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Early Childhood Services in OECD Countries
Review of the Literature and Current Policy in theEarly Childhood Field

John Bennelt
®Researcher for the OECHBtarting StrongNetwork <bennett.paris@gmail.com>

Summary: The aim of this text is to provide a review of ilierature and current policies of early
childhood education and care in the economicallystredvanced countries of the world. The
introductory chapter 1 provides some basic defingi what is meant by ‘early childhood services’
both in the narrow sense of care and educationcsarfor young children (family day care, childcare
centres, pre-primary educational services, integraervices, etc.) and in the wider sense of ssvic
supporting the holistic development of young childr Beyond early care and education, other
services that support the broad development of gatimildren are policies that sustain parents and
parenting, parental leave, family-friendly polici@gant health services and policies that redulke c
and family poverty. Explanations are also providedut the age notation used in this paper, and the
meaning of the term ‘rich countries’. The sectio® with five charts that provide the reader with a
rapid overview of key elements of early childhogdtems in the rich countries: investment by the
countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-offera and Development (OECD) in early
childhood services; maternity, paternity and pakitave entitlements; effective parental leave
provision across OECD countries; the main instiai forms of early childhood services in the
participating countries, and entitlements by agesdady childhood services across selected OECD
countries.

Chapter 2 addresses the question of the rightsvaliebeing of young children. Information is drawn
from five main texts: the United Nations Convention the Rights of the Child (1989); General
Comment No. 7 issued by the Committee on the Rightise Child (2006); Innocenti Report Card 4,
‘A League Table of Educational Disadvantage in Ridtions (2002); Innocenti Report Card 6,
‘Child Poverty in Rich Countries’ (2005); and Inmnti Report Card 7, ‘Child Poverty in Perspective:
An Overview of Child Well-being in Rich Countrie€007). A strong message coming from these
reports is how greatly government social policied ancome transfers can alleviate family poverty
and lessen its impact on the health, well-beingehetational outcomes of young children.

Chapter 3 explores the economic and social cortexhildren’s services, and seek to explain the
contemporary focus on the upbringing and educatfoyoung children. Three profound changes are
challenging traditional views of childhood and dhrikaring: the changing socio-economic role of
women; the changing demography and population siiyeof rich countries; and third, the new
education ideology with its focus on social equityd preparation for school. The chapter discusses
different approaches adopted by countries towdrdsnew challenges posed by these changes, and
outlines some of the impacts of upstream socio-@eon policies on families and young children. It
points also to a certain ‘path dependency’ adoptedifferent groups of countries in their manner of
conceptualizing and organizing early childhood m@&s, stemming from their traditional politico-
economic structures.

Chapter 4 provides a rationale for substantiakstatestment in early childhood services. It lestsl
briefly describes some 16 research analyses fromdifférent countries showing the benefits
generated by early childhood programmes. The rekestudies are grouped under two headings:
analyses showing economic and labour market retinom investment and analyses showing
educational returns from investment. The sectionmary concludes that strong social, economic and
education rationales exist in favour of establighemd maintaining national networks of early
childhood services, on the condition that theséesys aim for and achieve high quality. Some doubts
remain, however, concerning the appropriate agéhath young children should begin day-long, out-
of-home care, and for how long children should stegut-of-home care during the day.



Chapter 5 recalls briefly the promise that paradign in high-quality early childhood services wld
for the individual child and at a wider level, fwciety as a whole. Such high-quality services igev
significant support to education systems, socidicpogender equality and economies as a whole.
The ability to boost the female employment raterfra level of 61.5 per cent (the OECD average) to
a participation rate of 76.2 per cent (the casBaimark) is a powerful stimulus both to the economy
and to household budgets. In parallel, the contiobuof early childhood services to later
achievement in education is of major importance.

The chapter goes on to summarize how countries tespmonded to this promise. In particular, the
following themes are examined: the greatly improeedess to services for children 3-6 years in
almost all countries; the steadily improving regiola and support for quality, and the merits and
demerits of establishing targeted programmes fibdre at risk. Finally, a discussion on the furgdin
of early childhood services is engaged; it evakidibe level of the financial commitments made by
countries to early childhood services and the modié®ancing that they employ.

A short conclusion proposes a dynamic social mankaedel that brings together the dynamism and
choice that market approaches can present witbtthag investment, effective control and equity in
access that public systems have traditionally etfen several countries. Further research is needed
on how to create effective social markets, thahetyworks of mixed provision in which choice and
innovation exist, while maintaining equity and ase of national and community responsibility for
essential services. Widely different levels of faging power may be acceptable in the case of
commodities or personal convenience, but in thiedief public health and education, they can
undermine equity and social solidarity.

The UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre and the OEG8aEPolicy Division have reviewed the

initial draft of the analysis. Several early chitaidl experts and senior early childhood administsato

from OECD countries also made helpful comments, thei assistance is gratefully acknowledged.
The paper is complemented by Bennett, J. (2008ndBmarks for Early Childhood Services in
OECD Countries’|nnocenti Working Papéexo. 2008-02.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

This paper provides a review of the literature andrent policies of early childhood
education and care in the economically advancedtdes of the world, also referred to as
the ‘rich countries’ of the world. The early chilatbd field is complex. Early childhood
policy is concerned not only with providing eduoatiand care to young children but is also
linked with issues of parental support and pargntmomen’s employment and equality of
opportunity; child development and child povertguss; labour market supply; and health,
social welfare and later education for young cleildr There are also more fundamental
questions, concerning the definition of childhoodlifferent countries or the assumptions in
government policy about the purposes of early tlital services. Such questions are
touched on only very briefly in this paper.

As a preamble to an exploration of the field, tinisoduction provides the reader with some
basic definitions. In particular it seeks to explaihat is meant by ‘early childhood services’
both in the limited sense of care and educatiovices for young children (family day care,
childcare centres, pre-primary educational seryigetegrated services, etc.) and in the
broader sense of services supporting the holiseveldpment of young children.
Clarifications are also offered about the age mmtatised in this paper, and the meaning of
the term ‘rich countries’. The section ends witheficharts that provide the reader with an
overview of the major elements of early childhogdtsms in the rich countries.

Definitions and overview of tables

Early childhood servicesThe term ‘early childhood services'’ is used tlgioout this paper to
encompass all formal arrangements providing devedoy, care and education for young
children under compulsory school age, regardlessetfing, funding, opening hours or
programme content. Both ‘education’ and ‘care’ gmy are included in the term — family
day care, childcare centres, pre-primary educdticeavices, and the more integrated
kindergarten services catering for the entire agge of 0-6 years.

In English-speaking countries, the terms most ia ae ‘childcare’, generally for children

under 3 years, and ‘early education’ for childreani 3 years. These services are often
considered to be separate and are generally adergus apart, frequently with rather

negative effects on the services for younger childiThe OECD Starting Strong reviews
used the term ‘early childhood education and c4dBECEC) to underline the need for

integrated care and education in programmes foroalhg children, regardless of age.

Another term in use is ‘pedagogical services’, asdufor example in Nordic and Central
European countries to denote early childhood sesvithat combine care, nurturing and
learning. The term raises some difficulties in HEstgl as the word ‘pedagogical’ is
understood more narrowly in the English-speakingldvas referring to ‘teaching’ or

‘teaching methods’. Another term, widely employadhe United States, is ‘early childhood
education’ (ECE). The term is often used in anreffo promote learning in all services and
as a claim on government funding for a universakational service (White 2002).



Broad sense of early childhood servicesa broader sense — and as used in this pater —
term ‘early childhood services’ may also includeguaal leave, family-friendly policies and
out-of-school provision (OSP) for young children taptheir 12th birthday. These policies
have an important impact on early childhood pravisiParental leave and family-friendly
work policies not only promote gender equality also encourage breastfeeding and greater
involvement of parents with their children.

Age notation The notation of age in this paper follows thewantion used originally by the
European Commission Childcare Network and followsd the OECD Starting Strong
reviews. ‘Services for young children aged 0-6’ @okirth to the sixth birthday; they do not
include 6-year-old children. ‘Services for childr@t8 years’ cover birth to the third birthday;
they do not include 3-year-old children. Servicess3-6 years cover the third birthday to the
sixth birthday; they include 3-year-olds, 4-yeadsobnd 5-year-olds, but do not include 6-
year-olds.

Country coverage The rich countries of the world include the meml&tates of the
Organisation of Economic Co-operation and Develapgm@®ECD), based in Paris. This
group of countries, 30 in all, is comprised of: &aba, Austria, Belgium, Canada, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greéttengary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, Luxembourg, Mexico, the Netherlands, Newazfel Norway, Poland, Portugal, the
Republic of Korea, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, Swiérel, Turkey, the United Kingdom and
the United States. Many of these countries willrberenced in this paper, but it is not
possible to include all because comparable datéicpkrly in the ‘childcare’ sector, are not
available across all countries.

This introduction presents five charts to providaders with a rapid overview of key
elements of early childhood systems in the richntaes:

= Figure 1: Public expenditure on early childhoodvess (0-6 years) as a percentage of
GDP in selected OECD countries

= Figure 2: Estimates of public expenditure on eaHhijdhood services as a percentage of
GDP, 2004

= Table 1: Maternity, paternity and parental leavitiements in selected OECD countries
and Slovenia

= Table 2: Main institutional forms of early childhdbaeducation and care in selected
OECD countries

= Table 3: Entittements by age to formal early childth services across OECD countries
(20 countries).



Figure 1: Public expenditure on early childhood serices (0-6 years) as a percentage of
GDP in selected OECD countries
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Source:OECD, 2007, social expenditure database 1980-2003.

These figures, taken from the OECD social expergitlatabase, contrast with expenditure
supplied directly in 2004 to the Starting Strongiea/'s conducted by the OECD 1999-2005.
In particular, expenditure in the Nordic countrissmuch stronger in the figures supplied
directly by countries.

Figure 2: Estimates of public expenditure on earlychildhood services as a percentage of
GDP, 2004
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Source This chart is comprised of expenditure estimatesafbearly childhood services, based on
replies provided directly by country authorities aa OECD survey in 2004. The figures provided
indicate that Denmark spends 2 per cent of GDP asty €hildhood services for children aged 0-6
years, and Sweden 1.7 per cent. These countries-iafahd also, allocate an additional 0.3 per cent
(approximately) to the preschool class for childéen years.
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Table 1: Maternity, paternity and parental leave etitlements in selected OECD countries and Slovenia

Country

Australia

Austria

Belgium

Canada

Denmark

Finland 2

France?

Maternity leave (ML)

No statutory rigft to ML
(conflated with PL). Generally
women take 6-12 weeks around
birth. c. 40 per cent receive son
workplace payments..

16 weeks paid at 100 per cent
earnings

16 weeks: 82 per cent'inonth and
75 per cent thereafter

17 weeks, depending on provinc
paid at 55 per cent of earnings wi
upper limit

18 weeks paid at 100 per cent 1
most mothers (or unemployme
benefit)

17.5 weeks (1 week = 6 calend
days). Paid differentially (9.
weeks at 90 per cent; 8 weeks at
per cent)

16 weeks paid at 100 per cent
earnings with upper limit

Father's leave (FL)

Overlaps with parenta
leave

No statutory paternity
leave

Paternity 2 weeks (3 day
compulsory paid 100 pe
cent by employer; 7 day
at 82 per cent paid b
Health Insurance)

4 days

Paternity, 2 or 3 week
(industrial workers) on &
‘use it or lose it’ basis a
100 per cent of earnings

3 weeks plus 2 weeks
bonus if 2 weeks’ parentz
leave is taken (‘father"
month’), paid at 70 pe
cent

Paternity, 2 weeks at 10
per cent salary
replacement

Parental leave (PL)

Statutory entitlement to 1 year unpa
shared, parental leave (family-based )

104 weeks (2 years) if both parents shart
ECEC duties paid at a flat rate of €4
monthly, plus a supplement for low-incon
families

25 weeks (3 months each parent bef
child's 8" birthday, or 6 months part-time
Full-time flat rate is about : c. 50 per cent
minimum wage

35 weeks, up to 50 weeks for eligible n¢
parents. Paid at 55 per cent of earnii
(ceiling)

32 weeks (family-based) but can
prolonged to 40 weeks (for all) and to -
weeks for employees. Paid at 100 per ¢
of earnings (ceiling) for 32 weeks

26.3 weeks (family-based) paid at 75
cent of annual earnings, which can
followed by a 'home care leave' up to t
child's 3% birthday of approximately 114.
weeks, paid at flat rate of c. 17 per cent
average wage (€2,200)

Parental leave of c. 144 weeks (until chil
39 pirthday) paid at c. 41 per cent
minimum wage (higher for low-incom
families) and reaching 59 per cent
minimum wage when one parent stops w
completely

Length of
norHmatemity leave

52 weeks

104 weeks

27 weeks

35 weeks

34 weeks

140.5 weeks

142 weeks

Total length
of all leave

52 weeks

120 weeks

43 weeks

52 weeks

52 weeks

158 weeks

158 weeks

Total length of
all paid leavé

120 weeks

43 weeks

52 weeks

52 weeks

158 weeks

158weeks

Total
FTE/SR? for
all paid leave

0

37.84

27.25

28.6

53

56.6

103




Country

Germany ®

Hungary #

Iceland

Ireland

Italy

Japan
Republic of Korea
Mexico

Netherlands

New Zealand

Maternity leave (ML)

14 weeks paid at 100 per cent ofNone
earnings with no ceiling

24 weeks paid at 70 per cent 1 week paid at 100 pe
cent of earnings

earnings with no ceiling

13 weeks (3 months) at 80 per ce 13 weeks (3 months at 8
per cent of earnings

of earnings

26 weeks, paid at 70 per cent None
earnings plus 16 weeks unpaid (
weeks)

20 weeks, paid by employer at ¢ None
per cent of earnings

14 weeks, paid at 60 per cent None
earnings

12 weeks, at 100 per cent None
earnings

12 weeks, at 100 per cent None
earnings

16 weeks, paid at 100 per cent w 0.4 weeks (2 days), paid
100 per cent with no uppe

upper limit
ceiling

14 weeks, paid at 50 per cent None
earnings

Father's leave (FL)

Parental leave (PL)

Lengthof

norHmatemity leave

Parental leave is available until child$ 3144 weeks
birthday, that is, a further 146 weeks, I ut
leave is paid at 67 per cent of earnings for
one year only (or 14 months if fath:r

participates)

Parental leave childcare allowance, GYE
(for insured parents for 1 year) is paid at
per cent of earnings, and GYES (a 50

cent of minimum wage, home ca
allowance for non-insured mothers a
available to all mothers up to the child’8

birthday after the GYED period has endec

13 weeks (3 months) at 80 per cent
earnings

14 weeks per parent, per child, unpaid

6 months per parent plus 1 extra month
fathers who take 3 months parental lea
Total cannot exceed 11 months (48 wee
when mothers only take the leave, or

months (rare), if a father has earned

extra month. Paid at 30 per cent for 11 or
months

None

36 weeks, paid at 17 per cent of earnii
with upper limit

None

13 times the number of hours worked
week, that is, for a 38-hour week, a lee
entittement of 494 hours or 13 weeks
parent, per child. In sum, 26 weeks, paic
50 per cent minimum wage

None

134 weeks

26 weeks

28 weeks

52 weeks

None

36 weeks

None

26.4 weeks

None

Total length Total length of Total

of all leave

158 weeks

158 weeks

39 weeks

70 weeks

72 weeks

14 weeks

48 weeks

12 weeks

42.4 weeks

14 weeks

all paid leavé

80 weeks

158 weeks

39 weeks

26 weeks

72 weeks

14 weeks
48 weeks
12 weeks

42.4 weeks

14 weeks

FTE/SR?
for all
paid
leave

54.9

94.7

31.2

18.2

31.6

8.4

18.12

12

29.4
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Country

Norway?®

Portugal

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

United Kingdom

United States

Maternity leave (ML)

9 weeks included in parental leav
paid at 80 per cent (or 100 per ce
of earnings

17 weeks (120 calendar days)
100 per cent or 21 weeks (1:
calendar days) at 80 per cent

15 weeks, of which 4 should &
taken before birth, paid at 100 p
cent of earnings

16 weeks, 4 to be taken befo
birth., paid at 100 per cent

60 days (2 months) of parent
leave are reserved for mothers at
per cent of earnings. This leave ¢
be used before birth

16 weeks, paid at 100 per cent

39 weeks. This leave is paid for
weeks at 90 per cent of earning
and 33 weeks c. 50 per ce
minimum wage. ML extends to 5
weeks but the rest is unpaid

Some paid maternity leav
depending on workplace and St¢
agreements, but no statutory rigl
The practice is 12 weeks unps
maternity leave —

Father's leave (FL)

2 weeks after birth (‘dadd'
days’) plus 6 weeks o
paternity leave (includes
in parental leave)

Paternity, 1 week at 10
per cent, plus 2 weeks (1
calendar days) ‘dadd
days’ if taken at
appropriate time

13 weeks, paid at 100 pt
cent for two weeks, ani
thereafter, 100 per cent «
the minimum wage

3 weeks (15 working days
public  employees 2!
days), paid at 100 per cer

60 days (2 months) ¢
parental leave are reserv
for fathers, of which 1C
days are to be used at tl
time around delivery -
‘father's quota’. Wage
replacement is 80 per cer

None
Paternity, 2 weeks at 5

per cent of the minimun
wage

None

Parental leave (PL)

54 weeks (including 9 weeks for mothe
and 6 weeks for fathers — the remaining
weeks a family entitlement). 54 weeks, pi
at 80 per cent of earnings. A furth
childcare leave of 104 weeks can be tak
paid c. 70 per cent of an unskilled worke
wagé

14 weeks unpaid per parent that may
taken up to the child's "6birthday. An
unpaid childcare leave of 2 years can &
be taken

37 weeks, paid as for paternity leave

158 weeks per parent (child'€ Birthday).
Unpaid, but job protection for one year

Parental leave is 480 days (16 months).
which 360 days are shared (1 year) and
days (2 months) are allotted to each par
390 days (13 months) are paid at 80 per ¢
of earnings and the remaining 90 days
months) are paid at a flat rate of c. 25 |
cent of average daily wage

None

13 weeks per parent, per child unpaid (or
weeks for parents of child with disability)

No parental leave, but the 1993 Family ¢
Medical Leave Act foresees leave for at-ri
pregnancy, childbirth or illness. Mar
employers are compliant, but legally, th
can require employees to use vacation
sick leave before claiming family leave.

Length of
norHmatemity leave

149 weeks

31 weeks

50 weeks

154 weeks

60 weeks

None

28 weeks

None

Total
of all leave

158 weeks

48 weeks

65

158

68.6 weeks

16 weeks

80 weeks

length  Total length of

all paid leavé

158 weeks

20 weeks

65

19

68.6 weeks

16 weeks

41 weeks

None

Total
FTE/SR? for
all paid leave

116

20

65

19

48

16

229

None

Source Bennett, J. (2008), based on Moss and Wall (2007).



Notes to Table 1 Maternity, paternity and parele@aVe entitlements in selected OECD countries dode8ia.

!In almost all countries, benefits are financed as$ pf social insurance or social security, thagisvernments and employers bear the major cassorhe countries, direct
employee contributions form part of the financiMgith the exception of Finland and Sweden, the totests of maternity and parental leave scheme®texteed 1 per cent
of GDP (Kamerman, 2000)

’FTE/SR means full-time equivalent salary replacemiBnus, 40 weeks replaced by 100 per cent of egsrias a coefficient of 40; at 50 per cent of iegs) a coefficient of
20. Please note that the calculations are appragiagmsome countries offer a percentage of salhitg wthers offer only a percentage of a minimungevar unemployment
benefit. Although a percentage of salary will inshoases be superior to a percentage of minimune @gto the wage of an unskilled worker in the dorcountries), the
calculation of the replacement wage in this tabdats both sources in the same way, that is, 5 of the minimum wage and 50 per cent of salacgive an equal
weighting.

3All paid parental leave means the total of paidermity, father's and parental leave combined.

Country notes:

Australia (a) and (b). 41 per cent mothers and&2cpnt of fathers have access to paid maternipacental leave, but there is no statutory entidlemPayment depends on
workplace agreements, the public sector providiaig feave more readily than the private sector.Hdrd, irrespective of employment status, receivéherbirth of a child a
payment of A$4,187 which, according to the AustnralBudget 2004-05, will be increased to A$5,000%£8) in July 2008.

Austria (a). In practice, fathers are allowed teta few days off around the birth of a child, withany reduction in pay.

For Finland, France, Germany, Hungary and Norwayirtries that provide parental leave up to a chiBrd birthday), the calculation assumes thatast|2 weeks’ leave is
taken before birth, bringing the total of leavehese countries to 3 years and 2 weeks, that &wEsks.

Norway (a) A further childcare leave for 2 year841veeks) can be taken, paid at a flat rate (pef@ent of an unskilled worker's wage) if paretfasiot take up a place in a
publicly funded childcare service.



Table 2: Main institutional forms of early childhood education and care in selected
OECD countries

Ageof o irthj 1 2 25 3 4 ; & 7

children : ]

Al Accredited centres and FOC cover up to 61.5% of children at 4 years Kindergarten or reception Compulsory
and ¢, 24.6% betwesn 0-3, figures include sessional and long-day classes: ¢, 17% of age 4, school at &
peticds 84% of age 5

AUT Tagesmutter (FOC) and Krippen (créches) carefor 8.9%  Kindergartens enrol 80% of children 3-8 Compulsnr},‘
of children 0-3 school at &

BEL (FL}y  DOGz {family day care — predominant Kleutersciioal (infant school) from 2.5 years: enralment Compulsory
in Alanders) and Kinderdagvert fif 90% at 2.5 years reaching nearly 100% from age 3 school at &
(centre-based créches) together care
for 34.2% of children 0-2; 31% of 0-1s;

42% of 1-22 and 32% of 2-32

BEL (FR) Gamiennes encadrdes (FDGC) 12%, Eeale maternedie: from 2.5 years: enrolment 0% at 2 5; Compulsory
Créahes for children 0-1 (12%) and centres  reaching neary 100% from 2 years school at &
fior 1-3 (21.5%) together cover on average
18% of children 0-3

CaN Lack of precise data on children 0-4 years. Excepting Quebe:, state Junior K: Eindergarten:  Compulsory
support is weak, many private and unsuperisad arrangements. 40% of 4-55 in - 95% of 5-6s school at &
Quebec enrols 38% of 0-4s. Dntario; 50%%  enrollad
Centre based and family day care cover 24% of children 0-6 years in Quehec in mostPTs

CZE Few créche services Materska skoia (kindemarten) covers 76% lf:ompulsnry

from age 3; 98% at 5-6 years school at &

DEU Krippen (centre-basad crécha) cover 37% in former [ KiAdargartsn covers B0% of childran S8, - Compulsory
E.Germany, and ¢.3% of children 0-3 in former school atB
W.Germany (8.6% of 0-3 children nationally) w;r i g 13

local ministry of education,

DMK Daycare sarvices { daghlbud) care for children from 8 manths to 6 vears. Sarvices are: Dagpiafe Koartenclasses  Compulsory
{family day cara} covering 45% children to age 3; Vuggestuer (créches) and Adlersintegrer (age-integrated  (bomehaver  schoolat7?
facilities which together enrol a further 15% of children under 3, and c. 38% of children 3-8 years. kiazser) enrol
Bemehaver (kindergartens) enrol ¢, 58% of children 3-6 years. 28% of 6-75

FIM Perhepafaatiofte (FOC) and Palweked! (municipal eady development centres) together cover 27.5% Esiopetis Compulsory
of children 1-2, 44% of 2-3, and 73% by age 5, with 54% in family day care and 46% in centras (oreschocl);  schoolat?

enrols 86 %
of8-7s

FRA Aszsistantes matemealles care for 18% The école matemelle envols 35 % of children from 2 years Gompulsory
of 0-3s, créches 8% and other licensed and almostal children from 3 years. An enfitement school at &
arrangements provide for 8% of children to this free service exists from 3 years

HLUN Bolczade (créches) and some family day care cover Ovoda (kindergarten) cover 85% Compulsory K
9.3% of children 0-2 of children 3-5s, 97% of 5-6s fromage 5

IRL Licensad family clay care and nurseres cover 10-15%  Pre-primary education covers 4% atage 3; 56% Gompulsary
of children from birth to 4 years. Most children are of children 3-6 years, Enrolments approach 100%  school at &
in family or unregulated informal child -minding from age 5 years
arrangements

ITA Azif mich {creches) cover 18.7% of children 0-3. The souoka dell'infanzia covers 70-90% of children  Compulsory
Maost children either in family orother informal settings  from age 3 idepends on region]; 96% at age school at &

56 years

KIOR Much family and infornal care, Parallel systerns under  MOE Kindergartens cover 12% of children 3-4, Compulsory
different ministries: child care centres cover 10% 27% of 4-5, and 45% of 5-G, that is, school at &
of children 0-3, 31% of 3-8, 23% of 5-6 amlg{mwm losnsed services

MEX Edwcacidn imicial (centre-based créche) covers (Future compulsory) educacidn prescolarwill begin
about 3% of childran 0-3 from age 3, but oovers at present: 81%

of children 5-8 (55% 5-5; 88% from age 5)

MO Gastouderapvang (family day care) and Kirndergovang (child care Pre-primary Compulsory
centres) enrol 23% of 0-4s. A further 5-10% are enrolled in municipal ~ 4-6 years: pre-primary
eary education services for disadvantaged childran. Intotal, 85% of 2-45  almost all sehoal from
are enrolled in play groups or other service fypes. children are age s

enrolled at4

NOR Barnehager (kndergartens ), including rural famifebarnehager and bath private (majority) and public, Compulsary
enrol about 48% of children 0-3, and 82% of 3-6s school at &

PRT Créche Bamiliare (1.5%) and centre-based créches Jrrdims ge ifancia enrol 60% children at age 3 Gompulsory
(11% ) cover12.5% of age 3 and 90% from 5-6. National average for 3-6s school at &

& 7T6.3%




=4

Age ol ) 1 2 25 3 4 5 &
children

SWE Famifiedaghem (family day care) care for 8% of children, esp. in rural areas. Preschool class  Compulsory
Full-day forskoia enrol 45% of children 1-2, 88% of 2-3 and 91% of 4-5, and 96% of children 5-6 years =M% schoolat7
enrolment.
Other 9% are
enmalled in
school
GER Preclominantly private nurseries, child minders and Haygroups Reception class  Compulsory
{Engl.) playgroups care for 26% of children 0-2, but under and nurseries  and nursery primary school
MOE responsibility provide schools enmal  begins at
for 95% of c.100% of 4-55 & years
children 3-4
Usa Preclominantly private child care centres and family day  40% of children 3-4, and 70% of 4-55 enrolled Compulsary
care cater forc. 50% of children 0-2 (38% of these in educational programmes, incl. pre-K private school at &
in licensed sarvices) kindergartens, Head Start, purchase-of-service.

Head Start covers 11% of 3- and 4-year-olds.

From age 5, over 80% of children are enrolled
in state-funded kindergarten (education auspices)

Family day care, créches under social welfare, health, family services.
Preschool and other services under education ministry or agency.
Free and compulsory primary or pre-school educational service.

Mix of services, some under education ministry or agency.

Source:Starting Strong Il, OECD (2006).



Table 3: Entitlements by age to formal early childlood services across selected OECD countries (20 ntiies)

Nature of entitlements

Age covered

Length of day

Duration of entitlement

Fee or fee-paying

Australia - No legal right to services for childraged O to 4 years, but significant childcar® to 4/5 years Long day Subsidized fee-paying
benefits for families using an approved service
- No legal right to preschool although most Statesopide free or almost free 415 6 years Usually half-day or less| No entitlement but preschodl Generally free (depend
preschool for 4- and 5-year-olds generally available for 1- to 2- on state)
year-olds, depending on state
Austria - No legal right to services for childregeal O to 3 years
- No legal right to kindergarten from 3 to 6 years butpalitical imperative 3 to 6 years Increasingly full-day 3 years Subsidized fee-paying
Belgium - No legal right to ECEC for children und2r5 years, but supervised, subsidize@ to 3 years
services are broadly available (supply does not aemand): in the French Community,
services are mainly créches; in the Flemish Comtypumiainly family day
- Legal right to universal preschool from 2.5 to Gegrs Increasingly  full-day| 35 years Free
2.5t0 6 years with OSP
Canada - No legal right to childcare (0 to 5 years) 0to 5 years Half-day or full-day
- Legal right to ECEC (pre-kindergarten) at age ©ntario. Legal right to ECEC 0- tp 4 to 6years
g-iz::-g:gz)m Quebec (educational childcare foio(s-year-olds; kindergarten for 5- 10 g g years Half-day 3 years Quebec, 2 years Ontario Fee-paying and free
1 year
- Legal entitlement to kindergarten (5 to 6 yeaig)all provinces (varies) starts at age Y
50r6 5to 6 years Half day 1 year Free
Denmark - €. 90 per cent of municipalities guarantee plades all children aged 1 to 5 years 0.5 to 6 years Generally full-day 6 years Subsidized fee-payin
- Legal right to a place in free, preschool classdentres and primary schools 6 to 7 years gl);csesptwh{glz is[Jf:SZChOO
- Legal right to place in out-of-school provision After school '
Finland -Legal right to a place in centre-based or home-b@&&CEC from birth 0 to 6 years Full-day All early childhood Subsidized fee-paying
- Legal right to a place in a free, pre-school ctas centres and primary schools Half-day + Free
- No legal right to a place in out-of-school proeis 6 to 7 years After school 1-year (half-day) free Fee-paying
France - No legal right to ECEC services under &geut supervised, subsidized services fare
broadly available. 35 per cent of 2-year-olds haegeess to freeécole maternelle
(nursery school) services, and over 90 per ceBtyafar-olds Full-da Free
- Legal right to school-based ECEC from age 3 3106 years y 3 years
(8 hours)
Germany - No legal right to ECEC for children unger
- Legal right to ECEC services from age 3 3 to 6 years Full-day 3 years Subsidized fee-paying
Hungary - Legal right from the age of 6 months, but in préce, there is not universal accessO to 3 years Full-day (10 hours) Free
until the age of 3 years in the kindergarten (OvQdservice 3 to 6 years Full-day 3 years in practice Free
Ireland - No legal right to services for childremder 4 Varies Fee paying
- Legal right to a place in school-based preschoairfr 4 years 4 to 6 years Half-day 2 years Free
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Italy - No legal right to services for children et Subsidized fee-paying
- Legal right to a place in school-based ECEC fyears 3to 6 years Half-day or full-day 3 years Free in public system
Rep. of Korea| - No legal entitlement for childi@no 5 years, except from 2006, for 4-year-oldsnfrp 5 to 6 years Full-day in CC centres| 1 year Free
low-income backgrounds (20 per cent coverage) Increasingly full-day in
- Legal entitlement from age 5. Demand exceeds Igu@® per cent of 5-year-olds kindergartens
covered in 2004, 30 per cent in 2005, going tow&fper cent in 2006
Mexico - No legal right for children under 3
- Free, compulsory preschool attendance for chilfhem age 3 by 2009 3to 6 years Half-day 3 years Free
Netherlands - No legal right to services for chéldunder 4 years, but high investment in subsigi@sto 4 years Half-day
for children at risk 2 years Free
- Legal right to a place in primary school, fromyears 410 6 years School-day
Norway - No legal right to services 8@ per cent enrolment has been reached for childresr | O to 6 years Full-day No entittement but plageBee-paying
4 years. When universal enrolment is reached, gitlement will be introduced available in most communes
from age 3
Portugal - No statutory right to services for créld under 3
- Legal right to free jardim enrolment; from 4 years 4 to 6 years 5 hours, 5 days/week | 2 years Free
Sweden Legal obligation to provide a place for children eforking or studying parents from 1 to 6 years Full-day Fee-paying
12 months 3 years of a free half-day service
- Legal right to free preschool class for bilinguahildren from age 3 being extended 3 {4 g years Half-day available to most children Free
progressively to all 5-year-olds and 4-year-olds
- Legal right of all 6- to 7-year-old children to fiee preschool class
. . . 6 to 7 years Half-day Free
- Legal right to a place in after-school services f1- to 12-year-olds )
6 to 12 years After-school Fee-paying
United - No legal entitlement for children under 3
Kingdom - Universal, free, part-time early education for & and 4-year-olds prior to the stant 3 to 5 years 12.5 hours per week, for 2 years prior to compulsory Free
(England) of compulsory schooling 33 weeks schooling (which in England
begins at age 5)
United States - In most states, no legal rightfoldren until 5 years
- Three states — Florida, Georgia and Oklahoma — piaev universal pre-kindergarten 4 to 5 years Half-day, term-time| 1 year across country Free
to all 4-year-olds. Head Start and pre-kindergartéor children at risk exist in most (varies)

states
- Most school districts offer free kindergarten da to all 5-year-olds as part g

" 5 to 6 years

primary schooling

Source Starting Strong | OECD 2006. Updated by Bennett, J. (2007).
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CHAPTER 2. THE RIGHTS AND WELL-BEING OF YOUNG
CHILDREN

This chapter summarizes the basic human rightsechicontained in the United
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child.hién examines General Comment
No. 7 issued by the UN Committee on the Rights loé tChild in 2005,
‘Implementing Child Rights in Early Childhood’, wdfi provides a general guide to
the interpretation of these rights vis-a-vis youwtngjdren. The chapter also reviews
the findings of previous UNICEF Innocenti Reportr@a It considers, in particular,
‘Child Poverty in Perspective: An overview of childell-being in rich countries
(UNICEF 2007), ‘Child Poverty in Rich Countries’ UICEF 2005) and ‘A League
Table of Educational Disadvantage in Rich NatigfNICEF 2002). These reports
underline the huge impact of government policiesfamilies and young children.
Social policies and income transfers can greatbvite family poverty and lessen
its impact on the health, well-being and educalionégcomes of young children.

Among the UN organizations, the United Nations @aih’'s Fund (UNICEF) has primary
responsibility for the rights of young children athetir welfare. In addition to its programme
work and research for children in developing caestr UNICEF, through the UNICEF
Innocenti Research Centre in Florence, has ledarelseon child rights and has published in
recent years several reports related to the watigbef children in rich countries. These
reports are based on data collected by interndt@ganizations and by authorized statistical
agencies from participating countries. For the pags of the present paper, the following
studies are particularly important as they exantioe societies live up to their obligations
towards children.

The Convention on the Rights of the Child, 1989

Differences of opinion arise between countries awtdoss different political traditions
concerning the rights of children. However, all loue of the OECD countries have ratified
the United Nations Convention on the Rights of @teld, a charter of children’s rights set
out in 41 articles (Part | of the Convention). Altlgh the Convention acknowledges the
limits in resources and services available to cwesit and the progressive nature of the
exercise of rights by young children accordingheit age and maturity, it insists that even
the youngest children (including adoptive childesmd children with special needs) are vested
with the full range of human rights.

Children’s rights include: civil rights (the righa life and to official registration and identity;
to personal inviolability including rights to prie, honour and dignity; to freedom of
religion and association; to freedom of informateimd expression; to protection by the law
against violence, abuse, neglect or exploitatiag,);eeconomic rights (the right to an
adequate standard of living); social rights (thghtito the highest available standards of
health care, social security and education); aridireul rights (the right to and respect for a
particular language, culture or religion). Manytleése rights affect the parents and families
of young children, and governments are encouragedhé Convention to pay special
attention to supporting parents in exercising tleeimmon responsibility for the upbringing
and development of the child.

12



Box 1: List of CRC Clusters (The General MeasuredJNICEF 2006)

In its Guidelines for Initial Reports and Periotteports, the Committee on the Rights of the
Child has grouped the provisions of the CRC in teltss “This approach reflects the
Convention’s holistic perspective of children’shig; that they are indivisible and interrelated,
and that equal importance should be attached tbh ead every right recognized therein”
(CRC/C/58, para. 9). The following are the clusters

| General measures of implementation

Article 4 implementation obligationst2 making CRC widely known44(6) making reports
widely available (in Guidelines for Periodic Remorlso41 respect for existing standards).

Il Definition of the child
Article 1
Il General principles

Article 2 non-discrimination3(1) best interests to be a primary considerationQindelines
for Period Reports, alsg(2) the State’s obligation to ensure necessary catgastection, and
3(3) standards for institutions, services and facs)tie6 the right to life, survival and
development (see also VI)2 respect for the views of the child.

IV Civil rights and freedoms

Article 7 right to name, nationality and to know and be ddoe by parents8 preservation of
child’s identity: 13 freedom of expressiori4 freedom of thought, conscience and religibh:
freedom of association and peaceful assenmt@yprotection of privacyl7 child’'s access to
information, and role of mass med&(a) right not to be subjected to torture or other Lrue
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.

The Guidelines for Periodic Reports indicates (p48j that these are not the only provisions in
the CRC that constitute civil rights and freedoms.

V Family environment and alternative care

Article 5 parental guidance and child’'s evolvin% capacitie®(1-2) parental responsibilities
and State’s assistanc®separation from parent$0 family reunification:11 illicit transfer and
non-return:27(4) recovery of maintenance for the chikD children deprived of their family
environment:21 adoption:25 periodic review of placement and treatmekfi:protection from
all forms of violence39 rehabilitation and integration of victims of vialee (see also VIII).

VI Basic health and welfare

Article 6 right to life, survival and development (see aldp 18(3) support for Worki_n?
parents23 rights of disabled childrer24 right to health and health servic@& right to socia
security:27(1-3)right to adequate standard of living.

VIl Education, leisure and cultural activities

Article 28 right to education29 aims of educatior31 right to leisure, play, participation in
cultural and artistic activities.

VIII Special protection measures

A Children in situations of emergenciuticle 22 refugee children38 children and armed
conflict: 39 rehabilitation of child victims (see also V).

B Children involved with the system of administoati of juvenile justice.Article 40
administration _of duvenll_e _justice:37(a) prohibition of capital punishment and life
kmprls?nm\%ntm(b- ) restriction of liberty:39 rehabilitation and reintegration of child victims
see also V).

C Children in situations of exploitatiorrticle 32 child labour:33 drug abuse34 sexual
exploitation:35 sale, trafficking and abductioB6 other forms of exploitation.

D Children belonging to a minority or an indigenausup.Article 30.

Excerpted from Rachel Hodgkin and Peter Newell, Itmentation Handbook for the
Convention on the Rights of the Child, UNICEF 1988579.

Source UNICEF (2006).
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General Comment No. 7, Committee on the Rights ohe Child
(UN CRC/CI/GCI/7/Rev.1, 20 September 2006)

The authoritative source for the interpretatiortted Convention on the Rights of the Child
(CRC) is the UN Committee on the Rights of the @hithich sits periodically in Geneva. In
September 2005, the Committee issued a comprele@@wnment, ‘Implementing Child
Rights in Early Childhood’, elucidating the right§ young children in the CRC, across its
various principles and articles. In summary forng Committee urged the countries that had
ratified the Convention:

= To engage in capacity-building for young childrenin particular, in policy areas such
as resource allocation; investment in public ealydhood services and infrastructure;
data collection and management; research on yohifdyen; training for rights in early
childhood; and international assistance;

= To construct a positive agenda for all young childen, giving in particular, close

attention to young children in need of special gcdbn. The Comment notes the
particular vulnerability of young children to abused neglect, and the particular
vulnerability of children from particular groupsradgramme for vulnerable children
should be multisectoral, require standards andegsibnal training appropriate for the
age range, include birth registration, health-gaowision and ensure a standard of living
and social security adequate for the child’s phaisimental, spiritual, moral and social
development;

= To recognize that young children are holders of althe rights enshrined in the CRC,
including the right to education. States have a key role to play in providing asletjve
framework for the provision of quality, adequatedgsourced services, and for ensuring
that standards are tailored to the circumstancemuicular groups and individuals, and
to the developmental priorities of particular ageups, from infancy through to
transition into school. From this perspective, phesent treatment of infants and toddlers
compared to that of children from 4 years of ageo &njoy free public early education
services, must be considered an aberration. In nuauytries, the care of younger
children remains largely a private affair, with uffscient help from governments.
Parents may have access only to private arrangemétit inadequately trained carers.
Quality standards may be few, and parents on ma@ddsties may be obliged to choose
low-quality care options although they desire tovie the best for their children. In
such instances, the implication is that governmargsin breach of a key principle of the
Convention, which states that the best interestghef child should be a primary
consideration in all actions concerning children.

= To construct high-quality, developmentally appropriate and culturally relevant
programmes Governments are advised to achieve this goal byking with local
communities rather than imposing a standardizedoagp to early childhood care and
education.

» To understand central features of child rearing @adly childhood development,
including the notions:

o That young children form strong emotional attachtadn their parents or other
caregiversfrom whom they seek and require nurturance, cguiance and
protection in ways that are respectful of theirvidlality and growing capacities.
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Through these attachments, children construct aopet identity and acquire
culturally valued skills, knowledge and behaviours.

That parents are the first educators of young ekitdand should provide their
children with an environment of reliable and affecate relationships based on
respect and understanding. The Committee invitegeStparties to provide
appropriate assistance to parents in the perforenahdheir child-rearing role.
Governments will adopt an integrated approachnalfaand child policy through
policies that impact indirectly on parents' ability promote the best interests of
children (e.g. taxation and benefits, adequate ihgusvorking hours) as well as
through those that have more immediate consequefecgs perinatal health
services for mother and baby, parent education,ehuisitors, early education).
They should create programmes that complementdhenfal role, in partnership
with parents.

That young children make sense of the physicaialsand cultural dimensions of
the world they inhabit, learning progressively frameir activities and their
interactions with others, children as well as adulfthrough these activities and
relationships, they learn to negotiate and cootdirehared activities, resolve
conflicts, keep agreements and accept respongifolitothers. For these reasons,
the Committee interprets the right to educationirdurearly childhood as
beginning at birth, and is closely linked to yourtgldren’s right to “maximum
development” (article 26).

That the goal of education is “to empower the chwddeveloping his or her skills,
learning and other capacities, human dignity, ssfeem and self-confidence.”
This must be achieved in child-centred and childridly ways that reflect the

inherent dignity of the child. States must enshe the institutions, services and
facilities responsible for early childhood confotonquality standards, particularly
in the areas of health and safety, and that stas@ss the appropriate
psychosocial qualities and are suitable, suffitgenumerous and well trained.

Work with young children should be socially valwet properly paid, in order to

attract a highly qualified workforce, men as wellaomen.

That within early education, attention should beegi to the child’s right to rest,
leisure and playPoorly programmed time can deny children the ojppity for
the development of self-esteem, resilience, thesipiisy of learning to work
together in groups, to negotiate constructivelyhwaiach other and to resolve
conflicts by themselves. Acknowledging that tramhifil divisions between ‘care’
and ‘education’ services have not always been itdrem’s best interests, the
concept of ‘educare’ is sometimes used to signah#t towards integrated
services, and reinforces the recognition of thednee a coordinated, holistic,
multisectoral approach to early childhood.

That young children’s experiences of growth andettgsment are powerfully
shaped by cultural beliefsbout their needs and proper treatment, and dheist
active role in family and community. Respecting tbestinctive interests,
experiences and challenges facing every young dhilthe starting point for
realizing their rights during this crucial phaselwéir lives.
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o To apply without restriction the four general priples of the CRC to all young
children: the right to life, survival and development; thght to non-
discrimination; the best interests of the childaagrimary consideration in all
actions concerning children; respect for the viewd feelings of the child and the
right of the child to be heard (the Comment drawergion to the notion of
‘evolving capacities’ and encourages States totere@portunities for young
children to progressively exercise their rightsyx Averall aim is to prepare
children for citizenship and a responsible lifeairfree society through building
their confidence, communication skills and enthsisidor learning, and through
their active involvement in planned activities, amgoothers. The Comment
condemns traditional views of young children asnfgeunderdeveloped or as
lacking understanding or the capacity to make measie choices.

‘Child Poverty in Rich Countries’ (UNICEF 2005)

Protecting children from the sharpest edges of mpwauring their years of growth and
formation is both the mark of a civilized societydathe sign of a realistic and equitable
attitude towards the possibilities open to youngldebn who come from deprived
backgrounds. Poverty combined with a low level afgmtal education has a greater impact in
early childhood than in the later life cycle anch cgriously affect important developmental
areas, such as language acquisition, access tthhsadvices, and enrolment in early
education services (Brooks-Gunn et al., 2002, UNHCGBO07; Pickett and Wilkinson 2007).
In fact, numerous studies show that poverty indtfubd has statistically an extremely
negative impact on the social and educational ea¢soof children. For example, Ross et al.,
researchers from the Canada Council of Social [g@weént, examine data from the
Canadian National Longitudinal Survey on Childremd & outh (NLSCY) and come to the
following conclusions:

= Children in low-income families are twice as likely be living in poorly functioning
families as children in high-income families;

= More than one quarter of low-income children live problematic neighbourhoods —
where there is drug use, excessive public drinlongyouth unrest, for example -
compared to one tenth of children in high-incomuifis;

= Children in low-income families are twice as likety be in the top 10 per cent in terms
of frequency of delinquent behaviours, comparedhitdren in modest-income families,
and they are three times as likely to have higlndakncy scores as children in high-
income families;

= Children in low-income families are over two-andhaf times more likely than children
in high-income families to have difficulty with oree more basic abilities such as vision,
hearing, speech or mobility;

= More than one third of children from low-income féies exhibit delayed vocabulary
development compared to only 8 per cent of childingmgh-income families;

= Onein six teens (aged 16 to 19 years) from loveiine families is neither employed nor
in school, compared to only one teen in 25 fromdi@dand high-income families.

For these reasons, all countries wishing to imprine development and learning of their
children need to reduce national levels of childgyty as much as possible. UNICEF Report
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Card 5, ‘Child Poverty in Rich Countries’ (UNICEB@5) showed that many countries were
neglectful in this regard. In fact, in the 10-ygariod preceding the report, poverty had risen
in 17 of the 24 OECD countries for which data wawailable. And although they provide
care and education to children from at-risk backgads, early childhood programmes cannot
substantially address issues of structural povartyinstitutional discrimination (Zigler et al.,
1996; Dearing et al., 2006).

Child poverty has multisectoral causes and needsetonet by multisectoral policies. Its

effects can be lessened through family supportciiiidren’s services, but governments also
need to tackle family poverty upstream through geic social, housing and labour policies,
including income transfers to low-income groupanpeehensive social and family policies,

and supportive employment schemes and work training

Again, while measures of child poverty by UNICEI &ased on the income level of parents,
other factors are generally present where povedist®e and serve to aggravate its impacts.
Among the factors usually mentioned are unemploymene parent families, low education
and poor skills of parents, discrimination, higiwe and antisocial neighbourhoods, poor
housing, ill health and family breakdown. For tiesison, programmes for children from
disadvantaged backgrounds cannot focus on cogrittivelopment alone, but need a strong
concept of pedagogy that embraces care and nugtasnwell as education. In the case of
child poverty, prevention is also better than cuPeeventive, anti-poverty measures can
significantly reduce the numbers of children angiin early childhood centres with
additional learning needs.

In 2005, UNICEF published the Innocenti Report CardChild Poverty in Rich Countries’,
which shows the relative child poverty rates iresedd OECD countries (more recent figures
will be available later this year). It shows Denknand Finland as achieving child poverty
rates of less than 3.5 per cent while six counsieswy child poverty rates in excess of 15 per
cent. Apart from the comparative information thatprovides, more serious matters for
concern become apparent when the data here areacednio child poverty figures from the
1990s, as is done in the report. In the later persmound 2000, the proportion of children
living in poverty had risen in 17 out of 24 OECD mriger States, and wages for the lowest-
paid workers had decreased by 10 per cent in sevantries. Increasingly, many of these
low-paid workers are mothers with sole responsybithr rearing their children.

Yet, unlike education, where high spending doesaifys ensure learning achievement,
government spending on family and social beneditstiongly correlated with the reduction
of child poverty rates. Governments in the coustwdth the lowest child poverty rates
reduce ‘market poverty’ (that is, poverty that festrom labour and market forces being left
unregulated) by 80 per cent or more, whereas cesnith high child poverty rates reduce
market poverty by only 10 per cent.

Variation in government policy appears to accoumtrhiost of the variation in child
poverty levels between States. No OECD country tieganore than 10 per cent of
GDP to social transfers in aid to poor families hashild poverty rate higher than 10
per cent. No country devoting less than 5 per tiegbcial transfers has a child poverty
rate of less than 15 per cent.
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According to the analysis provided in the reporanyn OECD countries have the potential to
reduce child poverty rates below 10 per cent withresignificant increase in overall social
spending. It is interesting to note the Nordic does tackle child and family poverty not
only through redistribution policies and cash béadfut also though a significant investment
in services. An adequate supply of childcare ses/enables women to work and provide for
their children, thus avoiding the dependency calttinat is often associated with cash
benefits.

‘Child Poverty in Perspective: An overview of childwell-being in rich countries’
(UNICEF 2007)

This Innocenti Report Card 7 (UNICEF 2007) providesassessment of the lives and well-
being of children in 21 countries of the industmafl world. Specifically, it attempts to
measure and compare child well-being under siergfit dimensions: material well-being;
health and safety; educational well-being; peerfandly relationships; behaviours and risks,
and young people’s own subjective sense of weldpein all, it draws on 40 separate
indicators relevant to children’s lives and thaghts. Again, northern European countries
take the first four places, but all countries haxaknesses that need to be addressed. Figure
3, below, presents the findings of the Report Gaklimmary form.
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Figure 3: Child well-being in selected OECD countmst

Dimensions of Average Material Health and Educational  Family and Behaviours  Subjective
child well-being ranking well-being safety well-being peer and risks well-being

position relationships

(for all 6

dimensicons)
Netherlands 4.2 10 2 6 3 3 1
Sweden 5.0 1 1 B 15 1 7
Denmark 7.2 4 4 8 9 6 12
Finland 75 3 3 4 17 7 1
Spain 8.0 12 6 15 B 2
Switzerland 8.3 5 9 14 12 6
Norway 8.7 2 8 11 10 13
Italy 10.0 14 B 20 1 10 10
Ireland 10.2 19 19 7 7 4 5
Belgium 10.7 7 16 1 B 19 16
Germany 11.2 13 11 10 13 1 9
Canada 11.8 6 13 2 18 17 5
Greece 11.8 15 18 16 " 8 3
Poland 12.3 21 1= 3 14 2 19
Czech Republic 12.5 1 10 9 19 9 17
France 13.0 9 7 18 12 14 18
Portugal 18.7 16 14 21 2 15 14
Austria 13.8 8 20 19 16 16 4
Hungary 14.5 20 17 13 6 18 13
United States 18.0 17 21 12 20 20 -
United Kingdom  18.2 18 12 17 21 21 20

OECD countries with insufficient data to be included in the overview: Australia, lceland, Japan, Luxembourg, Mexico, New Zealand,
the Slovak Republic, South Korea, Turkey.

Source:UNICEF IRC (2007).

* Correcting for an error to data on teenage drigkiDenmark ranks 12 in risk behaviour; revisiogs-bance
to data on education rank France 18 instead ofi 2Hucational well-being.

From this chart and the more detailed tables irrdéipert, it is clear that no single dimension
of well-being provides a reliable proxy for chileelivbeing as a whole, and that countries can
find themselves with widely differing rankings fdifferent dimensions of child well-being.
Again, it should be noted that no simple relatiopgxists between levels of child well-being
and disposable family income. The pain and sensef@fiority that poverty brings seems to
lie not just in material deprivation but also iretrelative gap that the poor perceive between
their own lives and the opportunities that existféonilies that are more affluent. At the same
time, material deprivation impacts both on selfgg@tion and on most measures of well-
being. For example, using the latest availableriatitonal comparable data on child income
poverty, the report shows that although the povexty of children in Hungary was less than
15 per cent after taxes and transfers, and stodideirnited States at over 20 per cent, the
American poor were materially richer than the gaheopulation in HungaryThe 50 per
cent of median income for a couple with two childreas approximately US$7,000 in

! The OECD will publish new child income povertydigs in 2008, but only after the present study treen
released. Readers are referred to the OECD fortegdaformation.
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Hungary, but over US$24,000 in the United State#thWreater family income at their
disposal, far fewer children in the United Stategort low family affluence than in Eastern
European countries.

Figure 4: Public investment in services for familis and young children in percentages of

GDP
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Source:Data from World Health Organization/Health Behaviom School-aged Children (HBSC), 2001-2002.

Yet, child poverty figures correlate to child weking for a number of reasons: First, because
the well-being of the children of the (relativelydor is affected by their own and society's
perception of their life chances, and second, asemous studies show (and as outlined in the
previous section) — statistics show that povertyclildhood has an extremely negative
impact on the social and educational outcomes itdrem.

‘A League Table of Educational Disadvantage in RictiNations’ (UNICEF 2002)

It is recognized in all countries that educatioaahievement (the level of learning at a

particular age) and attainment (the length of tepent in formal education) are important

means of reducing social inequality. Yet, educaiqguerformance is consistently better in

some countries than in others, whether measurekebgercentage of students reaching fixed
benchmarks of achievement or by the size of the lggtpreen low-achieving and average

students. Thus, a child at school in the Repulfli&area, Japan, Finland or Canada has a
better chance of being educated to a reasonabidassthand has a lower chance of falling

below average achievement levels than a simildd ddorn in Denmark, Germany, Greece,

Hungary or the United States.
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Figure 5: The cross-country educational disadvantagleague
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Average rank in five measures of absolute educational disadvantage

Source:UNICEF (2002).

Note: This table shows the average rank in five measoiredsolute educational disadvantage. These mesasur
are the percentage of children scoring below adfixgernational benchmark in surveys of: readirigréicy
(lower threshold for Programme for Internationald&nt Assessment [PISA] literacy level 2), mathécsand
science literacy of 15-year-olds (lower quartileadifchildren in OECD countries in PISA 2000), mextiatics
and science 8th grade achievement (median of altreh in all countries in Trends in International
Mathematics and Science Study, TIMSS 1999

Within countries, inequalities also exist. Thisillsstrated in the following figure, which
shows the difference in achievement between tomées and the children achieving least.
Countries at the top of the league limit inequality providing additional support to low
achievers to prevent them falling far below therage learning achievement of schools. ‘No
child left behind’ is a reality in these countriésnland is remarkable in not only achieving
high performances in ‘science literacy’, ‘matherostiliteracy’, and ‘reading literacy’
compared to other countries but also in assuriag almost all Finnish children reach these
levels; that is, school variance in Finland is Kept. It is worth noting from PISA 2006 that
although achieving lower performance scores thatakd, other areas like Slovenia, Iceland,
Luxembourg and China, Macao SAR are also very ssfgkin ensuring that school variance
is kept to a minimum.
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Figure 6: The relative intra-country educational disadvantage
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Again, there is no simple relationship between el of educational performance and
spending per pupil, pupil-teacher ratios or evegreles of income inequality. Yet, in all
OECD countries, educational achievement remainsngly related to the occupations,
education and economic status of the child’s pareaithough the strength of that
relationship varies from country to country. Esgsly inequality in learning achievement
has its roots in family environments and beginsaatearly age. Attempts to mitigate
educational disadvantage, and in particular, tstskildren from second-language homes to
master the official school language, needs to begilh before a child starts school, through
access to high-quality early childhood care andcation. As might be expected, however,
such provision has only limited success if subsegjgehooling is weak and/or a context of

2 programme for International Student Assessment APIS006 (OECD 2007) updates these UNICEF
performance figures and shows that in the OECD rrmmthe percentage of 15-year-olds judged “unable
solve basic reading tasks” was the smallest inalthland the Republic of Korea, at 7.4 per cenallimther
OECD countries, the percentage of students perfiyrat (“able to solve basic reading tasks”) or etbis
level ranges from 11.0 per cent (Canada) to 47t@ceet (Mexico). PISA 2006 further shows that oerage
19.2 per cent of the students are unable to dematesthe science competencies that will enable tftem
participate actively in life situations relatedgcence and technology.” This percentage considenatble “to
apply basic science and technology” varies fromntees with around 10 per cent of students or fewer
performing below this level: Canada (10.0%) andldfid (4.1%) to countries with around one half o th
students not being proficient at this basic leigxico (50.9%) and Turkey (46.6%).
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child poverty and poor parenting is present. Youwtgldren in such situations need
personalized care in early childhood and schoolices, with lower child:staff ratios and

better trained personnel than many childcare ahddacsystems are accustomed or able to
finance.
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CHAPTER 3. THE SOCIAL CONTEXT OF CHILDREN'S SERVICE S

This chapter addresses the economic and sociaéxtoot children’s services, and
seeks to explain the contemporary focus on theinging and education of young
children. Three profound changes are challengiaditional views of childhood and
child-rearing: the changing socio-economic role wbmen; the changing
demography and population diversity of rich cowdriand the current emphasis in
education on international competition and, witbisuntries, on social equity and
early education. At the same time, a certain ‘pdgpendency’ can be seen across
different groups of countries, stemming from the&®ditional politico-economic
structures. The chapter will discuss different apphes adopted by countries
towards the new challenges, and outline some ofirtipacts of upstream socio-
economic policies on families and young children

Recent concern for the care and education of yamlgiren is linked strongly to wider
economic and societal interests. In the industraintries, a sea change has occurred since
the 1950s in economic production and consequeintlfhe organization of the labour force.
Western economies have moved rapidly from an agrandustrial-manufacturing base,
dominated by male employment, towards servicesrewd technologies that require literate
workers with good communication skills and in mamstances tertiary level skills. To meet
this challenge, OECD countries have revised thdrbutraditional educational profiles and
structures. Education begins earlier, is far mmalable, lasts longer and is geared towards
the skills that service economies need. In padiguhis has generated new aspirations and
opportunities for women.

The changing socio-economic role of women

In recent decades in all countries, women incrghgiangage in salaried work outside the
home, not just before marriage, but also when tree responsibility for young children. In
the expanding economies of the richer countriesyabe of full-time mother is becoming less
common. The average female participation rate e @noup of Seven (G7) economies in
2006 was 66.1 per cent — a 2.7 per cent increase 4996 (OECD database 2008). A recent
British appraisal finds that women’s work now aaatsufor 30 per cent of GDP in the United
Kingdom (in Denmark and Sweden around 40 per cewt),including unpaid work in the
home (Department for Education and Skills [DfESD2D

This trend towards greater female engagement idatheur market is likely to continue. In
fact, a number of reasons converge to make womgartcipation a major policy aim for
governments. The ethical case for equality of oppoty for women is incontrovertible, and
most OECD countries have signed the 1979 UnitedoNsitConvention for the Elimination
of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW). In additjo female labour provides
considerable economic returns for employers insvice economy. The relatively lower
salaries of women combined with their higher edocad levels make them prime targets for
recruitment. The preference for female labour r$hier reinforced by the transformation of
agricultural, mining and manufacturing countriestoinservice- and knowledge-based
economies, where the contributions of women arénligalued. Again, at the macro-
economic level, governments recognize — particylisricountries with declining populations
— that economic prosperity depends on maintainingigh employment/population ratio.
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Incentives are increasingly offered to familiesettcourage mothers to continue in salaried
work: childcare benefits, working tax allowancesd aiamily-friendly work policies, for
example. As a result, women have entered employmneater greater numbers since the
1980s. As Figure 7 shows, over 70 per cent of wobedween the ages of 25 to 34 are now
in the labour market across OECD countries. Anr@gigng piece of information to be taken
from the chart is the remarkable increase in fertadleur market participation between 1980
and 2004 in countries with strong ‘maternafistaditions: Belgium, Ireland, the Netherlands
and Portugal.

Figure 7: Employment/population ratio of 25- to 34year-old women and men in OECD
countries, 1980 and 2006
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Source:OECD Labour Force Statistics Database (2008)

Such a significant increase in female employmetgsrés bound to have a major impact on
modes of child-rearing. Without strong governmempesvision and subsidization of early
childhood services, many families — and particylaslomen — will find it increasingly
difficult to reconcile child-rearing responsibié8 and continued participation in the labour
market. Often, parents are able to call on the gilbdnd services of neighbours and the
wider family group, such as grandparents, butitaw widely recognized that when a certain
level of female participation in the formal laboumarket is reached (generally from 50 per
cent upwards), private solutions to meeting childaaeeds become insufficient. Parents or
other family members are themselves working, aridrimal child-minding solutions are
unsatisfactory because of quality concerns, shestaand instability (American Business

% ‘Maternalism’, the belief that the young child s be cared for in the family and in particular impthers
(Randall 2000).
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Roundtable 2003; Dy-Hammer et al., 2001). In sdmpréasent trends continue, it is legitimate
to ask: Who will care for young children in thedtg and in what way?

Resistance to change

The passage from almost exclusive maternal catieeipost-war period to the rise of large-
scale, childcare systems subsidized by governmieags not always been easy. Cultural
attitudes with regard to child-rearing are slowct@nge. This can be seen most readily in
those regions in the rich countries that continoehéve strong agrarian roots, often in
combination with relatively few employment opporties. Within highly industrialized
societies, strong pockets of resistance to chilcatside the home continue to exist. Many
families fear that the care of their children icdming ‘socialized’ or taken out of their
control by the State — or simply that the childcare offer is of poor qualityA strong
reaction against state childcare also occurredoimes of the former central European
communist countries, where parents felt that childacentres and schools had been used in
the past for ideological purposes. During the fteors years from communism to mixed
market economies, factory and municipal childcaeilities, often of high quality, were
closed down or sold off in these countries. The enogcurred not only because of parental
concern, but also because of lack of funding asht@ms confronted the difficulties of
transition and the diminished employment opportaesiaivailable to women.

The domestic workload: A question of gender equity

For the following discussion, a distinction candsawn between gender equality and gender
equity. Gender equalityrefers to the world of work and constitutes aesef recognized
rights for women: equal treatment in recruitmerd ancess to work; equal remuneration for
equal work; equal advancement in work careers bagederit (vs. the ‘glass ceiling’). These
rights are, in principle, contestable and enforteealy law.Gender equityon the other hand,
refers to an equal sharing of child-rearing and estim tasks in the home.

Time surveys in all countries show that women ifrtitme employment still devote far more
time than men to child-rearing and domestic tadksn’s work at home in a male bread-
winner couple ranges from 13 minutes daily in Japmrabout 3 hours daily in Sweden
(OECD 2003a). In consequence, many women faceriple thallenge of holding a job,
rearing their children and providing the greatertpaf domestic work (on average, in
European Union countries, women ensure 80 peraembusehold and child-rearing tasks).
In France, for example, women continue to carryrttan responsibility for both domestic
and family tasks in the home (Méda 2001). The FréBackground Repotfior the Starting
Strong Review (OECD 2003b) noted that mothers wihtildren under 15 years of age devote
1 hour 35 minutes daily to parenting, while fathéesote only 31 minutes.

Although falling generally outside the legal fieldender equity issues should not be
underestimated: Unequal workloads within the homevgnt many women from achieving
gender equality in work. A heavy domestic work sttiie can oblige women to engage only

* The ongoing study of the National Institute of i@Hilealth and Human Development (NICHD 1997) presid
research evidence that this is the case, at ledlseiUnited States. Care provided outside the hemkether by
child minders or childcare centres is often of pqaality. In addition, concerns are also raisedhis study

about the effects of long-day care on infants amy young children.
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in part-time work outside the home, often in lowepand feminized fields, such as cleaning,
caring, catering and cashiering (the 4 Cs), andesiomes with little reference to their

educational levels or qualifications. In sum, tha&balance in gender roles in the home is
reflected also in the lower employment rates of womYet, as the domestic division of
labour is considered voluntary and ‘natural’, itdficult to challenge it in the home or

oppose it through the courts.

Will men share domestic work on a voluntary basis?

What is the likelihood that men will change and eamske more energetically their child-
rearing and household responsibilities? From thedeewe at our disposal, the scenario is
improbable. If general lessons can be drawn froenetkperience of the Netherlands during
the 1990s, men are still not ready to share clefding tasks on an equal basis with women.
Rather than invest in parental leave, the Dutchatittes legislated at that time more flexible
work arrangements for parents, and encouraged memnwamen to move towards an equal
‘two-times, three-quarters’ job pattern with thenaof freeing up both parents for childcare
responsibilities. In this arrangement, each menalber couple would work, in principle, for
three quarters of the official working period, asd between them, be able to provide
parental care for their child(ren) on a half-timeekly basis. The outcome of the policy did
not live up to expectations, as men have beerear likely to reduce their hours of work. To
some extent, this is a rational economic decisgmnrapresent circumstances, the opportunity
costs are less for the family budget when the ferpattner’'s salary is foregone.

However, underlying the seeming rationality is anegptance by society that women should
be earning less during the child-rearing years, @nimplication, should have fewer career
opportunities and pension rights. Because of diffeals between men’s and women’s
salaries in the Netherlands, what was expectedetarb equitable sharing of childcare
responsibility became in practice, a 1 + Y2 timesl(e ¥% times if calculated on the basis of
earnings) job-sharing pattern. As tradition wouivé it, women again took on the part-time
work, making the sacrifice of salary, career andispen in order to rear the children.
Currently, the participation of Dutch women in thbour market at 67 per cent is higher than
the European Union average, but not on a full-tasis: Almost 60 per cent of all women
work part-time in the Netherlands, with the pami rate for women with young children
reaching 64 per cent. In fact, 90 per cent of Dwtcmen with one or two children, who are
still in employment, work part-time compared to p8r cent of women without children
(OECD Employment Outlook 2002b). In sum, a serieseemingly ‘rational’ decisions made
on economic grounds, allied to the freedom to movend out of part-time work, has
reinforced gender inequality in the long run.
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Figure 8: Rates of female part-time labour comparedo male
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Source: OECD in Figures (2007).

Notes (i) The exact percentage of part-time labour degpby women is provided at the top of each daak b
(ii) the percentage of part-time labour suppliedAdmmen ranges from 58.5 per cent in the Republi€wga to
over 80 per cent in Belgium, Germany, Switzerland Austria. On average, women supply 73 per cepadf
time labour across OECD countries.

The changing demography and population diversity ofich societies

In the last 30 years, almost all the richer coestof the world have recorded a significant
decline in births. With the exception of Mexico atid United States, fertility rates in the
OECD countries have now fallen below the populati@placement level. Current
demographic forecasts raise concern about the itgapEcsome countries to ensure future
labour supply and maintain present economic groiiithey are to meet — at current levels —
pension and public health obligations for theiriagepopulations. One reason for lower
fertility rates is that the decision to have cheldmay be contingent on completing education
and/or achieving stability in employment (Becker02)) Family formation is deferred as
more and more men and women pursue and self-fusldrnged professional or tertiary level
studies. In addition, stable employment remainsieduin many economies, particularly for
young adults; e.g. in France and Germany, or resn@iecarious, as in Australia, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom, where highsrafepart-time and temporary contracts
have become the rule in retail, secretarial andragbrvice sector work occupied by women.
The present reality is that almost three times marmen than men work part-time in OECD
economies (OECD in Figures 2006-2007). In addittbe, estimated cost of raising children,
both the direct costs of childcare as well as nigirect costs, such as opportunity costs
relating to the mother’s career, have also a dsseeeffect on decisions to have children
(Becker 2005).

In this context of falling birth rates, Europearvgmments, in particular, have put in place
comprehensive family and childcare policies to lfete couples wishing to have children
and to ensure that it is possible for women to damlwork and family responsibilities.
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Several countries provide a continuum of servicesupport of parents with young children,
including child benefits; family-friendly work préces; parental leave policies; and childcare
services and/or subsidies to pay for childcare. &oauntries, such as Denmark, Finland, the
New Federal Lander in Germany (formerly East Geghadorway (in process) and Sweden
have been able to guarantee a childcare place garemtal leave is over, followed by early
education and comprehensive out-of-school provisibms combination of employment,
family and child policies brings, according to Weill{1995), a measure of job security to
couples and lessens anxieties about childcare, dhresting a more reassuring base from
which to make decisions about having children. Adtw to one analysis of European
countries (Koegel 2002), the opportunity for womiencombine child-rearing and paid
employment is greatest in the Scandinavian couwntdad least in the Mediterranean
countries.

However, a causal link between early childhood isergupply and fertility rates is far from
certain. Demographic change is a complex phenomearahin the case of fertility decline,
many causal factors are at work, including the @igiducational levels of populations; the
pursuit of working careers by women; the lengthtte working day combined with the
absence of family-friendly work practices; the sosf educating children; and the costs of
first housing and of pursuing higher education,anidition to other social and cultural
reasons. The American — and Nobel prize-winningenemist, Gary Becker, judges that the
public provision of early childhood services andgmaal leave policies may have some
impact on family decisions, but only in “an inditeand inefficient manner” (Becker 2005).
In contrast to the United States, total fertiligtas in most European countries that promote
such policies are still considerably below replaeatnievel. In Becker's opinion, the best
way to encourage births is to provide monthly allmees to families that have an additional
child: “an efficient family allowance programme sifth concentrate subsidies on the
marginal fertility decision, that is, on secondrdtor higher order births that may not happen
without subsidies” (Becker and Posner 2005).

A second demographic factor exists, however, thehes all countries to invest in early
childhood educational services, namely, immigratom the growing presence of second-
language children in primary education. In urbaigimeourhoods in European and American
cities, the numbers of children of foreign-borngrds in schools and early childhood centres
can easily exceed 50 per cent. Such diversity briteyv strength to societies, but also raises
challenges in the social and education fields.dzéil from immigrant backgrounds are often
at risk of educational failure, due, on the onedhan the difficulties experienced by their
parents in finding employment and, on the othera tweak knowledge of the host country
language and culture. The probability of schodlufai increases when a number of at-risk
factors combine. For example, in the United Kingdibme ongoing study, Effective Provision
of Pre-school Education (EPPE), uses the folloveiigsk factors (EPPE 2004):

®Becker's argument is not always supported by tladityeon the ground: For example, despite a latyeit
child bonus, Quebec's fertility rate is not markedifferent from the rest of Canada. Again, Auspiavides
more generous family subsidies than most OECD cmsibut continues to have a low, total fertiliage.
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Table 4: At-risk indicators used in the United Kingdom EPPE study, 1997-2007

Child characteristics Disadvantage indicators

First language = English not first language

Family size = 3 or more siblings

Birth weight = Premature or below 2500 grams

Parent characteristics

Mother’s highest qualification = No qualifications

Social class of father’'s occupation = Semi-skilled, unskilled or never worked
or absent father

Father's employment status = Not employed

IAge of mother = Age 13-17 at birth of EPPE child

Marital status = Lone parent

Mother's employment status = Unemployed

Home environment scale = Bottom quartile

Source Sylva, K. et al. (2003).

It is clear from this table that a number of soa@ald cultural factors have a profound
influence on the educational chances of childraatdrs that cannot be tackled by educators
alone. For this reason, many OECD countries opecat@prehensive early childhood
services that are integrated with the local heatdtbcial, educational and employment
services. With the growth of immigration into th&eOD countries, few governments can
afford to ignore these issues.

Changes in education policy: Competition, early edeation and equity in education

From the 1980s onward, the industrialized countrézirected their economies towards the
expansion of service and knowledge-based activitggmirred on by Tony Blair's famous
identification of the three national priorities tine United Kingdom: ‘Education, education,
education’ at the Labour Party Conference in 199&/ernments have reformed public
education systems to meet the new challenge. d#tltht education is the key to individual
life chances — each person's opportunity for caliugconomic and social participation — is
taken up in the European Commission rep@ting the ChallengéEuropean Commission
2004), popularly known as the ‘Lisbon Strategy goowth and employment’. In this report
the European Commission expresses the importanceefofming the European public
education systems to meet the new challenges afahidly changing global society and in
this context specifically recognizes the early geaf life as a window of opportunity, a
period in which the basis for all later learninggesses are laid. Following this renewed
focus, departments of education in all countriesreharganized lifelong education
opportunities, proposed an earlier start to edanatind introduced into schools higher
learning requirements in what are considered ‘caebjects: literacy, numeracy and
scientific knowledge.

Education as national competition

This new attention to education has been broadligameed and has generated increased
investment in favour of pre-kindergarten serviaeshie United States, in particular at state
level. However, both education and early childhgpdcialists’ voice concern that emphasis
on the knowledge economy and competition has ledntoromanaging education for
economic purposes and to a narrowing of educatimuaitent. A culture of narrow
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curriculum standards, testing, teaching to the,%estd diploma inflation has emerged,
strongly promoted through centralized manageriathods stressing the accountability of
individual schools and teachers. This has beennaganied in several countries by a
perceptible weakening of local management of educat

Where content is concerned, a broad range of eidnehtchoices has given way to a
utilitarian focus on core subjects (literacy, nuamrand scientific knowledge) and a concern
to make public education systems responsive td skibrtages in the economy. The
underlying message is that to remain competitiieCO countries need to have more young
people gaining higher qualifications than competaognomies. According to the report of
the National Council on Economic Educatidimugh Choices or Tough TimésGEE 2006),
American workers are now competing with well-edadatforeign workers. To maintain its
standard of living, the report argues, the Unitéates will have to maintain a technological
edge over other countries and produce workers vawe iImuch higher levels of academic
knowledge than they do now, and a deep vein oftiergathat enables them to keep
generating innovative products and services.

Early education

Although the message of education competition nep\erstatedjt has been embraced in
many governmental circles. The perceived threathigher educational levels in other
countries has led to calls for increased investnrefvour of pre-kindergarten services, in
particular at state level in the United States. Téyortcited above strongly recommends
universal preschool for all 4-year-olds and freesphool for 3-year-olds from low-income
families in America® However, early childhood specialists voice conceam®ut the
suitability for young children of the new culturtlearning, which is characterized by:

» Standards and testing, with an emphasis on perfazenether than on meaning-making;

= An emphasis on the teaching of pre-defined knowdeddher than on play, discovery,
personal choice and the responsibility (agencyhefchild — the traditional tools of early
childhood learning;

® A recent study by Sharon L. Nichols and David @rlBer (2007) critiques the way tests and ‘accahifity’
have been imposed in recent years in the UnitettStahey cite “Campbell’s law,” a social-scienaev Ithat
states that “the more any quantitative social iatlicis used for social decision-making, the margjext it will

be to corruption pressures and the more apt itheilto distort and corrupt the social processesg intended

to monitor.” They give many instances of teachensl students being hurt, rather than helped, by the
consequences of testing, e.g. cheating inspiradéopressure to post positive test results.

" The deceleration of educational attainment isréosg matter for all countries. Economic succesheiped
greatly by a well-educated workforce but it depeeadsally on geographical position, access to mingealth,
the economic conjuncture and a host of other factois influenced also by monetary policy, finehenarkets,
trade and industrial policy, for which governmeself is largely responsible. On the side of bussneffective
competition calls for open markets, respect foidagdes, greater investment in research, moreraining and
job creation. Making the earlier stages of pubticeation and ‘incompetent teachers’ responsibléditures in
economic competition is, in the words of the edietatistorian Laurence Cremin (1985), “a crass réffo
direct attention away from those truly responsitdle doing something about competitiveness and yothee
burden instead on the schools. It is a devicehthatbeen used repeatedly in the history of Ameréchucation.”

8 Data collection and analyses by Barnett (2004-2@0d others show, however, that the despite theodise,
investment in early education has increased onlgiasily and in some US states has regressed. Theeisdrae
of investment in childcare and early educatiora @grcentage of GDP, in many European countries.
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= The neglect in early childhood curricula of devefgmtal readiness, which includes
multiple aspects of development, including not ardybal and intellectual skills, but also
health and nutritional status, social abilities agxperience of the artsBowman,
Donovan and Burns 2001). Developmental readinesdigis a child’s preparedness for
life activities, not just for school. The conceptdistinguished fronschool readiness
which normally refers to “preparation for schoolidawhich may be limited to the 3Rs
skills deemed necessary to participate in primancation.

In short, some early childhood specialists feat &sachildren approach school age, too much
emphasis will be placed on teaching of core subjext opposed to a pedagogy that combines
care, learning and listening to children. Withinraula, important aims, such as the holistic
development of the child, may be overlooked, anoiegt work (which allows room for
participation, personal meaning-making and oppdties for children to experience the
wider world) may be sacrificed to the acquisitidraoademic skills useful for school.

® The practice of music, dance, movement, arts aaftscare known to be excellent for the imaginagtive
cognitive and motor development of young childi@arriculum becomes impoverished without this diniems
Dana Gioia, chair of the National Endowment of Antgmkes the following comment on the academic aggro
adopted in many centres: “We cannot prepare somephe a productive citizen of a free societyhié only
thing we do is prepare them for standardized tedEslucation WeekDecember 2006).
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Box 2: Quality in early childhood education

In attempting to evaluate early childhood systemiifferent aspects of quality can |
examined (see, for example, Dahlberg et al., 188/&rs 2004; Tietze and Cryer 2004). T
following is based on Starting Strong Il, (OECD 80

Orientation quality that is, the type and level of attention thatoaegnment brings to earl
childhood policy, through national legislation, uégion and policy initiatives, for example.

Structural quality(often referred to in the United Stategpasgramme standargiss primarily
a responsibility of administrations. It refers twetoverarching structures needed to en
quality in early childhood programmes, and is eeduyy strong public financing and the cle
formulation and enforcement of regulations. Streadttequirements may define the quality
the physical environment for young children (builgh, space, outdoors, pedagogi
materials); the quality and training levels of tstaff; an appropriate curriculum prope
trialled, and covering all the broad areas of chiétvelopment; acceptable child:staff rati
and adequate work conditions and compensationafff Jtypically, a selection of structur
standards forms the substance of national licensaggirements. In the United State
reference is often made to subsets of programnmeatds, such aslassroom standard
(referring primarily to space, group size and chiialff ratios) andeaching and curriculumn
standardqreferring to pedagogical approaches and curmwims, for example).

Educational concept and practicd@he educational concept and the practice of esnére
generally guided by theational curriculum framewotrkwhich sets out the key goals of t
early childhood system. These goals differ widetyrf country to country, and no doubt frg
decade to decade, but a common conviction is engpr@gross countries that lead staff ne

to be trained to a high level to achieve the brgaals of early childhood programming, €|

the five goals proposed in the United States byNiégonal Education Goals Panel (NEGP
1997 or the general goals proposed for education intweaty-first century by th®elors
Report(Delors 1996), which seem particularly appropriateyoung childrenlearning to be
(forming one’s self-identity);learning to do (through play, experimentation and gro
activity); learning to learn(through a learning environment providing interastl choice anc
that includes well-focused pedagogical objectivesidlearning to live togethefwithin the
early childhood centre, in a democratic way, redfpkof difference). The fostering @
experiential, self-motivated learning in each oédh fields requires a practice that p
children’s participation at the centre of the ctwhum, and calls for the specific training
early childhood educators in the competenciesahaiv this to happen.

Interaction or process qualityThe warmth and quality of the pedagogical retattop
between educators and children, the quality oframtiton between children themselves, @
the quality of relationships within the educatoartefigure among the process goals n
frequently cited. Decades of research convergerelationship quality’ as a key variab
determining child outcomes. For some examples, #He® American Academy O
Pediatrics/American Public Health Association (AAPHA, 2002); the National Institute ¢
Child Health and Development (NICHD, 2004); and tRutet al., 1998. The pedagogid
relationship between children and educators seerhs most effective when the relations
includes care, upbringing and concern for the ganeell-being of each child, as well

expert support for the children’s learning.

Operational quality in particular, management that focuses on respemsss to local neec
quality improvement and effective team building. e@ggional quality is maintained b
leadership that motivates and encourages working #&sam and information sharing.
includes regular planning at centre and classromval] opportunities for staff to engage
continuous professional and career developmeng &owed for child observation,
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2The National Education Goals Panel (NEGP), (1996issolved pursuant to a congressional mandaté
— was a bipartisan and intergovernmental body dérf@ and state officials created in July 19904seas
report state and national progress towards actgeti@ National Education Goals. In 1997, the NE@diifi
five goals as contributing to the young child’s mtedevelopment and later success in school, héalth and
physical development; emotional well-being and alboatompetence; positive approaches to le
communication skills; and cognition and generaldealge.
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Box 2: Quality in early childhood education (contiruation)

assessments and documentation; and support to ptafbrmance in the form aof
accompaniment and mentoring. Operational quality aiso include flexible and appropriate
(for children) opening hours, and the integratidrcare programming with other necessary
services, such as. out-of-school provision, scai medical services, and arrangements for
special needs children. The quality of operatiostdndards depends largely on the
professional competence of local administration leaders of centres.

Child-outcome quality or performance standar#CEC services are founded not only|to
facilitate the labour market or other aims, bubabnd above all, to improve the present well-
being of children. Positive child outcomes are gomgoal for ECEC programmes in all
countries. Differences between countries arise tatheioutcomes to be privileged. A child-
outcome approach privileging language and logictheraatical skills is characteristic of
countries that adopt a ‘readiness for school’ apgino The approach often includes addressing
the knowledge and skills that children should aebly the end of each year. Children may
be evaluated in early education classes or at émiwyprimary school to test their progress,
generally in emergent literacy and numeracy bub aissocio-emotional development and
general health. Undoubtedly, it can be tempting ddministrators to have an objective
instrument to measure the developmental curve ahgcachildren from year to year in the
above areas, but this may lead to a focus on esament content and distract teachers from
the intense relational and pedagogical work thatingo children need. Supporters |of
assessment argue that regular assessments acé fuarhative evaluation, and give valuable
information to teachers about the effects of theaching on individual children, allowing
them to improve their practice.

All countries do not follow this approach to themeaextent, and in fact, testing is often
considered unsuitable for young childrérSeveral countries, such as Sweden, prefer to
evaluate centre performance and are extremelytegitito use child measures or to announce
detailed learning standards for young childrenth®& same time, national sample evaluatipns
and centre-based performance assessmentseateto measure the performance of staff jand
centres, e.g. the national examination of the Sstegreschool, published by the National
Agency for Education in 2004 (Skolverket 2004).parallel, the progress of each child|is
measured as unobtrusively as possible within theree by staff, e.g. through systematic
daily observation, ongoing documentation, childtiplios, parent interviews, learning stories,
etc.

Standards pertaining to parent/community outreaol amvolvementThis area is mentioned
less than other quality standards in national eggris and curricula, but can emerge strongly
in the requirements for targeted and local ECECgrammmes where efforts are made| to
involve parent groups in centre management andragnoges. Among the tasks of centres in
disadvantaged neighbourhoods are: outreach to tgaesr efforts to improve the home-
learning environment; the capacity to relate waithout bias, to local cultural values and
norms; support to women’s and parent groups, andhtegrated programming with the
employment, social, health and adult educationaiiibs, and the ability to make referrals] It

is not clear whether countries will opt for a neypé of educator to undertake this kind|of

work or whether it is sufficient that early childiw personnel should be trained on the job to
work in interdisciplinary community teams.

1 Bowman et al. (2001) explain that though therevisrlap in the use of the words “test” and “assesgfnthe
former refers to a standardized instrument, forynatiministered and designed to minimize all diffees in
the conditions of testing. Assessments tend on dbetrary to use multiple instruments (observations,
performance measures, interviews, portfolios arnah®tes of children’s work) and take place over rgby
period of time.
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Box 2: Quality in early childhood education (contiruation)
In summary, quality achievement in early childh@oogrammes requires:

= Strong public funding, policymaking and monitoringgulation and goal-setting

= Adequate structural standards particular, with regard to the physical enwingent for
young children (buildings, space, outdoors, pedagbgnaterials); the quality and training
levels of the staff; an appropriate curriculum mndyp trialled, covering all the broad areas|of
child development and respectful of the naturalrniem strategies of young children,
reasonable child:staff ratios.
= Continuous support to staff working in teams, tlglouegular in-service training; and
participatory forms of quality development and asseent (e.g., pedagogical research and
documentation); and other forms of collaborativerking both within and between services|
= Particular attention to the most vulnerable grougisyoung childrenand to those at risk @
discrimination. These children should receive foatl on services and to additional programs
and resources as necessary.

=

Source OECD (2006).

Equity in education

A more acceptable aspect of the new emphasis owmagdo is its search for greater
educational equity and a renewed focus on childremisk of educational failure. The
inspirationally named ‘No Child Left Behind’ initi&e in the United States has caught the
public imagination, and perhaps because of its nangehigh ambition, it has run into more
public criticism and opposition than many of theadler, but similar initiatives in Europe. A
significant proportion of the ‘targeted’ childreroroe from disadvantaged and second-
language backgrounds, but not exclusively by angmaeEarly childhood programmes make
an important contribution to supporting these deild They contribute to their general
development and to their school-related achievena@adt behaviour (Brooks-Gunn 2003;
Thorpe et al., 2004). They are particularly impottir children with diverse learning rights,
whether these stem from physical, mental or send@gbilities or from socio-economic
disadvantage. The former group generally constaibteut 5 per cent of the child population,
and the second group from 2.4 per cent (Denmar&yéo 20 per cent in other countries.

Other targeted programmes, such as Head StareitJtiited States and Sure Start in the
United Kingdom, have received renewed attentionngwido government efforts to improve
educational outcomes for children from low-inconaenflies, within a wider concern for
national, human capital formation. Frequently, disg has been expressed about the low
qualifications of staff in these programmes andrtfalure over generations to close the
income and ethnic gap in educational achievemeanthik respect, a first evaluation of the
Sure Start Local Programmes (SSLP) in the Unitetgfom by the National Evaluation of
Sure Start (NESS 2005) was not encouraging, althabhg authors underlined that the
conclusions of this preliminary research needeletwerified by further longitudinal work.
The evaluation suggested that SSLP have had ontiesh@ffects, either positive or adverse.
Most family outcomes appeared to be unaffected thiede was little evidence that the
programmes achieved their goals of increasing seruse or that they enhanced families
impressions of their communities. However, a secphdse evaluation recently published
(NESS, March 2008) is much more positive. This phafsthe study found that outcomes for
all children in SSLP areas showed positive signsngfrovement. Parents of 3-year-old
children showed less negative parenting while mgliog their children with a better home-
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learning environment. Three-year-olds in the SStdas had better social development with
higher levels of positive social behaviour and peledent self-regulation than children in
similar areas with no SSLP. It seems, thereforat thr these programmes to be effective,
some time is needed for them to ‘bed in’ and tonf@ffective links with local families and
communities.

These findings are reinforced by a similar Ameristudy on the effectiveness of Early Head
Start (EHS) — a more rigorously designed programwith stricter programme standards,
targeting 3-year-old children and their parentarfriow-income backgrounds. EHS was
evaluated by Love et al(2005) through a randomized trial of 3,001 families 17
programmes. Regression-adjusted impact analyseweshdhat 3-year-old programme
children performed better than did control childiarcognitive and language development,
displayed higher emotional engagement with thefes and more sustained attention with
play objects, and were lower in aggressive behavidampared with controls, EHS parents
were more emotionally supportive, provided moregyleage and learning stimulation, read to
their children more, and spanked less.

The need for upstream work on child poverty

Yet, overall, the evaluations of intervention prgmes that aim to close the educational gap
are not entirely positive — pointing to the conabasthat young children have great
difficulties in recovering from a poor start. Desptheir idealism and achievements, many
targeted programmes do not succeed in eradicatihgcagional disadvantage by the
beginning of schodf In other words, family poverty and background @mm to influence
strongly even the best schooling and remain sicpnifily linked to poor educational
outcomes?

One reason why targeted programmes do not alwagseed in closing the gap in
educational achievement is inadequate funding.dxample, Head Start, despite its many
successes, is often staffed by personnel who levestiucational qualifications. The causes
are not difficult to identify: Teachers are oftan short supply in poor neighbourhoods or
remuneration is too low to retain qualified teashén sum, few Head Start programmes can
match the financing, teacher expertise and motimathat characterized the first Perry
Preschool programme. The outcome for the childitending poor preschool programmes
can be a weak acquisition of the language patteors;epts and skills valued by schools.

Another reason is that children in poor neighboodsooften do not have access to adequate
primary and secondary education. Even when a aat@fy school is available, the OECD
PISA study shows that within schools, the gap betwthe children from underprivileged

12 Another weakness is that targeting poor neighbmadk fails to include many middle-class childrerowtor
a number of reasons, are also at risk of educdtfaifare. The group may outnumber, in fact, akréhildren
from low socio-economic status backgrounds. An iogtion for policymakers is that targeting childrbgp
income is not sufficient.

13 Evaluations, such as PISA (OECD 2001, 2004) confimn correlation between socio-economic status and
educational achievement.
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backgrounds and the mainstream can be further agted (PISA 2004)! In contrast, most
middle-class children have daily access in theindwmes to the codes, language and
cultural resources valued in mainstream educafibeir self-concept, language level, social
and communication skills are generally far strongeschool entry than those of children
from disadvantaged backgrounds (Lee and Burkam ;206%itt and Dubner 2005). To
further widen the gap, the early childhood serviaed schools that middle-class children
attend in many countries are better financed aaffest than those in poor neighbourhoods.

Again, the effects of poverty on very young chilurare often underestimated. Research
consistently shows that poverty in early childhdéas more serious effects than at any other
stage in the life cycle, and can seriously undeendi@velopment and future learning (Brooks-
Gunn et al. 2002; UNICEF 2007; Pickett and WilkingD07). The challenge of limiting the
effects of child poverty cannot be tackled by ediocaalone. Governments need also to
address poverty issues through a wide range ofipslienergetic social, housing and labour
policies, income transfers to low-income groupsnpeehensive social and family policies,
and supportive employment schemes and work trairiingeems simplistic to think that
education-focused strategies, such as startingieeaih early childhood services or
concentrating on readiness for school, can adelguaderess issues of structural poverty and
institutional discrimination or significantly chamghe life chances of poorer children (Zigler
et al., 1996; Dearing et al., 2006). In contrasievpntive, anti-poverty measures can
significantly reduce the numbers of children amrgyiat early childhood centres with
additional learning needs. Given that the effedtpaverty are greater and have a longer
impact on very young children than on any other ggrip, a strong social and economic
rationale exists for breaking the cycle of child/edy.

Obviously, the issue is more complex than thisdapierview can present: For example, low
personal motivation and patterns of family dysfimetthat have become endemic in many
poor neighbourhoods are also root causes, butvideree suggests that to improve the life
chances of children from poor families and limirgstent poverty, more is required than
targeted early education programmes. Chronic pp\krting childhood undermines the best
efforts of teachers and schools and, statisticadlystrongly correlated to low educational
achievement (OECD/PISA 2004; Leavitt 2005). In samyhole society approach is needed
to tackle child poverty efficiently and to improweslucational outcomes for children from
low-income backgrounds.

4 Unequal access and unequal treatment of childrémei school system is not a destiny. The schaiksys in
some countries, in Australia, Canada, Finland aphd, for example, manage to compensate well fopso
economic disadvantage, and ensure that children foov-income families do not fall irretrievably bat in
academic achievement. The Republic of Korea, winasienal gross domestic product (GDP) is well betbes
OECD average, also manages to maintain high pedfocen standards across the board for students flom a
backgrounds, although in this respect the suppattaanbition of Korean parents for their childremwsld not

be underestimated.

5 Levitt (2005) shows, for example, that the vamsblpoverty’ and ‘family dysfunction’ are far more
powerfully correlated to poor educational outcortes ethnic belonging.
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Political-economic dimensions

Over the past decades, an explicatory model ofabewelfare organization at societal level
has been proposed by the Danish researcher, GggitsagEAndersen, in a series of books and
articles (see, in particular, Esping-Andersen 199999, 2002). In summary, Esping-
Andersen places countries into three categorie'svarlds’ of welfare capitalism — liberal
(English-speaking countries), conservative (comtiae European countries) and social
democratic (Nordic countries) — according to the/svim which social welfare is customarily
allocated between the State, the market and holaseli&sping-Andersen 1990). Esping-
Andersen has since (2002) renamed his categoegstual (liberal economy regimes), social
insurance (conservative) and universalist (socahakcrat) welfare regimes. The threefold
classification shows how the organization of eatyldhood education and care is linked to
the social and economic history of different coiestrand to the political regimes in pld€e.

Whole society and residual approaches to the newderearing challenge

The social democratic countries of northern Eurbaee adopted a societal approach to the
modern dilemma of rearing children in full-employmieeconomies. The main lines are
summarized as follows by Esping-Andersen e{2002): “the compatibility of motherhood
and careers is contingent on the nature of ingiitat support”, that is to say, “on public
support for parental leave, the provision of eattyldhood services and the availability of
family-friendly jobs.” This three-pronged policy quides a solution that is efficient for
economies, equitable for women and psychologiagsiyropriate for babies.

®Esping-Andersen’s categorization of countries aservative, liberal and social democratic regitmesnot
always met with unanimity. A major difficulty is ehcomplexity of actually collecting comparative alétom
very different countries across a wide range ofadqmlicies and indicators (Hicks and KenworthyO2D In
addition, a significant degree of incoherence amwbmsistency tends to exist in social policymakinmpere
countries may appear liberal on one component andesvative or social democratic on others. Fomgpta,
Ireland and the Netherlands have many of the cteniatics of both the conservative (continental dpean)
and liberal economy models. In contrast, the apgraaf the United Kingdom to the mainstream childcar
sector remains a liberal market approach, while gheeral drift of policy and funding — for exampte,
alleviate child poverty and provide publicly fundegrly education for all — resembles more a satgatocratic
orientation. Again, child poverty rates in the WoditKingdom point towards a liberal economy moded an
remain relatively high at around 10 per cent, betpromising fall in child poverty rates — aroungéscentage
points in 10 years — has been greater in the dridiagdom than in any other OECD country. The faltdue
largely to proactive government intervention: mamgalitarian income redistribution policies, antivptty
measures and significant new government investimeyaung children. Such progress helps to undeestiat
whatever the weight of a particular social or egniwotradition, social welfare regimes are in rgafitagmatic
settlements made at a certain moment, and infleebgeraditional understandings and new politieslities
(Winicott 2006). Positive developments are alwagyssible, given political will and leadership.
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Box 3: Sweden: A triple approach to the new child-earing challenge
= Over the last decades, Sweden has generated & pplicoach that attempts to recong

economic efficiency, equity for women and the biedgerests of the child. The country
provides 480 days of paid parental leave to eantilyfapooled as follows: a 360-days (16

ile

months) family leave period that can be sharedhey garents and linked to employment
status. In addition, a further 60 days (12 weekslllocated to each parent — a mother's quota

and a father's quota. The policy seems to protetier equality, family well-being and the

best interests of the child. Costs to public busigaturred by the parental leave measures

mostly recuperated through taxes on women’s labanol can be further reduced py

employment insurance and employer contributionsjchvin many countries provide
supplement to low, flat-rate benefits.

= The second strategy is to finance a national, usalepreschool system that offe
affordable and quality places to all children frahe age of 1 year. The entitlement
childcare in a publicly supported, early childhasetvice seems to be a critical elemen
parental leave policy that adds considerably tostwirity of families and the development
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young children. The system is expensive but itfiscve economically in that Sweden has

over 76 per cent (2005) of women in employmentp&0cent of whom are in full-time job
This ratio compares favourably with the approxirhaté0 per cent female employment levi
in the more conservative European countries (exugortugal), where, in addition, ma
women work part-time. To have a further 10 per ¢terit5 per cent of the working populati
actually in work is good for gender equality, tagatrevenues and family budgets.

= A third strategy employed in Sweden is to ensuet #s many women as possible h
access to full-time work. This has become hardexctoeve in recent years as Swedish lah
laws have had to adjust to competition from coestivith more flexible labour market
However, the main policy lines with regard to timepdoyment of women are still perceptib
a preference for the creation of full-time jobshetthan unprotected part-time labour; &
also, the enhancement of sectors in which womedlitivaally work, notably in
administration, education and care work. For exampl the Swedish early childhood ca
and education sector, there has been a conspiapsugling of jobs over the last decade: |
over 50 per cent of personnel working in servicageha three-and-a-half year univers
degree, and the other 50 per cent have upper sagowgialifications. Work conditions
salaries, professional education and career opputés in the sector remain good. Gen
equality is pursued actively across society, atitbabh wage differentials still exist betwe
men and women, the situation of women in Swedess ffaist among all countries.
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Table 5: The Global Gender Gap Index 2007 ranking ed 2006 comparisons

2007 rank

2007 rank| 2007 among 2006/ 2006 rank | 2006

(among 128| score countries (out of 115| score
Country countries) (%)** (115)** countries) (%)**
Sweden 1 81.5 1 1 81.3
Norway 2 80.6 2 2 79.9
Finland 3 80.4 3 3 79.6
Iceland 4 78.4 4 4 78.1
New Zealand 5 76.5 5 7 75.1
Philippines 6 76.3 6 6 75.2
Germany 7 76.2 7 5 75.2
Denmark 8 75.2 8 8 74.6
Ireland 9 74.6 9 10 73.3
Spain 10 74.4 10 11 73.2
United Kingdom 11 74.4 11 9 73.6
Netherlands 12 73.8 12 12 72.5
Australia 17 72.0 17 15 71.6
Canada 18 72.0 18 14 71.6
Belgium 19 72.0 19 20 70.8
Austria 27 70.6 25 27 69.9
United States 31 70.0 29 23 70.4
Portugal 37 69.6 35 33 69.2
Switzerland 40 69.2 38 26 70.0
Slovenia 49 68.4 45 51 67.5
France 51 68.2 47 70 65.2
Hungary 61 67.3 55 55 67.0

Source:World Economic Forum (2007)

Residual approaches to the childcare challenge

Other countries approach the challenge of childingan different ways, often influenced by
labour market and employment regulations that iemaulated during a different economic
era. ‘Maternalism’, the belief that the young chsldould be cared for in the family, and in
particular by mothers (Randall 2000) became theidant practice in the central European
countries allied to the United States after theo8ddWorld War. For example, both Austria
and Germany have had traditionally low provisionsefvices for children from birth to 3
years, with a long parental leave of two years imsta and of three years in Germany
(extendable, originally, to six years)n other central European countries under communist
governments, childcare services were promoted tohrtagh rates of female participation in
the labour force. After the transition from commsinio democratic regimes in the early

" A remarkable reversal of policy has taken placemélg in Germany. Remunerated parental leave has be
reduced to one year only with a wage replacemeriewim principle, financing is being made avaiktb
create some 500,000 new childcare places, esdgitizhe Altesbundeslander (formerly West Germany)
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1990s, funding to public sector childcare systenas wignificantly reduced in most of the
transition economies while parental leave was e@ddnFor example, in the Czech Republic
and Hungary, childcare services in many municigaitsimply disappeared, and long
parental (in reality, maternal) leave, lasting apthree years, became the rule. As was
reported to OECD review teams, the current arraegerhas the support of women in these
countries and suits the present configuration ef lbour market. In the long term, the
arrangement may become unsatisfactory in lighhefriegative demographic trends in these
countries and of future demands on labour supplyickv may require improved
population/employment ratios, that is, the recremtnof more women to the labour market.

The liberal economies encourage the entry of womtnthe labour market, but in line with
their residual social welfare traditions, have &hdlo leave families to fend for themselves.
Apart from some childcare being provided to loweine families, mainstream families are
expected to negotiate childcare in the open matkkéth the recent exception of Canada,
parental leave and its remuneration are meagrbeitilberal economies (see Table 1 in the
Introduction)*®

Figure 9 (below) is based on original work by thetdh researchers, Plantenga and Siegel
(2004), and updated by the present author usingrédBearch of Moss and Wall (2007).
Effective leave is computed by weighing the duratid all statutory parental leave by the
level of the replacement wage or benefit offeredcddise the level of the replacement wage
presumably influences take-up, the figure providesindication of the usefulness of the
parental leave package to parents and their preheda of leave.

18 By the federal Employment Insurance Act of 200an&da introduced a parental leave scheme of alomest
year, remunerated at 55 per cent of salary to lmgedf $413 per week. However, the availabilitylicensed
childcare is extremely weak, except in Quebec.

Y9t is interesting that the countries (the libeeabnomies) that supported a more family-orientgur@gch to
early childhood during the drafting of the Convention the Rights of the Child now provide the least
assistance to parents to remain at home with d diling the first year of the infant’s life.
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Figure 9: Effective parental leave provision in se&cted OECD countries and Slovenia
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Source:Bennett J. (2008), based on Moss and Wall
Notes:

- The degree of parental leave effectiveness isutated by weighing the length of parental leavethsy
level of payment. Effective parental leave = theation in weeks of all statutory leaves multiplieg * per
cent payment benefit in FTE (full-time equivalepgyments.

- A leave of 40 weeks during which a parent receii®0 per cent of earnings is given a coefficiém® at
50 per cent of earnings, the same leave receigegféicient of 20 only. The effectiveness of leasdased
both on the level of salary replacement that pareah expect during leave and on the length of leaide.
Please note that the calculations are approxinmtoi@e countries offer a percentage of salaryiffarent
ceilings) while others offer different percentagdshe average or minimum wage. We have treateatrysal
replacement and minimum wage as equivalent in #ieulations, as the parents who most need support
during this period are those who receive only aimim wage.

- There is no general entitlement to paid matertggve in Australia (unpaid family leave only) atiek
United States (except California, 12 weeks matgreidve), and parents do not receive wage replacesme
by right for time out. According to a 2005 survepme 41 per cent of women in Australia have acitess
practice to some period of maternity leave, paidhgyr employers.

- Other countries, in particular the Nordic couedri do not refer to maternity leave, but reserve pa
parental leave for mothers, which can then be Ut before and after childbirth. This part of past
leave is counted in the chart above as materratyele

- A strong surge in the length of leave and it pagircan be seen in the chart from Finland upwarksse
countries provide a further childcare allowanceaecents to care for a child up to the age of tlyeses (158
weeks in total length if two weeks of maternityJveare taken before birth). As can be seen, paysrast
significantly higher in Hungary, France and Norwgan in Spain, Finland or Germany (Germany pays
parental leave at 67 per cent of earnings for T galy, but parental leave is available until théla's third
birthday). - ‘Effectiveness’ can be estimated frafifferent perspectives. Most important, from the
perspective of the child, research suggests thatinng by parents is particularly important duriméancy —
hence the practice of paid parental leave for aboygar to enable at least one parent to be preseing
this critical period. From the perspective of paserparental leave is attractive if it is long awell
remunerated; from the perspective of women, le#lvaisare "too long and too maternal" undermine gend
equality; from the perspective of the State, pateleave should not unduly decrease employmens.réte
strong employment/population ratio needs to be taaied. For this reason, the high remuneration of
parental leave in Hungary, France and Norway maleftfective’ for parents wishing to stay at hometlwi
their children, but such a long leave may be 'etff’e’ in terms both of gender equality and thenemy.

In addition, extended parental leave may furtheadvantage children born into dysfunctional farailie to
second-language parents, whose socio-emotionalafeuent or language skills could greatly benefinfr
participation in well-run services.
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Effective leave ranges from a coefficient of 11énp®in Norway (included here, a child-care
leave up to 3 years) to a coefficient of zero dffeness (in terms of federal support) for
Australia and the United States. In these countpesents do not have an entitlement to
wage replacement during maternity or parental leaithough in reality, Australian women

take, on average, 40 weeks of family leave, witlp@7cent receiving some form of payment,
generally from employers (Moss and Wall 2007). éneral, outside the European Union,
governments do not provide substantive wage repianés during family leaves, not only in

the countries already mentioned, but also in JaNaw Zealand and the Republic of Korea.
In this last country, although a remunerated 48kwmaternity/parental leave exists, uptake
is low as the work culture prevents most women ftaking leave. Many expectant mothers
simply resign their jobs. Among the liberal econesji Canada, with a remunerated
maternity/parental leave entitlement of about ar,ysaan exception. Ireland and the United
Kingdom provide a legal right to leave of over oyear, but salary replacements last in
Ireland for only 26 weeks and in the United Kingdfuim41 weeks.

How then do families in countries such as Australiathe United States reconcile work
responsibilities with family life? Some companias these countries adopt enlightened
family-friendly policies and allow a year’s parenk@ave, sometimes with pay. There is no
general entitlement to leave, however, particuléotywomen in low-paid service jobs. As a
result, women can encounter serious difficultiesfimling suitable childcare at the right
moment and at affordable prices. The informal $ohst adopted by parents in the past, e.qg.
reliance on grandparents, younger relatives orhteigrs, have gradually become untenable,
as older family members are now obliged to work engears before pension rights are
granted and younger family members continue in atiolc or engage in salaried work.
Parents in the liberal economies tend then to atthepkollowing strategies:

* Withdrawal of mothers from the labour market (gafigrtemporary — less than one
year);

* The placing of infants in childcare: In the Nordiountries, with the possible
exception of Denmark, it is very rare to see clitdn créche services under the age
of 12 months;

* The adoption of part-time work by women (see Figuebove);

* Recourse to the services of other women, who supfidymal childcare in the homes
of working mothers.

In Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and thetéthStates — and indeed, in the larger
urban centres in most countries — significant gsoop younger women from developing
countries engage in housework and childminding, mag remain available for childcare for
decades to come if immigration levels are mainthitdowever, this option may also be a
temporary solution to easing the demand for chilelcAccess to education raises the skills
and work expectations of all groups, including igrant women, and helps them to enter
other forms of employment with better wages andkingr conditions (the average working
wage in childcare in the United States in 2000 Veass than in housecleaning, coming to
“roughly US$6 per hour or about US$12,000 a ye8&tignkoff et al. 2000). In addition, as
knowledge about child-rearing and early educatimwg in a society, parents seek out better
care for their children than informal childmindirgplutions. Even in countries with a
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plentiful supply of regulated family day care ofcaptable quality, parents increasingly
choose professional centre-based care for thddreni when places are available. This is the
case in Belgium, France or Norway, for example.
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CHAPTER 4. THE RATIONALE FOR STATE INVESTMENT IN EA RLY
CHILDHOOD SERVICES

Abstract: This chapter lists and briefly describes someekgarch analyses from 10
different countries, showing the benefits generdttgaarly childhood programmes.
The research studies are grouped under two headingdyses showing economic
and labour market returns from investment and aealshowing educational returns
investment. The section summary concludes thatngtrsocial, economic and
education rationales exist in favour of establigramd maintaining national networks
of early childhood services, on the condition tiegtse systems aim for and achieve
high quality. Some doubts remain, however, conogytine appropriate age at which
young children should begin day-long, out-of-horaeec

What are the arguments in favour of state investnremarly childhood services? As the
OECD volume, Starting Strong Il (OECD 2006), indé&sa cost-benefit analyses have been a
significant feature of early childhood researchrafxe past decades, perhaps more so than in
any other area of education or social policy. Ineffiort to spur government investment in
early childhood services, numerous investigatiormsseh been made to justify public
expenditure. The overriding conclusion is thatestatvestment in early childhood services
brings not only proven benefits to the children dadnilies they serve, but also to
governments and national economies. Cost-benedgtareh is particularly intense in the
United States. Some of the direct studies of paeicprogrammes are summarized below,
but readers may also wish to consult a compenditithie research by Robert G. Lynch
(2004), Exceptional Returns: Economic, fiscal and sociahdfgs of investment in early
childhood development

Research continues to be published from the UrBtades and other countries. Discussed
below are the Rand Corporation research repdiis: Economics of Investing in Universal
Preschool Education in CalifornigKaroly and Bigelow 2005) andearly Childhood
Interventions: Proven results, future promi@e€aroly, Kilburn and Cannon 2006); and a
further evaluation of the economic impact of clelds services in Los Angeles Countihe
Economic Impact of the Early Care and Educationustdy in Los Angeles Count{L AS
County Online 2008). Several studies on the es#thalong-term, economic and fiscal
effects of early childhood interventions have beesde by the Partnership for America’s
Economic Success (PAES), 1025 F Street NW, Suit®d, 9%/ashington, D.C.,
www.PartnershipforSuccess.org). A useful listing l@érature can be accessed in the
UNICEF Lancet papers (Lancet 2007).

Analyses showing social, economic and labour marke¢turns from investment

The economic analyses of James J. Heckman and eaglees

The analyses of James J. Heckman, a Nobel prizeewim economics, and his colleagues
have strongly influenced thinking about early chddd intervention over the last decade
(Cunha and Heckman 2006; Cunha et al., 2005; Qaraeid Heckman 2003). Rather than
looking at ‘what works’ in education, which can degd on the confluence of historical, local
and personal factors, Heckman and his colleaguesnpt to identify the permanent

mechanisms and institutions that produce cognéahidities, attitudes and social skills across
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the life cycle. The result is an economic modehaman capital formation based on life-

cycle learning and skill accumulatioA main finding is that governments should redirect
investment on skills towards early childhood, ualdurrent practice where investment tends
to be greatest at later levels of education. Howedeckman and his colleagues do not argue
for fewer resources to human skills formation irietayears, but suggest that early

investments, particularly in children from low-imoe backgrounds, should be followed up

by later investments in order to remain effective.

Important features of Heckman'’s analyses includ®raplex view of the content of human
capital formation; the need for economic efficienthat is, to invest scarce education dollars
where they will have the greatest effect; the idieation of the early years as a privileged
period for education investment; the importancehef family environment not just on the
cognitive development of children but also on samootional skill and even on the early
development of IQ; the special situation of youhgdren from disadvantaged backgrounds,
and the fact that educational intervention at latages is less effective and more costly. To
take these themes in turn:

= A complex view of the content of human capital &iom. Public opinion generally
acknowledges that cognitive ability is an importdaterminant of schooling and labour
market outcomes. According to Heckman and his aglies, however, human capital
formation must take into account a far wider ranfekills and abilities. In particular,
non-cognitive abilities and social competenceshoalgh harder to measure, play an
important role in the lifetime accumulation of $kd°

= The need for economic efficiency, that is, to ihgearce education dollars where they
will have the greatest effedetailed analyses by Heckman and his team sudggisthe
economic returns to education investments are Wigdn children are young rather than
at later ages. The reasons are clear. To be effjdmiman capital investment must aim
for the strong multiplier effects of self-produdtivand complementarity. The skills and
abilities acquired in one stage of the life cydiee the productivity of learning in the
next stage (self-productivity), or as Heckman putskill begets skill.” Productivity and
complementarity are likely to be more intense wimestment begins at an early age. In
parallel, early investment facilitates the produtyi of later investment
(complementarity). The returns to investing eanthe life cycle are high, and there is
no equity-efficiency trade-off for early investmeit other words, there is no trade-off
between equity (targeting programmes at disadvandtégmilies) and efficiency (getting
the highest economic returns), provided that theestments are made at early ages.
There is such a trade-off at later ages. Nonetbeésgly investments are less productive
if they are not followed up by later investments.

= The identification of the early years as a privaegperiod for education investment
Early childhood is the only moment in the humae lifycle when 1Q can be increased.
Providing infants and young children with a widenga of non-stressful, interactive
experiences can maintain and increase cognitivacigpin early and middle childhood.

2Heckman's insight is confirmed by earlier reseaffudies by Bowles and Gintis (1976), Edwards ()976
and Klein, Spady and Weiss (1991) demonstratejobagtability and dependability are the traits madtied by
employers, as ascertained by supervisor ratings cquestions of employers. The same authors argue tha
perseverance, dependability and consistency armtst important predictors of grades in school (Bswand
Gintis 1976).
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In parallel, young children are more malleable amaore likely to learn useful social
skills and attitudes. Much of the effectivenesseafly childhood interventions comes
from boosting non-cognitive skills and from fostgyi motivation. More motivated
children are more likely to stay in school and hdngher achievement. Heckman’s
research shows that poor non-cognitive skills arergsfully influential in terms of a
child’s subsequent involvement not only in educatiut also in delinquency, such as
teenage pregnancy or crime. For this reason, eduehiand social interventions should
be far more active in attempting to alter non-ctigaitraits, including values, especially
for children from disadvantaged environments whoengee poor discipline and little
encouragement at horfie.

The importance of family in forming human capitatcording to Heckman and his
colleagues, skills formation is a life cycle progelf starts in the womb and goes on
throughout life. Families play a role in this presehat is far more important than the
role of schools. The experiences that are most itappofor the promotion of healthy
development are provided in childhood through &iten nurturing and stable
relationships with invested adults. Enriching eaglperience is far more decisive in
promoting human capital formation than remedialoadion. All the evidence points to a
high return to early interventions and a low retum remedial or compensatory
interventions later in the life cycle. Skill andilélp beget future skill and ability. At
current levels of funding, traditional policies diktuition subsidies, improvements in
school quality, job training and tax rebates arigkaly to be effective in closing gaps.

The special situation of young children from disatbaged backgroundsPart of the
difficulty of American education is that the systémereasingly leaves behind children
from disadvantaged backgrounds. In 1983, whAeNation at Riskwas published, the
United States was graduating 75 per cent of yowsaple from high school. Today, the
figure is under 70 per cent. This means that aifsignt group of low-performing
students exists, who may not have the minimum ethred requirements to be informed
citizens or workers in the global economy. Accogdia Heckman and his colleagues, the
most cost-effective strategy for strengtheningftitare American workforce is to invest
greater human and financial resources in the sauia cognitive environments of
children who are disadvantagdakginning as early as possiblé their families do not
provide sufficiently enriched social and cognitieavironments, then government must
seek ways and means of providing early care andadidu to prevent later dropout from
school and asocial behaviour. The greatest retainvestment derives from investing in
disadvantaged children because the difference leetwee stimulating intervention
environment and the environment they would othexwisperience can be immense.

Educational intervention at later stages is lede@fve and more costhAs emphasized
in recent studies of child development (Shonkofdl &hillips 2000), different abilities

L This is not to say that investment in adolescehtauld be lessened or neglected. While 1Q is fairyl set
after the first decade of life, motivation and s#icipline continue to be malleable at later aged will build
on positive social attitudes acquired during thdierayears (Heckman, 2000). In fact, during adotexe,
social attachment (recognition of social norms asgirations) is more important for learning thamifs
income. An active socio-educational approach tdemtents would include supportive mentoring progres
and stricter enforcement of discipline in schodlghough the effects of such programmes are stitl proved,
they are more likely to be effective and to prodsigbstantial savings to society by preventing Ip&hological
behaviour. Without such intervention, negative dest operating during early childhood cumulate i
adolescence in the form of crystallized cognitibdites, attitudes and social skills that explawequalities in
later socio-economic attainment.
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are formed and shaped at different stages of thecyicle. Again, while acknowledging
that it is never too late to learn, a number oftipalarly sensitive periods have been
identified in early childhood:

Figure 10: Sensitive periods in early childhood
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Source:National Research Council and Institute of Medic{2000).

Empirical evidence from human and animal speciesvstthat when the opportunities for the

formation of certain abilities are missed, remadratcan be costly, and full remediation

prohibitively so, and the biological and financ@ists increase with age (Cameron 2004;
Knudsen 2004; Knudsen, Heckman, and Shonkoff 2008)s, although adaptation generally
remains possible well into adult life, the decregsplasticity of the maturing brain suggests
that early intervention to mitigate the effectddafadvantaged environments is more efficient
(in both energy costs to the nervous system andranome costs to society) than later
remediation for individuals with limited skills angroblematic behaviour. Stated simply,

skills beget skills, success breeds success, agdrdvision of positive experiences early in

life is considerably less expensive and more dffecthan the cost and effectiveness of
corrective intervention at a later age. These figdihighlight the need for economists to take
a comprehensive view of skills formation over tifie tycle, and particularly at the beginning

of the life cycle.

The Perry Preschool study

The ongoing Perry Preschool study (Berrueta-Clenegnal., 1984; Schweinhart 2004)
evaluates the educational and economic returns liigh-quality, preschool programme,
High/Scope, on a sample of African American childrés indicators of high quality,
High/Scope Key underlines the importance of a itatdry, child-centred environment in
which children are trusted as active, competemhtsa; a consistent daily routine; a planned
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learning curriculum based on the prior knowledgd anerests of the children; a problem-
solving pedagogy involving the children in evergstof the learning process; trained,
knowledgeable staff continuously engaged in pradesdé development; low child:staff
ratios; and the involvement of parents and othangmy caregivers of young children, who
are personally important to them. Major findingstleé ongoing Perry Preschool study show
that the children from the programme had betteoskchecords, improved labour market
entry and higher incomes than the control grougimilar children. In a cost-benefit analysis
of the data, Barnett (1996) estimated that the-bestfit ratio for the investment in the
programme was 1:7. The latest cost-benefit anabfsiis programme suggests that benefits
have increased to 17:1. Although the Perry Predcsimly and others mentioned in the
following brief outline are not double-blind, ramdized, controlled trials — as favoured today
in medical testing and some very large social stdi attacks on the details of Perry
Preschool and other studies are, according to Baroften dismissive or reflect a
misunderstanding of evaluation research:

No study stands alone, nor is any study perfece. ddnclusion that good preschool
education is one cost-effective tool for improvihg school readiness and success of
children rests on hundreds of studies, includingeds of long-term studies. The
patterns of findings in two of the most commonlyedi — the Perry Preschool and
Abecedarian studies — have been replicated in ctioglies in the United States and
abroad. The results from these studies are bottstgtally significant and can be
generalized. Methodologically sound research hassistently shown that high-
quality, pre-kindergarten programmes have the piateto offer children substantial
benefits that are apparent much later in life —udmg improved achievement and
high school graduation rates, and reduced spediatation placements. (National
Institute for Early Education Research [NIEER], gars, The State University of
New Jersey 2006.)

The Zurich study by Miiller Kucera and Bauer (2001)

The Muller Kucera and Bauer studyosts and Benefits of Childcare Services in Swandr

— Empirical Findings from Zurich(2001), shows that the city’'s public investment of
18 million Swiss francs annually in childcare sees is offset by at least 29 million Swiss
francs of additional tax revenues and reduced pudgending on social aid (Muller Kucera
and Bauer 2001). Where affordable childcare waslabla, the rate of hours worked by

mothers almost doubled, especially for single-hddumiseholds with one or more children.
In sum, publicly funded childcare resulted in highgoductivity and earnings due to

maintaining productive workers in work; higher admttions to social security and savings;
and less dependency on social assistance duriry thet productive and retirement ages
(without affordable childcare, many families wotédl below the poverty line).

The North Carolina Abecedarian Early Childhood Inteention (2003)

The North Carolina Abecedarian Early Childhood mmation, which began in 1972, has
been the subject of numerous studies. Various pieteesearch show positive cognitive and
social results for the children (mostly disadvaet#jgin the project, some of whom gained
entry into four-year university programmes. A cbstiefit study by the NIEER (Masse and
Barnett 2002) was published in 2003. It finds tiatry dollar invested in high-quality, full-
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day, year-round preschool generated a four-da#iurn to the children, their families and all
taxpayers. Among the study’s findings:

» Participants are projected to earn about US$143(00f& over their lifetimes than
those who did not take part in the programme.

* Mothers of children who were enrolled can also ekmgeater earnings — about
US$133,000 more over their lifetimes.

* School districts can expect to save more than UB®0L per child because
participants are less likely to require specialamnedial education.

« The next generation (children of the children ire tAbecedarian project) are
projected to earn nearly US$48,000 more througtiait lifetimes.

Three impact studies in California

1. The Economic Impact of the Childcare Industry mifornia (Moss 2001), sponsordyy
the National Economic Development and Law Centé&[INC)

The study quantifies the economic contribution licensed childcare industry makes to
California’s economy. Examining factors such asititistry’s revenues, job generation and
employee productivity gains, the report paints pieture of the childcare field as a multi-
billion dollar industry that plays a key role inethstate’s economic health. Apart from
enabling parents to work and earn higher inconteschildcare industry contributed US$65
billion to the total value of goods and servicesduced in California — just over four times
as much as the motion picture industry. Licensetdcdre directly employed 123,000
people, including teaching and non-teaching stif] maintained a further 86,000 jobs in
transportation, publishing, manufacturing, congtam; financial services, real estate and
insurance (NEDLC 2001).

2. The Economic Impact of Early Care and EducatiatuBtry in Los Angeles Coun008
The 2001 study for California was updated in Jan@f08 for Los Angeles County. The
published report concluded that as an “economiwedfi the early care and education
industry:

* Supports a strong future economy by preparing oéldo enter education from
kindergarten until the completion of secondary edion (K-12) ready to learn the
skills necessary to succeed in school and becoatkuptive workers.

* Enables employers to attract and retain employegsnerease their productivity.

* Provides a significant number of jobs and generatesiderable revenue in its own
right.

The new analysis shows that the early care andagidacindustry of Los Angeles County
currently:

* Generates US$1.9 billion annually and provides 88000 full-time equivalent
jobs.

» |s projected to generate the sixth-largest numbeew jobs between 2006 and 2016
of all industries in Los Angeles County.
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» Benefits all industries in the county by enablireygnts to work and attend higher
education programmes or job training programmesgptgrade their skills.

* Lays the groundwork for Los Angeles County’s futueeonomic success by
preparing the next generation for effective pgptation in the economy and attracting
businesses to Los Angeles County (Brown, RamosTaait| 2008).

This report tells an interesting story, and alsp sarve as a model for other counties and
states to assess the impact of early care and mu@atheir jurisdictions.

3. The Economics of Investing in Universal Preschodlidation in California(Karoly and
Bigelow 2005), sponsored by the Rand Corporation

The authors find that if only the poorest 25 perta# children in California benefited from a
year of preschool — meaning there was no benefih@oother 75 per cent — Californians
could still expect to gain nearly US$2 for every $1Sinvested. Children who attend
preschool are likely to do better in school andogoto graduate from high school, are less
likely to be convicted of crimes and are more k&l earn higher salaries as adults. All this
saves governments money and boosts tax revenuesatithors also analyse the probable
effects on working-class families and middle-clabddren, who face many of the same
problems as children in poverty. Half of all chédrwho repeat a grade in school, and half of
all high school dropouts, come from families in th&ldle 60 per cent of the income ladder.
Any benefits of preschool realized by children frahese families push the return from
investing in preschool even higher — from US$2®R8$4 depending on the assumptions of
preschool benefits.

The authors claim that their estimate of US$2 to$#4)3n benefits in California is
conservative because they do not count savingswoald result from such favourable
effects of universal preschool as lower lifetimelfene use and improved lifetime health.
Even if early gains in achievement scores eventdatle, other benefits still remain at older
ages, including better high school graduation rdtess delinquency and crime and higher
adult earnings.

The Canadian cost-benefit analysis (1998)

The Canadian cost-benefit analysis issued in 1998 team of economists at the University
of Toronto estimates the costs and benefits obéstang a national, high-quality childcare
system for Canada (Cleveland and Krashinsky 1998jhough the authors make
conservative assumptions about the extent of pesgixternalities, they conclude that the
substantial public investment envisaged would geeeimportant net benefits for Canadian
society, the benefits exceeding costs by about 2.tdhe benefits to children using the
service and the benefits to mothers and families fcontinued employment were each equal
to about half the benefits obtained.

Labour market/taxation studies: Examples from Norwyathe United Kingdom and Canada

Labour market/taxation studies (Norwayhe provision of education and care services has
allowed most OECD countries in the last decadesdmtain the labour market participation
of women, with a corresponding widening of the bese. In Norway, the increase has been
from about 50 per cent female participation in 19@2well over 80 per cent in 1997
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(Statistics Norway 2002). In particular, women 6ft® 40 years have greatly increased their
participation.

The PricewaterhouseCoopers cost-benefit analysistéd Kingdom)of 2004 estimates that

the future economic benefits to the British econptogought about by expanding ECEC
services in the United Kingdom, should bring a tiseGDP of between 1 and 2 per cent
through higher rates of female employment (at pres¢ 69 per cent) and by increased
lifetime employment rates.

Low-fee (US$5/day/child) Regulated Childcare Polayd the Labour Supply of Mothers
with Young Children: A natural experiment from CdadlLefebvre and Merrigan 2005). In
1997, the provincial government of Quebec initiatedew childcare policy, offering day-
care spaces at the reduced parental contributiddS$5 per day child for children aged 4
years, in childcare services licensed by the Minisf the Family. In successive years, the
government reduced the age requirement. By Septe2tl®}®, the low-fee policy applied to
all children aged 0 to 59 months (not in kindergaytand the number of partly subsidized
spaces increased from 77,000 in 1998 to 163,00kesp#otally subsidized by the end of year
2002. Using annual data (1993 to 2002), drawn f&tatistics Canada’s Survey of Labour
and Income Dynamics (SLID), this study estimates effect of the policy on the labour
supply behaviour of Quebec mothers with preschbdteen, aged from O to 5 years. The
analysis examines the impact of the policy on tb#ofing outcomes: labour force
participation, annual number of weeks and houssak, annual earned income and whether
the job was full-time for mothers who declared hava job during the reference year. The
results support the hypothesis that the childcatey together with the transformation of
public kindergarten from a part-time to a full-tinfsis, had a large and statistically
significant impact on the labour supply of Quebeauntthers with preschool children.

Analyses showing educational returns from early clihood investment

International studies

The OECD Programme for International Student Assessnt (PISA), 2003

The PISA 2003 results indicate that children whaehgarticipated in early education

programmes score significantly higher in mathensadicthe age of 15 years. A considerable
positive effect remains after socio-economic statas been accounted for. While the
difference is greater in some countries, notablyitZ&nsand, a correlation between early
education and academic success is general throu@ieQD countries.

The International Association for the Evaluation oEducational Achievement (IEA) Pre-
primary Project Age-7 Follow-up

The IEA Pre-primary Project is a longitudinal, gesational study of pre-primary care and
education. The purpose of the study was to idetitdw characteristics of early childhood
settings, such as teaching practices and strudeatlres, are related to children's language
and cognitive development at age 7. The projettasfirst pre-primary study sponsored by
the IEA. Researchers from the High/Scope EducdtiBeaearch Foundation coordinated the
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project, in collaboration with colleagues in eadhth® participating countries. The late Dr.
David Weikart, former president and founder of Htope, directed the study.

Study method

The study sample, the largest of its kind to deieluded over 1,500 4-year-old children in
selected early childhood settings. Data for thegikolinal study were collected in 10
countries and territories: Finland, Greece, Honggsolndonesia, Ireland, Italy, Poland,
Spain, Thailand and the United States. Internatid@ams collaborated to develop the
measures used in the study. Three observation nsgstend three questionnaires were
administered at age 4. The observation systemsidad| time-sampled information about
how teachers schedule and manage children's titma, etildren actually do with their time,
and the behaviours teachers use and the natubeiofiteraction with children. Children's
cognitive and language developmental status wassunme@ at ages 4 and 7. Information
regarding teachers’ beliefs about what is importantpre-primary children to learn, setting
structural characteristics, and family backgrouras wollected by interview. The research is
unique because many diverse countries participatedl used common instruments to
measure family background, teachers’ charactesiststructural features of settings,
children’s experiences and their developmentaustak monograph based on the findings is
available. Some findings were also published in Ha#l 2006 issue oEarly Childhood
Research QuarterlyA pre-print of the article and a press releas¢herfindings are available
at the hyperlinks included here [www.iea.nl/ppp.htr@ontrolling for family and cultural
influences, four findings emerged that are constséeross all of the countries included in
the data analysis.

Children’s language performance at age 7 improv&s a

1. The predominant types of children's activities ttetchers propose are free choice
rather than initiated by teachers for the groupnkgreatest child initiative to least
contribution from the child, activity types were &dlows: free-choice activities
(teachers let children choose); physical/expresastivities (gross- and fine-motor
physical activity, dramatic play, arts, crafts anuisic); pre-academic activities
(reading, writing, numbers, mathematics, physicarsce and social science); and
personal/social activities (personal care, grougias@ctivities and discipline).

2. The teachers’ experience (number of years of imetteaching) increases.
Children's cognitive performance at age 7 improass

3. Children spend less time in whole group activitfhee teacher proposes the same
activity for all the children in the class songanes, listening to a story, working on
a craft, or a pre-academic activity).

4. The number and variety of equipment and materiaddable to children in preschool
settings increases.

These four findings are common across all particigacountries. Other findings varied
across countries depending on particular countrgrastieristics. For example, increased
adult-child interaction was related to better adariguage scores in countries that have less
adult-centred teaching or activities that requir@ug response, and to poorer language scores
in countries that have more adult-centred teachbiragtivities that require group response.
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The findings highlight the importance of allowingildren to be active participants in their
own learning, and of providing ample opportuniti®s children to choose their own
activities, work individually or in small groupsné work directly with a variety of materials.
The findings also reinforce the importance of tbaaation of early childhood teachers.

Country studies

Australia — Preparing for School: Report of the Queensland peemg for school trials
2003/4 (Thorpe et al., 2004)

The Preparing for Schoolstudy in Queensland, Australia, found that prawisiof a
universally available, full-time, play-based edimat programme closed the gap in
achievement in social development, numeracy amdaltity achievement between socially
advantaged and disadvantaged children. This stadgdf also that the absence of group-
based experience in the year prior to school waiedictor of poor progress, especially for
those who were from socially disadvantaged backgieu

France — Starting Preschool at Two Years Old: Edticaal and social effects in education

and formations, French National Department of Edutian (1992)

In France, a national survey (prepared by Jarouglsegat and Richard) that compared
children who had attended a kindergarten for om& or three years before beginning
primary school found that performance in primarjpcd was correlated with the length of
time spent in pre-primary education, even aftertrmding for background characteristics.
Every year that children attendédole maternellénursery school) reduced their likelihood
of retention in the first grade of primary schoekpecially for children from the most
disadvantaged homes.

New Zealand — Twelve Years Old and Competent, aitudinal survey (1992, ongoing)

The latest (2004) iteration of the ongoing New Zedl survey,Twelve Years Old and
Competentis a part of the longitudinal studgompetent Children, Competent Learners
begun in 1992 and funded by the New Zealand Cowh&lducational Research (NZCER). It
reports that at age 12, children who have had bigility, early childhood education are
better at reading and mathematics than those wadg education was of a low standard.
An important finding was the evidence that thespsgaidened as children got older, even
after family income and parental education levetsendiscounted (www.nzcer.org.nz).

Sweden: Andersson (1992)

Bengt-Erik Andersson’s pioneering study of Sweditildren in 1989 and 1992 provides
information about the long-term cognitive and sbeigects of a high-quality ECEC system
on children. The original study, when children waged 8, was based on a sample of 128
families drawn from low- and middle-resource aredsSweden’s two largest cities. The
follow-up study, ‘Effects of Day-care on Cognitiend Socio-emotional Competence of
Thirteen-year-oldSwedish Schoolchildren’, when the children were dade3, controls
statistically for family background, gender of tbkild, the child’s native intelligence and
achievement at age 8. With these factors controtleal study shows that the earlier a child
entered a centre or family day care, the strorfgeipbsitive effect on academic achievement
at age 13. For children entering childcare in tlseitond year of life or earlier, the academic
benefit was found to be an improvement of betweBnathd 20 per cent in academic
performance at age 13, compared to children cavedxclusively at home. Andersson’s
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conclusion was that “early entrance into day cameds$ to predict a creative, socially
confident, popular, open and independent adolescent

The United Kingdom: The longitudinal British EPPEtady (1997-2007)

The Effective Provision of Pre-school Education RPHEp project is a British longitudinal
study of a national sample of young children’'s depment (intellectual and
social/behavioural) between the ages of 3 and syéaaddition to investigating the effects
of preschool provision on young children’s develeprm) one EPPE study (Sylva et al. 2003)
explores the characteristics of effective practice:

* Preschool experience, compared to none, enhandkleals development. The
duration of attendance is important with an earkéart being related to better
intellectual development and sociability. Full-tim#endance led to no better gains
for children than part-time provision. Disadvant@gehildren in particular benefit
significantly from good-quality, preschool expewes, especially if they attend
centres that cater for a mixture of children froiffiedent social backgrounds.

* The quality of programmes is directly related tdtdye intellectual/cognitive and
social/behavioural development in children. Settinhat have staff with better
gualifications, especially with a good proportidrtrained teachers on the staff, show
higher quality, and their children make more pregreEffective pedagogy includes
attention to social development and also to intevacraditionally associated with
the term ‘teaching’; the provision of instructiveatning environments; and ‘sustained
shared thinking’ to extend children’s learning.

* The type of preschool is important. Children teadriake better intellectual progress
in fully integrated centres and nursery schools.

* The importance of home learning. The quality of barning environment of the
home (where parents are actively engaged in desvivith children) promotes
intellectual and social development in young cleifdrAlthough parents’ social class
and levels of education were related to child omes, the quality of the home
learning environment was more important than sadads. What parents do is more
important than who they are.

United States: Success For All study (2002)

The article ‘The long-term effects and cost-effeetiess of Success For All (Borman and
Hewes 2002) describes a comprehensive elementhoplsceform programme designed to
promote early school success among at-risk childfee programme is widely replicated in
the United States, and serves over 1 million candn 2,000 schools. In addition to offering
intensive pre-kindergarten and kindergarten prognas) it provides mechanisms to promote
stronger links between the home and the schooli@address social, behavioural and health
issues. Compared to control groups, and at simiat, Success For All children complete
elementary school at an earlier age, achieve béggmning outcomes and have fewer
retentions or special education placements. THeoesiunderline that for success to continue,
similar programmes need to be used throughout pyirad lower secondary schooling.
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The Chicago Child-Parent Centers study (2002)

A discussion paper, ‘Age 21 Cost-Benefit Analysistioe Title | Chicago Child-Parent
Centers’ (Reynolds et al., 2002), was preparedttier Institute for Research on Poverty.
Opened in 1967, the centres are located in publioas and provide educational and family
support to low-income children from ages 3 to 9rgedJsing data from the Chicago
longitudinal study, and comparison group childrennbin 1980, Reynolds and his team show
that participation in the centres was significar@fsociated with greater school achievement
and higher rates of school completion, togethen witich lower rates of remedial education,
juvenile delinquency and child maltreatment. Camtdfit analyses indicate that the
programme provides a strong return per dollar itgsthrough increasing economic well-
being and tax revenues, and reducing public experdon remedial education, criminal
justice treatment and crime victims.

The National Evaluation of Early Head Start (2003)

The congressionally mandated National EvaluatioBaty Head Start (EHS) — a large-scale,
random assignment evaluation published in 2003ehed the conclusion that EHS made a
positive difference in areas associated with chilth success in school, self-sufficiency and
parental support for children’s development. Thedgtreported positive impacts for home-
based programmes on a number of parent outcomes) ehildren were 24 and 36 months
old. At 24 months old, EHS parents, compared tdrobgroup parents, provided much more
stimulating home environments, participated in mbedtime reading and had greater
knowledge of child development. These parents@ported less parenting stress and greater
involvement in education and training activitiearntcontrol group parents. At 36 months old,
EHS parents were more supportive during play amdirmoed to report less parenting stress.
Compared to control group children, home-based EHRi&iren at 24 months old showed
stronger vocabulary development. At 36 months dlikse programme children more
strongly engaged their parents during play, a nreasfi social-emotional development.
Impacts were larger in home-based programmes thigt implemented the Performance
Standards. In the fully implemented home-based raragnes, there were also positive
impacts on child cognitive and language developna¢r&6 months old (Administration for
Children and Families [ACF] 2002).

Evaluation of the South Carolina First Steps to Sabl Readiness programme, 2006

This evaluation, conducted by the High/Scope Edowat Research Foundation, analysed
the second three years of the First Steps programmeriod in which it moved from start-up
and initial implementation towards a more focusedcentration on child outcomes. The key
guestions asked in the evaluation were: Who isghsérved by the programme? What is the
range of services being provided? What is the tyuafi services being provided? Does the
programme or service deliver positive outcomes? @bauation focused on four specific
areas that the First Steps programme seeks to wapearly education; childcare (expansion
and quality enhancement); parenting and familynsfiteening (family skills and literacy
programmes); and the ‘value added’ dimension offingt Steps programme (essentially the
provision of health care and other services to gotimldren and families) and the degree of
success of the decentralized administration modapl@yed. The children and families
involved are among the poorest in the United Staaeseducational and literacy levels in
South Carolina are traditionally low. Poverty isugrent, with 38 per cent of children living
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with a single parent (compared to 30 per cent natide). The results of the research
conclude:

« All children who attended First Steps and full-déyyr-year kindergarten increased
their language, numeracy and learning approachestbe course of one preschool
year, and these scores are stronger for minoréy tor white children;

» Although the evaluation shows that progress wasngtst during the kindergarten
year, there is also some evidence showing thapadiséive effects may be more long
term.

In summary, strong social, economic and educagdionmales exist in favour of establishing
and maintaining national networks of early childdoservices (ESO/Swedish Finance
Ministry Report 1999; Sen 1999; Urrutia 1999; Vam Gaag 2002; Vandell and Wolfe 2000;
Verry 2000; Carneiro and Heckman 2003). Througmwiating the growth of early
childhood services, governments can improve theemggnemployment-population ratio,
generate new jobs in the early education and oI5 and promote gender equality while
increasing their tax revenues. The general rateetoirn on government investment ranges,
according to different country calculations, betwezl and 7:1. The consequences of
insufficient investment in services can also beswmered. Without strong state investment
and steering of this field, the result will be asufficient supply of services for those who
need them most, leading to increased numbers tdrehi with special needs and learning
difficulties; a lack of equity vis-a-vis poorer fdias; and poor quality of provision overall.

From the perspective of the child, the opportumitylive with other young children and to
receive care from professional, experienced staffperts the development of young
children. The following summary frofrom Neurons to Neighborhoods: The science of
early childhood developmerublished by the United States National Rese@aimcil and
Institute of Medicine (Shonkoff and Phillips 200@yesents an assessment of the effects of
childcare quality, and indicates some of its mogtartant features. The assessment is based
on a critical review of a wide range of recent sad

“... the positive relation between childcare qualdpd virtually every facet of

children’s development that has been studied isobiee most consistent findings in
developmental science. While childcare of poor itpas associated with poorer
developmental outcomes, high-quality care is assedi with outcomes that all
parents want to see in their children, ranging fromoperation with adults to the
ability to initiate and sustain positive exchangath peers, to early competence in
math and reading.... The stability of childcareviders appears to be particularly
important for young children’s social developmemt,association that is attributable
to the attachments that are established betweengyechildren and more stable
providers. For cognitive and language outcomes, taeal environment that

childcare providers create appears to be a verpiitapt feature of care” (pp. 313-
314).

Yet, despite the overwhelmingly positive researcgidence, the fact remains that many early
childhood services are unsatisfactory and lackcbagsality elements. Recent research from
the United States shows for example that most &fecprogrammes are intensive

interventions such as the model Abecedarian amy Peeschool programmes, which feature
highly qualified teachers and small group sizeateéSpreschool programmes that adopt high
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standards rank next, followed by Head Start anchttezage state programme, which produce
effects ranging from one tenth to one quarter ais¢éhof the best programmes. Typical
childcare and family support programmes rank last probably have little effect on the
cognitive development and learning achievement afng children (Barnett and Belfield
2006). In addition, it is unreasonable to expeclyechildhood programmes — even the best
ones — to ensure either personal success or ssguallity. Although early childhood is an
important phase in the life cycle, even a brightichstart can be quickly dimmed by poor
primary schooling, dysfunctional family conditionspubled communities or social and
employment prejudice. In sum, it is more realisticsee early childhood education and care
from a societal perspective, as a small but importariable in the complex, interconnecting
systems that govern outcomes for individuals, egoas or societies.

The National Institute of Child Health and Human Delopment (NICHD) longitudinal
study, 2007

A doubt also remains concerning the appropriate agehich out-of home care of infants
should begin, particularly where long day care esicerned. Brooks-Gunn et al. (2002),
analysing data on 900 European American childremfthe NICHD sample and controlling
for childcare (e.g., quality, type), home enviromin¢e.g., provision of learning), and/or
parenting effects (e.g., sensitivity), concludedtthnless a service is of high quality, the
placement of infants under 12 months in childcamside the home can have negative
developmental effects. This finding seems to befioord by the latest instalment of the
longitudinal NICHD study of childcare in the Unit&tates:
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Box 4: The NICHD longitudinal study of early childcare and youth development

This study, the largest, longest and most comp@henstudy of childcare and youth
development in the United States, examines théiorkhips between children’s experiences
in childcare in the first 54 months of life and itheubsequent development. The 1,364
children in the analysis have been tracked sindh.td+ramilies were recruited through hospital
visits to mothers shortly after the birth of a dhih 1991 in 10 locations in the United States.
The children in the study will be evaluated agdiage 15 to determine further consequences
of childcare.

During the research, the NICHD team, led by Prafessy Belsky, Director of the Institute
for the Study of Children at Birkbeck, University loondon, measured the quality, quantity
and type of childcare the children received froomdnth old until they were 54 months old.
The quality of the children's primary childcaretisgf was assessed when the children were 6,
15, 24, 36 and 54 months. Children's cognitive social functioning was measured at 4.5

years and in first, third, fifth and sixth grad€hildcare was defined as care by anyone other
than the child’s mother that was regularly schediler at least 10 hours per week. This

included care by fathers, grandparents and otlhesiwes.

The latest instalment of the study, which lookshat children in fifth and sixth grades, seeks
to determine whether findings pertaining to the ligggaquantity and type of childcare
examined when the children were 4.5 years stayedsdéime, increased, or decreased as the
children got older. This study also examines how télationship between childcare and
children's development compares to the relationsbipieen parenting quality and children's
development. The current study has three majoimfgsd

= Higher-quality childcare before school entry iscasated with higher vocabulary scores|in
fith grade. Children who experience higher-quakdsrly childcare have somewhat better
vocabularies through fifth grade than children ware enrolled in lower-quality care. This
correlation has been seen in many other studiesatso in the NICHD study at third gratfe|
In contrast, numeracy and literacy gains made hidrelm who had been in high-quality
childcare that had been thought to continue throtlmgtd grade did not continue, in fact,
beyond first grade.

= Attending childcare centres (as opposed to othpesyof care) in the early years |is
associated with higher rates of aggressive behewviousixth grade. The more time children
spent in centre-based care before kindergartenmtive likely they were to score higher pn
teacher reports of aggression and disobediencs. Wds true regardless of the quality of the
centre-based care they received. Their sixth-gtadehers were more likely to report such
problem behaviours as "gets in many fights," "deshbnt at school," and "argues a [6tThe
authors suggest that the correlation between cemaire and problem behaviours may |be
because centre-based childcare providers oftertlectkaining, as well as the time, to address
behavioural problems. For example, centre-baseliicztte providers may not be able |to

provide sufficient adult attention or guidance tbdiess problems that may emerge when
groups of young children are together, such astoawsolve conflicts over toys or activities.

= The quality of parenting that children receive ifrastronger and more consistent predigtor
of children’s academic achievement and social fonatg than children's experiences in egrly
childcare. The study could not determine whethisrwas due to genes shared by parents|and
children or the actual parenting experience.

Source Belsky, J. et al. (2007); see also
http://www.nichd.nih.gov/research/supported/seadyal.

However, some caution is needed in interpretinglte®f the NICHD study:

#2\/ocabulary was assessed using the Picture Vocabsildntest of the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-educationa
Battery — revised, which measures children's ghititname objects depicted in a series of pictures.

2 These behaviours are listed on the Child Behavithecklist Teacher Report Form, which consists @3 1
problem behaviours. The researchers emphasize,vieowhat the children's behaviour is within themal
range and is not considered clinically disordeiediould not be possible to go into a classroom, avith no
additional information, pick out which children hiaden in centre care.
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The NICHD study has no control group and providige linformation on the quality

of the services that children attend. Although #gample is large, the children
selected for the study are not a representativeplgaraf children in the US
population. The research may tell more about thastiqular group than about
individuals or even the whole populatiofhis is one reason why the study arouses
less interest in Europe and is sometimes rejeceda being relevant to the
experience of most European children.

Although extremely valuable, longitudinal studiésuie a common weakness, that is,
they can indicate only very large effects over tiimethe group studied. What is true
‘on average’ for a group may not be helpful in nmakiindividual decisions. The
individual parent has to decide what is appropriatea particular child — taking into
account the child’s skills, needs, interests andgmlity, and making decisions and
subsequent changes in response to the child’s @@weint and the choices available
to the family.

The NICHD longitudinal study is one among many ahdts conclusions often
differ from the story told in most early childhoogsearch, especially with regard to
quality. Almost all the literature, research reveesnd field evaluations come to the
conclusion that quality matters. Environments watipropriately trained staff, low
child:teacher ratios, activities that are interggtnd individualized, and settings that
respond to both children and parents normally teagbod outcomes for children.

The study defines childcare as care by anyone oitlaer the child’s mother that was
regularly scheduled for at least 10 hours per wdélks includes care by fathers,
grandparents and other relatives. Selected aspétkss care came under scrutiny:
for example, the training of care providers andrdte of care providers to children.
From our reading of the study, other important atpef quality in childcare, such as
the stability of the childcare relationships, we taken into account. Some studies
on the NICHD sample indicate that the majority lbé tchildren in the study had
already experienced by the age of 1 year at lehstet different childcare
arrangements, and that by the age of 4 months glimger cent were already in
childcare arrangements. This would be quite unusualropean settings.

Correlation is not causation. Two variables thatfaund to be associated with each
other should not lead the United States to concthdé one causes the other. The
study does not mean that being in centre-baseddcangé will make a child
aggressive. In fact, for 83 per cent of the chitdresolved, the experience of being in
centre-based care for 10 to 30 hours per week iwasrsto have no link with later
aggressive tendencies.

Reports of children being disruptive in class innary school may actually be

connected with ECEC but there are at least tworgbleusible explanations. First,

primary school teachers may not be sufficientlyned in negotiating behavioural

norms with autonomous young children coming fromyeahildhood centres that

stress independence, critical thinking and freeddmovement. The second is that
children who are active, confident and participatoan be labeled as disruptive in
environments that stress docility, conformity aistehing to teachers.
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* Recent evidence from the study shows that the tasahber of hours a child is
without a parent, from birth through preschool, texat greatly. This finding is echoed
by theNeurons to Neighbourhood®mmittee, which found “overwhelming scientific
evidence” of the central importance of early relaships for children's development.

* ‘“Indeed, young children who lack at least one Igvamd consistent adult often suffer
severe and long-lasting developmental problems.tiBaiteality of life in the United
States today makes it difficult for many workingeats to spend sufficient time with
their children. The committee therefore recommepal&cies that ensure more time,
greater financial security and other supportiveoueses to help parents build close
and stable relationships with their young childré€@honkoff and Phillips 2000).

The conclusion that the quality of parenting reediby children is a far stronger and more
consistent predictor of children’s academic achieset and social functioning than
children's experiences in early childcare needddofollowed up. The study could not
determine whether this was due to genes sharedabgnts and children or the actual
parenting experience, but such questions are impbrs the positive influence exercised by
parents attached to characteristics that they pssbefore a child is born (that is, their
positive influence stems mostly from who they ater than from what they do) or can they
significantly improve outcomes for their childremrdugh parenting courses? If the former
hypothesis is correct, does this imply that eatyldhood policymakers should turn their
attention also to improving the general socio-eooiccand educational levels of populations
and, in particular, of parents with young childrdi#e following hypothesis seems plausible:
Rather than trying to improve unstable, low-quaétyldcare arrangements, a more effective
policy may be to support parents to care for infaghtiring the first critical year of life and in
parallel, increase the enrolment of underrepresénahildren in pre-kindergartenThe
reality on the ground is that ethnic communitiesmany cities suffer from an inadequate
supply of affordable preschool slots, a lack obinfation for parents on the programmes that
are available and, often, language barriers wittg@mme operators.

Another line of enquiry may be to explore what hegafter childcare and preschool. There
is reason to believe that family background is tiw@ only correlate of educational
underachievement. Young children from among at-psipulations are often obliged to
attend poorer childcare and early education sesyide transit into poor (and often
segregated) schools where the quality indicatogs (palified teachers, child:staff ratios) are
inferior, and the environment and peer influencg mat be conducive to learning.

61



CHAPTER 5. THE EARLY CHILDHOOD PROMISE AND COUNTRY
RESPONSES AT SYSTEM LEVEL

Abstract This chapter recalls briefly the benefits thattipgpation in high-quality,
early childhood services holds out for the indidtehild and at a wider level, the
benefits for education systems, social policy, genelquality and economies as a
whole that a well-organized early childhood systanservices can bring. It goes on
to summarize how countries have responded to thimige. A discussion follows on
some of the positive and negative responses madeuries to the early childhood
promise. In particular the following themes are rei@d: the greatly improved
access of children to services; the merits and de&nef establishing targeted
programmes for children at risk; and finally, itatvates the level of the financial
commitments made by countries to early childhoodiises and the modes of
financing that they employ.

The early childhood services promise

Different forms of research applied to the earlijdtiood field — experimental, longitudinal,
evaluative, descriptive, cost-benefit, etc. — destimte that small-scale, early education
programmes (e.g. the Perry Preschool project), omaldi services (Zurich), large-scale
projects (Success For All) and even national eaniyjdhood systems (France, Sweden) can
deliver very promising results. Comprehensive pedian the early childhood field contribute
directly to the development and education of thdividual child and indirectly to the
achievement of wider social objectives such aslfamell-being, gender equality, economic
growth, social inclusion and equity.

The response of the rich service economies

What has been the response of countries to thesmiging perspectives? The thematic
review of ECEC policies, undertaken by the OECDnTr1998 to 2006, shows both positive
and less reassuring responses. On the positivetBaléollowing changes can be seen:
* A significant expansion of services for young cteld right across the age range, but
in particular, in ‘early education’ services forildren 3-6 years.

» Steadily improving regulation and support for quyaliespecially in the childcare
sector where traditionally, quality had been weRdsitive signs are emerging from
all countries that the concept of services for tiheer-threes is broadening from a
labour market perspective to the inclusion of gualbjectives.

» Greater involvement of parents in early childhoedviees than was the case in the
traditional preschool.

» Greater understanding by public authorities of itietitutional supports that parents
need if they are to reconcile work and family resgbilities, e.g. the stimulus of
sufficient childcare services to meet demand; aisggant subsidization of services so
that the children of parents on modest incomes haeess to good services; parental
leave provision; and partnerships with employersnatke available family-friendly
jobs and work environments.
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Less reassuring are the following elements thalyaes, such as the OECS®iarting Strong
reviews, have brought to light:

» The continuation of split systems (childcare andoation separated from each other
in terms of governance, financing, goals, qualitysa staffing, etc.).

» The insufficiency of government investment in tlagle childhood sector as a whole,
although the numbers of children using services @@mvn significantly. This
insufficiency includes the use of funding procesgesticularly in childcare, that do
not favour effective governance of the sector.

Improved access to services for children 3-6 years

As reported in thé&tarting Strongeviews, there has been enormous growth overdabke3
years in early education services for children a8édl years. In European countries, the
concept of universal access for 3- to 6-year-oklsgenerally accepted. Most countries
provide all children with at least two years ofdregublicly funded provision before they
begin primary schooling. In fact, with the exceptiof Ireland and the Netherlands, such
access is generally a statutory right from the efge years, and in Belgium and France from
an earlier age. Early education programmes in Eusop often free, and attached to schools.
Outside Europe, most OECD countries provide freeseto early education only from age 5
years. In Australia and in some Canadian and U8sstamajority of children are enrolled in
free state programmes at the age of 4 years, laisoon is generally weaker than in
European countries although many US states arengakotable efforts to expand pre-
kindergarten services.

The move towards universal provision in Europe besn given a further stimulus by the
2010 objectives set by the European Union at itc@ana meeting in 2002, encouraging
member countries to supply subsidized full-day @dator one third of children from 0-3
years, and for over 90 per cent of all childremfrg-6 years? To date, four European Union
members — Belgium (Flanders), Denmark, France aveti8n — have reached the Barcelona
targets for both groups of children, although #fedent levels of quality, and three countries
outside the European Union — Iceland, New Zealamdl Morway — also achieve these
enrolment figures.

Although strong access rates to early educatiostawen in the table below, in particular for
4- and 5-year-olds, the figures may also hide sbasc weaknesses. The experience of the
OECD reviews suggest that the children who do rentehaccess at these ages are often
children with special or additional educational s&ethat is, children with disabilities,
children from disadvantaged backgrounds, or childidm ethnic or cultural minorities
(Leseman 2002). In addition, the chart does natatd either the quality or duration of the
services provided to young children: The coverage for the United Kingdom, for example,
denotes in reality an entitlement for two-and-a-tedurs per day for about 9 months per

%4The Starting Strongrecommendation of moving towards universal andr@pyate access does not set an
abstract target or benchmark, but addresses asmtitrnal constituents of access, as outlined @band sees
high coverage as only one aspect of country pedoce.
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year, in contrast to Sweden, which provides, adgogrtb the parents’ wishes, the possibility
of full-day coverage for 11 months every year.

Table 6: Childcare (0-3 years), early education (8 years) and 4- to 5-year-olds’
enrolment rates in OECD countries, 2003-2005

0-36 months 36-60 months 4-year-olds

Australia 29.0 71.5 64.6
Austria 6.6 74.0 82.5
Belgium 33.6 99.6 100.0
Canada 19.0 m M
Denmark 61.7 89.7 93.5
Finland 35.0 46.1 46.7
France 28.0 101.9 100.0
Germany 9.0 80.3 84.6
Hungary 6.91 86.9 90.7
Iceland 58.7 94.7 95.3
Ireland 15.0 68.2 45.4
Italy 6.3 100.3 100.0
Japan 15.2 86.4 94.7
Korea, Rep. of 19.5 60.9 66.4
Mexico 3.0 64.9 66.4
Netherlands 29.5 70.2 73.4
New Zealand 32.1 92.7 95.1
Norway 43.7 85.1 88.9
Portugal 23.5 77.9 84.0
Slovenia 25.8 77.5 75.9
Spain 20.7 98.6 99.3
Sweden 39.5 86.6 88.9
Switzerland M 44.8 38.6
United Kingdom 25.8 80.5 91.8
United States 35.5 62.0 65.3
OECD average 25.5 80.0 77.3

Sources:For enrolment rates for children 0-36 months: OB&inily Database, 2004; enrolments for

children 3-6 years: OECIEducation at a Glange2005; enrolment rates for 4-year olds, Eurostat
database, 2005

Improved access for children under 3 years

Compared to services for preschool children, l¢éEh@on has been given in most countries
to provision for children under 3 years, althougffisient provision for this age group is an
iron test of government policy in favour of equalitf opportunity for women. Hard data on
access are often difficult to obtain. A sentenaarmfrthe Background Report of Germany
(OECD 2004d) provides an indication of the gensitalation in many countries.

Until the beginning of the nineties in the Westdé&al Republic of Germany), there
were places in public or publicly promoted faodgifor fewer than 2 per cent of
children under three years of age, supplementedniogher 2 per cent of places in

family day care — as against an unknown numberighte arrangements (emphasis
inserted).
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Through household and other surveys, estimatesbeamade of the use of childcare in
general, but with little knowledge of the duratiohits use or of the type and quality of
services offered. The statistical picture improgesatly when governments provide services
directly or indirectly to the younger children oh&n parent subsidies are linked to the use of
licensed services. Table 3 in the Introduction jes information orentitlementsto ECEC
across the participating countries, and Table 6vaband Figure 11 below provide an
estimateof enrolments idicensedchildcare in the OECD countries reviewed.

Publicly subsidized services for the younger chifdtake several forms (see also Table 2 in
the Introduction above: ‘Main institutional form$ early childhood education and cdre
participating countries’). The core services amila day care, centre-based créeche services
and integrated centres (with children from 1-6 gea¥ost of these services charge parental
fees, which, in many countries, are highly subsidizProfessional core services are often
augmented by drop-in centres for mothers wherentsfand young children can play;
information centres; mother and baby clinics; fgnentres; and parent-led playgroups — the
aim being to provide a continuum of services thataines the different needs of different
families. When they are available, higher socioretnic groups tend to use professional,
centre-based services more than lower socio-ecangroups. For example, in Norway, 41
per cent of university-educated women use centsedbahildcare services for children under
3 years compared to 21 per cent of mothers witbrsary education, who, in general, show
a preference for home care by mothers, or inforcaaé by family members and relatives
(Starting Strong Il OECD 2006). In France, a similar situation exigtse preference for
maternal or extended family care is often cultubalt it is also influenced by the cost of
services and the considerably greater difficulty lfmaw-income and immigrant mothers to
find work. The immigrant family is often caught andouble bind: a cultural preference for
maternal care up to school age on the one handpmride other, reduced employment and
thus inability to pay the costs of regulated chaldc

Levels of access for children under 3 years

The highest levels of enrolment of under-threesubsidized provision are seen in Denmark
and SwederR® countries with a history of publicly funded ECEGmbined with long-
standing gender equality and family policies. Wikie exception of these countries (and
Finland), reports from all review countries indiedahat the demand for services for young
children is significantly higher than the numberpbdices available — including in countries
that provide long parental leave, a measure thashe reduce demand, especially for infant
care. In countries where public funding for proersiis limited, most working parents must
either seek solutions in the private market, wladnidity to pay often determines accessibility
and quality, or rely on informal arrangements wimily, friends and neighbours. In the
United States, for example, a lack of paid parelgale and limited public investment in
services means that many low- and middle-incomeerpar struggle to find affordable
arrangements for infants as young as 6 weeks dgi¢gZano and Adams 2000). However,
ECEC policies are currently developing, with morengrous fee subsidies being made
available to enable low- and middle-income famitegay for ECEC in the private market.

% |n Sweden, because of the long and generous phreatve scheme, infants are rarely seen in dag-car
services, and are normally enrolled between the af&5 to 18 months.
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Figure 11. Employment rates for mothers with children under 3 and access rates under
3 in licensed ECEC services

Employment rates for women with youngest
child under the age of 3, 2005

Enrolment of children 0-3 years
in licensed child care, 2004

Denmark Denrmark
lceland **lceland
Nonway **Nonway
Sweden Sweden
United States United States
Finland Finland
Belgium Belgium
New Zealand New Zealand
Netherlands Netherlands
Australia **Australia
France France
United Kingdom United Kingdom
Partugal Portugal
Spain Spain
Republic of Korea **Republic of Korea
Canada Canada
Japan Japan
Ireland **lreland
Germany Germany
Hungary Hungary
Austria Austria
Italy [taly
Mexico **Mexico
Switzerland Switzerland
| | | l | | | | | | | l |
70% B0% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% B0% BO% T70% 80%

** Data not available

Source for enrolment of children 0-3 years in lised child careOECD Family database and OECD Education
database.

Note: Data for Canada, and Germany, concern 2001; dafarémce reflect 2002; data for Iceland, Mexicaj an
Norway concern 2003; and data for Australia, Derkntire Republic of Korea, and the United Statesceom
2005.

Source for employment rates for mothers with yosinghild 0-3 yearsOECD (2007) Babies and Bosses —
Reconciling Work and Family Life (Vol. 5); Babiesich Bosses (Australia, Australian Bureau of Stassti
(2005); 6224.0.55.001 FA2 Labour Force Status atieiOCharacteristics of Families; Statistics Can@f®1
data), Statistics Denmark (1999 data), StatistiotaRd (2002 data), Statistics Iceland (2002 datawfomen
age 25-54), Japanese authorities (2001 data), wSs (2006 2nd quarter data), UK Office of National
Statistics (2005 data), and the US current pomrasurvey (2005 data); all other EU-countries, Besam
Labour Force Survey (2005 data), except for Itahyoly concern 2003).

Note In reading this chart, caution is advised. Thiéni@n of ‘licensed service’ differs widely froroountry to
country, going from mere registration of an acyivid long-day programmes that follow a curriculundaare
regularly inspected and evaluated. Informationasavailable in most countries concerning the Ieraftuse of
the childcare places available, whether the raterted refers to sessional, half-day or full-daggss Likewise,
employment rates are open to different interpretesti In this chart, no distinction is made betwepart-time
and full-time employment, and in some instances,fifjures include women who are taking parentabtber
leave, e.g. the employment rate given for womeAwstria includes women on childcare benefit leavieereas
the percentage of women actually working is cldeeBO per cent. In several countries low enrolmaies
recorded may hide parental leave policies that playmportant role in reducing demand for infartyision.
Again, rates do not reveal the numerous informalrdicensed arrangements that exist. In BelgiumEnaahce,
almost all children become enrolled in free pulpieschool from the age of 2 to 2.5 years. In sum, t
enrolment rates for 0-3 children in these counthi@ge reached the Barcelona target of 33 per asetrage .In
this figure, a 24 per cent coverage rate for O#&yés ascribed to Canada. The rate for 0-3 ysagstimated in
the OECD family database to be about 19 per centeMecent figures from Friendly et al. (2007) segjghat
only about 9 per cent of children are enrolleddguiated childcare centres from 0-5 years.
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Figure 11 illustrates that, with the exception déa& mainly Scandinavian countries, licensed
coverage for the youngest age group is appreciabgr than for 3- to 6-year-olds. At the

same time, the percentage rate of working womemarihigher in many countries than the

percentage enrolment rate for young children. Shiggests that much informal care is taking
place and/or that many women work part-time. OmyDenmark are there more places
available to children than the proportion of wonvesrking. Subsidized provision for under-

threes is most developed in Denmark, Finland, Ngrasad Sweden, countries with a long

history of supporting publicly funded ECEC as paftbroader gender equity and family

support policies. Most services are full day, withrents paying fees on a sliding scale
according to income. In these countries, servigesigtegrated under the auspices of one
ministry. Provision takes place predominantly ifpssional centres, excepting Denmark
where most children under 3 are cared for in fanufjy-care homes managed by the
municipalities.

Belgium (Flemish Community) and France provide dwer one third of children under 30

months, in family day care, creches and other sesvi In these countries, preschool
education begins at 2 (France) or 2.5 years (BelgilChildren of that age, enrolled in

preschool, are not included in this chart; if tvegre, Belgian and French enrolment figures
would be similar to those of Sweden. In the pas fiears, the Netherlands, Norway and,
more recently, the United Kingdom have significareakpanded publicly funded provision

for infants and toddlers. As a result of recentemve schemes in the Netherlands, for
example, 20 per cent of children under 4 years have a place in ECEC, in addition to the
50 per cent of 2- to 4-year-olds who attend paytfalaygroups.

That many young children are being placed in infaror unlicensed childcare can be seen
for the majority of countries covered, where maatemployment rates far outstrip the rates
of licensed care use. Data from national housestdeys and other sources confirm that the
actual use of childcare is much higher than enrotsxe licensed childcare. In Ireland, for
example, the Preschool Services Regulations rethétewhen a childminder cares for more
than three children under the age of 6 years inhbere, she should notify the local Health
Board, and become subject to certain regulatiorszoling to figures provided by the
National Childminding Association at the time oBt®ECD review (2002), 95 per cent of
childminders in Ireland operate outside this framew It is estimated that 70 per cent of
long-day care is provided through private childneirgllooking after one or two children. The
arrangements are generally unsupervised and edueqiéh, safety, developmental and
programmatic regulations (Country Note for Irela@ECD 2003c). With the exception of
Australia, similar figures can be cited for the ardy of (unlicensed) childcare arrangements
in the other liberal economies.

The figure below seeks to present in visual fore plolicy approaches of different country
groups to childcare and parental leave. The whigllel is changing rapidly, however, as
evidenced, for example, by the raft of ECEC posicgassed or promised in the United
Kingdom, by the progress being made by the Republi€orea in expanding access to both
childcare and kindergarten, or by the adoption akmunerated parental leave policy in
Canada. In sum, despite a very low base in mangtdes, provision for the under-threes is
undergoing profound change, and receives growinggunent attention and funding. Since
Starting Strong I countries have introduced or made progress iitipslthat introduce or
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improve parental leave (Canada, Italy, Norway, €ohiKingdom); increase family-friendly

work practices (Ireland, Netherlands, Norway);adiice public-private partnerships into the
provision of ECEC (Denmark, Finland, Sweden); armvigle significantly greater access to
early childhood services (Australia, Finland, Mmxi Portugal, Republic of Korea).

Strategies have also been employed to addresssategsers to centre-based services
especially for low-income families (Belgium, Frandeeland, Republic of Korea) or to

address supply-side barriers in low-income neighhoods (Australia, Germany, Ireland,

Mexico, Republic of Korea).

Figure 12: Policy approaches to the under-threes ahtheir parents
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Approach A. Strong state support for parental leave but weagpsut for under-three
services.For example, policy in Austria, the Czech Repuldlil Hungary favours parents
(meaning mothers) caring for their child until age with weakly supported childcare
alternatives. This solution is possibly cheapethtanpublic budget in the short term, but can
have adverse impact on female careers and pensiodsnay be more expensive in the long
run for labour markets and economies. Home-cartd dienefits are significant in these
countries, but as they are not tied to the useoohdl childcare, they do not stimulate the
provision of services or provide an incentive famen to seek work. Public services remain
few or, as in the former Communist bloc, were a#dwio run down during the transition
years. For example, in the Czech Republic in 2001y 67 public créches remained, serving
less than 1 per cent of children, compared to pe2cent coverage in 1989. The question as
to whether women who stay at home to rear theiddm (and hence forgo careers, wages
and pension rights) should have the right to mgretable employment opportunities is not a
major issue in public debate. Up to recently, Geryrshared a similar maternalisewpoint,

but under the present administration has radicalgnged position and is planning to
establish over 500,000 new childcare places owectiming decade.

Approach B. Weak support for parental leave with modest to magdestate support for
under-three servicestargeted especially towards low-income familiés. the liberal
economies, there is moderate state support fonded under-three services, and weak
support for parental leave except in Canada, thmuB& of Korea and the United Kingdom
where both the duration of leave and its remunamatiave been increased. Access rates of
children under 3 years to regulated services iskwaa evidenced in Canada and Ireland,
where much informal childcare exists. Since 1988, dituation has improved radically in the
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United Kingdom, bringing the current British patteof access closer to — and in some
instances surpassing — European continental psattaithough enrolment rates in registered
centres in Australia are lower than in the Uniteaté&s, greater financial support is given to
parents to access services. In Mexico, the shapfeafconomy is market driven, with health
care, insurance and pensions being predominantlyivate responsibility. Public social

welfare is relatively weak and is strongly linkeal eccupation and formal employment.
Fertility rates, population distribution and labawmarket conditions differ also from those
holding in most OECD countries. Ninety per cenMaxican childcare is domestic, informal

or private, but state employees and some workinghevo have access to well-organized
services. Women in formal employment (the minoritgve a right to at least 12 weeks’
maternity leave at 50 per cent of pay, and to pogh and post-natal medical attention.

Approach C. Moderate state support to parental leave and magesapport to under-three
provision, especially for low-income groupA.third approach, offered in the majority of
countries reviewed, is moderate support from gawemt to family day care or centre-based
education and care, with families still viewed asmarily responsible for providing or
finding childcare for their children. This has titemhally been the continental European
solution, although significant differences with aed) to women’s work exist across countries.
For example, in France, the expectation that woarah mothers will work has long been
rooted in the culture. This is not the case in matingr European countries. A period of paid
statutory parental leave moving towards one ydaty(l Portugal) is becoming the norm in
Europe, but there are several countries with veogest levels of publicly funded, childcare
services, generally insufficient to meet public d@ch In these countries childcare is
subsidized primarily for working or disadvantageatgnts. Belgium has a relatively weak
parental leave regime, but has significant subatdin and organization of care services,
with free access to early education for all chidfeom 2.5 years. France offers also good
(but inadequate for demand) support to under-tleeevices, and in recent years, has
provided a wider range of parental choice throuffering the possibility to parents (that is,
mothers) to take a longer, low-paid leave for threars.

Approach D. Strong state support for parents with well- devetbgervices for under-threes.
The fourth model has two different emphases. Idafh and Norway, a main objective is
parental choice, supported by strong governmergsiment in child and family services
where demand exists. Childcare leave or cash lesudfemes allow one parent to stay out of
the workforce to care for their child up to thremays (Norway, Finland), and provision for
children under three is publicly subsidized. Inl&md, there is a statutory right for every
child to a place in a publicly subsidized serviehjle in Norway, addressing the shortages in
provision for the under-threes has become a palitariority. In Denmark and Sweden,
policy emphasizes parental employment after a comtipaly well-paid parental leave of
12 months and 18 months, respectively. A guaranggade in a high-quality, publicly
subsidized ECEC service is available from the eihdapental leave on a sliding-scale, fee-
paying basis. Few infants attend ECEC setthefere the end of the parental leave period.

Merits and demerits of targeted programmes in favouof low-income families

Another feature of the market-driven economies,emmrless marked according to country,
is their tendency to create specific targeted aagnes for low-income or at-risk children, as
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compared to the internal targeting within a ‘unsadt model found across the continental
European countrie®. At first view, it seems rational and equitablettgavernments should
opt for targeted services. Two leading countries, Wnited Kingdom and the United States,
provide nationwide special services for at-riskldi@n: Sure Starin the United Kingdom
and Head Startin the United States. In recent decades, theseicesnhave become
increasingly comprehensive, that is, they go beyomdiculum and learning activities for
children to include family and community aspectsiefelopment, such as the general health
and the well-being of children, family support attte amelioration of neighbourhood
environments. The Sure Start centres in England caraprehensive, area-based, early
childhood services focused on the development dndagion of young children, but they can
also provide parents with courses and advice oanpiawg, employment, job-training, leisure-
time activities, etc. Policymakers consider thatorsy linkages between services and
communities are of particular importance for imraigr or other socially isolated families
and children.

In addition, programmes for low-income or seconuglaage children are known to yield
excellent results, higher in fact than programnmasnfiiddle-class children. Children from
disadvantaged backgrounds can gain more from ehillghood programmes — particularly in
language and socio-emotional development — tharir th@ddle-class counterparts.
International research from a wide range of coastrshows that early intervention
contributes significantly to putting children fromow-income families on the path to
development and success in school; see, for examipbtepe et al., 2004 (Australia); McCain
and Mustard 1999 (Canada); Jarousse et al., 198hd€); Kellaghan and Greaney 1993
(Ireland); Kagitcibasi et al., 1991 and 2001 (Ty)keOsborn and Milbank 1987 (United
Kingdom); the longitudinal EPPE project, 1997-2q@hited Kingdom); Berrueta-Clement
et al, 1984 (United States); McKey et al985 (United States); and Schweinhart 2004,
Schweinhart et gl 1993 (United States). All concur that well-fundedtegrated, socio-
educational programmes improve the cognitive armasdunctioning of children at risk. If
properly linked to labour, health and social sesicearly childhood services can be expected
to deliver additional outcomes, such as enhancedrma employment, less family poverty,
better parenting skills and greater family and camity cohesion (Lynch 2004). At a
presentation to the United States Congress, Pmfdemnne Brooks-Gunn (2003), focusing
on educational returns, confirmed that mainstreasearch indicates that:

= High-quality, centre-based programmes enhance theosrelated achievement and
behaviour of young children.

» These effects are strongest for poor children amcchildren whose parents have little
education.

= Positive benefits continue into late elementaryostfand high school years, although
effects are smaller than they were at the beginofrelementary school.

% A universal approach to access is often contrastéta targeted approach to ECEC, whereby a gonenn
provides public funding primarily to programmes fdrosen groups of children. Universal access da¢s n
necessarily entail achieving full coverage, asdteme variations in demand for ECEC at differerdsagnd in
different family circumstances. Rather, it impliesmking access available to all children whose garansh
them to participate.
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= Programmes that are continued into primary scheall that offer intensive early
intervention, have the most sustained long-termotst

In addition, all countries do not share this enidm for universal access. As already
suggested, country policies in the early childhdiett are often ‘path dependent’, that is,
they are embedded within larger socio-economicciires and policies that influence how
these services are understood, organized and &dafitsping-Andersen 2002). The political
philosophy of the liberal economies (or residualfare state) favours the independence of
families in providing for childreR’ Proponents of the liberal economy approach alis® ra
questions about the efficacy and equity of govemrsebsidized, universal services for
young children. For example, they argue, that rathan requiring all taxpayers (including
low- and moderate-income families) to fund prograasnfior the children of middle-class
parents who can afford to pay for services, iottfairer to channel funding towards targeted
programmes for children at risk of school failuteaddition, critics point out that universal,
early education programmes tend to take place mvitate school systems. In many
instances, this can be an advantage: Public eallication systems generally organize
services more equitably, observe higher standardseploy more qualified personnel than
childcare programmes. A major weakness, howeverthés lack of evaluation of state
preschool programmes. Critics of government-sp@ats@rogrammes point to the fact that
few States undertake evaluations that would engatents to know whether attendance in
public, early education programmes actually besetheir children (Currie 2004). In
addition, whatever research exists tends to foecushildren from at-risk backgrounds and
ignores outcomes for middle-class children, whostitute the majority.

In answer, proponents of universal services painttibat targeting is costly and inefficient.
While 67 per cent of 3- and 4-year-olds in famileigh annual incomes exceeding $150,000
attend preschool, only 35 per cent of childrenamifies earning less than U$10,000 a year
access services, according to data from the USuSeBareau. In sum, Head Start misses
most poor children, and even excludes by regulatmm-income families just above
eligibility for subsidized services. Children oulksithe target groups could equally benefit
from government subsidized services, and theirgmes would also provide the mix of social
class and diversity in classrooms and on parentnatiees that programmes for children
from poor or immigrant families need (Barnett et @004). In the targeted access option,
publicly funded ECEC remains a selective arrangenfii@nchildren at risk rather than a
social good for all children. This is the casehe tJnited States, where Head Start receives
full government funding®while state funding for universal early education3- and 4-year-
olds is far from achieved. As a result, access resqhool programmes remains sharply
divided by race and class.

?’Because politics is a dynamic and changing fidld, rion-interventionist stance of the liberal ecoissnmay
be a simple correlation and not a cause. Otheoffaetimost certainly need to be taken into accauth as the
demographic context, the need for female labow,itfiluence of women in society, understandingstofd-
rearing and childhood, etc.

% Head Start is a federally funded programme thatides comprehensive developmental services for low
income, preschool children in the United Statesda8es years, and social services for their families
Approximately 1,400 community-based, non-profit amgations and school systems develop Head Start
programmes to meet the needs of this target grhiuis. estimated that the programme provides seakion
services to about 3 per cent of American childrged0-5 years and to about 60 per cent of eligibilren 3-5
years (Kagan and Rigby 2003)
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Figure 13: Preschool access by level of income imet United States, 2005
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Source Editorial Projects in Education, EPE Research €ef2007).

Although benefits are high for children with low cém-economic status backgrounds,
research also shows that targeted programmesdadwintaged children actually miss about
half of the children they are supposed to servehbrt, according to several experts, it makes
better economic sense to fund a universal prograthatecovers all children rather than to
rely on targeting (Barnett et aRQ04). This is not to argue that a ‘one-size-fitstmiversal
model should be applied. For reasons of equityedfidiency, a flexible allocation of funds
is necessary within a universal system, as is thetipe in Denmark or the Netherlands. This
provides increased capitation grants for childmemflow-income backgrounds; for children
from low-income and second-language backgrounds;cfoldren with special learning
disabilities; for children with accumulated diffities; and for other children in need of
special help.

The following table from the National Institute BHucation Research at Rutgers, The State
University of New Jersey, based on US funding ahiidcenrolment figures, shows the
economic rationale in favour of universal programgni The salient point is that if
government opts for targeting, it may reach at loedy about 50 per cent of low-income
children, plus about 17 per cent of middle-clastdon. In a universal system, all the low-
income children and all the middle-class childreml&ely to be reached.
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Table 7: The financial case for investing in a uniersal system

Family SES* level Children enrolled  Cost in billions $  Benefit in billions Net benefit in
$ billions $

TARGETED FUNDING POLICY

Low SES 383,871 5.5 34.3 28.8
(50 per cent o
cohort)
Middle SES 383,871 5.5 17.2 11.6
(marginal 17 pel
cent)
High SES 0 0 0 0
Total benefit from 767,742 11 51.5 40.5

policy in billions $

UNIVERSAL FUNDING POLICY

Low SES 767,742 (c. 100 pe 11 69 58
cent)

Middle SES 2,303,226 (100 pe 33.1 33.1 0
cent)

High SES 383,871 5.5 0 -5.5

Total benefit from 3.454.839 50 hillion 102.0 52.1

policy in billions $

Source:Barnett, J. (2006). SES = socio-economic status.

Note In order not to overestimate the effects of eamkgrvention, benefits for middle SES children are
calculated in this table to be only half those goor children and benefits for the high SES chitdfiom
the top 20 per cent income percentile bracketcarssidered to be zero. However, the far greatesleent

of both poor and middle-class children tips thaficing balance in favour of universal programmimbich
produces significantly greater benefits to childeerd the economy. Other things being equal, thidyais
suggests that governments would reap greater berefind spend budget more effectively — if theyene
fund a universal service for all 3-year olds rattten to invest in targeted programmes.

However, the fundamental value and necessity ajetad programmes should not be
overlooked. Many such programmes are extremely flmggefor children from low-income
backgrounds (Head Start) or living in designatasadivantaged areas (Sure Start). Without
them, an even wider gap could develop between tobgdren and the mainstream: in
language acquisition, general knowledge, socio-emat development and sometimes in
basic health. In contrast, universal, early edocapirogrammes in several OECD countries
do not provide — because of inattention to parem$avourable child:staff ratios and the
overuse of group instructional methods — the typéndividual attention and support that
low-income families and young children need.

Yet, on the grounds of both equity and efficiergynove towards universal programming —
as in education — is attractive, if flexibility arattention to vulnerable groups can be
developed within universal services. The precedgists. The Nordic countries, for example,
have enacted strong social and labour market pslitcd reduce child poverty and often
provide an entitlement to a public childcare orspt®ol place from the age of 1 year or so.
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In addition, universal services in these countaeswell funded. They provide, in Denmark
and Sweden for example, highly trained staff anddisable child:staff ratios. This means
that all children from about the age of 15 monthg tyears — whatever their background —
are nurtured and educated together by well-educpteféssionals in secure and healthy
surroundings that favour the language and socictiemad development of children from

low-income backgrounds. Increasingly also, comnyukindergartens are organized as a
front-line service for the respectful social int&gon of low-income and immigrant families.

A discussion of early childhood funding

Insufficiencies in early childhood funding

What is the actual commitment of governments irh rgountries to funding children’s
services? Current investments of OECD countridsGEC services are difficult to calculate,
as reliable figures for childcare expenditure byegaoments are often not available. In
addition, the available International Standard Slfastion of Education (ISCED) level 0
figures® for pre-primary education, supplied to the OECD dpyvernmental statistical
offices, are often not comparable because of tfierdnt interpretations of ‘pre-primary’ by
countries that supply these data. For example, relipee figures per child (3-6 years) in
France of US$4,938, in Sweden of U$4,417 and intthited States of US$7,896 are cited.
Even a slight acquaintance with services in thesmtries suggests that the Swedish figure is
grossly underestimated: Child:staff ratios are ifiggmtly lower in Sweden than in the other
countries and 50 per cent of preschool staff (keéry) are trained (and paid) to university
level. The duration of work is also much longerrtha the United Kingdom or the United
States, as centres open 10 hours per day, duenghhble working year.

The figure below, based on OECD data sources, gegvan indication of the amount that
countries are investing in services for both faesiland young children in percentages of
GDP. The white lines referring to early educatiomd aare need to be interpreted with
caution, as the note indicates:

29 |SCED level 0 programmes are defined as centscloool-based programmes that are designed to meet t
educational and developmental needs of childrdesst 3 years of age, and that have staff thathdeguately
trained to provide an educational programme forcthigdren.

74



Figure 14: Public investment in services for famiks and young children in percentages
of GDP
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Note: Public expenditure on ISCED level 0 in Portugaoaincludes private expenditure. For Denmark and
Sweden, expenditure levels on ISCED level 0 — pseseented on this chart (white portion of the bacpver
only a small proportion of their actual ECEC exgéume on children 1-6 years. Similarly for the Refc of
Korea, where only Ministry of Education expenditiséncluded

Where direct services to young children are corexrfigures supplied directly to the OECD
by ministries directly responsible for early chitdid services generate Figure 2, which was
presented in the Introduction to this text. Thoggires provide a more realistic picture of
public investment by selected countrirsarly childhood services(including out-of-school
services but excluding family benefits and paretgalve). However, both charts illustrate
significant differences in funding between courdyigvhich are then translated into wide
differences in the quality and range of serviceslable to parents.

The weakness of public investment in the liberabeomies

Investment in childcare services by the liberalnernies tends to be weak. In the past, these
countries adopted the position that care for childuinder 3 years was a matter primarily for
parents who, in turn, would have recourse to theapr market to take in charge their
childcare needs. This meant, of course, that pauafteén paid the major costs of services. In
the OECD countries as a whole, parents contribataverage 25-30 per cent of the costs for
under-age-three services, varying from a 10-15qgeert parental contribution in Finland,
Norway and Sweden to up to the full service cobtrged by private provider8In several

%0 For children under 3 years, costs for services tadmy generally shared between parents and public
authorities (in the Netherlands, with employeronl®ublic authorities subsidise services througbct local

75



countries, such as Ireland, the United Kingdom thredUnited States, these providers take in
charge the majority of children under age 3. Otbeuntries, such as Belgium and the
Netherlands, may have relatively high costs foaimé$ and toddlers but they then provide
universal and free access for older children: f@Byears in Belgium, and from 4 years in
the Netherlands. The Nordic countries generallginesome parental charges up to the year
before entry into compulsory schooling, but thesesfare now capped at low levels (with the
exception of Denmark where parents can pay up t@e&0cent of costs). In all Nordic
countries, charges decrease in relation to famitpine (or to a low, universal, flat rate in
Norway and Sweden), and are often waived complételiow-income and second-language
families.

In the liberal economies, provision of childcaresignulated through funding parents rather
than services — a policy that has both advantages disadvantages. On the one hand,
providing money to parents to purchase childcatéenopen market attracts private investors
into the childcare market. This is less expensoretlie public exchequer and, according to
defenders of the market, brings job creation, imtiovn, competition, lower prices and more
efficiency to the childcare field. Experience asrdse OECD countries does not vindicate
this optimism (OECD 2006; and see also ‘Modalitdgunding’ below). In fact, in many
countries, the domination of the ‘childcare markiey private companies or family day
caregivers has often led to part-time and low-paitk, high prices, weak availability,
particularly in low-income neighbourhoods, and tww| standards and practice. When
governments plan services and provide financinigeeitirectly or indirectly to providers,
they are in a much stronger position to ensure dagess to all children, to regulate and
impose necessary standards including with regancieing and wage levels.

In sum, with the exception of France and the Nocdigntries, investment by governments in
early childhood services is relatively low compatednvestment in primary, secondary and
tertiary education. Yet the situation is improvimigat least not deteriorating: Countries with
comparatively low public expenditure on childrerssrvices in the past (e.g. Ireland,
Netherlands, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Unitechd€iom) have increased spending
significantly in recent years. Portugal, for exaeyphas more than doubled the budget for
preschool education since 1996. In the United Kamydaccording to official projections,
government expenditure will have quadrupled in tt@ years from 1997-2007, from
£1.1billion in 1996/1997 to £4.4billion by 2007-A)Qhat is by present figures, to about 0.7
per cent of GDP. The Netherlands likewise has btreiacreased investment in early
education, but the picture in the new Dutch chitdceegime is more difficult to evaluate.
According to various press analyses, the initiehdt seemed to reflect a cutback on public
funding with a corresponding demand on parentatohpgher fees.

authority provision (Denmark, Finland, Norway, Swa)] through direct parent childcare subsidies
(Netherlands, United Kingdom, where parents recaiehild cash benefit) or through indirect subsidsich as
family cash benefits (Australia, United States ¢aedits (Austria, Belgium, United Kingdom) and goyer
contributions (Belgium, Italy, Netherlands, etdn.only 3 of the 20 countries reviewed (Denmarkql&id,
Sweden) is the public provision of high-quality BCHor children from their first year considered an
entittement for a child, on an equal footing widgndces for older children.
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Modalities of funding

Supply-side funding

Several types of early childhood service funding iaruse across rich countries. In general,
early education services attached to the primampaicsystem are free. Kindergarten services
for 3- to 6-year-olds, under state auspices, mgyire moderate parental fees, but receive
majority funding directly from the State or munialipy. This is known as supply-side
funding. Public authorities adopting this fundingahality provide operating costs to centres
and generally make available wage supplements yrthga salaries of personnel (the latter
about 70 per cent of the real costs of ECEC sesyidgecause of this direct financial link,
services regulation is the norm, with group sized ataff qualifications being subject to
legislation and enforcement by the responsible stiyior local authority. Services receive
also the supervision and support of ministry oraloauthority management units, or are
guided by public child agencies. For this reasoararefficient mapping of services, more
coherent training and benchmarking are likely taatiained. The mixing of children, valued
in public education, can also be achieved mordyemspublicly financed services, unless (as
is often the case) there is a high degree of dpsgigregation in neighbourhoods served by
public provision.

The main critique made of the public investment eldd that it is expensive, although the
argument that high public investment in early dmildd services necessarily implies
significant tax increases is simplistic (see, falample, the discussion by Kvist 2002).
Another criticism, cited irEarly Childhood Education and Care for Children rimoLow-
Income or Minority Background@.eseman 2002), is that the presence of well-shigwesil
public programmes like Head Start, tend to ‘crowd’ @rivate services. In effect, heavily
subsidized projects like Head Start or Sure Stant reduce initiatives by private providers to
increase their ECEC activities in a neighbourh@zdthey cannot compete in quality with the
better-funded public programmes. This critique reaglain also a major weakness in public
ECEC systems in the conservative European countvigish is the failure of many countries
to create sufficient numbers of licensed, publisiypported, childcare places for children
under 3 years. It seems more likely, however, tti@teason for this failure lies with inaction
on the part of government.

Yet another critique often heard is that publidlyahced systems create dependency on the
state, whereas a competitive childcare system basegrivate markets and incentives
produces more self-reliant families. In additiont, is argued, private services are
economically more efficient and function perfectlell when they are freed from equity
requirements, controls and standards set by gowvarhnScepticism about such claims is
often expressed.

Consumer subsidy funding

The marketization of early childhood services hasrbpromoted in recent years in OECD
countries (OECD 2002, 2003, 2004). An effort toitipublic expenditure and to allow
greater choice and control by parents are amongeti®ons advanced. Vouchers and parent
subsidies are favoured over direct funding of ®®wj in the expectation that parental
purchase of services will bring private entrepreagnew funding and greater dynamism into
the provision of services — all this with less ctstgovernment. In parallel, deregulation
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occurs to facilitate commercial suppliers in deglinvith child:staff ratios and the
qualifications of contact staff. State or local govment monitoring is replaced, at least to
some degree, by the basic market principle thatemaformation to consumers and
competition among providers will eventually bringiadity at lower cost. Governments
consider that choice is increased if parents ae to opt for the service provider that meets
best their child’s particular needs. To achieveitgquarge, targeted programmes, such as
Head Start (United States) or Sure Start (Unitedgdom), are maintained, which in
principle provide low-income families with childeaand early education to meet their needs.

As an approach, consumer subsidy funding correspamd to the current, dominant, ‘third
way’, social welfare model, which sees the creatibmarkets within the public services as a
means of having lighter, less expensive and maeargsive public services (Giddens 2003).
Because they are set below actual costs, demaadssigsidies to parents are less costly to
the public budget, and at the same time bring napplgers and competition into the
childcare systems. Through tying subsidies to te af licensed providers only, consumer
payments can also encourage unlicensed child ngntbeenter the formal economy and
taxation system. The experience of Australia suggemt if sufficient voucher and subsidy
money is made available, independent family daggigers and commercial providers will
respond to the business opportunity and quicklyaegpprovision. The rapidity of the small
private provider in starting up a service is a id&able advantage, as public systems can
take a number of years to plan and build each nesly ehildhood centrd Independent
family day caregivers — and commercial providerthvai sound capital base — can come on
stream more quickly, a fact appreciated by paree¢king places desperately for their young
children, and by governments searching for expédielutions to childcare shortages.

Proponents of choice also argue that the rangeagfrmmes presented to parents is more
innovative and responsive to parental wishes tham supplied by public services. In the
Czech Republic and Hungary, for example, some @fnwer private centres offer English
immersion, computer programmes, music lessons, swig and other extras to young
children, with yoga, art and education coursegpfments. For affluent parents, in particular,
such programming is attractive, but they are ofteyond the budgets of the great majority of
people in these and other countries. Commerciaicsss have also shown themselves to be
successful in certain niche areas of ECEC, in @adr, in employer-sponsored, on-site
childcare. Commercial services — aiming at conssmealso offer ‘flexible places’, that is,
the possibility of placing children for a few houmsfor a few half days in a service, allowing
a parent to work part-time or shop at irregular rsowSimilar flexibility is generally
unavailable in public services, which tend to keepthe foreground the well-being and
development of young children. Thus, many publivises will not provide ‘slot’ services
and require that each child should be given theodppity to bond with staff and other
children, and to follow integrally a developmerabgramme.

The advantages of the market approach are ofteptitegnfor politicians trying to respond
quickly to childcare shortages. In addition, thereaot economic culture seeks to limit
expansion of public services, and many governmeminte departments would prefer to

*That this is not a necessary characteristic of ipubjstems can be seen from the speed with whicly Ea
Excellence and Children’s Centres have been caristiand put into operation in England.
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have a mixed market of services. This is a legitavaam if inequities can be avoided and if
private services can be held to appropriate pudtdadards. However, in early development
and education — not a repeatable process for atty €lit is necessary to take a careful and
long-term view. Unlike material commodities in a nket, parents cannot easily obtain a
refund or a new model if they are dissatisfied wtfithir child’s outcomes. An error at country
level in the choice of organization of early chibdld services may carry serious penalties for
certain groups of families and children. Some efdbncerns rose about the market model by
early childhood policy experts and planners arbews:

A purely market system moves away from the pre@pulniversality in educatioihat is, of
providing equal opportunity for all children withia universal system in which values of
citizenship are inculcated, and a democratic anlfieniiural mixing of children is practised.

In addition, targeting and special supports caretfectively achieved within a universal
system. The educational mix of children from altkgrounds is generally positive — both
socially and in terms of learning — for both akr@d mainstream children (Jensen and Saint-
Martin 2005).

Demand-side funding is, in general, underfundiagd the burden of costs in market-led
systems falls essentially on parents, who, in theket economies pay fees ranging from 30
to 100 per cent of the costs of childcare, unlasy belong to low-income groups. Families
with modest resources, who are not eligible forliptlonding, are often unable to pay such a
proportion. As a result, children from moderatec¢®l quintile) income groups can be
excluded from participation in centre-based eahnijdbood services (Fuller et al. 2005).

Parent subsidies can be problemaiticthat they may not be used efficiently on belwdlf
children, may not be passed on fully to providersmore generally, may be insufficient to
meet real childcare costs. In sum, if given disettl parents, the subsidies may not be passed
on in full to providers. On the other hand, paremtth low educational levels and
unemployed parents have difficulties in claimingawhs due to them (United Kingdom
Inland Revenue, Analysis and Research, Child andkivg Tax Credits 2004¥ From a
planning perspective, demand-side subsidies canb&gproblematic, as financial flows in a
parent subsidy system depend not on the numbedigdile children (which can be foreseen)
but on how many parents claim tax credit.

Again, when public funding to the childcare systirkes the form of subsidies paid directly
to parentsthe steering capacity of governments vis-a-visisesvis considerably weaker
than in funding-to-services systenisx rebates and parent subsidies do not suppsters
coordination or universal provision or even necelysamprove in-service training and
salaries for staff. When parental vouchers are usedupport informal and unlicensed
childcare as well as licensed providers, the resaift be a diffuse network of small-scale
organizations and individuals offering an arrayobildcare services (Fuller et al. 2005).
Negative practices tend to appear, such as thetigrofwunregulated services; the selling of
services on appearance and the practice of offeisia’ services to parents, which

%2 The argument is often made that childcare subsidiould not be paid to unemployed parents, who, in
principle, can look after their child at home. Hawg withdrawal from care can be disruptive for ¢idld, and
does not support parents in finding new employment.
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undermine all notion of continuity of relationsHigr young children, of programming or of
developmental progress.

The reluctance of market providers to invest in rpoeighbourhoodsincurs the risk of
inequity towards low-income families with young lclhen, which undermines a major
rationale for public investment in early childhoservices — the attempt to provide a certain
equality among young children at the starting gatieschool. This risk can be lessened by
increased subsidies to parents and providers inifoame areas, as in Australia and the
United Kingdom, or through parallel, publicly furdjetargeted programmes, such as Head
Start or Sure Start. However, these programmes moisenly a significant proportion of the
children whom they are supposed to serve, but t@isolarge group of moderate-income
families who are unable to afford the programmes #re on offer in a market system. In
addition, targeting is generally not responsiveugioto children who move in and out of risk,
whatever their social, cultural or linguistic s&fiNIEER 2004; Fuller et al. 2005). As noted
by the Daycare Trust analysis of 2003, fully ondf led children at risk live outside
designated disadvantaged areas in the United Kimgdo

Parent subsidies for childcare generally give rise significant increase in family day care
which statistically provides significantly lower @ity compared to professional ECEC
centres (NICHD 1997). A further difficulty aboutnfly day care — unless organized into a
public system as in Denmark — is that financialtoarof the system is taken out of the hands
of management, making planning and steering praodatiem

The conclusion reached in the PricewaterhouseCesopgport (2004), on financing a
universal ECEC for the United Kingdom by the ye@2@, finds that:

“Supply-side funding tends to be the dominant fafiinance in countries with the
best developed systems of early years educatiorcamegd such as Sweden, Denmark,
France and New Zealand, whereas means-tested, desitgn funding is more
typical of countries with less well-developed sys$e such as the UK and the United
States” (Daycare Trust 2004).

The liberal economies adopting a market model dficare seem to do little better than the
conservative (European continental) countries oraasing licensed provision for younger
children because of ‘churning’, that is, a highntwrer of providers. This can be seen quite
readily from the provision statistics that are &lale. In addition, the liberal economies often
fail to achieve adequate regulation, monitoringutires and quality standards in their
childcare sectors (Kagan and Rigby 2003).

A more focused review of the economic arguments dam found in the
PricewaterhouseCoopers report referenced abovetbeiwork of the Canadian economists,
Cleveland and Krashinsky (2002, 2003), who remaiihe debate over demand-side and
supply-side (funding) is often really a debate owdiat kind of quality will be provided and
what kind of standards will be seAccording to this team, early childhood servies not
appropriate for marketization. For them, ECEC ipublic good, delivering externalities
beyond the benefit of immediate, personal consuwmptimportant national goals are
achieved through early education and care, in qdati, a significant contribution to the
health, development and learning of a nation’sdehit. If this is the case, it is appropriate for
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governments to intervene in the field, through fagdand quality control, particularly if the
benefits gained by society are greater than thes aosurred.
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSION: TOWARDS A DYNAMIC SOCIAL
MARKET

The experience of the OECD reviews suggests tlidhéomoment at least, a public, supply-
side investment model, managed by public authsribeings more uniform quality and better
coverage of child populations (1-6 years) than paseibsidy models. The more uneven
guality in marketized systems may be due to weakgulation of private provision, the
predominance of family day care, and to the rehm#aof private providers to employ
sufficient numbers of highly qualified stafflt may also be caused by the newness of parent
subsidy models, and the relative inexperience afiagtrations in dealing with marketized
childcare services.

The 2004 evaluation of the Swedish ECEC system avaldo suggest that variability in
guality may come from displacing management corfirmin central government towards
municipalities or parents. Direct or earmarked fogdfrom the centre allows more direct
control and steering by government. Governmentatrobcan be weakened by block grant
systems that do not earmark funds for educationgdgses (the case of Sweden), leaving it
to municipalities to decide what and how to fundoBlund et al. 20043 A fortiori, the
stratagem of directly funding parents, while poétly attractive, may further weaken
governmental steering of the early childhood field.

Whatever the reason, the OEG&Earting Strongeviews suggest that direct public funding of
services brings, in the majority of countries reweel, more effective control, advantages of
scale®better national quality, more effective training fducators and a higher degree of
equity in access and participation than consumiesidy models. The comparison is striking
when the organization of public early educationenayally a public education responsibility
— is compared with that of childcare. A similarfdience in coverage and quality is also
apparent, when marketized childcare models are acedpwith the predominantly public

service model of the Nordic countries. The expexeaf Finland, Norway and Sweden also
suggests that a public service model can accommoplitate providers when they are
properly contracted, regulated and supported byiptunding.

In the liberal economies, further thinking about fllace of the market in essential personal
services seems to be needed, and in particuldectieih on a central issue: Can a market-

$Quality in services depends to a great extent enafhility to retain experienced, certified stafhi§ can be
difficult if salaries are pushed down.

3 The argument in favour of decentralization of EClB&nagement is strong (see Chapter 2): Decentiializa
greatly strengthens administrative capacity aceossuntry, is (in principle) more sensitive to Ibocaed and
corresponds better to contemporary notions of deatioc participation. Weaknesses appear when local
authorities cater primarily for majority interestogps at local level and neglect state goals faritgcand
quality. As shown in the Swedish evaluation abdbhe, OECD review of Hungary called attention to such
weaknesses at municipal level in Hungary.

%To be distinguished from economies of scale. Sdoog,rather few economies of scale can be achieved
through the purchase of supplies in public ECEQesys, but these economies are minor. Most expeaeditu
ECEC is devoted to salaries (about 70 per centyaAthges of scale can be considerable, howevelicPub
systems make it easier to enforce regulations, @tpgducators, monitor quality and communicate good
practice within the system.
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based approach effectively reform health and educatervices or are we really talking
about better forms of governmental organization amamhagement for these very large
systems? At least, in the early childhood field,umnegulated market approach seems to be
insufficient in terms of equity and efficiency, #se timespan to eliminate poor-quality
providers takes much longer than the few yearsatatild will be present in these services.
As in other markets, government intervention is gnpstified in the case of market failure,
which, in fact, occurs frequently in marketizedldbare systems. Ball and Vincent conclude,
for example, that the childcare market in the Whkéngdom“does not work as markets are
meant to do; it does not guarantee quality or &ficy, and in fact dispenses services in a
highly inequitable fashidn(Ball and Vincent 2005). In sum, despite theaattions of lower
public spending and more rapid service provisioought by marketization, governments
need to fund, supervise and regulate private pessidif quality for all young children,
including children with special and/or additionakining needs is to be maintained. The
evidence from cost-benefit analyses does not itglitidat any expenditure will generate
benefits greater than costs, but rather that thefiteto-cost ratio is greatly influenced by the
guality of services provided (Lamb 1998).

That being said, the benefits of greater choice aratket innovation should not be
overlooked. In this regard, the relative stagnatbsome public ECEC systems, in terms of
creativity and development, needs to be examir@mdexXample, the unfavourable child:staff
ratios for children 3-6 years that are maintained@vernment-run early education systems
or the lack of renewal of pedagogical approacheghEr research is needed on how to create
effectivesocial marketsthat is, networks of mixed provision in which a@eand innovation
exist, while maintaining equity and a sense ofarati and community responsibility for
essential services. Widely different levels of fnasing power may be acceptable in the case
of commaodities or personal convenience, but in dgames, a strong degree of equity and
social solidarity is also desirable in the fieldguablic health and education.
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