
SPR 
SOCIAL POLICY RESEARCH ASSOCIATES 

1330 Broadway, Suite 1426, Oakland, CA 94612 
Phone (510) 763-1499/Fax (510) 763-1599 

www.spra.com 

Evaluating the Quality Child-Care Initiative: 
Child-Care Worker Apprenticeships 

in the Western States 
 

Final Report 
 
 

April 30, 2003 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 
 

Jeffrey Salzman 
Micheline Magnotta 

Peter Rumble 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared for: 
 

Office of Apprenticeship, Training, Employer and Labor Services 
Employment and Training Administration 

U.S. Department of Labor 
200 Constitution Ave. NW 

Washington, DC  20210 
 

DOL Contract No. G-7713-9-00-87-30 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page is intentionally left blank.   

 

Insert blank page here when making double-sided copies. 



 i

CONTENTS 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..........................................................................................ES-1 

I. INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................I-1 

BACKGROUND TO THE INITIATIVE ............................................................................I-2 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUALITY CHILD CARE INITIATIVE.......................................I-5 

Registered Apprenticeship.............................................................................I-6 
Developing Child-care Apprenticeships........................................................I-8 

OVERVIEW OF STATE STRATEGIES AND APPRENTICESHIP 
APPROACHES..........................................................................................................I-12 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO THE GRANTEES ..........................................................I-19 
OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT ....................................................................................I-19 
NOTE ON TERMINOLOGY ........................................................................................I-21 

II. PLANNING THE APPRENTICESHIP ................................................................... II-1 

POLITICAL CONTEXT OF QCCI PLANNING ............................................................. II-2 
ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT OF QCCI PLANNING ................................................. II-6 

Grant Recipients .......................................................................................... II-6 
Project Management .................................................................................... II-8 
Organizational and Professional Relationships ........................................... II-9 
Partnerships with Apprenticeship and other Workforce 
Development Agencies.............................................................................. II-11 

INFLUENCE OF THE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE ON 
QCCI PLANNING.................................................................................................. II-14 

Core Competencies.................................................................................... II-15 
Career Lattice............................................................................................. II-16 
Articulation: Establishing Equivalencies among Different 
Training and Credentialing Systems.......................................................... II-18 
Workforce Improvement Programs ........................................................... II-20 

DIVERSITY IN PLANNING AND ORGANIZING THE INITIATIVE ................................ II-22 
DEVELOPING APPRENTICESHIP STANDARDS......................................................... II-23 

Wage Progression: Easy Issue ................................................................... II-24 
Minimum Wage: Challenging Issue 1 ....................................................... II-26 
Apprentice – Journey Worker Ratio:  Challenging Issue 2 ....................... II-28 

DURATION OF THE PLANNING PROCESS................................................................ II-29 
MOVING TOWARD IMPLEMENTATION................................................................... II-30 



 ii

III. IMPLEMENTING THE INITIATIVE .................................................................. III-1 

INTRODUCTION...................................................................................................... III-1 
RECRUITING PROJECT SPONSORS, APPRENTICES, AND JOURNEY 
WORKERS.............................................................................................................. III-3 

Overall Recruiting Emphasis...................................................................... III-4 
Recruiting Sponsors.................................................................................... III-7 
Recruiting Apprentices ............................................................................. III-10 
Recruiting Journey Workers ..................................................................... III-13 

IMPLEMENTING ON-THE-JOB TRAINING AND RELATED INSTRUCTION................. III-15 
On-the-Job-Training ................................................................................. III-16 
Related Instruction.................................................................................... III-20 

BUILDING DIVERSITY INTO THE INITIATIVE......................................................... III-25 
Diversity through Recruitment ................................................................. III-25 
Diversity through Curriculum................................................................... III-26 

FINANCING LOCAL APPRENTICESHIPS ................................................................. III-27 
Cost Model................................................................................................ III-27 
Revenue Sources....................................................................................... III-32 

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT IMPLEMENTATION ............................................................ III-34 

IV. SUSTAINABLE, COMPREHENSIVE SYSTEMS .............................................. IV-1 

INTRODUCTION...................................................................................................... IV-1 
DEVELOPING SUSTAINABLE CHILD-CARE APPRENTICESHIPS ................................ IV-1 

Administration ............................................................................................ IV-4 
Governance ................................................................................................. IV-7 
Standards................................................................................................... IV-10 
Training—Related Instruction .................................................................. IV-11 
Financial Capacity .................................................................................... IV-12 
Collaboration with Professional Development Initiatives........................ IV-17 

DEVELOPING COMPREHENSIVE CHILD-CARE APPRENTICESHIPS WITH 
A BROAD REACH ................................................................................................ IV-18 

Including All Types of Providers and Age Domains................................ IV-19 
Promoting Diversity.................................................................................. IV-20 
Achieving Statewide Reach...................................................................... IV-21 

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE PROSPECTS FOR SUSTAINABLE AND 
COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAMS ............................................................................... IV-25 

Sustainability ............................................................................................ IV-25 
Comprehensive Systems........................................................................... IV-26 



 iii

V. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS........................................................... V-1 

PLANNING .............................................................................................................. V-1 
Wage Issues ................................................................................................. V-1 
Professional Development ........................................................................... V-3 
Role of DOL Staff ....................................................................................... V-4 

IMPLEMENTATION................................................................................................... V-4 
High Standards Versus Inclusiveness.......................................................... V-4 
Recruiting Techniques ................................................................................. V-5 
On-the-Job-Training .................................................................................... V-6 
Diversity ...................................................................................................... V-7 

SUSTAINABLE, COMPREHENSIVE SYSTEMS ............................................................ V-7 
Transition to a Comprehensive System ....................................................... V-7 
Good Outcomes for Participants.................................................................. V-8 
Future Financing.......................................................................................... V-9 

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS..................................................................................... V-10 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page is intentionally left blank.   

 

Insert blank page here when making double-sided copies. 



 ES-1 Social Policy Research Associates 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

Dramatic changes in the composition of the labor force since World War II have 
substantially increased the number of women in the labor force, increasing the demand 
for child care.  Yet, despite the evident demand and the wide recognition of the value of 
child care to child development, it has been very difficult for the child-care industry to 
keep pace with demand and provide high-quality care because of low wage levels.  
According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the average hourly wage in 2001 for all 
child-care workers was only $8.91.  This compares to $17.09 for a kindergarten and pre-
kindergarten teacher.  Fringe benefits such as health insurance are available to child-care 
workers only infrequently.  Family care providers do far worse, earning an estimated 
$3.84 per hour for an average 55-hour week.1   

Moreover, low levels of compensation almost certainly contribute to low child-care 
worker retention rates, another factor that early childhood education experts believe is 
responsible for low-quality care.  Low retention rates, in turn, prevent workers from 
remaining in the industry long enough to acquire the formal and informal skills that are 
necessary to provide high-quality child care.  Furthermore, both employers and workers 
become reluctant to invest in formal education or training to redress skill deficits when 
job tenure is so short.  

In response to this evident need to improve the skills, wages, and retention of 
workers, and thus improve the quality of care and education, the U.S. Department of 
Labor, Office of Apprenticeship, Training, Employer, and Labor Services (DOL), 
awarded 18-month grants to 32 states to create statewide apprenticeship systems for 
child-care workers under its Quality Child Care Initiative (QCCI).  The initiative also 
included technical assistance from the Wheelock College, Institute for Leadership and 
Career Initiatives and an evaluation.   

The initiative helps states create a registered apprenticeship for child-care workers.  
Apprenticeship is a hybrid training method combining a minimum of 2000 hours of on-

                                                 
1 Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) from the National Compensation Survey for 2001.  Family 

provider data from BLS, contained in Center for the Child Care Workforce, “Current Data on Child Care 
Salaries in the United States.”  March 2000. 
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the-job training under supervision from an experienced journey worker and 144 hours per 
year of related instruction, normally classroom training in a post-secondary school.  
Apprentices also must receive wage increases as they gain skill and experience.  The 
apprenticeship method offers certain benefits to the child-care industry.  First, it directly 
attacks low wages and low skills by establishing a wage progression as the apprentice 
moves to journey status.  Second, there is a combination of practical and theoretical 
learning that is very appealing to child-care practitioners, some of whom may not have 
succeeded in traditional academic environments that separate theoretical and practical 
learning.  Third, because most apprenticeships are built on recognized national standards, 
the efforts in the child-care industry to raise the level of professionalism through 
credentialing are based on uniform standards.   

This report evaluates the process of apprenticeship-system development to date in 
10 of those grantees in the western states of Alaska, California, Colorado, Iowa, Kansas, 
Montana, Nevada, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Washington.2  Site visits to gather 
information for the report occurred between June 2000 and October 2002. 

PLANNING THE APPRENTICESHIP 
Political, Organizational, and Professional Environment 

All of the QCCI grantees had a political environment—including elected and 
appointed officials and practitioners and advocates—that supported reform in the child-
care workforce.  These political activities reflect a widespread public and political 
recognition that there are serious deficiencies in the child-care workforce and related 
problems with the overall quality of care.  However, not every grantee was able to 
translate generalized stakeholder political support into concrete actions.  Perhaps the most 
important factor was the change in the economic climate.  QCCI planning and grant 
applications began during the good economic times of the late 1990s during a period of 
rising government revenue, but much of the substantive planning occurred when those 
revenues were drying up.  Consequently, our respondents were a good deal more 
pessimistic about the prospects of active political and budgetary support for the initiative 
than they were in their grant applications.   

The professional and organizational relationships generally endured the economic 
downturn better than the political ones.  Organizational support from key stakeholders in 

                                                 
2 DOL contracted with Research and Evaluation Associates to evaluate the other grantees. 
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the child-care industry for workforce professional development and—the QCCI in 
particular—was consistent across nearly all states.  Eight of the grantees were the state 
child-care or Head Start agency (or a college that administered professional development 
services for the child care agency).  These grantees had the obvious advantage of an 
immediate connection to the professional development initiative and potential financial 
and administrative resources that come from the Child Care and Development Fund and 
Head Start Collaboration.  In the other two states, the grantee was the state apprenticeship 
agency, which had the advantage of familiarity with the apprenticeship method and the 
development of standards.  

Several states, across both types of grantees contracted out project management while 
others retained this responsibility in-house.  One state, Montana, developed a unique 
partnership in which the child-care agency was the grantee and responsible for staffing the 
project, but the administrative staff members were housed in the apprenticeship agency and 
received supervision and support from the apprenticeship administrator. 

Partnerships with Apprenticeship and other Workforce 
Development Agencies 

All the states developed some level of partnership between child care and 
apprenticeship.  In general, the grantees stated that the support received from DOL 
apprenticeship officials was invaluable to the development of the program.  Most 
important was a patient explanation of the apprenticeship process and the significance of 
the standards.  We observed no differences in the extent or form of technical assistance 
provided in support of QCCI planning between states that had only a federal presence and 
states with both a federal program and a State Apprenticeship Council.   

Regardless of organizational form of the apprenticeship agency, there were two 
distinct approaches used by the apprenticeship agencies.  The first is an approach in 
which the apprenticeship staff indicated that they would be very flexible in accepting 
standards that the industry wanted.  Under this more flexible approach, staff knew that 
the standards were imperfect, but they registered them anyway, stating that the goal was 
to get the apprenticeship started and that they could make adjustments as necessary after 
the program was up and running.  The second is a more regulatory approach in which the 
apprenticeship staff emphasized consistency and sought a greater measure of conformity 
to other apprenticeship programs.  Proponents of this approach thought compliance with 
apprenticeship’s regulatory requirements were a good predictor of long-term program 
success.  
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There was relatively little interaction between the child-care apprenticeship 
planning the welfare and workforce development systems.  Only a few states developed 
active planning partnerships with either component.  There was only one instance in 
which a local workforce board actually approved the child-care apprenticeship an eligible 
training provider so that an apprentice might be able to obtain an Individual Training 
Account using Workforce Investment Act funds. 

Influence of the Professional Development Initiative on QCCI 
Planning 

Nearly all of the 10 grantees were already involved in a broad movement to elevate 
the professionalism and quality of care provided by the child-care workforce, generally 
known as a professional development initiative.  These initiatives are comprehensive 
efforts to establish standards, to provide clear paths for career advancement and mobility, 
and to create programs that increase skills, wages, retention, and quality of care.  
Professional development initiatives typically have the following components: 

• Core competencies establish the knowledge, skills, and abilities that 
child-care workers should possess at different levels of the career lattice.  
The competencies formed the basis of the apprenticeship curricula in all 
the states, facilitating curriculum development, making credentials 
portable, and permitting assessment of student progress. 

• Career lattices provide logical career paths for workers, both upward and 
laterally, based on achieving the core competencies required for each 
position.  The apprenticeship occupied a level in the career lattice in most 
states. 

• Articulation of training curricula allows child-care workers to take 
classes for one credential or degree and have that academic work 
recognized by institutions providing the next higher credential.  It 
rationalizes training and reduces duplication.  Notable were connections 
to the Child Development Associate credential and the associate degree. 

• Workforce-improvement programs synthesize the other components of 
the professional development initiative and link workforce-quality 
improvements to improvements in quality of care.  These are typically 
programs that link compensation to increases in skills, such as the 
apprenticeship or Teacher Education and Compensation Helps program 
(TEACH). 

A connection to the professional development initiative was one of the key steps in 
making sure that the apprenticeship was relevant to ongoing work in the child-care 
industry.  Although the western states were in varying stages of their professional 
development initiatives, the apprenticeship program found a niche in the initiative.  This 
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pattern was similar in states where the initiative was well advanced to those where the 
professional development initiative was still emerging. 

Developing Apprenticeship Standards 

Apprenticeship standards provide the essential framework for all registered 
apprenticeship programs.  They are normally incorporated into a formal agreement 
between the sponsor and the apprentice, laying out mutual expectations and the plan for 
training.  Once the standards are registered with the apprenticeship system, participating 
employers have a path to improve the skills of their workers and apprentices have a 
career progression.  Federal regulations require that all registered apprenticeships meet at 
least 22 standards, including a combination of related instruction and on-the-job-training 
and a progressively increasing schedule of wages.  Nearly all the states developed 
common statewide standards to implement the general federal requirements.  Only one 
state used an entirely local planning model, under which local apprenticeship committees 
would write their own standards.  However, several states were planning to create local 
advisory committees that would be authorized to alter standards to fit local conditions. 

While the standards development and other planning was lengthy and difficult in a 
few states, several others were able to create their standards in as less time, with one state 
taking less than two months.   

Of all the standards, the wage issue was perhaps the most challenging issue because 
it directly addressed the very reason for QCCI.  Establishing a wage progression was 
relatively uncontroversial.  But far more troubling to project leaders was a decision on 
establishing a minimum-starting wage.  Several states debated whether to set a minimum 
that would raise the wage levels of many participants, consistent with QCCI’s overall 
goal of increasing wages of child-care workers.  However, only one state set a minimum 
that excluded the lowest-paying centers.  One other state used grant funds to subsidize the 
wage progression to ensure that participating low-wage employers would at least reach 
the market average.  The other states left their minimum wages at the low end of the 
market or even, in one case, at the federal minimum wage.  These states argued that to 
exclude the lowest-paid workers would leave out those who need training and the wage 
progression the most.  Thus, the experience of these states in developing wage standards 
highlights the difficulty that the industry faces in increasing wages to levels that will 
solve the industry’s workforce problems.  For the most part, apprenticeship planners left 
actual wage levels to the ongoing operation of the child-care labor market.  In states that 
did not raise wage levels in their standards development process, employers will 
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explicitly set the wage levels and progressions in their individual apprenticeship 
agreements.  Moreover, even in some of the states that established minimum wage levels, 
the exceptions for low wage areas or individual employers effectively left most existing 
low-wage levels intact.   

The debate about minimum wage levels also reflects a broader debate over the role 
of quality standards within the industry.  Should quality-improvement programs, such as 
the apprenticeship, be offered immediately to the weakest child-care centers?  Or, should 
these programs avoid diluting standards and possibly diminishing the value of the 
apprenticeship program by setting high standards and likely excluding weak centers?  
There were also several implementation issues that raise these very questions about how 
to target the benefits of an apprenticeship program among existing centers. 

IMPLEMENTING THE APPRENTICESHIP 

The western states implemented their apprenticeship designs in several different 
ways and in different types of sites.  States used either a pilot or statewide approach and 
also differed on the extent to which they relied on centralized administration or local 
networks.  Exhibit ES-1 summarizes how each state implemented the grant.   

Exhibit ES-1 
Implementation Sites 

 
 

State 
Implementation 

Approach 
 

Sites 
Alaska Pilot 

Centralized with local 
network 

Anchorage, Juneau, and Fairbanks, comprising the 
majority of the state’s population 

California Pilot Nine counties, covering northern and southern 
California [no implementation actually has begun].  

Colorado Pilot 
Centralized with local 
network 

Jefferson, Gilpin, and Clear Creek Counties in the 
Denver metropolitan area 

Iowa Pilot 
Local network 

Davenport (medium size city) 
Waterloo (medium size city) 
Northwest Region (small, rural communities) 

Kansas Pilot 
Centralized with local 
network 

Butler County (Wichita metropolitan area) for 
initial implementation, then expand to areas where 
demand exists 
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State 

Implementation 
Approach 

 
Sites 

Montana Statewide 
Centralized 

All areas of the state are included; rural areas are 
supported by a correspondence course 

Nevada Statewide 
Centralized 

All areas of the state 

Oklahoma Pilot 
Centralized with local 
network 

Ten counties in the central Oklahoma, including 
Oklahoma City 

South Dakota Statewide 
Centralized but with 
sponsor discretion 

All areas of the state are included; rural areas 
supported through internet and video conferencing 
courses 

Washington Statewide 
Centralized 

Areas served by eight community colleges in all 
regions of the state 

The more centralized approaches, with greater reliance on staff than local networks, 
tended to recruit participants more quickly.  However, it is still too early to tell whether 
more localized approaches will eventually catch up or surpass the centralized methods.  
Exhibit ES-2 shows the number of apprentices, journey workers, sponsors, and family 
providers served as of November 2002. 

Exhibit ES-2 
Number of Apprentices, Journey Workers, Sponsors by State 

 
 

Apprentices 
Journey 
Workers 

Center 
Sponsors 

Family 
Providers 

Alaska 33 21 21  
California 0 0 0  
Colorado 128 35 25 10 
Iowa3 40 22 10 9 
Kansas 54 48 63  
Montana 116 105 44  
Nevada 136 91 92  
Oklahoma 84 56 19  
South Dakota 80 51 26  
Washington 186 81 51  
     
Total 857 510 351 19 

 

                                                 
3 Data from Iowa is from March 31, 2003. 
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Recruiting Sponsors, Apprentices, and Journey Workers 

Setting participation goals.  Early in the implementation of their projects, grantees 
typically made several key decisions that significantly shaped participation goals for their 
child-care apprenticeship systems in terms of: 

• Types of providers.  Should the project include a broad range of 
provider types, from individual family providers to group homes to 
centers, or a narrower range of providers?  A related question was 
whether to serve unlicensed group and family providers in states that 
permitted such care. 

All but two states focused exclusively on centers.  One state included group 
homes.  All providers, including family providers, had to be licensed. 

• Age domains.  Should the project include providers of care for some or 
all of the age domains: infant/toddler, pre-school/Head Start, and 
school-age/after-school? 

All states served all age domains. 

• Types of workers.  Should part-time workers in Head Start and after-
school care participate, even if the apprenticeship duration in those 
workplaces would have to increase?  

All but two states included part-time Head Start workers.  Workers in after-
school programs were generally served if they worked full-time in centers that 
served other age domains. 

• Setting quality standards for sponsors.  Should the QCCI project 
establish minimum quality standards that centers must meet in order to 
participate in the apprenticeship program? 

Five states used quality standards in recruiting.  For example, one local area 
permitted only accredited centers to serve as sponsors, while two others 
recruited only sponsors with qualified journey workers.  The other states took 
a neutral stance or explicitly targeted lower-quality providers.   

• Setting quality standards for journey workers.  Should the project 
require provisional journey workers to meet certain quality standards in 
order to supervise apprentices?  Should journey workers themselves 
undergo mentor training (discussed in Chapter II)? 

Most states set fairly high qualification standards for provisional journey 
workers.  Most states used formal mentor training. 

Recruiting sponsors (child-care employers).  Overall, respondents reported that 
center directors responded favorably to their project’s recruitment efforts.  The most 
important factor that influenced center directors to participate was the expectation that the 
apprenticeship program would help professionalize the staff and increase staff retention.  
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Excellent recruiting strategies and tactics notwithstanding, some center directors turned 
down the opportunity to participate as sponsors.  We found two general types of 
objections.  First, a few center directors were concerned about potential loss of 
management rights because of the grievance procedure and affirmative action 
requirement.  Second, there were center directors who were skeptical of the potential for 
change through apprenticeship because they felt that the wage progression was too small 
to solve their basic workforce problems.   

Regardless of recruiting techniques, we found important differences in recruiting 
between the states using pilot and statewide implementation approaches.  Pilot sites 
typically emphasized recruiting centers that were active in resource and referral or active 
in apprenticeship planning.  This approach certainly facilitated initial recruitment.  
However, because there was such a strong emphasis on recruiting among project 
organizers themselves or those deeply committed to professional development, the pilot 
states did not get as much experience in marketing the program to more skeptical center 
directors, which is likely to be essential to developing a successful statewide program.  In 
contrast, the grantees that began with a statewide implementation approach had to reach 
out to a broader group of initial sponsors, including those with whom they did not have 
immediate personal or professional relationships. 

Recruiting apprentices.  Most apprentices were recruited internally, from among 
the sponsor’s workforce, rather than from external sources.  Sponsors, however, varied 
considerably in the extent of managerial control they exercised in the selection of 
apprentices.  Some center directors did not play an active role in screening or selecting 
individual participants relying on worker self-selection.  In other centers, directors played 
a stronger role in selecting apprentices.  Among those playing an active role, directors 
had different assumptions about which workers would be most valuable to have as 
apprentices.  Some directors encouraged more experienced workers to sign up for the 
program, reasoning that once they completed their training, they would be more effective 
as journey workers in mentoring more junior employees, and would thus yield greater 
overall quality increases at the center.  Other directors, by contrast, felt that offering the 
training to less skilled workers would yield the greatest overall increase in the quality of 
care within their centers. 

Recruiting journey workers.  In a mature apprenticeship system, the very 
operation of the program yields trained journey workers.  But in an emerging program, 
sponsors and project managers need to pay careful attention to recruiting provisional 
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journey workers who have knowledge, experience, and an ability to train fellow workers.  
States used both experience and educational qualifications in their recruiting efforts.  All 
the projects stated that provisional journey workers must have experience working in the 
child-care field, but not all projects specified the type and amount of experience and 
education.  Three states felt that the available level of expertise was insufficient and used 
external journey workers—typically well trained consultants who visited the apprentices 
at their workplace.  In addition, several grantees provided financial incentives to their 
journey workers.  But the apprenticeship-agency grantees, reflecting their apprenticeship 
heritage, rejected the use of incentives. 

Implementing On-the-Job Training and Related Instruction 

Once the three principal participants in an apprenticeship—sponsors, apprentices, 
and journey workers—are in place, training can begin.  An apprenticeship structure calls 
for two coordinated training components: on-the-job-training and related instruction.  
This combination permits trainees to learn both theoretical and practical aspects of the 
occupation.  All but one of the states used a two-year program with 4000 hours of on-the-
job-training and 288 hours of related classroom training.   

On-the-job-training.  On-the-job training required four major steps: 

• Designating a cadre of journey workers who could supervise the training 
(discussed above). 

• Training journey workers in the mentoring skills that they would need to 
work with apprentices.  Nearly all states created journey-worker training 
specifically for the apprenticeship program or adapted mentoring 
programs from their professional development initiative.   

• Designing a curriculum.  States were only beginning to develop a 
curriculum for on-the-job-training at the time of the site visits.  These 
curricula were fairly rudimentary  

• Developing procedures to oversee the training and ensure its consistency 
across sites. 

Overall, progress in this component was slow, largely because all these components 
had to be created “from scratch.”  The curriculum was simplified and supervision was 
generally limited.  There was greater emphasis on counting the requisite hours than on 
extensive experiential learning.  The lack of detailed structure probably meant that there 
was a greater emphasis on the employer’s particular practices than on generic skills.  

Related instruction.  In contrast to their limited progress with on-the-job-training, 
the grantees made relatively rapid progress in developing the related instruction, which 



  Executive Summary 

  Social Policy Research Associates ES-11 

typically could be adapted with only minor modifications from existing community 
college courses.  There were two major factors that eased their way.  First, many courses 
were already based on the core competencies developed through the professional 
development initiative.  Second, the community colleges were already delivering courses 
for the Child Development Associate credential, which in all states comprised the 
curriculum for the first year of related instruction.  Most of the states relied on their 
community college system to deliver the instruction so the courses articulated with the 
Child Development Associate credential and the associate’s degree.  

Coordinating related instruction and on-the-job-training.  Although many 
respondents indicated that there was regular informal communication between educators, 
journey workers, and center directors on a broad range of quality activities in the resource 
and referral and Head Start Collaborative networks, very little progress had been made in 
coordinating the two components of the apprenticeship into a coherent training program 
at the time of the site visits.  Only two states had developed specific coordinating 
mechanisms for the on-the-job-training and related instruction. 

Building Diversity into the Initiative 

The QCCI called for grantees to ensure that apprenticeship training is available to 
child-care workers in communities that are often bypassed by training and other quality 
improvements in the child-care field.  The states responded in their grant applications with 
outreach and recruiting strategies.  Although it does not appear that the grantees have been 
very active in implementing broad strategies to build diversity, the minority percentage of the 
enrolled child-care apprentices has generally mirrored or exceeded the minority proportion in 
the child-care workforce.  Several states with substantial Native American populations on 
reservations were notable for actual outreach to tribal child-care workers and efforts to create 
curricula that were culturally sensitive to Native traditions. 

Financing Local Apprenticeships 

The states needed to develop a financial strategy on both costs and funding sources 
that was consistent with their overall approach to the initiative.   

Costs.  We classified costs into three categories: 

• Administrative costs to support the program, including planning, 
supporting the advisory committee, recruiting, and oversight.   

• Participant-related costs, including related instruction and incentive 
stipends. 
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• Employer costs, especially wage increases from the wage progression. 

The balance between administration and participant-related costs tended to reflect 
the general approaches to apprenticeship implementation and the total of funds available, 
including both QCCI and external funds.  But regardless of approach, participant-related 
costs in nearly all states were generally the largest component of the cost structure.  
Exhibit ES-3 displays the average annualized cost for each apprentice.  

Exhibit ES-3 
Average Annual Participant-Related Costs  

 
 Total Cost Per Apprentice4 

Alaska  $24005 

California No implementation 

Colorado  $2500 

Iowa  $4000 

Kansas    $700 

Montana  $35006 

Nevada  $3600 

Oklahoma  $3000 
(2000-hour program) 

South Dakota  $3500 

Washington  $3000 
(3000-hour program) 

The variation in participant-related costs is largely attributable to community college 
tuition rates and a decision about whether to pay stipends to apprentices and journey 
workers as incentives to participate. 

Funding sources.  Unlike most apprenticeships, where the employer-sponsors pay 
for all or most training costs, child-care employers have such limited resources that there 

                                                 
4 Total cost per apprentice is an estimate provided to illustrate the overall magnitude, rather than the 

precise amount, of spending.  There are likely significant differences in how states estimated how their 
costs fit into this cost model.  Entries are rounded to the nearest hundred. 

5 Alaska’s payment of the wage progression, which averaged $1760 per apprentice per year, is not 
included because it is normally an employer-borne cost. 

6 For Montana, $3,500 reflects the inclusion of stipends for apprentices and sponsor centers.  After 
the first year, these stipends were discontinued, resulting in an estimated $1,200 per apprentice. 
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was no discussion of employer-paid training.  Rather, the child-care apprenticeship 
projects relied heavily on their QCCI grants.  The Child Care and Development Fund and 
TEACH scholarships provided the balance of support in most of the states.  In the one 
state with no current access to these sources, the grantee was able to tap Head Start 
Collaboration and state-appropriated funds.  Several states were tapping into Pell grants 
for some eligible apprentices.  One state received a tentative Workforce Investment Act 
state reserve grant, but no local Individual Training Account funds were provided 
anywhere. 

Employers generally funded their costs for the wage progression out of normal 
operations.  Several project managers contended that employers could pay for the wage 
progression with money saved by reducing recruiting and internal-training costs.   

BUILDING SUSTAINABLE, COMPREHENSIVE SYSTEMS 

In assessing the child-care apprenticeship approaches developed by the 
demonstration states, SPR has considered the ability of the states to achieve two critical 
goals that DOL has set for the initiative: 

• Sustainability.  Do states have the organizational and financial capacity 
to carry out the basic functions of the apprenticeship after the QCCI grant 
ends? 

• Comprehensive reach.  Do states have the capacity to deliver the 
program widely to child-care employers and workers throughout the 
state? 

Social Policy Research developed models of sustainability and comprehensiveness 
to address these questions.  The western grantees made significant progress in 
implementing, sustainable comprehensive child-care apprenticeship systems.  However, 
because most of the grantees are still at an early stage of implementation, much remains 
to be done.  Thus, our findings and any conclusions on the major topics of statewide 
reach and sustainability must be considered tentative. 

Sustainability 
• Administrative capacity and governance.  The prognosis on the 

infrastructure component of sustainability is very encouraging.  
Administrative capacity and governance functions that were established 
under the grant in most states are still in place and do not require 
significant overhaul to serve sustainable systems. 

• Standards.  All grantees developed apprenticeship standards.  No major 
changes are anticipated 
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•   Training.  Related instruction is well established in all the states, with 
resource and referral and postsecondary schools generally offering high 
quality training.  All grantees articulated the apprenticeship curricula with 
the requirements for the Child Development Associate credential and 
most provided credit courses that will build towards an associate degree.  
On-the-job-training is somewhat less well-established in some states 
where there is a rudimentary curriculum and relatively little active 
supervision.  On the positive side, nearly all states have developed 
mentoring programs to improve journey worker skills.  

•   Financial capacity.  This remains the most problematical area.  Only five 
states have solid funding commitments, mostly from the Child Care 
Development and Fund beyond the grant period.  One other state will use 
regular apprenticeship staff to implement the program and will rely on 
external funds to cover participant costs such as related instruction. 

• Professional development initiatives.  Nearly all grantees designed the 
apprenticeship program to be compatible with their state’s professional 
development initiative.  In most of these states, apprenticeship occupies 
an explicit step on career lattice.   

Comprehensive Systems 
• Including a range of providers.  Most grantees serve only child-care 

centers.  Group homes and family providers are reported as being served 
in only four states and represent a very small proportion of the apprentice 
group.  Most states accepted Head Start, although a few states 
intentionally excluded these centers because Head Start’s part-time 
employees would not meet the 2000-hour per year on-the-job training 
requirement. 

• Including all age domains.  All age domains are being served.  
However, the only school-age apprentices who are participating are 
employed in centers serving other age groups, so they usually work full-
time. 

• Diversity.  All of the states appear to be successful in making sure that 
their apprentices reflect the composition of their child-care workforce, 
even though there was little in the way of specific diversity planning.  
The states were less successful in building minority leadership in the 
initiative.  For example, only a few states had minority members on the 
advisory committee. 

• Statewide capacity.  States that began with a statewide approach have an 
advantage in attaining broader reach.  And this statewide focus has 
clearly yielded a larger number of apprentices.  Nevertheless, it will be 
important to find out whether these advantages persist over time once the 
pilot states are able to broaden their programs.  Further, it seems clear that 
financial resources are the major constraint on capacity.  
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Overall, it seems clear that Nevada is the state that has made the most notable 
progress toward sustainability and creating a comprehensive system.  It is 
establishing a strong administrative structure in all areas.  Further, there is a capacity 
to maintain, and even increase, leadership skills.  The program is also widely 
distributed.  The two major urban areas were served from the outset, and the state is 
steadily increasing its rural reach.  And finally, the Child Care and Development 
Fund is paying for the program at a higher rate than the QCCI grant, which should 
facilitate further progress. 

Among the second round states, Montana has made significant progress in most 
facets of its program and does very well on most of the indicators of sustainability and 
comprehensiveness.  It has the largest number of apprentices of any of the second group 
of grantees.  On sustainability, the state’s very close partnership between the child-care 
and apprenticeship agencies appears to be a model of collaboration that enhances both its 
administrative capacity and the linkage to child-care professional development.  
Although final legislative approval was still pending at the time of the last site visit, the 
funds have been committed by the child-care agency.  In addition, the state has enrolled 
many apprentices from its Native American tribal child-care and Head Start centers.  
South Dakota also has a similarly successful record regarding its indicators of 
sustainability and is moving to comprehensiveness by recruiting a substantial number of 
sponsors and apprentices, including many from its Native tribes. 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In reviewing the overall process of developing and implementing a child-care 
apprenticeship in the western states we found a consistent level of achievement.  We 
observed that partnerships were central to the creation of the programs.  And we found 
that there were good connections between the child-care system and the early childhood 
education departments of community colleges, both of which had a fairly long history of 
collaboration.  We also found that connections with the apprenticeship system were quite 
effective, once the parties were able to learn one another’s vocabularies.  Apprenticeship 
officials from the states and DOL gave willingly of their limited resources to promote this 

The common thread among these states that are well along on the road to creating 
sustainable, comprehensive systems is that they each have a clear and unambiguous 
commitment to the apprenticeship as the principal method of providing skill and wage 
increases to their child-care workforce. 
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initiative.  Nearly all the sates implemented these partnerships to deliver effective 
training to workers. 

However, despite the breadth and depth of partnerships, some important differences 
emerge in the extent to which the grantees are establishing sustainable, statewide 
systems.  A few states recruited more widely and held a high proportion of the total 
number of apprentices.  Although the other states made less progress towards meeting the 
goals of the initiative, there was, nevertheless, much to recommend in their approaches.  
These states each had—or were on the road to developing—a strong, professional 
development initiative in which the child-care apprenticeship would figure prominently.  
They made important decisions in their apprenticeship standards and recruiting strategies 
on how to strike a balance between setting high standards and encouraging the broadest 
possible participation of low-quality or low-paying centers.  These accomplishments will 
likely yield rich payoffs once these states begin to apply them on a statewide basis.   

Based on the findings throughout the report, we make the following 
recommendations regarding current and future policy on the initiative: 

Recommendation #1.  It is beyond the province of this evaluation to 
suggest any particular minimum wage level.  However, we believe that 
formal debate on this issue is extremely beneficial to the states and the 
objectives of the initiative.  Therefore, we recommend that each state 
include in its standards a minimum wage and a specific progression so that 
stakeholders in the apprenticeship and child care system will directly 
address the issue of increasing compensation, even if the short-term 
outcome of that debate is not to alter current market conditions.   

Recommendation #2.  We recommend that DOL requires each grantee to 
ensure that the apprenticeship project will fully coordinate with the state’s 
professional development initiative.  This is especially important for the 
states where the grantee is not agency responsible for the professional 
development initiative. 

Recommendation #3.  We recommend that DOL apprenticeship staff 
consider emphasizing a more flexible—as compared to a more regulatory—
approach to developing standards and conducting oversight in helping to 
adapt the apprenticeship system to meet the needs of the child-care 
workforce.  We believe that flexibility is consistent with DOL’s other efforts 
to develop an effective marketing program for the registered apprenticeship 
system.   

Recommendation #4.  We recommend that future training and technical 
assistance on implementation issues emphasize the effectiveness of using 
personal recruitment methods. 
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We also recommend that apprenticeship officials continue their help with 
recruitment. 

Recommendation #5.  We recommend that apprenticeship officials provide 
technical assistance on designing effective on-the-job training. 

 Recommendation #6.  We recommend that DOL consider stipulations in 
future grant solicitations to encourage grantees to increase diversity in the 
membership on apprenticeship committees and other forms of leadership, 
including leadership training.  Such action should promote 
comprehensiveness. 

Recommendation #7.  We recommend that DOL require grant applicants to 
develop recruitment strategies that extend beyond immediate networks of 
centers that have already committed to the apprenticeship and demonstrate a 
clear path to comprehensive implementation.  This recommendation is 
especially important in states using a pilot approach, where we think it is 
appropriate to have such grant applicants develop a transition plan to move 
from the pilot stage to a comprehensive system. 

Recommendation #8.  We recommend that DOL reach agreement with the 
grantees (and former grantees, if possible) on an appropriate set of data that 
will facilitate internal program evaluation by each grantee and external 
evaluation by DOL.  Information on participant characteristics, pre-program 
work experience and credentials, program experience, and outcomes are 
vital. 

Recommendation #9.  We recommend that DOL consider a requirement in 
future grant solicitations that applicants identify sources of future funding 
once the grant period is over. 

Recommendation #10.  We recommend that DOL consider provisions in 
future grant solicitations to encourage tiered reimbursement strategies that 
link to the apprenticeship.  We also recommend that any such tiered 
reimbursement plans provide technical assistance to promote access for 
lower-performing centers in poor communities. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Beginning in January 2000, the United States Department of Labor, Office of 
Apprenticeship, Training, Employer, and Labor Services (DOL), awarded 18-month 
grants to 10 states and the District of Columbia (D.C.) in order to create sustainable 
comprehensive apprenticeship systems for child-care workers under its Quality Child 
Care Initiative (QCCI), which intended to address significant quality and labor force 
issues in the child-care industry.  Subsequent to the initial round of 11 grantees, DOL 
awarded grants to 21 other states in 2 additional rounds.  A list of all grantees in the 
initiative with the start and end dates of their grants is in Exhibit I-5 located at the end of 
this chapter.  Under this apprenticeship initiative, most of the grantees received QCCI 
grants of approximately $350,000.   

The Department of Labor contracted with Social Policy Research Associates (SPR) 
to describe and assess the progress made by the grantees in 12 western states in 
developing a comprehensive, sustainable apprenticeship system.  Exhibit I-1 lists the 
states and the corresponding grant round that this report covers.1   

Exhibit I-1 
Western Grantees 

 
Round 1 Round 2 

Colorado Alaska 

Iowa California 

Kansas Montana 

Nevada Oklahoma 

Washington South Dakota 
 
Research and Evaluation Associates (REA) of Chapel Hill, North Carolina holds a 
comparable contract for a process evaluation for the other grantees, which are 
predominantly eastern states.  REA is preparing a separate report on those states in the 
first two rounds. 

                                                 
1 A comprehensive table at the end of this section outlines all of the grantees that received a QCCI 

apprenticeship grant. 



I.  Introduction 

Social Policy Research Associates I-2 

In addition to the process evaluation of these western states, SPR has also 
developed two additional evaluation products for both eastern and western grantees.  The 
first is Estimating Sustainability and Comprehensiveness in the Quality Child-Care 
Initiative, an assessment of the achievements of the first 21 grantees in Rounds 1 and 2 in 
developing a sustainable, comprehensive system.  The second is Statistical Picture of 
Participants in the Quality Child-Care Initiative: Apprentices, Journey Workers, 
Sponsors, a report containing descriptive statistics on the characteristics of the 
participants in the initiative—the apprentices, journey workers, and sponsors—for 21 of 
the 32 states that have actually begun implementing the initiative.  Additionally, REA 
prepared a report explicating best-practice strategies for building a child-care 
apprenticeship system, based on the successful components in these same 21 grantees. 

BACKGROUND TO THE INITIATIVE 

Dramatic changes in the composition of the labor force since World War II have 
increased the participation of women in the labor market.  By 2002, nearly 58 percent of 
women over the age of 20, traditional caregivers for children within the home, were in 
the paid labor force, compared to slightly below 31 percent in 1948.2  Women now 
participate in the labor force at a rate just 14 percent below that of men.3  This 
participation rate, which has been rising steadily for over half a century, is likely to 
continue to rise.  With women working outside the home in greater numbers than ever 
before, whether out of necessity or by choice, and no indication of men leaving the labor 
force (the percentage of male participation has held steady, ranging from 80 percent to 70 
percent since 1948) the demand for child-care has naturally increased.  In 1996, two-
thirds of mothers with children under six worked outside the home.  A recent estimate for 
1998 places the number of children under the age of 13 with working parents at 30.4 
million.4 

                                                 
2 In a few of the states that SPR evaluated, the percentage of women in the workforce was higher 

still.  In Colorado, for example, 67% of the female population was part of the state’s labor force. 

3 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Labor Force Statistics from the Current Population Survey, Accessed 
on-line at http://www.bls.gov/cps/home.htm#data  

4 Urban Institute, “Access to Child Care for Low-Income Working Families,” Report to 
Administration on Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1999.  
Accessed on-line at http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/research/ccreport/ccreport.htm  
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At the same time that demand has increased, there is a growing recognition among 
child development experts and parents that child-care is a critical component of a child’s 
early education.  A growing body of research has consistently found that there are 
considerable *benefits to high quality early childhood education.  Controlled studies have 
pointed to gains in basic skills and various indices of socialization and reductions in 
behavioral problems from high-quality care.  These studies have also shown that good 
classroom practices contribute to developing language and math skills, while close 
relationships between adult providers and children support the development of social and 
behavioral skills.5  These benefits translate into positive community outcomes as well.  
For example, the Governor’s task force on early childhood education in Oklahoma, one 
of the grantee states, found that investments in high quality early childhood education 
preempt future taxpayer costs associated with youth crime and adult social services, and 
diminishes the need for children to repeat primary and secondary school grades.6 

Yet, despite the evident demand and the wide recognition of the value of high 
quality child-care, it has been very difficult for the child-care industry to provide high-
quality care.  The Cost, Quality and Outcomes Study reported that fewer than 15 percent 
of a sample of centers and family child-care sites in four states rated “good.7”  Another 
recent study of child-care quality by the National Institute for Child Health and 
Development in 1999 estimated that only 9 percent of child-care in the United States was 
“excellent;” another 30 percent rated “good.”8  In addition, few providers have met the 
accreditation standards of the National Association for the Education of Young Children, 
the leading professional organization in the early childhood education field. 

One of the primary reasons child-care experts cite for the low quality of care is the 
low wages that child-care workers invariably receive.  According to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, the average hourly wage in 2001 for all child-care workers was only $8.91, and 

                                                 
5 Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, 

“Executive Summary: The Children of the Cost, Quality, and Outcomes Study Go to School,” June 1999. 

6 Executive Summary, Governor’s Task Force on Early Childhood Education, Oklahoma, March 
2001, p. 23.  Presented to Oklahoma Governor Frank Keating, December 21, 2000. 

7 The states in this study were California, Colorado, North Carolina, and Connecticut.  Each of these 
states is a QCCI grantee.  California and Colorado are subjects of this report. 

8 C. Booth, et al., National Institute for Child Health and Human Development, “Early Child Care 
Study,” Washington, 1999. 
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only $7.57 for classroom aides.  This compares to $17.09 for a kindergarten and pre-
kindergarten teacher.  Fringe benefits such as health insurance are available to child-care 
workers only infrequently.  Family care providers do far worse, earning an estimated 
$3.84 per hour for an average 55-hour week.9  Benefits, such as health insurance, are 
rarely available to child-care workers. 

In addition, low levels of compensation almost certainly contribute to low retention 
rates, which experts also believe are responsible for low quality care.  The National Child 
Care Staffing Study found turnover rates to be very high; an average of 31 percent of all 
child-care workers left their jobs in 1997.  In some of the grantee states in this study, this rate 
is significantly higher.  For example, according to apprenticeship officials in both Nevada 
and Oklahoma, the turnover rate among child-care workers is approximately 45 percent 
statewide.  In South Dakota, the state conducted a survey of child-care workers in the 
western part of the state, and found that the average turnover rate was around 60 percent.  
While it is difficult to compare these rates to other occupations or to other labor markets, the 
consensus among economists studying job tenure is that turnover is significantly higher than 
average for workers in lower-paying occupations. 

Low retention rates also prevent workers from remaining in the industry long 
enough to acquire the formal and informal skills necessary to provide high-quality care.  
Moreover, there is little skill transference from experienced workers to those beginning 
their careers.  Further, because of the transience of workers, both employees and 
employers are understandably reluctant to invest their resources in formal education or 
training to redress these skill deficiencies. 

When most industries face low quality in their labor force because of low pay, high 
turnover, and training deficits, the normal labor market solution is to increase 
compensation until the labor market produces an adequate supply of qualified workers.  
Usually, many consumers are content to pay more for higher quality goods and services, 
thus providing increased revenue to offset the increase in compensation.  However, the 
economics of the child-care industry are different from most industries.  Despite 
widespread agreement about the importance of and need for quality child-care, many 
people who need child-care services have a limited ability to pay more than they already 

                                                 
9 Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) from the National Compensation Survey for 2001.  Family 

provider data from BLS, contained in Center for the Child Care Workforce, “Current Data on Child Care 
Salaries in the United States.”  March 2000. 
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do.  For parents who are themselves employed in low-wage occupations, the cost of high 
quality child-care is particularly prohibitive, and can, in some instances, make employment 
uneconomical.  Additionally, third-party payers, like the states that provide subsidized care 
through the federal-state Child Care and Development Fund, recognize that a substantial 
increase in the cost of care will reduce the number of families that the program could help 
if appropriations remain the same.  This would make waiting lists grow, and limit the 
overall accessibility of child care to low-income families. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUALITY CHILD CARE INITIATIVE 

Child-care professionals, advocates, and other interested parties have long 
recognized these workforce issues and have called for increased resources and for better 
solutions to link increased compensation and enhanced skills in the child-care industry.  
In response, there have been substantial efforts by major federal programs and their state 
and local partners to increase quality among child-care workers.  The Child Care and 
Development Fund now requires states to set aside at least four percent of their grant for 
quality activities.  In addition, under the Head Start Act of 1998, Congress mandated 
goals for the qualifications of Head Start teachers.10 

In further response to the clear need to improve quality in the child-care industry, 
the White House held a conference on child-care in 1997 to focus the nation’s attention 
on the importance of quality child-care.  One of the conference’s primary goals was to 
stimulate potential solutions to the conundrum of low wages and low quality in child-
care.  DOL responded by proposing to adapt the model of registered apprenticeship to the 
unique characteristics of the child-care industry.  The solicitation for grant applications 
for the QCCI summed up the expectations of the initiative: 

As our society continues to evolve and demands are placed on 
parents to secure full time job/careers, the need for safe, 
affordable, available and quality child-care has been brought to 
the forefront.  Utilization of the National Apprenticeship System 
can provide needed training for early care and education 
practitioners.  High quality training has the potential to change 
the culture of the child-care industry from one dominated by 

                                                 
10 By 2003, 50 percent of all Head Start teachers nationally must have at least an associate’s degree.  

And classrooms without degreed teachers must have a teacher with a Child Development Associate or 
equivalent credential.  The Child Development Associate credential is issued by the Center for the Child 
Care Workforce.  It has a well established curriculum, based on the National Association for the Education 
of Young Children standards, which is readily available at many community colleges. 
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low pay and high turnover to one of respected professional 
service.  No longer would child-care be equated to baby-sitting. 

West Virginia provided an existing model for a child-care apprenticeship program.  
The state’s Child Care Development Specialist Registered Apprenticeship Program has 
been in existence since 1989, providing apprenticeship training to almost over 600 
apprentices.  Building on West Virginia’s experience in applying the apprenticeship 
model to child-care, DOL expects that its initiative will improve the quality of care 
through parallel improvements in wages and skill levels that inhere in the apprenticeship 
model. 

Several features of the national registered apprenticeship model are relevant to the 
child-care industry.  First, and foremost, apprenticeship directly addresses low wages by 
establishing a wage progression between the apprentice and the journey worker levels.  
Second, the combination of practical, on-the-job training and theoretical classroom 
instruction works to increase the knowledge of child-care workers.  Moreover, this 
combination of the practical and theoretical aspects of the child-care worker’s job and the 
close relationship that can develop between apprentice and journey worker is appealing to 
people for whom theoretical classroom instruction presents serious obstacles.  Third, 
because most apprenticeships are built on recognized national standards, they fit very 
well with other professional development efforts in the child-care industry.  Finally, 
apprenticeship programs, by definition, link wage increases to skill acquisition.  Thus, as 
apprentices’ skills increase, so too does their pay.  This relationship is at the heart of the 
attempt to increase the overall level of retention and quality in the child-care industry.  
The QCCI is believed to be the first national initiative to link permanent wage increases 
to college courses and systematic on-the-job training.11 

Registered Apprenticeship 

The registered apprenticeship training method is a fusion of two training elements, 
practical experience and theoretical learning.  DOL requires a minimum of 2000 hours of 
on-the-job training and 144 hours per year of related classroom instruction, though 
employers may require training beyond this minimum.  The on-the-job training 
component requires structured supervision by a skilled and experienced journey worker.  

                                                 
11 Observation by staff at Wheelock College, a leading provider of early childhood education 

teacher training.  Wheelock College is the technical assistance contractor for QCCI.  See later in this 
chapter for a discussion of its role in the initiative. 
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The related instruction, typically provided at a post-secondary institution, industry-based 
training center, or through correspondence, is designed to ensure that all apprentices have 
a good theoretical understanding of their profession. 

Both on-the-job training and related instruction, which act as a basic framework for 
the training outline, guide the apprenticeship standards.  The standards include, among 
others, the following provisions: 

• A progressively increasing schedule of wages as the apprentice makes 
satisfactory progress in both related instruction and on-the-job training 
until wages reach at least 85 to 90 percent of the rate paid to the journey 
worker in the occupation. 

• Proper supervision of on-the-job training in facilities that are adequate to 
train apprentices. 

• Periodic evaluation of the apprentice’s progress, both in job performance and 
related instruction and maintenance of appropriate records. 

• No discrimination in any phase of selection, employment, or training. 

Apprenticeship offers both employers and workers a number of advantages.  For 
the employer, apprenticeship offers an opportunity to control the training by designing a 
curriculum that meets the organization’s specific needs.  And, since the employee is 
normally already employed, the employer invests in developing the skills of workers who 
are already familiar to the employer and to whom the organization is ready to make a 
further commitment.  Concomitantly, the apprenticeship may reduce the excessive costs 
of recruitment, which some consider a major inefficiency in the high-turnover child-care 
industry.  For workers, the apprenticeship provides an opportunity to enhance skills while 
earning a wage, assures increases in future earnings, and offers a reliable, portable, and 
widely recognized certification of skills.  For both parties, the formal apprenticeship 
agreement provides a clear statement of mutual obligations and a procedure to resolve 
disputes over training issues. 

Generally, in apprenticeship programs, individual employers, or an industry 
committee, design their own training based on their specific needs, leaving the principle 
role of the government to ensure that each program meets certain minimum requirements, 
and to register programs when they meet those requirements.  Department of Labor staff 
are also responsible for promoting the apprenticeship method; providing technical 
assistance to employers, unions, and trade groups; and overseeing existing programs to 
ensure that they continue to meet standards throughout the country.  In addition, in 30 
states and jurisdictions, State Apprenticeship Councils and agencies—recognized by the 




