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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Background and Purpose 

The Alliance for Early Success engages grantmakers across the country to increase support for 

effective advocacy and policy around early childhood issues.  As part of this project, the Alliance 

has recently partnered with the Connecticut Early Childhood Funder Collaborative (CT-ECFC).   

The partnership’s ultimate goals are to improve early childhood outcomes and the effectiveness 

of grantmaking in Connecticut.  A first step in reaching these goals was an online survey to: 1) 

learn about funders’ priorities and strategies, 2) learn about their interests in early childhood 

issues, and 3) gauge their interest in joining CT-ECFC.  This report summarizes the survey’s 

findings.   

 

Sample 

Some 280 grantmakers were invited to complete the survey in September and October 2019.  All 

potential respondents are on the Connecticut Council for Philanthropy’s mailing list.  Among 

potential respondents, 37% (104/280) are Council members.  In total, 74 unique grantmaking 

institutions completed the survey.  Forty-five respondents are members of the Connecticut 

Council for Philanthropy, and 17 are members of CT-ECFC. 

 

Key Findings 

Many grantmakers in Connecticut understand the importance of policy and are investing in 

advocacy using a wide array of strategies.  Some foundations are comfortable funding advocacy, 

while others want to remain behind the scenes and support research efforts to inform public 

policy debates.  The most commonly supported advocacy strategies include: 1) coalition building 

or grassroots organizing, 2) activities or campaigns designed to raise public awareness about a 

specific issue, 3) policy research and analysis, and 4) messaging and communication tools.  The 

potential for grantmakers in Connecticut lies in coordinating these different strategies and 

approaches.   

 

The diversity of perspectives, strategies, and experiences is a strength – not a weakness – for 

grantmakers in Connecticut.  Within the context of improving early childhood outcomes, there is 

room for more advocacy-related funding and greater coordination of existing efforts.  Seventy-

one percent of grantmakers that fund early childhood issues have supported advocacy or public 

policy during the past three years.  Sixty-eight percent of grantmakers reported prioritizing at 

least one early childhood issue specified in the survey.  The greatest percentages highly 

prioritized: 1) children’s social/emotional or mental/behavioral health, including developmental 

screening and addressing trauma 2) early literacy, 3) high-quality, effective family engagement 

and 4) racial equity in early care and education.  

 

Among survey respondents, 25% are considered potential recruits to CT-ECFC.  Members and 

potential recruits were asked what issue they would most like to work on as part of CT-ECFC in 

2019-2020, and the top priority among members and potential recruits was “increasing 

availability of high-quality, accessible infant/toddler care.”   
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BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 

 

As part of its larger project to engage philanthropy across the country to support effective early 

childhood advocacy and policy, the Alliance for Early Success has recently partnered with the 

Connecticut Early Childhood Funder Collaborative.  One objective of the partnership is to bring 

Connecticut grantmakers together to exchange ideas and best practices related to early 

childhood issues, advocacy, and policy making.   

 

The ultimate goals of the partnership are to improve early childhood outcomes and the 

effectiveness of grantmaking in Connecticut.  A first step in reaching these goals was an online 

survey to 1) learn about organizations’ funding priorities and strategies, 2) learn about their 

interests in early childhood issues, and 3) gauge their interest in joining a collaboration of 

grantmakers to support advocacy for early childhood issues.  This report summarizes the findings 

from the online survey.   

 

THE SAMPLE 

 

Some 280 grantmakers were invited to complete the survey from September 17 to October 6, 

2019.  All potential respondents are on the Connecticut Council for Philanthropy mailing list.  

Among potential respondents, 37% (104/280) are members of the Connecticut Council for 

Philanthropy.  Most potential respondents were CEOs, Executive Directors, or Senior Program 

Officers.   

 

The response rate was 26%.  Among the 74 respondents, 34% represent a private family 

foundation, 18% represent another type of private, independent foundation, and 15% represent 

a community foundation (Figure 1).  Forty-five respondents said they are members of the 

Connecticut Council for Philanthropy, and 17 are members of the Early Childhood Funder 

Collaborative.  For a detailed description of sample and survey methodology, please refer to the 

Appendix.)   

 

  
 

n %

Private family foundation 25 34%

Other type of private, independent foundation 13 18%

Community foundation 11 15%

United Way 8 11%

Corporate foundation, giving program 7 9%

Public foundation 5 7%

Quasi-public funder 1 1%

Other 4 5%

Total 74 100%

Fig. 1. Respondents' Type of Organization
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FINDINGS 

 

Funding Priorities among Grantmakers that Fund Children’s Issues 
 

The survey asked respondents that fund children’s issues (n=50) to prioritize issues related to 

early childhood that are important to their organizations’ grantmaking.  Children’s 

social/emotional or mental/behavioral health was highly prioritized by the highest percentages 

of grantmakers (63%).  Early literacy (to reach reading proficiency by third grade) (57%), high-

quality, effective family engagement (54%), and racial equity in early care and education (50%) 

were highly prioritized by at least half the grantmakers who responded to the survey (Figures 2 

and 3). Three grantmakers described other early childhood issues prioritized by their 

organizations:   

• Early screening for learning and attention issues, teacher professional development in 

reading instruction, classroom coaching for teachers, a multi-sensory phonic literacy 

model and a community wide system of support that aligns out-of-school and summer 

programming 

• Increasing the contribution of pediatric primary care, where just about all children receive 

services, to child health, development, and well being 

• Utilization of two-gen strategies and approaches 

 

Thirty-two percent of respondents (n=24) said their organizations do not fund children’s issues.   

 

 

Figure 2 summarizes the five levels of priority into three levels (not a priority, lower priority, 

higher priority).  These are listed in descending order of “higher priority.”  Figure 3 shows all five 

levels (not a priority, low priority, medium, high, essential priority), listed in descending order of 

“essential priority.”
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In Figure 3, “children’s social/emotional or mental/behavioral health, including developmental screening and addressing trauma” 

stands out with 27% of grantmakers describing it as an essential priority.  Early literacy (21%), racial equity in early care and education 

(20%), and affordable housing (18%) follow with relatively high percentages of respondents citing them as essential priorities. 

 

 



Among grantmakers that fund childhood issues 

(n=50), 22% said they focus on ages birth to 

eighteen; 38% focus on birth to twenty-one.  None 

said they focused on birth to three (Figure 4).  

"Other" responses include those without a focus 

on age groups and those that support youth to age 

24.  

 

 

 

 

 

Information Sources among Grantmakers that Fund Children’s Issues 
 

The survey asked grantmakers that fund children’s issues where they look for information on 

policy and funding issues impacting children aged birth through eight.  The most popular sources 

are Connecticut Voices for Children policy briefs and newspapers and news magazines (Figure 5).    

 

 
 

The survey also asked if these grantmakers for suggestions for further policy research or if they 

have trouble finding information related to policy and funding issues impacting children aged 0 

through 8 and their families in Connecticut.  Five people offered topics:   

• Provision of arts programming in all public schools 

• Reducing barriers to Care for Kids subsidies 

• Statewide assessment for kindergarten readiness   

• Teacher training (pre-service and professional development) 

• Studies on early screening (kindergarten and first grade) with intensive interventions for 

dyslexia to weed that out as a barrier to reading and math by third grade 

 

  

Source %

CT Voices for Children policy briefs 35%

Newspapers, news magazines (online or print) 32%

CT Association for Human Services (Kids Count reports, statewide briefings) 26%

National sources, such as Zero to 3, National Academy of Sciences, or National 

Institute for Early Education Research 24%

CT Early Childhood Alliance bulletins, meetings, and action alerts 20%

TV news programs 10%

Early Care and Education list serv of CT Association for Human Services 5%

Other

Fig. 5. Information Sources for Policy and Funding Issues Impacting Children Aged 

0 through 8 and their Families in Connecticut, 2019

Birth to three -

Birth to five 6%

Birth to eight 14%

Birth to eighteen 22%

Birth to twenty-one 38%

Other 20%

Fig. 4. Age Group Focus among 

Grantmakers that Fund Childhood Issues

- Less than .5 percent
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Two others described gaps in data collection and information: 

• “I am unaware of any centralized source of information for organizations, programs 

offered, impact, connecting and integrating organizations with one another, and 

connecting funders with providers.” 

• “We recently discovered a major gap in data collection from local communities to the OEC 

and then to SDE.  Tracking kids from pre-k into public schools is not happening correctly. 

I wonder what other data collection at the state level should be examined to have better 

access to local data on dis-aggregated child outcomes, which can inform system and 

program improvements.” 

 

Interest in the Connecticut Legislature 

 

All respondents were asked about how well they understand the laws that allow foundations and 

other nonprofits to engage in advocacy and policy making.  Six percent said they have no 

knowledge, and 20% said they have only a little knowledge (Figure 6).  Fifty-four percent of 

respondents said they would like to learn more about the laws allowing foundations and other 

nonprofits to engage in advocacy and lobbying. 

 

 
 

 

When asked, “To what extent is your organization’s grantmaking affected by decisions made by 

the Connecticut General Assembly?”, 48% said, “a lot” or “some” (Figure 7).   

 

 
 

  

None 6%

Only a little knowledge 20%

Some knowledge 56%

A great deal of knowledge 19%

Fig. 6.  Level of Knowledge about Laws 

Allowing Foundations and Nonprofits to 

Engage in Advocacy and Lobbying

A lot 7%

Some 41%

Only a little 20%

Not at all 30%

Don't know 2%

Fig. 7.  Extent that Grantmaking is 

Affected by Decisions Made by CT 

General Assembly
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Strategies Used among Grantmakers that Fund Advocacy 

 

Among survey respondents who answered the question, 65% (35/54) have supported advocacy 

or public policy in the past three years.  Because many grantmakers in Connecticut support a 

diverse array of advocacy efforts, tremendous potential exists to coordinate and unify current 

and expanded resources in advocacy.   Among grantmakers supporting advocacy in the past three 

years, 80% have recently funded coalition building or grassroots organizing, 51% have funded 

activities designed to raise public awareness about a specific issue, and 49% have funded policy 

research and analysis (Figure 8).  Seventy-one percent of grantmakers that fund early childhood 

issues have supported advocacy or public policy during the past three years.   

 

 
 

Among those that fund advocacy and public policy, 28% have engaged in five or more strategies 

during the past three years (Figure 9).   

 

 
 

Challenges Faced by Grantmakers that Support Advocacy 

 

The survey asked respondents from organizations that support advocacy what challenges they 

face related to that support.  Fourteen percent reported that they currently do not face any 

challenges related to funding advocacy or public policy.  Among those facing some challenges, 

60% reported limited staff resources, and 23% believe that there is limited knowledge or 

Coalition building or grassroots organizing 80%

Activities or campaigns designed to raise public awareness about a specific issue 51%

Policy research and analysis 49%

Messaging and tools for advocacy-related communications 46%

Advocacy by a grantee organization for an issue at the Connecticut Legislature 26%

Education for policymakers or candidates about an issue 23%

Education for grantees about advocacy and policy making 20%

Support for political campaigns to include a specific issue -

Fig. 8. Type of Support among Grantmakers that Fund Advocacy,

Connecticut, 2016-2019

- Less than .5 percent

One strategy 36%

Two strategies 14%

Three strategies 14%

Four strategies 8%

Five strategies 17%

Six strategies 8%

Seven strategies 3%

Fig. 9. Number of Advocacy Strategies 

Used by Grantmakers that Support 

Advocacy, Connecticut, 2016-2019
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expertise within their organizations.  Eleven percent reported limited knowledge about advocacy 

organizations in Connecticut, such as CT Voices for Children, CT Early Childhood Alliance, etc. 

(Figure 10).  

 

 
Respondents also described these challenges: 

• “Always working to make the case that investing in young children in health, early care 

and education, and family support will pay off years down the road.  Most legislators and 

agencies are interested in short term savings, which they can highlight within a short, 

defined period of time.  We are always challenged in selling intermediate measures, 

indirect measures, and garnering data about the long-term returns from investing early 

and investing in preventive measures, such as strengthening families.” 

• “Connecticut doesn't have an organization who provides P&A in the workforce arena.” 

• “Limited organizing capacity in the state” 

• “Potential reputational risk to our parent company if we take public stances on 

controversial policies” 
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Assistance Desired by Grantmakers that Support Advocacy 

 

Grantmakers that support advocacy and policy making noted several kinds of technical assistance 

that would benefit their organizations.  Most respondents said that networking opportunities 

with other funders (77%) and peer learning:  information on successful advocacy initiatives (57%) 

would benefit their organizations (Figure 11). 

 

 
 

Reasons for Not Supporting Advocacy or Public Policy 

 

The survey asked respondents to explain the “reasons why your organization has not supported 

advocacy at the Connecticut Legislature during the past three years.”  Most (72%) said it was not 

within their organization’s mission; 22% said the board or leadership is uncomfortable supporting 

advocacy or policy (Figure 12).  A respondent explained that advocacy is “viewed as a possible 

risk due to our close affiliation with for-profit entity.” 

 

 
 

Priorities for Connecticut Early Childhood Funders Collaborative 

 

Connecticut grantmakers are stronger together, and CT-ECFC is seeking new members.  Among 

respondents, 25% (n=11) are considered potential recruits.  Potential recruits are those, when 

asked how likely they are to join CT-ECFC, answered, “highly likely,” “likely,” or “don’t know.” 

 

Networking opportunities with other funders that support advocacy 77%

Peer learning:  information on successful advocacy initiatives 57%

Education for board 43%

Education for staff 40%

Peer learning:  Information on successful programs in early childhood 40%

None 43%

Fig. 11. Kinds of Assistance to Benefit Organizations

That Support Advocacy and Policy Making

Advocacy is not within my organization’s mission or field of interest 72%

Amount of resources at my organization and resulting prioritization of grantmaking 33%

My organization’s board/leadership is uncomfortable supporting advocacy or policy 22%

Lack of high-quality grant proposals submitted -

Lack of knowledge about 501(c)(3) advocacy organizations -

Lack of high-quality 501(c)(3) advocacy organizations -

Other 6%

Fig. 12. Reasons Organization Has Not Supported Advocacy at the Connecticut 

Legislature during Past Three Years

* Sum is greater than 100% because some grantmakers provided more than one reason.

- Less than .5 percent
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Several issues affect young children and their families in Connecticut, and the CT-ECFC will 

address some of the them.  The survey asked members and potential recruits what issue they 

would most like to work on as part of CT-ECFC in 2019-2020.  Figure 13 shows priorities listed by 

members’ priorities.  The top priority among respondents was “increasing availability of high-

quality, accessible infant/toddler care.”  Members (24%) were more likely than potential recruits 

(10%) to prioritize “advocating for better coordination in providing child care, employment and 

training, and health and social services (Two Gen).”  Potential recruits (30%) were more likely 

than members to prioritize “advocating for common early childhood outcomes across 

Connecticut.”  Two members offered “other” suggestions.  One would like CT-ECFC to address 

“cultural competency training for early childcare workforce addressing implicit bias.”  The other 

said, “Supporting the continued development of local early childhood councils and the statewide 

intermediary.” 

 

 
 

SUMMARY   

 

Many grantmakers in Connecticut understand the importance of policy and are making large 

investments in advocacy.  Others are interested in joining their ranks.  Some foundations are 

comfortable funding advocacy, while others want to remain behind the scenes and support 

research efforts to inform public policy debates.  The diversity of perspectives, strategies, and 

experiences among grantmakers in Connecticut is a strength, not a weakness.  Great potential 

lies in coordinating all of the different strategies and approaches.   

 

Within the context of improving early childhood outcomes, there is room for more advocacy-

related funding and greater coordination of existing efforts.  Sixty-eight percent of grantmakers 

reported prioritizing at least one early childhood issue specified in the survey.  The greatest 

percentages of grantmakers highly prioritized: 1) children’s social/emotional or 

mental/behavioral health, including developmental screening and addressing trauma 2) early 

Members

Potential 

Recruits Total

Increasing availability of high-quality, accessible infant/toddler care 29% 40% 33%

Advocating for better coordination in providing child care, 

employment and training, and health and social services (Two Gen) 24% 10% 19%

Expanding child care subsidies for parents attending community 

college or enrolled in job training 12% 10% 11%

Ensuring all CT residents are included in 2020 Census 6% 10% 7%

Promoting high-quality family engagement 6% - 4%

Advocating for common early childhood outcomes across CT 6% 30% 15%

Promoting higher wages for ECE workforce 6% - 4%

Other 12% - 7%

Fig. 13. Preference for Early Childhood Issues that Collaborative Members and Potential 

Recruits Would Like Collaborative to Address in 2019-2020

- Less than .5% percent
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literacy, 3) high-quality, effective family engagement and 4) racial equity in early care and 

education.  Seventy-one percent of grantmakers that fund early childhood issues have supported 

advocacy or public policy during the past three years.   

 

Members and potential recruits were asked what issue they would most like to work on as part 

of CT-ECFC in 2019-2020, and the top priority among CT-ECFC members and potential recruits 

was “increasing availability of high-quality, accessible infant/toddler care.”   

 

APPENDIX: METHODOLOGY 

 

Survey Design 

 

In the summer of 2019, Frontera Strategy and Connecticut Early Childhood Funder Collaborative 

collaboratively designed the online survey instrument.  The multiple choice and open-ended 

questions covered: type of organization, involvement in advocacy-related activities, funding 

priorities, and interest in joining the CT-ECFC.  The survey and report are confidential.  At the end 

of the survey, respondents could give their names for follow-up, or they could remain 

anonymous.  We structured the 5-minute survey so that respondents could skip items they did 

not want to complete.  Please contact Dr. Lisa Kerber (Kerber@FronteraStrategy.com) for more 

information about the survey instrument. 

 

Sample and Data Collection 

 

Connecticut Council for Philanthropy invited 280 unique grantmakers to complete the survey.  

Staff created the contact list with one representative per funding agency.  All potential 

respondents were on the Connecticut Council for Philanthropy mailing list and received email 

correspondence from the Council.  Most potential respondents were CEOs, Executive Directors, 

or Senior Program Officers.  Among the potential respondents, 37% (104/280) are members of 

the Connecticut Council for Philanthropy.   

 

Connecticut Council for Philanthropy emailed members the survey link on September 17 and 

emailed three reminders through October 2.   Midway through this timeframe, to increase the 

response rate, staff emailed program officers, personally emailed colleagues, and promoted the 

survey at in-person meetings.  One response was deleted from the final dataset because two 

people from the same foundation had taken the survey.  Frontera consultants made 25 reminder 

calls on October 3 and 4 and sent reminder emails to all Council members who had not left their 

names on the survey.  The survey closed on October 6.   

 

Frontera Strategy administered the online survey using SurveyMonkey.  The response rate was 

26% (74/280).  Among respondents, 34% represent a private family foundation, 18% represent 

another type of private independent foundation, 15% represent a community foundation, and 

34% represent other types of grantmaking agencies (Figure 1, page 4).   
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Forty-five respondents said they are members of the Connecticut Council for Philanthropy, and 

17 are members of the Early Childhood Funder Collaborative.  Forty-six percent of the responding 

organizations currently make grants statewide, and 54% percent make grants in specific regions 

(Figure 14).  Thirty-eight percent make grants outside the state of Connecticut.  

 

 
 

 

Figure 15 (next page) shows the top two funding priorities currently funded by grantmakers that 

participated in the survey.  Thirty percent said they fund education and/or scholarships, and 12 

percent of the total specified that they fund early childhood education and/or support.     

 

Data Analysis and Interpretation 

 

A Frontera Strategy consultant analyzed the data using SPSS.  The consultant used descriptive 

and comparative data analysis techniques including frequencies and cross-tabulations.  These 

survey findings are not representative in the statistical sense.  Each response represents an 

important view that a number of grantmakers in Connecticut may share.  The percentages shown 

in the tables can act as a guide to interpreting the salience of the responses.  When reviewing 

the findings, readers will want to keep in mind some biases and limitations.  For example, it is 

likely that the people who chose to complete the survey differed in significant ways from people 

who did not complete the survey.  Council members were probably more likely to complete the 

survey than non-members.  Funders who support early childhood issues were probably more 

likely to complete the survey than those who do not fund early childhood issues.  

 

n %

Greater Hartford 19 48%

Greater New Haven 11 28%

NE Connecticut 6 15%

Greater New London 5 13%

Greater Waterbury 4 10%

NW Connecticut 4 10%

Greater Bridgeport 3 8%

Greater Stamford 3 8%

Greater Danbury 1 3%

Total Not Funding Statewide 40 54%

Fig. 14. Regions Funded among Organizations that 

Do Not Fund Statewide

* Sum does not equal 40 because some grantmakers fund more 

than one region.
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n %

Education and/or scholarships 22 30%

Health and Human Services 12 16%

Early childhood education and/or support 9 12%

Environment, climate change, sustainability and/or animal welfare 8 11%

Arts and culture and/or arts for underserved 6 8%

Youth and/or youth development 6 8%

Affordable housing and ending homelessness 5 7%

Basic Needs 5 7%

Racial and economic justice and/or equity 4 5%

College scholarships and/or success 3 4%

Food security and/or food sustainability 3 4%

Economic mobility 2 3%

Workforce Development 2 3%

Youth organizing 2 3%

Career readiness and/or adult training programs 2 3%

Civic engagement 1 1%

Criminal Justice Reform 1 1%

Entrepreneurship 1 1%

Financial literacy 1 1%

Legal services for the poor 1 1%

Literacy 1 1%

Neuroscience 1 1%

Older Adults 1 1%

Opioid epidemic 1 1%

Out of School Time 1 1%

Policy and advocacy 1 1%

Public libraries 1 1%

Small holder farmers in Peru 1 1%

Social and emotional learning 1 1%

Victims of violence 1 1%

Women and girls 1 1%

Fig. 15. Funding Priorities among Respondents, Connecticut, 2019

* Sum does not equal 74 because most grantmakers stated more than one priority.


