion.
Groups Il and IV, directors report no grievance procedures. Yet turnovenraidxde
11d in these two groups are not similar (29.5 and 57.7 percent respectively), indicating
that what the teachers perceive is important, and in this case, associatad wit
statistically significant difference. When comparing non-union GroundllV

exclusively, the difference in turnover is still statistically sigpaifit.
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More than half the teacher-director pairs in both union and non-union programs
agree that this voice aspect is in use, and the mean turnover rates are withof a half
percentage point of each other regardless of union status.

The similar turnover in union Groups | and 1l suggests that turnover rates vary
little in union programs where the director reports formal grievance guoe® in use,
despite the teacher’s view. Yet in these programs, mean turnover rates are
approximately 10 percentage points higher than when union directors report no
grievance procedures, though all means are below 22 percent.

In both union and non-union observations, the asymmetric results are more than
2-1, with more directors reporting the presence of these procedures than tédahers
lowest turnover rates are in the union cells. Only when non-union teacher-direxgor pai
agree that this voice aspect is in use is non-union turnover below 30 percent. The higher
non-union turnover rates should lead some programs to consider implementing and
publicizing a formal and fair grievance procedure.

E. Does your program conduct exit interviews or a similar process?

All but one program reported doing annual-performance reviews (a voice aspect
listed in my model, figure 3.1), so for the analysis | substitute exit intesyi@nother
one-on-one-type meeting. EXxit interviews are an opportunity for a workpe#k s
directly with management on behalf of colleagues who may agree about thegvorki
environment (big picture). | see the exiting person as a staff proxy oreptatse
using voice as a mechanism for future change even though that particular wirker w

not benefit from any improvements made as a result of their interview nEeaiews
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can be a (good faith) signal from management to workers that it mattersntavthe
workers leave. It provides workers a collective voice at the program levelewalyof
observation.

In exactly 18 programs, director-teacher pairs agree that exitiewer are done
with a person when they leave, and another 18 agree that such interviews are not done.
The former shows the lowest turnover, 19.5 percent, and the latter the highest turnover,

at 40 percent in the tabulation table 11e, and represents a statistically angnific

difference.
Table 11e: Agree-Disagree Matrix for Exit Interviews
Teacher
Exit Voice Not
Interviews
Group | Group II*
Voice 19.5% 22 %
0 48.6 %
Director Row n=35 18 17
Group 1l Group IV*
Not 20.8 % 40 %
28 % 0
Row n= 25 7 18

Note: *Statistically significant difference, p< .@&tween Group Il and IV.

It seems reasonable that more directors are aware of this procedartheinc
conduct the interview when a worker leaves. However, in seven programs therdirect
says exit interviews are not done, but their teacher misclassifiesting that such
interviews are done. This “no-yes” result is odd. Perhaps these interviews agd done

the agency level and are not shared with the program director. If this is ¢h¢heas
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interview’s usefulness is limited since the departing worker’s supergismt iaware of
the issues discussed relating to their staff's exit.

The difference in turnover rates between Groups Il and IV in table 11e is
statistically significant for the whole dadat as well as for the non-union data set. This
may be an example of where the use of a policy by management is more reldeoant t
turnover than the teacher’s perception, since it is the director who remdies at t
program and has an opportunity to implement changes that may be realized while
interviewing a departing teacher. This kind of voice is relevant at thegondgwel,
providing staff another vehicle to communicate with management.

This is the second example where a disagreement between union teachers and
their directors is symmetric; it is likely due to measurement error gif@nunion
observations. However, the disagreement among the non-union programs is quite
unbalanced, with only one program in Group Il and eleven in Group Il. The lowest
non-union turnover mean, 18 percent, is associated with the eleven programs where
teachers misclassify when reporting on exit interviews. On the other hantk tméos
programs in Group Il are associated with the second-highest union turnover mean of
29.3 percent, one percentage point less than the mean for the three Group IV programs.

Fifteen non-union staff pairs agree that they do not conduct exit interviews at
their program (Group 1V), five times more than in union programs. Regardless of union
status, Groups IV have the highest turnover means in relation to their colleagies,

the non-union mean 10 percentage points higher, at 40.7 percent.
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In summary

More often than their teachers, directors report the presence and effectofe use
these five aspects of voice. These practices or policies can faciliaiecpve
communication and mutual agreement between management and staff. However, if only
one part of the labor relationship is aware of the tool’'s existence or views the fawl a
and effective, opportunities are lost to improve the labor-management relationship as
well as teacher turnover. These lost opportunities may directly or ingliceettribute
to a teacher deciding to exit the program. For example, if the program is kodairhyt
handle grievances and/or provide a clear picture of what the career and catropens
schedule entails, a teacher may see her options differently.

The presence and use of career lattices, formal grievance procedeixés or
interview protocols affect teacher-turnover rates; there is a stalliggnificant
difference between groups that agree the voice practice exists and theggeabhat
does not (Groups | and V). Also, if at least one person, director and/or teachds, repor
the existence and use of a career lattice or exit interviews (Groues 1[1), turnover
means are almost half of turnover when both people agree no such voice practice is in
use.

At programs where the teacher thinks joint committees are not in use, the
difference in turnover is statistically significant, indicating thhaithe director reports
matters. This is true for exit interview results as well. On the other hand,thée
director says formal grievance procedures do not exist, it is what tietgerceives

that is significant for low turnover rates.
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What the director reports does not matter when teachers perceive céicssy lat
in place, joint committees able to make change, or exit interviews conducted fiatoe
matter how the director views staff meetings either if teachers thihknsaetings are
unproductive. In these four cases, teacher turnover rates are simitéin @yttercentage
points) regardless of the director’s response. These results indicade thabposed at
the beginning of this section, teacher’s feelings about voice are important. Hpiveve
this small data set for each voice aspect, teachers’ feelings ovditemder one set of
assumptions, either voice is perceived or voice is not perceived, and not both. A larger
data set might bridge this gap, showing that for some voice aspect, teachessake
important in both scenarios.

| also hypothesized that teacher turnover is greatest among programs in Group
IV followed by turnover in Group Il then Group Ill and finally Group | (Group IV > lI
>[Il > 1). This proved true for three voice practices: careerckdtigrievance
procedures and exit interviews.

We all have had jobs where we agreed and/or disagreed with our boss on
policies and their effectiveness. The impact on the workplace by such peespeatn
be considerable. On average in this study, only 24 percent of the teachers aviaigree
their director regarding the voice aspect in question. Therefore, for sijnphd
because it is more likely to reflect the program culture, | will uselitleetors’
responses henceforth.

Conclusion
Despite unionized staffs being responsible for fewer children on average, their

wages tend to be higher than non-unionized staff. If unionized teachers earn more and
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have fewer children in their charge, this may help to explain why their ¢gstaad
total turnover rates are lower. However, is the lower turnover due to the highePwages

| found that the higher union wage does not dissipate the significance of unions
in relation to turnover. It could be argued that first workers need a union to get the
higher wage. Through collective bargaining, higher wages can be neddtastaff.
Others might argue that if the wage were already high, union organizing woelssbe |
successful. Longitudinal data could help to clarify this if it were available

Unionization lowers turnover rates. Yet the evidence suggests that non-wage
factors such as lower staff ratios are also significant. In the nextechbpse more
controls to assess this difference, looking at the presence or lack of a$p@ite in
different workplaces and under different regional employment conditions

The results from the teacher and director agree-disagree study in this chapter
indicate that the presence and use of career lattices, formal grievaoedyes and/or
exit interview protocols significantly affect teacher turnover. Also, wtesaiehers think
they do not have good voice options, even if they actually do, some of their
dissatisfaction is seen in higher turnover rates. The result demonsiedte=athers’
perception of voice cannot be ignored when studying voluntary turnover. Further study

of voice practices continues in the next chapter.
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Notes
! For a look at for-profit child care, see Brenda Bushouse.

2 My data set has enrollment numbers for each of the following categories:
Black or African American; Latino or Hispanic; Asian/Asian AmericaiRc
Islander; American Indian/Alaskan Indian/Eskimo; biracial or mul@da¢iowever
numbers in each category are small, so they are grouped together into gogycate
non-European American, for the bulk of this analysis.

% The Massachusetts health care reform law was enacted in 2006 mandating
nearly every resident obtains health insurance. The law established an independent
public authority, known as the Health Connector, to offer subsidized coverage and
facilitate the purchase of private insurance by individuals and small businesse
However, the statute does not diminish the significant value (due to the practst of ¢
sharing) of health insurance offered through employers.

* There are no programs in the data set with turnover at one or two percent, or
between 44 and 50 percent.
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CHAPTER 6
SEARCHING FOR VOICE

The search for voice has led me to take a closer look at different programs and
their teacher turnover. Structured around the original research questionsafier c
looks at working environments and practices within child-care programs.

| continue testing the theory that predicts lower turnover at programs where
workers have voice. Recall the definition, “voice” refers to the use of direct
communications to bring actual and desired conditions closer together (Hirschman
1970). The aspects and products of voice identified in my model of voice and exit in
figure 3.1 are formal grievance procedures, participation on decision-making
committees, regular paid staff meetings, performance reviews, amd aack
compensation lattices or schedules. With or without unionization, these voice aspects
embody good management practices and an acknowledgement of the importance of
staff views and contributions. | predict these are integral to program$ow turnover.

Research Questions

The research questions are restated here.

¢ What working conditions affect teacher turnover in ECE programs in the
private market?

e How does “voice” differ in nature and quantity across different types of
workplaces?

e What, if any, is the statistical relationship (correlation) betweemézac
turnover and voice, and how does this relationship vary across types of
workplaces?

Below | explore each question. First | look at turnover and specific working

conditions (previously grouped together and called “voice”). Next | compare voice
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aspects in different types of workplaces. Lastly | query the possibtenslaip
between voice and turnover in different work sites.
Working Conditions and Turnover

When considering the factors that influence a worker’s decision to stay at their
job or to exit, the wage is only one, albeit a big one. Other conditions that may affec
the decision include benefits and the practical considerations identified in cBapter

| hypothesized that after accounting for wages, there are three working
conditions that are key to the presence and use of voice in the workplace. Firss, there
evidence of consistent use of “voice” in a workplace with an agreed-upon policy for
solving grievances. Second, voice is evident in workplaces that utilize a aadeer
compensation lattice. Third, workplaces where decisions are made though marageme
and labor committees and meetings promote a culture of open communication. The
presence of these conditions reflects a positive management style andadtedisicaof
programs with low teacher turnover.

Recall that the presence of each voice aspect is captured with a dummyevariabl
with a possible value of O for “not present” and 1 for “present and an integrated part of
the working environment.” The results in this chapter bear out my earlier hyisothes
that programs incorporating certain practices at their workplace have loneveur

Table 12 shows the percentage of programs reporting each voice aspect. (As in
chapter 5, exit interviews are used instead of performance reviews.) thile
percentage of union and non-union programs with each aspect are somewhat similar,
the differences in percentages are larger when looking at programs with twoeor mor

voice aspects, as shown later in table 17. In table 12, exit interviews stand out as a
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disproportionately union practice. Likewise, committee participation is oftea
reported in non-union programs, though the share of all programs that solicit c@anmitte
participation is relatively low in both union and non-union sites.

Table 12: Percentages of Programs with each Voice Aspect

VOICE ASPECT % Non-union % Union Union less Non-
Variable: Programs with  Programs with union Difference
CBA 0 % 100 % 100 %
Career Lattices 80.6 90.9 10.3
Grievance Procedures 83.3 90.9 7.6
Committee Participation 38.9 33.3 -5.6

Staff Meetings 88.9 93.9 5.0
Exit Interviews 50.0 66.7 16.7

In the next section, teacher turnover is regressed on the voice variables in a
single equation. While there is little variation among the programs eggrd to the
use of voice aspects, the correlation matrix in table 13 and the contingensyirtable
table 14 show that pair-wise correlation is low among the voice aspects in thet.data se
My results described below allow the concern of multicollinearity be si.asi

Table 13: Correlation Matrix

PROGRAM Union Lattice Grievance Committee Meeting Exit Interview
Union 1.000

Lattice 0.147 1.000

Grievance 0.112 -0.037 1.000

Committee  -0.057 0.310 -0.066 1.000

Staff Meeting 0.090 -0.127 0.033 -0.088 1.000

Exit Interview 0.169  0.150 0.106 -0.152 0.050 1.00(

Since the correlations are low and many programs have the same aspgats, | a
determined the Pearson chi2 for each of the unique 15 voice-aspect pairs. Table 14
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shows the results for two of these variable pairs: A. Career latticesraavauize
procedures; and B. Career lattices and Decision-making committees.

For each test, the null hypothesis is that programs with voice-aspect X and with
voice-aspect Y are independent, i.e., are not correlated (assuming aspeot Xeés
same as aspect Y). The alternative hypothesis then is that they are buedled, i
dependent on each other, or are correlated.

Table 14: Two Contingency Tables

A. Grievance procedures
Career lattices
No Yes Total Frequency
No 7 29 36 0.806
Yes 3 30 33 0.909
Total 10 59 69 0.855
B. Decision-making committees
Career lattices
No Yes Total Frequency
No 10 0 10 0.000
Yes 34 25 59 0.424
Total 44 25 69 0.362

Contingency grid A. in table 14 above indicates that among programs without
career ladders, 80.6 percent have grievance procedures, and among programs with
career ladders, 90.9 percent have grievance-procedures. Are theseednélaen
comparing the observed frequencies with the expected frequencies, the Pearson chi2
(with one degree of freedom) equals 1.489 (Pr = 0.222). Therefore | fail to reject the
null hypothesis that they are independent, i.e. are not correlated.

| got similar pair-wise collinearity results (0.160 < Pr < 0.784) when Idesdte
the voice-aspects pairs with one exception, career lattices and decaiorgm

committees. Contingency grid B. in table 14 shows that all of the programs without
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career ladders do not have decision-making committees, and among progitams wi
career ladders, 42.4 percent do have decision-making committees. In this easthavh
observed frequencies are compared with the expected frequencies, the Hearson c
(with one degree of freedom) equals 6.645 (Pr = 0.010). For this pair only, | reject the
null hypothesis. The frequency of programs with career lattices cog@ldtethe
frequency of programs with decision-making committees. This is consigtartaile

13, where this pair had the largest correlation (0.310) in the matrix.

In 14 out of 15 pairs, | cannot reject the hypothesis that the voice aspects are not
correlated. Overall the Pearson chi2 results do not contradict the low conglsttiown
in table 13.

| also checked for multicollinearity among the six voice variables usingncar
inflation factors (VIF). In all six regressions, the VIF values (1.026 <¥/1F206)
indicate that further consideration of multicollinearity is not warranted.

Unionization

| introduce Equation 6.1 below. In it, Y is the outcome variable, teacher
turnover, andis the index for each of the 69 observatighiigbeta one) is the
coefficient for programs with a signed CBA. It tells us the average chartige i
outcome variable when the variableda =1. 3, is the coefficient for programs with
career lattices. It tells us the average change in teacher turnioertiere is a career
lattice, D anice =1. B3, P4, P5, andPs are the coefficients for the voice aspects grievance
procedures, decision-making committees, staff meetings, and exit interview

respectively.
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Equation 6.1 (All programs i = 1 to 69)
Yi= Bo1t+ BiDceat B2Diatticet PaDarievancd BaDcommittest BsDmeetingt PeDExitinterviewt €

Each coefficient in table 15 represents the average change in teacherrturnove
when said voice variable is equal to 1. The coefficients estimate the effeschover
of introducing a specific voice aspect. The table shows the direction of thefeffe
each voice aspect, which aspects are significant, and compares aspects indinion a
non-union workplaces.

Table 15: Turnover Regressed on Voice: Union Non-union Comparison

Equation 6.1 Eq 6.@nion Eq 6.3Non-union

Variable Coefficient 't Coefficient t Coefficient t

Dcga -0.048 -0.98
(0.049)

DL adders -0.033 -0.44 0.086 0.68 —0.090 -0.98
(0.074) (0.127) (0.092)

Darievance -0.124 -1.73* 0.040 0.29 -0.119 -1.32
(0.071) (0.137) (0.090)

Dcommittee -0.107 -2.01** 0.046 0.48 -0.162 —2.16**
(0.053) (0.095) (0.075)

Dweetings 0.023 0.27 0.119 0.73 0.005 0.05
(0.085) (0.163) (0.108)

Degitinterview  —0.100 -1.98* -0.036 -0.43 -0.139 —2.09**
(0.050) (0.083) (0.066)

Constant 0.488 4.00 0.0004 0.00 0.588 3.88
(0.122) (0.262) (0.152)

Adj R? 0.108 -0.135 0.278

n 69 33 36

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Statistisalyificant at **p<.05 level; *p<.10

With Equation 6.1, all the coefficients except staff meetings are negative
indicating that the presence of that voice aspect is working in the desiraedirec
toward lower turnover. Grievance procedures and exit interviews areicadtist
significant at the 0.10 level, and decision-making committees ardisglyssignificant

at the 0.05 level, all shown in table 15. The adjusted R-squared is 0.108.

112



Equation 6.2 uses the 33 union-program observations (with a signed CBA) and
Equation 6.3 is for the 36 non-union observations. Equations 6.2 and 6.3 use the same
voice aspects as in Equation 6.1 except there is no CBA variable.

Equation 6.2Union (i = 1 to 33)

Yi= Bozt B7DLatticet BsDarievancd BaDcommitted ProDmeetingt P11DExitinterview™ €
Equation 6.3Non-union(i = 1 to 36)

Yi= Bozt B12Dratticet P13Darievancd B14aDcommitted” B15Dmeetingt B16DExitinterview+ €

When turnover is regressed on the variables in Equation 6.2, no variables are
statistically significant. Recall from figure 4, the distribution ranigeimover rates
among union programs was nearly half that among non-union programs. Also, because
the percentage of union programs that utilize voice aspects is high, there is less
variability in the independent variables, as seen in table 12. With low vayiabitite
dependent and independent variables, Equation 6.2 is unlikely to produce statistically
significant results.

However, when turnover is regressed on voice aspects in the non-union data set
using Equation 6.3, decision-making committees and exit interviews are stliyistic
significant at the 0.05 level (see table 15). The coefficients indicatéf¢ae @n
turnover that might be expected if a non-union program were to add a specific voice
practice. With more to explain due to greater variability among the vasjdhke
adjusted R-squared for Equation 6.3 (non-union) is the highest in table 15 at 0.278.

Having looked at the three equations, now | focus on each voice variable within

the equations.
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Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA)

A signed CBA can be seen as a proxy for union status. A CBA comes out of a
process of negotiation where labor representatives and management cortemunica
directly. This process can give workers a say in their work environment efcga be
agreement is reached. These agreements cover areas such as hirinty, $emneooff,
discrimination, disability access, committee structure, job requiremergsswaenefits
and more. Many of the aspects of voice | am studying are typically part@AaWith
Equation 6.1, the CBA is associated with a 4.8 percent reduction in turnover (table 15).

All these unionized programs have a CBA. Contracts or agreements between
management and labor are rare in non-union shops, and none of my non-union
observations have such agreements.

Career and Compensation Lattices

Career and compensation lattices, also called ladders, are used to detegmine t
wage of a new hire and what workers must do to earn a promotion and/or wage
increase. These types of lattices (common at government work sites, falexara
reported in 80.6 percent of the non-union and 90.9 percent of the union programs (table
12). For non-union programs with career lattices, the effect is an avechggion in
teacher turnover of 9 percentage points (from the constant), as shown on the right-hand
side of table 15. Having the information contained on career lattices avadabletaff
does work in the desired direction (toward lower turnover), but it is not statisticall
significant, contrary to my hypothesis.

The constantfy.) represents the expected rate of teacher turnover when all the

other variables in the equation are zero. All the observations in Equation 6.2 have a
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CBA. That equation’s constant is much smaller than the others, most likely battause
programs with a CBA in the data set have at least two voice aspects.
Grievance Procedures

Over 80 percent of programs report using some type of formal grievance
procedure. These procedures are intended to provide a recognized and consistent
treatment of grievance accusations and are associated with an 11.9 perpeimtage-
reduction in turnover in non-union programs (table 15). For union programs, the
coefficient for this variable is 0.040 (4 percentage points) but is not stdlystica
significant.

It is not possible to know if on average grievance procedures in non-union
programs are similar in terms and conditions as such procedures in union programs,
which are publicly reviewed at least during contract renewals. One non-@acher
wrote in her surveyOur problems are more with getting problems resolved through
our directors.”

Empowered Committee Participation

Committees with both staff and managers can be a place where worker voice is
expressed with colleagues and management. Of all the voice aspects beed) #giigli
one is reported in the fewest programs, approximately one-third of each wortyplace
in table 12. However, the coefficient for active participation on committees in non-
union programs is statistically significant at the 0.05 level, and indicatespected
reduction in turnover of 16.2 percent. This coefficient for all programs (Equation 6.1)
with empowered committee participation is also statistically siantiat the same

level.
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Staff Meetings

Staff meetings regularly scheduled during paid time and considered productive
are common, taking place in 94 percent of union programs and 89 percent of non-union
programs (table 12). The small positive coefficient estimate for stdfings in non-
union programs implies that using only staff meetings is not associated with lowe
teacher turnover rates in these programs. Perhaps responders feel ttoereraney
staff meetings, or the meetings are not productive, and/or are not taken seriously.
Regardless of which set of observations are used, the coefficient for stéifigse
remains positive and is not statistically significant.
Exit Interviews

Though not as common as most of the other voice aspects, table 12 shows that
exit interviews are conducted regularly in half of the non-union work sites and-in two
thirds of the unionized work sites, a 16.7 percent difference. As discussed in chapter 5,
an exit interview happens after a worker has decided to leave. However, thenpsogra
practice of collecting this information can indicate that management aedkeceives
“direct communication” which they may later use “to bring actual and desired
conditions closer together,” the definition of voice. The coefficient in each of the three
equations is negative, indicating the practice appears to work in the desiotidmlire
There is an estimated 13.9 percentage-point reduction in teacher turnovetadsoci
with non-union programs that conduct exit interviews. This reduction is both
statistically and economically significant.

In Equation 6.2, only the coefficient for the exit interview variable is negative,

indicating a reduction in turnover of 3.6 percentage points in union programs, though
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this result is not statistically significant. Not all CBAs require treefice of conducting
exit interviews when a staff member leaves, so there may be more graabibng
union programs in this independent variable than with other voice aspects.

Which working conditions?

This section began by asking what working conditions affect teacher turnover in
child-care programs. Recall that | hypothesized that an agreed-uponfpolojving
grievances, a career and compensation lattice, and decisions made thouggnmeaha
and labor committees are evidence of the presence and use of voice and are present in
programs with low teacher turnover. The results show that when teacher turnover is
regressed on voice aspects, grievance procedures and empowered committee
participation are statistically significant. While career lagtiaee not found to be
significant, exit-interview protocols are. In the complete data set, coeemi
participation and exit interviews are associated with a reduction of 10.7 and 10
percentage points in teacher turnover respectively. Among non-union programs, the
average reduction in turnover is greater, 16.2 and 13.9 percentage points respectively.
The use of committee participation and exit interviews protocols is repagserdf
programs with lower teacher turnover. Implementation of these voice aspecasinay
lowering turnover.

Table 15 sheds light on the relationship between voice and turnover in these
workplaces. The small constant in Equation 6.2 may indicate that the drivingrforce i
the expected value of the outcome variable, teacher turnover is the program’s
unionization status rather than the program culture including a specific agpedate.

Therefore it seems reasonable to expect that the coefficients in Equation 6.2 do not
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further reduce the outcome variable, since a union contract (CBA) typicallyscthe
use of career and compensation ladders, grievance procedures, comreifieei amt
and staff meetings, as well as decreases the variability amongats g

Location of Workplaces

My second research question asks how voice differs in nature and quantity
across different types of workplaces. I'm looking for which aspects of voeca ase,
and which workplaces adopt which variants. Part of the answer to this question has been
discussed and shown in the tables above. In chapter 3, | proposed that there is more
evidence of consistent use of voice by workers and management in unionized programs.
The comparison between union and non-union programs in the previous section
indicates that there is more voice in union programs through the signed CBA.

What about other types of work sites? While there are many different types of
workplaces, | choose to compare the use of voice in different geographicainecati
grouped by regional unemployment because this is an exogenous factor with which all
programs must deal.

Regional Unemployment

The unemployment rate represents the number of unemployed persons as a
percentage of the regional labor fofcEhis seems a useful comparison, since
unemployment rates can affect how workers see their prospects in the joh iMeylke
unemployment in the area, external to a program’s work environment, can be a
discouragement to quitting. Therefore teacher turnover is expected to benaver

high-unemployment market than in a tighter labor market.
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As described in chapter 4, Massachusetts is divided into six geographic regions.
The regions in order from 1 to 6 are: Western, Central, Northeast, Metro West,
Southeast and Boston, as shown in figure 2. Unfortunately these regions do not
correspond to standard geographic and statistical groupings used by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics to calculate unemployment rates. The unemploymentvwtien
EOHHS regions, ranging from 4.2 to 7.2 percent, are so different that EOHHS regions
are not a useful basis for a comparison of unemployment rates within Massachusett

Instead, each child-care program’s county, and metropolitan New England City
and Town Area (NECTA), if appropriate, were used to determine the corresponding
unemployment rate for its area in September 2003, when the survey was cofducted.
When comparing all the relevant unemployment rates, there was a clear break ar
5.9 percent. Therefore | have grouped together programs in areas with an
unemployment rate of 5.9 percent or greater as the “high-unemployment grbape” T
are more programs in this group (n=43) than in the “low-unemployment group” which
tend to be located in non-urban areas. Programs in the high-unemployment group are
located in the counties of Hampden (includes the city of Springfield), Worcesses,E
Bristol (includes New Bedford), and Suffolk (Boston), and the city of Cambridge in
Middlesex County.Programs in areas with an unemployment rate of less than 5.9
percent are in my low-unemployment group (n=26). These programs are istthe re
Middlesex county as well as in the counties of Berkshire, Hampshire, Norfolk,
Plymouth, and Barnstable (includes Hyannis on Cape Cod).

When comparing programs in high- and low-unemployment regions, correlation

is weak among the voice aspects in the data set, as it is when comparing plygrams
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union status. Similar to Equation 6.1 studied earlier, each coefficient in Equation 6.4
represents the expected average change in teacher turnover when thatriabteisa
equal to 1. However, the union-status variable is replaced in Equation 6.4qaih D
representing regional unemployment group. Therefore the coefffizi¢ipéta one) tells
us the expected change in the dependent variable, teacher turnover, when the
independent variableddigh =1 for programs in the high-unemployment group. Since a
region with high unemployment indicates there are more people chasingdesene
expect teacher turnover to be lower than if the same program were in a region with
lower unemployment.

Equation 6.4 (All programs i = 1 to 69)

Yi= Boat+ B1Druignt P2Deatticet B3Darievancd PaDcommittedr BsDmeetingt BsDEexitinterviewt €
When teacher turnover is regressed on the variables in Equation 6.4 using all the
program surveys returned by directorguigh and Qexitnterview @re statistically
significant, as shown in table 16. The adjusted R-squared is 0.207 (higher than for
Equation 6.1 with the CBA variable). The constfiatis 52.2 percent, as shown in the
left column of table 16. This represents the expected rate of teacher turnover for
programs in a low-unemployment region (written as nR) without any voicetaspec
(written as nX):

E (Y | nR nX). It is the highest constant in table 16 supporting the expectation that
turnover is higher in a low-unemployment climate. (This is above state aodatat
averages discussed in previous chapters. However state and national child-caes turnov
averages are calculated over time and do not include information about corresponding

economic conditions.)
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Equation 6.5 uses the 26 program observations in the low-unemployment
regions and Equation 6.6 uses the 43 observations in the high-unemployment regions.
Sorted by unemployment group, both equations use the same voice variables as
Equation 6.4.

Equation 6.5Low unemploymergt = 1 to 26)

Yi= Bost B7DLatticet BsDarievancd BaDcommittedr BroDmeetingt B11DExitinterviewt €
Equation 6.6High unemploymer(i = 1 to 43)

Yi= Bost B12DLatticet B13Dacrievancd P14aDcommitted” P15Dwmeetingt B16DEexitinterviewt €

Of course, the regional labor market affects voluntary and involuntary labor
turnover, and this is confirmed in table 16 with the statistically significarticeat (at
the 0.01 level) for Ruigh. The coefficientf; when Ckrigh=1 and all other variables are
zero indicates a 14.5 percentage-point decrease in teacher turnover for kaed)iloc
a region experiencing high-unemployment, an element external to the program’s
control. While high unemployment is generally undesirable, it affords lower turnover
because teachers see few job opportunities elsewhere. Given this extechaineexit,
does the use of voice differ for programs forced to operate under differdeg@tmar

realities?
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Table 16: Turnover Regressed on Voice: Regional Unemployment Comparison

Equation 6.4 Eq.65%w-unemployment Eq.6.64digh-unemply

Variable Coefficient t Coefficient t Coefficient t

Drrigh —0.145 —2.97%**
(0.049)

DL adders -0.059 -0.86 0.117 0.89 -0.163 —2.32**
(0.069) (0.130) (0.070)

Darievance -0.102 -1.51 0.002 0.02 -0.135 -1.72*
(0.068) (0.113) (0.079)

Dcommittee -0.063 -1.21 -0.196 -1.82* 0.027 0.50
(0.052) (0.108) (0.053)

Dwmeetings 0.035 0.44 0.086 0.61 -0.002 -0.03
(0.080) (0.140) (0.091)

Degitinterview  —0.082  -1.73*  -0.249 —2.80** 0.044 0.92
(0.048) (0.089) (0.048)

Constant 0.522 4.52 0.359 1.76 0.413 3.07
(0.116) (0.204) (0.134)

Adj R* 0.207 0.202 0.115

n 69 26 43

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Statistisalyificant at ***p<.01 level; **p<.05 level; *p<.0

Career and Compensation Schedules or Lattices

As mentioned earlier, compensation ladders are used to determine the wage and

rank of employees. Among the high-unemployment group, the coefficient tsfona

program reporting use of such a ladder is statistically significant at the 0ed5aled is

associated with an average reduction in turnover of 16.3 percentage points (mdht-ha
side of table 16). While management may appear to have the upper hand in a high-

unemployment market, both sides of the labor relationship bear costs. For example, on

National Public Radio’&ll Things Considered_aurie Bienstock of Watson Wyatt

Worldwide stated that over time replacing staff is three times more expdhan

keeping existing workefs

By contrast, the coefficients for career lattices, grievance procealuestaff

meetings are positive and not statistically significant in the low-unemmaot/group.
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This indicates that under favorable employment conditions for workers, these voice
aspects are not associated with teacher turnover.
Grievance Procedures

Focusing on Equation 6.4, fair and consistent use of established grievance
procedures is estimated to lower teacher turnover by 10.2 percentage points, tlough it i
not statistically significant. However, with annual turnover in child-cangnams of 30
percent reported, a 10 percentage-point reduction is economically significant.

In the high-unemployment group, the coefficient estimate for formal grievanc
procedures is negative 13.5 (second highest reduction) and statisticallyargrati the
0.10 level. Programs with this process in place, as with the career latticet tbemef
lower turnover and a more stable workforce at their programs.

Empowered Committee Participation

Programs that utilize committees with a mix of staff and management to make
workplace decisions can be a method for people to communicate across hierarchical
lines. The negative coefficient of 6.3 percentage points for the practice of veciuns
empowered committees (Equation 6.4) is associated in this data set wittabldesir
effect on turnover. Also note that the coefficient for this variable in Equation 6.5
(consisting of observations in low-unemployment regions only) is associated with a
larger reduction in turnover, 19.6 percentage points, and is statistically sigh#idhe
0.10 level Thus even when teachers view their external job prospects as good,
implementing this practice may prove beneficial to managers who hope to deter

teachers’ voluntary departures.
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Staff Meetings

The positive coefficient estimate of 3.5 percent for productive staff meetings on
the left side of table 16 implies that this voice aspect is associated withl ghsmgh
undesirable increase in turnover. Consistent with the coefficients shown in table 15,
staff meetings are not associated with lower turnover in this data. Assdcearlier,
the view of what is productive varies, and these meetings may be perceivedsie a
of time.
Exit Interviews

Conducting exit interviews when a staff person leaves provides feedback to
management and an opportunity to reconsider what may or may not be working at the
workplace. The overall negative coefficient of 8.2 percent is statigtignificant at
the 0.10 level. Using Equation 6.5, the expected change in teacher turnover among
programs in the low-unemployment group that conduct exit interviews is a 24.9
percentage-point reduction (statistically significant at the 0.05 level) pFfadice
among programs facing a competitive employment market is associgtettheviargest
decrease in average turnover of the independent variables in table 16. Likewite, rec
that in non-union programs, exit interviews are statistically signifiaadtassociated
with the second largest reduction in turnover (table 15). This is interesting, begduse
interviews often are not viewed as an opportunity for workers and management to
communicate; yet the practice in these different workplaces seems te keductary

exits.
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Different Environment, Different Response

Unemployment matters, and it appears that the use of voice aspects vary in
different labor market conditions. For example, if management is faciognpetitive
employment market and unable to raise wages, my results suggest that esdpowe
committee participation and exit interview protocols are worth considering intorde
retain teachers. On the other hand, in a region with high-unemployment, career and
compensation ladders and grievance procedures are associated with lokar tea
turnover. In a market with many job seekers, these voice aspects are edseitat
reductions in turnover larger than for any of the other voice aspects testedayte m
because in a region with high unemployment, a career lattice and forevalrge
procedures are tangible and measurable practices that can affect wagestesddver
time. Whereas in regions with low unemployment, wages may be competitive acros
programs, and therefore workplace culture and daily practices such asrdetaiing
committees and exit interview practices play an important role in distinggishi
programs. Detailed wage data over time could clarify this.

Decision-making committees and exit interviews are associatedowmith |
turnover programs in both workplace comparisons when turnover is often high, i.e.,
among non-union programs or in regions with low-unemployment. As shown earlier in
table 15, the use of empowered committees or exit interviews in progranosiiat
CBA is associated with the largest reductions in teacher turnover. Whigetth@soice
aspects are not associated with lowering turnover for programs in the high-
unemployment group, they are associated with statistically signtfturnover

reductions for programs in the low-unemployment group.
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More is better

This section began with a focus on my second research question: how voice
differs in nature and quantity across different types of workplaces. The above
comparisons show that there is difference in the use, or nature of voice in different
workplaces. What about quantity?

Recall that | proposed that there is more evidence of consistent use of voice by
workers and management in unionized programs. Table 17 is a summary of the number,
or guantity of voice practices and associated turnover-rate distributions by atimmiz
status. Union shops report more aspects or practices of voice than non-union shops. For
example, 72.7 percent of union programs report 4-5 voice practices in use compared to
only 52.8 percent of non-union shops.

Table 17: Turnover Distribution by Quantity of Voice Aspects

TURNOVER Percent
Aspects | Programs | Percentof] 1 2 3 4"
n n programs| quartile | quartile | quartile | quartile
ALL PROGRAMS
69 100.00% | 11.44%| 20.00%| 36.93% 100.00%
0-1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-3 26 37.68 18.18 34.85 50.00 100.00
4-5 43 62.32 9.09 14.29 25.00 63.64
NON-UNION
36 100.00 14.29 22.25 40.00 100.00
0-1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-3 17 47.22 25.00 40.00 57.61 100.00
4-5 19 52.78 9.09 14.29 21.43 40.00
UNION
33 100.00 6.90 17.39 30.95 63.64
0-1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-3 on 27.27 3.57 25.00 32.47 42.86
4-5 24 72.73 7.27 16.20 31.25 63.64

Note: *Given the small number of observations tfgese quartile estimates may not be accurate.
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Another pattern that emerges from table 17 is that with more voice practices,
turnover rates for both union and non-union programs are lower at most points in the
distribution and consistently at th&and 3 quartile. For example, in thé%qyuartile
the turnover rate for non-union programs with 2-3 (few) voice practices is 40 percent
while for programs with 4-5 (several) voice practices, the turnover rate ésaghit
less, 14.29 percent. This is a large difference between programs in the losvhighse
voice-practices categories. The addition of one or two voice practices relaeices t
turnover rate by more than half. At the first quartile for non-union programs for
example, turnover goes from 25 percent to 9.09 percent, a 64 percent drop, with the
addition of a fourth voice practice.

Nearly three-quarters of the union programs report 4-5 voice practices in use.
While the size of the decrease in turnover for non-union programs is larges theros
distribution when going from the “few” group (2-3) to “several” (4-5) voice fizas,
the small number of union programs (9) that report 2-3 aspects begin with much lower
turnover than non-union programs reporting 2-3 aspects. The patterns that emerge from
table 17 provide strong evidence for my hypothesis that voice is more common in
unionized programs.

Relationship between Turnover and Voice

The final research question asks what the statistical relationship (tonkela
between teacher turnover and voice is, and how this relationship may vary across
workplaces.

| proposed that there is a negative relationship between turnover and voice. As

aspects of voice in the workplace increase, teacher turnover decreases. Tableeti7 show
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this to be true from a simple counting approach but says nothing about the statistical
relationships. In chapter 3, | proposed three aspects or products of voice ané pres
when teacher turnover is lower than the state’s industry average: a sighed CB

formal grievance procedure; and a career and compensation lattitedulsc As has

been shown, career lattices are not significant with regard to turnover intdnisetla
However, both the CBA and grievance procedure practices seem promising for further
analysis.

Effects of Voice, Union status and Wages

Table 18 reports the results of nine OLS specifications where the dependent
variable is the teacher turnover rate and the independent variables are union status
teacher average wage, unemployment and three aspects of voice that stand out from
earlier analyses. These specifications expand on those in table 9 byngcludi
unemployment and voice. (I have included the results of specifications 1, 2 and 3 from
table 9 in table 18 for reference.)

Voice

Specification 4 of table 18 is a multivariate regression of the turnover rate on
three aspects of voice without controls for the confounding effects of union status, wage
or unemployment. These voice variables are statistically significéme 8.05 level or
better. The coefficients indicate a negative relationship to turnover. Fopéxahe
coefficient estimate for grievance procedures is associated with askeordaacher
turnover of 16.9 percentage points when controlling for other aspects of voice.
Grievance procedures consistently show the most significant effettlod al

independent variables tested in table 18.
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Union status and Voice

Specification 5 is a regression of teacher turnover on union status and the same
aspects of voice, allowing a test of whether lower turnover is related to unias stat
when including voice. This coefficient for union status, though not statistically
significant, indicates that unionization is associated with a decreasehertéamover
of 6.2 percentage points. There is little change between specifications 4 ahe 5 in t
statistically significant voice coefficients.
Wage and Voice

Specification 6 is similar to specification 5 except it replaces union stétus
teacher average wage, regressing turnover on wage and voice. The voicesoteffici
vary little and remain statistically significant. The wage cogdfit indicates a small
effect on turnover of roughly one percentage-point per dollar of wage regardless of

regression, i.e., specifications 2, 3, 6, 8, or 9.
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Table 18: Regressions of Turnover on Union

, Wage, Unemployment and Voice

Specifications [1] [2] [3]

from Table !
Est. Coef.
VARIABLE (Std. Error’
UNION -0.083 --  -0.086
STATUS (0.044)* (0.045)*
AVERAGE -- 0.006 0.008
WAGE (0.012) (0.012)
Adjusted
R<2> 0.036 -0.012 0.029
Specification [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9]
Est. Coef.
VARIABLE (Std. Error;
UNION -- -0.062 -- -- -0.068 -0.046
STATUS (0.041) (0.041) (0.041)
AVERAGE -- -- 0.014 -- 0.016 0.016
WAGE (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
HIGH - - - -0.104 - -0.094
UNEMPLOY- (0.043)** (0.044)**
MENT
GRIEVANCE-0.169 -0.160 -0.182 -0.148 -0.174 -0.158

PROCEDURKO0.061)*** (0.061)** (0.062)***

(0.060)**(0.061)*** (0.060)**

DECISION -0.094 -0.096 -0.101 -0.068 -0.104 -0.080
COMMITTEE (0.043)** (0.043)** (0.043)** (0.043) (0.043)** (0.043)*
EXIT -0.093 -0.083 -0.093 -0.077 -0.083 -0.073
INTERVIEW (0.042)** (0.042)* (0.042)** (0.041)* (0.042)* (0.041)*
Adjusted

R<2> 0.167 0.183 0.174 0.226 0.196 0.240

Notes: Results are not weighted. n=69

Significant at ***p<.01 level; **p<.05 level; *p<.Q level
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Unemployment and Voice

Specification 7 replaces union status with unemployment group, regressing
turnover on unemployment and voice. The unemployment coefficient indicates that
operating in a high unemployment area is associated with a 10.4 percentage-point
decrease in turnover when controlling for voice. Only in this specification is one of the
voice aspects not statistically significant.
Union, Wage and Voice

Specification 8 regresses turnover on union status controlling for average wage
and three aspects of voice. The coefficients for union status and wage &eteimi
those in specifications 5 and 6, showing that when wage is included the associated
effect of union status on turnover changes less than one percentage point (—6.2 to —6.8).
Again, all the voice aspects are statistically significant with gnesgrocedures
associated with a 17.4 percentage-point reduction in turnover even when controlling for
the other effects.
Union, Wage, Unemployment and Voice

Specification 9 regresses turnover on all variables listed in table 18. The
unemployment group, grievance procedures, committees and exit interviesechare
statistically significant. With coefficient estimates between an@—-15.8 percentage
points, the voice aspects are associated with desirable reductions in teauhesr
even when controlling for unionization, wage and unemployment climate.

Recall the regression results in table 9 (shown again in table 18, specifications 1
through 3) that used the same dependent variable with union status and teacher average

wage as the only independent variables. Specification 3 indicated that whenliogntrol
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for wages, union status was statistically significant and associatedn8tb a
percentage-point reduction in turnover per dollar of wage (t = —1.94). When controlling
for voice in specification 5, union status losses some of its effect and sigodifta= —
1.51). This may be due to the CBA, which as noted earlier typically incorporates
aspects of voice. When also controlling for wages and unemployment as in spegificat
9, the union effect is still associated with a 4.6 percentage-point reduction in tufnove
=-1.10). Unionization lowers turnover rates, but as the evidence suggested in the
previous chapter, other factors are also significant.

| acknowledge that some of the coefficients for union status are below
conventional levels of statistical significance. However, a 4.6 percentage-point
reduction is economically desirable in this market, considering Massach&seit
teacher turnover rates are typically 29 percent annually regardlesshgblogeent
rates. A reduction of nearly 5 percentage points is a measurable differencador the
programs and offers a way to lower turnover.

Conclusion

This chapter looked at different program types, voice, and relationships to
teacher turnover. Many programs utilize the voice aspects tested, with more than 80
percent reporting career lattices, formal grievance procedures, otgfémeetings as
part of program policy (shown in table 12). Exit interviews stand out as a
disproportionately union practice while the less common joint committeeipatitm
is more often reported in non-union programs.

Work practices do affect teacher-turnover rates in child-care prograhen W

turnover is regressed on voice aspects, grievance procedures, empowered eommitte
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participation and exit interviews are statistically significant. Cotte@iparticipation
and exit interviews are associated with desirable reductions in turnoveraégpec
among non-union programs and programs in a region with low unemployment.

It is clear that voice differs across workplaces. Geographically comgpari
programs based on regional unemployment rates produced some interesting results
Contrary to the results found in regions with low-unemployment, career $ainck
grievance procedures are associated with low-teacher turnover in regiorsgh
unemployment where there are typically more applicants than job openings.

Union shops report more aspects or practices of voice than non-union shops.
Results indicate that with more voice practices, turnover rates for both union and non-
union programs are lower.

Some non-union work sites adopt individual aspects of voice through good
management policies. Career and compensation lattices are the second mest repor
voice aspect by union programs and the third most reported by non-union programs (see
table 12). Perhaps the high use of this voice practice (and others) inhibits thea@bility t
separate them from the effects of a CBA, which builds in many voice aspects.

Finally, | find a negative statistical relationship between labor’s voice
alternatives to quitting and turnover. When controlling for voice and wages, the
associated effect of union status is a 6.8 percentage point reduction in teacher.turnover
In a high-turnover industry, many managers would welcome this reduction in exchange
for allowing their workers some voice. Even when also considering a high
unemployment climate, the associated effect of union status is 4.6 percentdgenpoi

the desired direction.
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The education literature tells us lower turnover improves the quality of
education and care received by children, and provides numerous future social and
economic benefits. My results add to the literature that identifies improved
compensation as crucial to lowering turnover by showing that working conditns ar
relevant to turnover rates. Labor-management agreements, joint comnritiepgieon
and exit interviews can improve turnover rates, benefiting teachers, progmams

children. In the next and final chapter, I'll consider my results in a broadextonte
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Notes

! Unemployed persons are defined as 16 years and older who had no
employment during the reference week, were available for work, exceptripotary
illness, and had made specific efforts to find employment sometime during thek4-we
period ending with the reference week. Persons who were waiting to bedeoadl job
from which they had been laid off need not have been looking for work to be classified
as unemployed.

2 U.S. Department of Labor, Local Area Unemployment Statistics
Massachusettéittp://data.bls.gov/cqgi-bin/surveymost?la+Pae regional labor area
unemployment measures are not seasonally adjusted/dine@politan NECTANew
England City and Town Area) classification is considered more accorate f
Massachusetts than tMSA (Metropolitan Statistical Area) classification. For county
unemployment rates see:
http://data.bls.gov/map/serviet/map.serviet. MapToolServiet?state=25guktanemp
loyment&year=2003&period=M09&survey=la&map=county&seasonal=u

% Counties with ECE observations in EOHHS Region 1: Berkshire, Hampshire,
Hampden; Region 2: Worcester, Norfolk; Region 3: Essex, Middlesex; Region 4:
Middlesex, Plymouth, Norfolk; Region 5 Bristol, Plymouth, Barnstable; Region 6:
Suffolk.

* All Things ConsideredSome Companies Stay Firm To No-Layoffs Pledge,”
January 9, 200ttp://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyid=99175009
(audio accessed July 3, 2009).
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CHAPTER 7

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS AND A POSSIBLE FUTURE

Parents can’t afford to pay,
Teachers and providers can’t afford to stay,
Help us find a better way

(Worthy Wage Campaign Jingle, 1992).

In this chapter | review my findings and the project’s contributions, discuss
lessons learned, detail some recent developments, and close with future pessibilit

Summary of Empirical Findings

Albert Hirschman'’s theory of exit, voice and loyalty demonstrates how wsorke
or members of a group can draw attention to problems and initiate processes to solve
them. In the private sector when workers are unionized, voice is a group of bethblis
mechanisms for workers and management to communicate directly about working
issues, usually specified in a collective bargaining agreement. In chighaagrams
that are not unionized, human resource and management policies may provide
opportunities for voice.

The aspects of voice | studied in this dissertation are:

CBAs that require negotiations with representatives from both sides of the labor
relationship;

Grievance and arbitration procedures that formalize a process for appealing

supervisor decisions and demands;
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Committees and meetings structured to include and empower both labor and
management to seek solutions cooperatively;

Exit interviews conducted by management to inform future decisions; and

Career lattices that describe clear advancement opportunities and rewards
commitment and skill improvements.

My model of voice and exit (figure 3.1) identifies connections between these
aspects of voice, union status and/or management policies, compensation and turnover.

Program-level

My Massachusetts results indicate that compared to non-union programs,
unionized programs:

Employ more staff per child;

Pay higher wages;

Serve a higher percentage of state-subsidized children; and

Have lower rates of turnover.

Less than 15 percent of union programs experienced turnover in 2003 greater
than the state’s industry average of 29 percent, compared to nearly 40 percent of the
non-union programs. Union quit rates averaged nearly half that of non-union programs
(11.4 percent vs. 20.5 percent). This difference in quit rates and total turnovereates ar
both statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

Hypotheses
Results drawn from the ECE director and teacher surveys confirmed my

hypotheses, with one exception.
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1. The presence and type of worker voice is associated with turnover rates in
ECE programs.

When turnover is regressed on voice aspects in the data set, grievance
procedures, joint committee participation and exit interview protocols disistdly
significant. Among non-union programs, joint committee participation and exit
interviews are statistically significant and associated with aasireductions in
turnover. This is true for programs in regions with low unemployment as well. When
turnover is regressed on voice controlling for union status and the wage, grievance
procedures, joint committee participation and exit interviews are galiigsignificant.
Contrary to my hypothesis, career lattices are only statisticaltifisant in this
analysis for programs in high-unemployment regions, where turnover is ssgipres
already by exogenous factors.

2. There is more voice in unionized than in non-unionized programs, with 73
percent of unionized programs reporting four or more voice practices in useredmpa
to only 53 percent of non-union programs as shown in table 17. My results indicate that
as the number of voice practices increases, turnover rates decrease forathgramg
addition, the aspects of voice that are significant to turnover vary depending on the
current exogenous employment conditions for the program.

| found that both non-union programs and programs in low-unemployment
regions have higher turnover than their comparison group. Even in a tight labor market,
ECE wages may vary little across programs. In this case, it is unlikeljntretgement

can stop teachers leaving the ECE field (referred to as occupational turnover).
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However, program culture and daily practices such as joint decision-making
committees and exit interviews can play an important role in distinguishingapregr
As such, the use of voice may help managers keep their teachers from jumping to
another position within the ECE field (job turnover). Data on where teachers go when
they leave could provide a basis for refining this explanation.

In regions with high unemployment, career lattices and formal grievance
procedures are associated with relatively large reductions in turnoveamrip the
other voice aspects | tested. Career lattices and formal grievaroaslpres are tangible
and measurable practices that can affect wages and/or job titles oveérhiese
policies help create a positive program climate that counters the negativelaneos
typical when there are more job seekers than job openings.

3. | found a statistically significant negative relationship between turrameer
voice that varied little across types of ECE workplaces.

When | regressed turnover on three aspects of voice (grievance procedures, joint
committees and exit interviews) without controls for the effects of union statuesgey,
coefficients for all three voice variables indicated a statistisidjyificant negative
relationship to turnover at the 0.05 level or better.

When turnover is regressed on union status controlling for wages, the higher
union average wage does not dissipate the significance of unions, yet the evidence
suggests non-wage factors also play a role. When controlling for both wage and the
three aspects of voice significant above, voice remains statisticallficagij and the
associated effect of union status is a 6.8 percentage-point reduction in turnover. While

not statistically significant, | believe ECE managers would welcomeréy/rsexen
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percentage-point reduction in exchange for allowing more worker voice, given the
typical levels of turnover (and turmoil) to which they are accustomed.

Agreement between Labor and Management?

In addition to these three hypotheses, | explored the issue of labor-management
disagreements. Surveying both sides of the labor relationship gave me pibeiterof
working conditions at a program. It also gave me an opportunity to compare the rate of
disagreement in these relationships. Overall, when responses from a @inector
teacher at the same program are compared, the teachers report the predence
effective use of voice aspects less than directors. If at least the@doebttacher
reports the use of a voice aspect, turnover is lower, though not always significantly,
than when they agree there is no voice (Group 1V), for all aspects except shffgne

The differences in turnover rates between director-teacher matchegréeat a
either a career lattice, formal grievance procedures or exit intervaacpfs exist, and
those that agree the aspect doesare statistically significant and indicate these
practices are associated with lower turnover. When in disagreement, tushioveen
when the teacher perceives there is voice than when the teacher sees no voice.

| found that what the director states does not matter with regard to turn@ger rat
when their teacher perceives career lattices in place, joint commitleds anake
change, or exit interviews conducted. Also, if the teacher thinks staff meatieg
unproductive, the director’s view on these meetings matters not to turnover outcomes.
With these four aspects of voice, teacher turnover rates are similan(®iti@rcentage

points) regardless of director response.
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Where employee dissatisfaction is high, for whatever reason, perception of voice
is low. Some of this dissatisfaction is seen in higher turnover rates. Theke res
support my premise in chapter 5 that employees’ feelings about work are impodant
need to be considered, especially when studying voluntary-turnover issues.

My focus on voice and its relationship to turnover contributes to a better
understanding of where and why turnover rates differ in ECE workplaces. These
findings provide methods and practices worth considering to reduce turnover rates. The
results are relevant and informative to economists and others beyond the academic
community. State and federal policy-makers and child-care professioaatvided to
use these findings and consider workers more in their organizing and policgemnaly

Methodological Lessons

This dissertation taught me a lot, as it should. Next time | conduct such a project
there are some things | will do differently. With regard to sampling, matciung
union and union programs by size and legal status (type) as well as geograpghy woul
produce a better comparison group than the geographic matching done here.

Another concern is response rates. While critical to both legitimacy antsrésul
would spend less time collecting data since after the second month, the marnggfial be
(receipt of another survey) did not equate to the marginal costs in time or momey of a
additional observation. | could not survey more unionized programs since my union
sample was the population. However | could increase the non-union sample though it
would reduce the union percentage in the data set and naturally increase costs.

What | learned in the process of cleaning and coding the data will signiicantl

improve the timeliness and detail of future research. More enlightened decisions
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concerning variable coding and indices creation, for example, will enhance future
analysis and elucidate outcomes.

Other research has demonstrated, and conventional wisdom supports, that wages
are significant to the hiring and retention of workers. However, in my rehidts not
borne out. Recall from table 18 that the coefficients for wages are 1.6 percentage points
or less, indicating practically no effect on turnover rates. This is a conundrum.

My wage variable is the mean of each programs’ average wage for teachers.
This variable does not do a good job of explaining turnover. There is a lot of variation
in wages within and across programs. The variable does not capture differences in the
range of teachers’ wages or distinguish the implications of a wagduditn tied to
years of service. While the survey asked for high, average and starting wagédevel
teachers, it did not ask how many teachers were in each category, or tseohhgse
who quit or those who have been at the program for many years. Also many directors
did not provide the three wage levels for each staff position. The differenceagave
wage for union teachers and non-union teachers in this data set is only $0.42 per hour
(table 6). The difference in average wages of those quitting and those remaining at a
given program could be greater than this. Therefore, my wage variable iblgnobia
good proxy for testing the significance of teachers’ wages on turnover amesgeg the
programs. | must incorporate a more accurate wage variable in future workithroug
better data collection and/or better variable definition.

Future Research Questions

| believe the surveys ask relevant and useful questions. Some questions could be

refined, limiting possible misinterpretations. The number of questions could bedgeduce
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although | now have a wealth of information for future study. For exampla,dtady
whom the teachers and directors are, their contracts or written procedureigesiibmi
voluntarily with their surveys, or why people quit. Results from further stutlyiof
data could add to, clarify, substantiate, weaken or not relate to my pres#tst res

It is worth testing for other relationships in the model such as a relationship
between more worker voice and better management. As Hirschman (1970) notes and |
would hypothesize, worker voice can improve management behavior both by shining
light on a problem and suggesting or initiating improvement strategies.

| see and experience voice in action in my workplace at the university. My
survey respondents described voice in action at their programs in their sutswer
survey questions. Voice is a construct, a theory that | operationalized through the
identification of related aspects and practices that may be present in@daserk
believe voice exists and can be measured as | have done in this project, and possibly i
other ways as well. It is a useful concept in uncovering possible motivations and
outcomes of actions or policies in a group with unequal and overlapping power. Voice
is not a definitive one-size-fits-all gadget, but rather a collective psosgh a wide
scope of practicality and possibility specific to those involved. Whether a “videx#-f
institution is more successful than a non-voice-filled institution depends on howssucces
is defined. In this project, | defined success narrowly, as lower turnover. Tdres uni
my data are “voice-filled” institutions and more successful than the non-uragraprs
with less voice. Is this true elsewhere?

Of the five aspects and products of voice | studied, two (career latticetafind s

meetings) do not matter to turnover in this data, though there was little variebihty
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percentage of observations that did and did not report using them. Grievance procedures
reported in more than 85 percent of programs were statistically sagrifit many
regressions. Joint empowered committees, used more by non-union programs, and exit
interviews, more by unions, were statistically significant in moreyanalthan other

aspects. However, they were reported present by fewer observatimesi @p How

would greater variability in the use of the other voice aspects change the?résults

larger sample size and/or additional voice variables might elucidate this issue

Recent Developments

My research is consistent with what others are doing. At least two-thirdgeof sta
legislatures are debating ECE costs, merits, access, quality, quapdgitg and
workforce issues. As discussed in chapter 2, several states administer ryarginal
successful wage-supplementation programs (U.S. Child Care WAGE$ Project) to
encourage teachers to gain more education and stay in the field. Thirty-one states ha
established core competencies, areas of skills, knowledge and understandireyyecess
to provide high-quality care. Twenty-nine states have implemented cadelers, and
26 have established standards for training (Marshall et al. 2005). In early 2009,
Washington passed the Quality Child Care Bill which allows “child-caretdneand
workers to collectively bargain with the state over matters within tihestaurview to
improve the quality of child care for Washington families” including subsatiysr
(Center for the Child Care Workforce March 2009).

Other organizations are studying the problem. The National Association for the
Education of Young Children has developed five standards for the preparation of ECE

professionals. These comprehensive standards are what NAEYC believesdtasor
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teachers should know and be able to do.” The standards state that well-prepared early
childhood professionals should have extensive knowledge of child development and
how to apply it, along with recognition of the range and influences of culture, economic
conditions, health and learning styles on development; value all families and
communities and create respectful reciprocal relationships; understand afficibee
assessment strategies to influence child development and learning; useprdewally
effective teaching strategies in appropriate subjects; and identify tivemsal early
childhood professionals who adhere to high ethical standards, demonstrate self-
motivation, collaboration and continuous learning, advocate for children and families
and “cultivate their role as professionals doing critical work” (Natiorsslo&iation for
the Education of Young Children 2006).

Massachusetts

In 2005, the Massachusetts legislature created the nation’s first board and
consolidated state agency, the Department of Early Education and Care, to be
responsible for all aspects of care and education for the state’s yoursggesttse
DEEC works to improve ECE quality, accessibility and affordability.

Massachusetts Governor Deval Patrick, noting early education’s positak fis
impacts, was one of 16 in the country who proposed increasing pre-k funding for FY09.
Despite a $1.2 billion deficit in Massachusetts, Patrick proposed a 22 percent and the
legislature agreed to an 11 percent increase in the state’s pre-k inMegtmeng other
line items, this increased funds for early childhood professional developmesi (Pr
Now April 2008, September 2008). Patrick also moved the state closer to his pre-k-

through-20 vision for education. This is a lot of money, especially in difficult fiaRnc
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times. It shows commitment and an understanding of where pre-k belongs in a more
complete educational system.

In July 2008, the legislature passed and Patrick signed a secowah Att
Related to Early Education and Cate enhance DEEC'’s original enabling statute. It
covers a broad range of programs and initiatives, including continued development of
the Massachusetts Universal Pre-Kindergarten Program (UPK), progréity qua
standards and developmental benchmarks, educational evaluation tools and a
performance measurement system. It requires implementation of a rexgiordihation
system and adds new licensing responsibilities to DEEC. Under workforce
development, the law requires DEEC to facilitate professional developmidiat 6BCE
workforce by providing for training programs and professional developmenhg@isk
and other languages), establishing ways to recognize and reward educational
advancement, and requiring core competencies in training be aligned with approved
program quality standards (Early Education for All January 2008, July 2008).

Although this workforce development system is in the initial stages, there are
initiatives and pilots across the state upon which the coordinated plan hopes to build. A
multi-million dollar scholarship program (Early Childhood Educators Scholarship
Program) to help ECE workers pursue higher education degrees has been part of the
FYO06, FY07 and FYO08 state budgets. The Massachusetts Board of Higher Education’s
Early Childhood Transfer Compact between public university, state and community
colleges enhances the scholarship program by guaranteeing students wheecomple
compact programs at community colleges consideration for admissiorchertea

education programs at four-year schools and transfer of credit for allezpreement
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courses passed (Early Education for All January 2008). These two efforts provide
funding and begin to tackle the lack of capacity to prepare and train early childhood
professionals in the higher education system.

Clearly, legislatures, governors and others believe children’s succeadiul
learning is dependent upon a prepared and qualified early childhood workforce.
Understanding some of the practical and personal constraints these worers fac
programs specifying what credentials must include and aiding workers iniagquir
these enhanced skills and knowledge is in society’s best interest. | agreenibrat
qualified workforce is necessary to improving the quality of ECE childrenvesdaut it
is not sufficient.

Most workforce development efforts in this field are focused at the individual
level, implying that properly educating the teacher, director and statesing staff will
solve the workforce problem. Staff members are accepting this chalémgéing in
college while maintaining their employment in ECE. In Massachusetts,thaorel, 900
ECE scholarships have been awarded since FY06 (Early Education for All Navembe
2008). However, these educational initiatives will not succeed in a vacuum. More
money and support for professional development will not transform the majority of
programs supplying low-quality care into programs delivering high-quality. &
revolution at the industry level is required for such change.

In the short-run, professional development initiatives will increase the pool of
qualified candidates and lower turnover due to the tenure requirement conditions of
participation. Care and education provided by these educated and experienced teachers

completing their “tour of duty” will be improved. But with better qualificationd a
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work requirements fulfilled, many teachers will leave this unrecognizedigalysand
emotionally demanding work for better-paying jobs with more benefits aref betirs.
Few who meet the NAEYC standards will be willing to work for $12 an hour.

Unfortunately, like many states, Massachusetts has not sufficiently seldires
the issues of worker voice and pay. The changes under way and under consideration are
too small and not sweeping enough to solve the problem.

My research shows that giving workers voice can have a desirable effect on
tenure. In addition, as Brandon and Martinez-Beck’s (2006) research indicates, a much
larger increase in ECE teacher pay than any existing initiatives inslugeessary for
the field to be competitive in a labor market of qualified workers, at least under an
labor market conditions we have experienced thus far.

If such a pay increase came or was mandated by government, it would cause a
revolution in the industry, since improved wages are only a piece of the puzzle. Better-
compensated teachers would need better qualifications, additional liceesés:; gr
career commitment, respect from others including education professionals, dad grea
voice as others seek to hear what ECE professionals have to say about child
development and working in ECE. If a widespread pay increase came frommthe fi
level, it could be an outgrowth of a revolution initiated in the field, possibly with
workers withholding their labor power, working collectively and giving voice tw the
needs and conditions.

Future Possibilities

Qualified child-care professionals need more reasons to stay in the field,

including more money in their pockets, a professional work environment with
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communication and decision processes appropriate to the education and experience
teachers are asked to bring to the job, and a stable revenue stream that esdonigag
term investment in quality ECE for all stakeholders.

An ECE labor market where competitive compensation reflects the experience
and education of labor is a necessary and practical goal. The large amount of funds
allocated annually to k-through-12 public education puts the present funding for pre-k
into shameful perspective. Billions of federal and state dollars are alibitabugh
programs, grants and bills to support and improve k-through 12 education, covering, for
example, low-performing schools, quality improvements, students with disabilities
teacher education and loan forgiveness, data and technology systems, child outcome
assessments, standards development, school construction and accreditation, plus
partnership grants and access to U.S. Treasury bonds.

Like kindergarten teachers before them, pre-k workers must be wholly brought
into the system, recognizing their present and future contributions as equal with
elementary and secondary educafi@nly then there will be a predictable revenue
stream and comparable compensation for early childhood teachers.

The Power of Bargaining

Both public policy intervention and collective action can improve the efficiency
of market outcomes by empowering workers. The legislation in Massachbhsaetts t
created the DEEC was an outgrowth of an ongoing community organizing campaign,
Early Education for Alby Strategies for Children Inc.

In California, initiatives to win better compensation were hindered by the lack of

organization affiliations among ECE workers, so advocates developed a Child
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Development Corps under C.A.R.E.S. (Compensation and Recognition Encourage
Stability) to create a group affiliation for workers for advocating, orgagiand
professional development. This led to more involvement by organized labor, resulting
in the C.A.R.E.S. legislation co-sponsored by the California State Laborakieder
(Whitebook and Eichberg 2001).

Historically, unionization has been associated with the manufacturing ndustr
in the United States. However, by 2006 the union presence in the service sector was
greater than that of manufacturing; this was so in 2007 and 2008 as well (Schmitt and
Zipperer 2007).

Recall from chapter 3, Freeman and Medoff (1984) found that unionization
raised wages and greatly reduced the exit behavior of workers paid the saselwag
addition, unionization had a larger effect on tenure in the service industry than in
manufacturing or construction. A 2009 report from the Center for Economic and Policy
Research, “Unions and Upward Mobility for Service-Sector Employ&edimitt)
shows that these effects remain. CEPR found that unionization raises the waeges of t
typical service-sector worker by 10.1 percent and increases the likelihoedséraice
sector worker will have health insurance and/or a pension in comparison to their non-
union peers. For employees in the 15 lowest-paying occupations of this sector,
including child care, unionization raises wages even more, by 15.5 percent. The
likelihood of having health insurance and/or pension benefits also was greater than for
the typical service-sector worker (Schmitt 2009). My results regardassdthusetts’

child-care unions concur.
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This is not surprising, since workers in low-payoggupations typically have
little bargaining power and therefore more to gain by bargaining collecti@alld-care
workers initiated the movement for worth wages in the early 1990s. However, most
ECE workers are not represented by a CBA or members of a work-related atiganiz
Therefore, they most likely have not been represented in the planning or initiation of
policies attempting to meet their needs. My findings show that with collective
bargaining, ECE workers earn more, are more likely to have health insuraoceesi
with their jobs and experience lower turnover.

The combined need of unions for new members and child-care advocates for
effective strategies to increase public and private investment in childasre
encouraged organizers to take a closer look at the industry, including Head Starrt, cent
based and home-based child care. Nationally, SEIU is organizing familycetndd-
providers. This is a difficult labor force to organize because these workersrevhelfa
employed, work out of their homes as small businesses. By the beginning of 2009, more
than 90,000 family child-care providers had joined SKitls First

Only eleven states allow these independent workers the right to form a union.
Despite the failure of ballot question 3 in 2006, SEIU Local 888 continues to work with
Massachusetts family child-care providers to help them earn the rightri@fonion
for better working conditions.

While pushing for increased public financial responsibility of ECE, organizing
to improve working environments can be successful at the program and community
level. My work joins the extensive literature that shows unions and organized eeploye

associations in many sectors have a positive economic impact, including raagjeg w
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and benefits of union and non-union workers, increasing productivity, reducing income
inequality, reducing worker turnover, and increasing the retention of firm-specifi

skilled employees (U.S. Congress 2009). It seems clear that reabdhamg

government is unlikely unless policymakers feel a strong movement of aenstion

the ground demanding they be heard and involved.

As discussed in chapter 2, the peaks and valleys of the business cycle over the
last 30 years have not significantly altered the trends in ECE demand or turnover.
Despite the uncertain economic future, the issues and concerns surrounding ECE and
her workers are unlikely to diminish. As more work is done on this issue, the public will
become better educated and able to recognize quality ECE. Hopefully this \eilldost
understanding of the vital education and dedicated service provided by those we pay to
care for our youngest citizens.

| hope my findings aid in creating more comprehensive workforce development
programs that not only improve individual qualifications but also provide workers with

what they voice necessary to stay, and care for and educate children well.
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Notes

! It took kindergarten teachers nearly 100 years to become considered the equals
of public school teachers (Barbara Beatty 1995).
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