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FOREWORD

Foreword

Background to the OECD thematic review

The Thematic Review of Early Childhood Education and Care Policy was launched by the
OECD Education Committee® in March 1998. The impetus for the early childhood project came from the
1996 Education Ministerial meeting on Making Lifelong Learning a Reality for All. In their
communiqué, the education ministers assigned a high priority to the goal of improving access to and
quality in early childhood education and care (ECEC). From the perspective of the Education Committee,
the rationale for the review was to strengthen the foundations of lifelong learning. Not only was the
provision of care and education for young children considered as necessary to ensure the access of
women to the labour market but increasingly, early development was seen as the foundation stage of
human learning and development. When sustained by effective fiscal, social and employment
measures in support of parents and communities, early childhood programming would help to provide
a fair start in life for all children, and contribute to educational equity and social integration.

At the 1998 meeting, twelve countries — Australia, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland,
Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States —
volunteered to launch reviews of their ECEC policies and services. Between 1998 and 2000, OECD review
teams conducted Visits to the twelve participating countries.> The reviews of these countries, combined
with careful consultation of the national ECEC policy co-ordinators in the participating countries, formed
the basis of a comparative report published by the OECD Secretariat, entitled Starting Strong: Early
Childhood Education and Care (OECD, 2001). The publication was released on 13-15 June 2001 at
an international conference in Stockholm, hosted by the Swedish Ministry of Education and Science.

In order to enlarge the scope of the review, the OECD Education Committee authorised a second
round of reviews in November 2001. Eight more countries joined this round: Austria, Canada,
France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Korea and Mexico. The second round of reviewing began in
Autumn 2002 and ended in Winter 2004. In parallel, a series of four thematic workshops were
organised by the Secretariat for the national ECEC co-ordinators on topics important for national
policy making, viz. financing, curriculum and pedagogy, data needs, and early education for minority
and low-income children. In sum, over the six-year period, 1998-2004, some 20 countries have
participated in country reviews, and 24 countries in the workshops organised on ECEC policy issues.
These countries provide a diverse range of social, economic and political contexts, as well as varied
policy approaches towards the education and care of young children.

Purpose and content of the report

The first comparative report, Starting Strong (OECD, 2001), identified eight key elements of
successful ECEC policy that had emerged after examination of the ECEC policies and services of the
first twelve countries reviewed. The key elements were:

e A systemic and integrated approach to ECEC policy.

e A strong and equal partnership with the education system.
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e A universal approach to access, with particular attention to children in need of special support.

Substantial public investment in services and the infrastructure.

A participatory approach to quality improvement and assurance.

Appropriate training and working conditions for staff in all forms of provision.

Systematic attention to data collectionandmonitoring.

A stable framework and long-term agenda for research and evaluation.

These elements are reviewed in the present text from Chapter 2 to Chapter 9 with the purpose
of examining the progress made in these areas by the countries participating in the review. The
research from the second round strongly endorses the eight elements as a framework for policy in the
ECEC field. The new country reviews provide further evidence of the centrality of these elements in
policy making, and offer new examples of specific policy initiatives adopted by countries in these
areas. In the present volume, several policy areas are explored more deeply: the governance of ECEC
systems; the impact of financing approaches on quality; and contrasting pedagogical approaches. As
in Starting Strong (OECD, 2001), the present report also outlines some of the contextual factors
influencing ECEC policy, in particular, the growing need to safeguard equality of opportunity for
women when organising ECEC services (Chapter 1). The concluding Chapter 10 proposes ten policy
areas for consideration by governments:

1. To attend to the social context of early childhood development.

2. To place well-being, early development and learning at the core of ECEC work, while respecting
the child’s agency and natural learning strategies.

To create the governance structures necessary for system accountability and quality assurance.

4. To develop with the stakeholders broad guidelines and curricular standards for all ECEC
services.

5. To base public funding estimates for ECEC on achieving quality pedagogical goals.

6. To reduce child poverty and exclusion through upstream fiscal, social and labour policies, and to
increase resources within universal programmes for children with diverse learning rights.

7. To encourage family and community involuement in early childhood services.
8. To improve the working conditions and professional education of ECEC staff.
9. To provide freedom, funding and support to early childhood services.

10. To aspire to ECEC systems that support broad learning, participation and democracy.

Notes

1. The OECD Education Committee is a forum for the Education Ministries of the OECD countries. The
Committee meets at OECD headquarters twice a year to discuss education policy and issues.

2. A more detailed description of the review’s objectives, analytical framework, and methodology is
provided in OECD, “Early Childhood Education and Care Policy: Proposal for a Thematic Review:
Major Issues, Analytical Framework, and Operating Procedures” (1998, Paris). Information on the
visits and the reports from the review can be viewed on the project Web site: www.oecd.org/edu/
earlychildhood.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

The provision of quality early childhood education and care (ECEC) has remained firmly on
government agendas in recent years. Public awareness of gaps in provision and of
insufficient quality in services has moved the issue of child care and after-school care onto
electoral agendas in many countries. There is a growing recognition that early access to
ECEC provides young children, particularly from low-income and second-language groups,
with a good start in life.

Twelve countries volunteered to participate in the first round of the review between 1998
and 2000. Recognising the value of the review and the quality of the recommendations
produced in the first report, the OECD Education Committee authorised a second review in
which eight countries participated. Both rounds of the review have taken a broad and
holistic approach that considers how policies, services, families, and communities can
support young children’s early development and learning.

Chapter 1 - Why countries invest in ECEC

12

Among the immediate factors turning governmental attention to ECEC issues are: the wish
to increase women’s labour market participation; to reconcile work and family
responsibilities on a basis more equitable for women; to confront the demographic
challenges faced by OECD countries (in particular falling fertility rates and the general
ageing of populations); and the need to address issues of child poverty and educational
disadvantage. Because economic prosperity depends on maintaining a high employment/
population ratio, the wish to bring more women into the labour market has been a key
driver of government interest in expanding ECEC services. European governments, in
particular, have put into place family and child care policies to help couples to have
children and assist parents to combine work and family responsibilities. Another factor
driving government interest in ECEC is immigration. Immigration makes a strong
contribution to economies but can also raise challenges in the labour, social and education
fields. Immigrant parents may not easily find work, child and family poverty rates may rise
(between 1995 and 2001, child poverty rates increased or remained stationary in 17 out of
24 OECD countries for which data are available), and immigrant children can encounter
difficulties in education. Comprehensive ECEC services help to integrate families with
young children. They provide child health, referral and other services, and contribute
greatly to preparing young children for school. Support for the view that early childhood
education and care should be seen as a public good is growing, and has received a strong
impetus from the research of education economists.
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Chapter 2 — A systemic and integrated approach
to ECEC policy

Chapter 2 examines five challenges in the domain of ECEC policy-making and service
co-ordination: ensuring co-ordinated policy development at central level; appointing a lead
ministry; the co-ordination of central and decentralised levels; the adoption of a
collaborative and participatory approach to reform; and forging links across services,
professionals, and parents at local level. Where co-ordination at central level is concerned,
the chapter notes the complexity of policy-making in the early childhood field. ECEC
policy is concerned not only with providing education and care to young children but it is
also linked with issues of women’s employment and equality of opportunity; child
development and child poverty issues; labour market supply; health, social welfare and
later education.

Two co-ordination strategies examined in Starting Strong II are the creation of inter-
departmental co-ordination bodies and/or the appointment of a lead government ministry or
agency. The study notes that co-ordinating mechanisms can work well when they are
established for a specific purpose. ECEC policy-making has become a shared responsibility
in many OECD countries between national and local governments. A positive consequence
of decentralisation has been the integration of early education and care services at local
level, along with greater sensitivity to local needs. Decentralisation can also raise
challenges. Experience from the OECD reviews suggests that devolution of powers and
responsibilities may widen differences of access and quality between regions. In the
devolution process, it seems important to ensure that early childhood services are part of
a well-conceptualised national policy, with, on the one hand, devolved powers to local
authorities and, on the other, a national approach to goal setting, legislation and
regulation, financing, staffing criteria, and programme standards.

Chapter 3 - A strong and equal partnership
with the education system

Research suggests that a more unified approach to learning should be adopted in both the
early childhood education and the primary school systems, and that attention should be
given to transition challenges faced by young children as they enter school. The search for
a more unified approach has generated different policy options. France and the English-
speaking world have adopted a “readiness for school” approach, which although defined
broadly focuses in practice on cognitive development in the early years, and the acquisition
of a range of knowledge, skills and dispositions. A disadvantage inherent in this approach
is the use of programmes and approaches that are poorly suited to the psychology and
natural learning strategies of young children. In countries inheriting a social pedagogy
tradition (Nordic and Central European countries), the kindergarten years are seen as a
broad preparation for life and the foundation stage of lifelong learning. Facilitating
transitions for children is a policy challenge in all systems.! Transitions for children are
generally a stimulus to growth and development, but if too abrupt and handled without
care, they carry — particularly for young children - the risk of regression and failure.
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Chapter 4 — A universal approach to access,
with particular attention to children in need
of special support

Universal access does not necessarily entail achieving full coverage, as there are variations
in demand for ECEC at different ages and in different family circumstances. Rather, it
implies making access available to all children whose parents wish them to participate. A
universal approach to access is contrasted with a targeted approach to ECEC, whereby a
government provides public funding primarily to programmes for chosen groups of
children. Chapter 4 outlines the complexity of the notion of access and provides a rationale
for universal and appropriate access. The chapter also addresses the field of out-of-school
care, and the efforts being made by countries to increase provision. Some of the major
tables and figures in the report are provided in this chapter: main institutional forms of
ECEC; enrolment rates of 3- to 6-year-olds in ECEC services; entitlements to ECEC provision
across OECD countries; percentage of 0- to 3-year-olds using licensed services; maternity,
paternity and parental leave policies.

Chapter 5 - Substantial public investment
in services and the infrastructure

Chapter 5 explores the critical issue of public investment in services for young children. A
few countries with comparatively low public expenditure on children’s services in the past
have increased spending significantly over the past years. Yet, according to expert evidence
indicating what should be spent per child in a quality programme, OECD countries — with
the exception of the Nordic countries - are under-spending on ECEC services.? The chapter
further examines how countries fund ECEC services, discussing whether the modality of
funding used - in particular, direct funding to services versus subsidies to parents — has an
impact on overall quality. The evidence suggests that direct public funding of services
brings more effective governmental steering of early childhood services, advantages of
scale, better national quality, more effective training for educators and a higher degree of
equity in access compared with parent subsidy models.

Chapter 6 — A participatory approach to quality
improvement and assurance

Chapter 6 examines both regulation and approaches to quality. In many OECD countries,
the level of regulation of services for children under 3 gives rise for concern: much of the
child care sector is private and unregulated, with staff training and pedagogical
programming being particularly weak. In the early education sector, the basic structural
standards, such as adequate premises and space for children; child-staff ratios; curriculum
frameworks; adequate professional education and certification of staff, etc., are generally
respected, but with variations in practice, in particular in regard to child-staff ratios.
Parental involvement is generally organised but at different levels of engagement. The
chapter also examines the issue of pedagogical frameworks and curriculum development.
Two different approaches to curriculum can be identified: the early education approach
and the social pedagogy approach. Features of both approaches are compared with respect
to a number of criteria. In summary, the early education tradition generally results in a
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more centralising and academic approach to curriculum content and methodology, while
pedagogical frameworks in the social pedagogy tradition remain more local, child-centred
and holistic.

Chapter 7 — Appropriate training and working
conditions for ECEC staff

Chapter 7 reviews the situation of staff and levels of training in ECEC across the countries
covered, and highlights new thinking about the types of skills that are most appropriate in
early childhood education. The picture is mixed, with acceptable professional education
standards being recorded in the Nordic countries but only in early education in most other
countries. In all countries, considerable gender and diversity imbalances exist within the
profession. The report also notes that levels of in-service training vary greatly across
countries and between the education and child care sectors. Because of under-funding,
many of the private, community or voluntary bodies that are part of mixed market systems
are unable to provide regular in-service training and/or non-contact time for staff to
improve their pedagogical practice.

Figures from various countries reveal a wide pay gap between child care staff and teachers,
with child care staff in most countries being poorly trained and paid around minimum wage
levels. Not surprisingly, staff turnover in the child care sector is high. Strategies to recruit a
mixed-gender, diverse workforce are discussed. Despite good intentions, most countries fail
to recruit either sufficient numbers of men or staff from minority communities into ECEC
services. Some excellent inclusive programmes exist in the countries reviewed but
programmes tend to remain isolated and seldom go to scale across the system.

Chapter 8 - Systematic attention to data collection
and monitoring

For ECEC policy to be well informed and realistic, administrations need to organise data
collection and monitoring in the ECEC field more energetically. More rational policy-making
can be ensured if core early childhood fields are covered annually, e.g. the demand, supply and
utilisation of ECEC places; the volume and allocation of public financing; the socio-economic
status of the children in and outside services; the recruitment and training levels of staff; the
quality standards in place; and other aspects of service delivery that periodically need analysis.
The difficulties of data collection in the ECEC field stem to some extent from the newness of
the field. The large scale information systems on population, households, social policy or
education that are routinely managed by national statistical bureaus were not initially set up
to deliver the kinds of data needed to advance ECEC policy and provision.

Chapter 9 — A stable framework and long-term
agenda for research and evaluation

Starting Strong recommended that governments should provide sustained support to
research on key policy goals. National research agendas should also be expanded to include
disciplines and methods that are currently under-represented. A range of strategies to
disseminate research findings to diverse audiences should also be explored. In all these
areas, progress has been made. Areas of research are also expanding, and Chapter 9 notes
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renewed interest in qualitative research, e.g. in gender and socio-cultural investigations,
diversity studies, gender and post-modernist analyses, participant observation and child
research. Chapter 9 also outlines some of the more common types of research undertaken,
although the research methodologies and themes can vary greatly from country to country
and within each type of research.

Chapter 10 — Concluding policy observations

16

The final chapter proposes ten policy options areas for consideration by governments and
the major ECEC stakeholders:

e To attend to the social context of early childhood development: Early childhood policy makers
can organise children’s services in a manner that serves important social and economic
objectives, such as, ensuring labour supply, equality of opportunity for women, family
well-being and social inclusion. Well-organised services will support parents in child-
rearing, provide opportunity to women to work and help to include low-income and
immigrant families in the community and society. The ministry-in-charge should forge
a broad but realistic vision of early childhood services to which all relevant ministries,
local authorities and parents can subscribe.

e To place well-being, early development and learning at the core of ECEC work, while respecting the
child’s agency and natural learning strategies: Children’s well-being and learning are core
goals of early childhood services, but services for children under 3 have often been seen
as an adjunct to labour market policies, with infants and toddlers assigned to services
with weak developmental agendas. In parallel, early education services have often
placed children 3 to 6 years old in pre-primary classes, characterised by high child-staff
ratios, teachers without early childhood certification, poor learning environments, and
the quasi-absence of care personnel. A challenge exists in many countries to focus more
on the child, and to show greater understanding of the specific developmental tasks and
learning strategies of young children.

e To create the governance structures necessary for system accountability and quality assurance:
Examples of necessary governance structures are: strong policy units with wide
expertise; a data collection and monitoring office; an evaluation agency; a training
authority; an inspection or pedagogical advisory corps, etc. Some of these structures
tend to be absent in ECEC systems, including, in many countries, a national ECEC
research council. Strong investment in research, data collection and monitoring is
needed to ensure well-informed policy making, system reform and the development of
a comprehensive provision structure.

e To develop with the stakeholders broad guidelines and curricular standards for all ECEC services:
Guiding frameworks help to promote a more even level of quality across age groups and
provision; to guide and support professional staff; and to facilitate communication
between staff and parents. Frameworks gain in effectiveness when co-constructed with
the main stakeholders. In general, they propose broad pedagogical orientations rather
than detailing what should be taught; and identify goals in all areas of development. Two
pedagogical approaches seem particularly important for the well-being and learning of
children: a focus on the agency of the child, including respect for the child’s natural
learning strategies; and the extensive use of listening, project work and documentation
in work with young children.
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e To base public funding estimates on achieving quality pedagogical goals: Public investment per
child in early education ranges from significantly less to roughly equal the investment per
child in primary school, although young children need more staff than older children, and
generally spend longer hours in services. According to reliable cost estimates, most
countries need to double annual investment per child to ensure acceptable child-staff
ratios and highly qualified staff. In well-functioning systems, governments develop clear
and consistent strategies for efficiently allocating resources, including investment in long-
term planning and quality initiatives. Investment should be directed towards achieving
high quality pedagogical goals, rather than the simple creation of places.

e To reduce child poverty and exclusion through upstream fiscal, social and labour policies, and to
increase resources within universal programmes for children with diverse learning rights: Early
childhood services are particularly important for children with diverse learning rights,
whether these stem from physical, mental or sensory disabilities or from socio-
economic disadvantage. However, programmes for their benefit are often irregular,
under-funded and non-inclusive. Research suggests that inclusion in universal
programmes may be the most effective approach to these children and their families,
and that successful inclusion requires enhanced funding, low child-staff ratios,
specialist staff and well-planned pedagogies. Targeted programmes segregate, may
stigmatise and generally fail to provide for many of the children eligible for special
programmes. International data show that child poverty is growing in several OECD
countries. For governments to put much effort and investment into targeted early
childhood programming - dedicated to assisting young children from disadvantaged
backgrounds - while at the same time, doing little to stem the reproduction of family
poverty indicates a failure of integrated policy-making.

e To encourage family and community involvement in early childhood services: Families play a
central nurturing and educational role in their children’s lives, particularly in the early
childhood period. They should be assisted by early childhood centres and staff to
support their children’s development and learning. The continuity of children’s
experience across environments is greatly enhanced when parents and staff members
exchange information regularly and adopt consistent approaches to socialisation, daily
routines, child development and learning. Community involvement in the pre-school is
important, not only for providing expanded services and referrals where necessary, but
also as a space for partnership and the participation of parents.

e To improve the working conditions and professional education of ECEC staff: Attention to the
level of recruitment of early childhood workers, their professional education and work
conditions is key to quality services. In several countries, such attention is also critical
for workforce development and the long-term sustainability of recruitment into early
childhood services. A number of weaknesses in staff policies emerged from the OECD
reviews: low recruitment and pay levels, particularly in child care services; a lack of
certification in early childhood pedagogy in pre-primary education systems; the
feminisation of the workforce; and the failure of pedagogical teams to reflect the
diversity of the neighbourhoods they serve.

e To provide autonomy, funding and support to early childhood services: Once goals and
programme standards for early childhood services have been decided in the national
framework documents, educators and services should have the autonomy to plan, and
to choose or create curricula that they find appropriate for the children in their care. An
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independent budget and freedom to achieve national outcomes allow well-trained staff
to take responsibility for the pedagogical choices that appropriately serve the children in
their care. Ministry support of participatory approaches to quality development, such as
documentation, can raise staff understanding and motivation.

e To aspire to ECEC systems that support broad learning, participation and democracy: It is
important that wider societal interests are reflected in early childhood systems,
including respect for children’s rights, diversity and enhanced access for children with
special and additional learning needs. At centre level, touchstones of a democratic
approach will be to extend the agency of the child and to support the basic right of
parents to be involved in the education of their children. In this approach, the early
childhood centre becomes a space where the intrinsic value of each person is
recognised, where democratic participation is promoted, as well as respect for our
shared environment. Learning to be, learning to do, learning to learn and learning to live
together should be considered as critical elements in the journey of each child toward
human and social development.

Notes

1. For a review of approaches to transition in different countries see Petriwskyj, Thorpe and Tayler,
2005, “Trends in the Construction of Transition to School in Three Western Regions, 1990-2004”,
International Journal of Early Years Education, Vol. 13(1), pp. 55-69.

2. Estimates by Kagan and Rigby (“Policy Matters: Setting and Measuring Benchmarks for State
Policies. Improving the Readiness of Children for School. A Discussion Paper”, Center for the Study
of Social Policy, 2003, Washington DC), Head Start, the New York Committee for Economic
Development; and evidence from Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden place expenditure per
child in a quality programme from about USD 5 000 per child in a half-day, academic year
programme, and between USD 10 000 to USD 15 000 per infant/toddler in a full-day, full year
(11 months) programme.
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Chapter 1

Why Countries Invest in Early
Childhood Education and Care

Chapter 1 explores why early childhood education and care (ECEC) has become a
central issue for governments in many countries. In recent decades, economic
development and rapid social change across the OECD countries have transformed
traditional family and child-rearing patterns. Although investments in ECEC
services have been influenced by the importance of child development and by seeing
young children as citizens with their own rights and needs, broader social and
economic factors have generally directed government attention to ECEC issues.
Through investing in ECEC, governments have aimed: to increase women’s labour
market participation; to reconcile work and family responsibilities on a more
equitable basis for women; to investigate the growing demographic challenges faced
by OECD countries, in particular, in the European and the Asian countries reviewed;
and finally, to address issues of child poverty and educational disadvantage. The
chapter concludes with a discussion as to why countries should consider ECEC a
public good, on a par with public education.




1. WHY COUNTRIES INVEST IN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE

A central issue for OECD governments in relation to early childhood funding is not
whether to invest, but how much and at what level. What measure of public funding and
support should governments provide to families with young children in their jurisdiction?
What are the services outside the home that need to be created? What is the adequate level
of public funding, taking into account the present climate of controlled public spending?
Can new sources of funding be created to finance early childhood services at a level
consistent with quality and social equity? Should governments be involved in regulating
and mapping services? These are some of the questions being debated across all the OECD
countries, marking a profound change from the orthodoxy prevailing in the immediate
post-war period. Societies at that time saw the development and socialisation of the child
almost entirely in terms of mother-child attachment, within the context of the male bread-
winner family model. Child care was essentially home care by mothers, with some
marginal use of informal care through other family members or neighbours (Tizard, 1986).
This model of child-rearing has now lost its dominant position in the face of four broad
contextual challenges:

e The rise of the service economy and the influx of women into salaried employment.

e The necessary reconciliation of work and family responsibilities in a manner more
equitable for women.

e The demographic challenges of falling fertility and increased immigration, particularly
in European countries.

e The need to break the cycle of poverty and inequality that begins in early childhood.

1. The rise of the service economy and the influx of women into salaried
employment

Women have been entering salaried employment in ever greater numbers since
the 1970s. This change in labour patterns has been reinforced by a transformation of the
industrial countries into service- and knowledge-based economies that require a high
population/employment ratio if growth and prosperity are to be maintained (see
Figure 1.1). Today, women are needed in the labour market to respond to this requirement,
even more so as their higher educational achievement and their relatively lower pay levels
make them key contributors to national economies (see Box 1.1). A recent British appraisal
shows, for example, that women’s work now accounts for 30% of GDP in the United
Kingdom (in Denmark and Sweden around 40%), not including unpaid work in the home
(Department for Education and Skills [DfES], 2004). The average female participation rate in
the G7 economies in 2003 was 66.4% — an 8% increase since 1993.

In several OECD countries, over 75% of women between the ages of 25-54 are now in
the labour market. Such significant employment of women has a major impact on modes
of child-rearing. It is widely recognised that when a certain level of female participation
in the formal labour market is reached (generally from 50% upwards), private solutions to
meeting child care needs become insufficient. Parents or other family members are
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Figure 1.1. Employment/population ratio of 25- to 34-year-old women and men
in OECD countries, 1980 and 2004
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Source: OECD labour force statistics database, 2005.

Box 1.1. Economic growth in Ireland

Between 1993 and 2003, Ireland’s gross domestic product (GDP) increased by 7.8%
annually, the highest rate of growth of any OECD country in this period (OECD, 2004d). In
these years, the total number of adults in employment grew by 51% (CSO, 2004). Increases
in labour demand were met through falling unemployment levels, labour immigration,
and substantial increases in female employment. Between 1997 and 2004, the numbers of
women in work increased by 48.5% (from 539 700 to 801 700). Part-time employment
amongst women more than doubled in this period (from 124 600 to 251 900) and the
number of women in full-time employment, increased by almost a third (from 415 200 to
549 800). Although GDP growth has since slowed to 5% per annum, the dynamism of the
economy continues with 87 000 new jobs created in 2005.

The change in female participation in the formal Irish economy is due also to women’s
increased educational levels and higher individual expectations. Many women gained in
economic independence and social status during this period. Nevertheless, all groups have
not shared the advance: many women, and consequently children, continue to experience
poverty. While improvements in access to education, training and employment
opportunities are accepted as primary routes out of social exclusion, there is, in parallel, a
growing acknowledgement that public investment in affordable, quality child care is also
an essential strategy in facilitating access to work.

Such changes have been complemented by an increased awareness in Irish society around
the issues of citizenship and rights. Two important United Nations Conventions were ratified
and transposed into Irish law: the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of
Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) in 1985 and the Convention on the Rights of the
Child (CRC) in 1992. There is an acknowledgement that children had been seen traditionally
“in terms of their status within families, rather than as individuals in their own right” (CPA,
2005, p. 20). The awareness is leading to a commitment to ensure that policies and provision
become appropriate to the needs of children in a rapidly changing society.

Source: National Women'’s Council of Ireland, 2005.
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themselves working, and informal child-minding solutions are unsatisfactory because of
quality concerns, shortages and instability (American Business Roundtable, 2003; Dy-Hammer
et al., 2001).

Such changes in female employment patterns have been a driving force behind child
care policies in many countries. However, approaching ECEC from a female labour market
perspective is not without its risks. Firstly, children may be seen as an obstacle to women’s
work, with child care considered as a necessary evil. For this reason, Starting Strong places
“education” before “care” in the acronym ECEC - the child’s right to development and
education being considered a priority in all services organised for young children. A second
risk is to reinforce the association between child-rearing and women, as if the rearing of
children was unrelated to male patterns of employment or the general organisation of work
in our societies. Some of the solutions to child-rearing currently on offer bear witness
to traditional gendering, e.g. the stimulation of part-time work for women, even of
“non-regular” employment devoid of social protection. According to a survey by the
European Foundation, the majority of women with young children in Europe would prefer
a quality child care solution with a full-time job if they had access to one (European
Foundation, 2003). Part-time work also raises an important equality issue. In several
countries, part-time employment has become the reserve of women (see Figure 1.2), and if
prolonged during the child-rearing years has a significant impact on women’s careers,
pensions and life-course earnings (Glass and Estes, 1997). In addition, much part-time
work for women is “non-regular” or “marginal” (Austria, Korea, the United Kingdom, the
United States amongst others), that is, consisting of part-time jobs that are casual and paid
on a cash basis. In the service economy, much of this work does not enjoy a contractual
status, and is not covered by social security. In sum, if women with young children are to

Figure 1.2. Female part-time and full-time employment as proportion
of total female employment, 2004!
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1. Part-time employment refers to persons who usually work less than 30 hours per week in their main job. Data
include only persons declaring usual hours. Because of its non-contractual nature, the “marginal” or “non-
regular” work mentioned in the text is not covered in these official figures.

2. Data are based on actual hours worked.

3. Part-time employment based on hours worked at all jobs.

4. Data are for wage and salary workers only. Part-time work on a casual is not included.

Source: OECD (2005c).
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reconcile satisfactorily family responsibilities and equality of opportunity, public
authorities need to examine labour market patterns, while providing or stimulating
reliable professional child care services. Further, equity! between the genders requires that
child care or domestic work should not be confined to the responsibility of women alone.

2. Reconciling work and family responsibilities in a manner more equitable
for women

In the literature and research on the topic of equal opportunity, three important
challenges still exist for women in contemporary societies: the reconciliation of
motherhood with a working career; equal opportunity in work; and a more equitable
sharing of child-rearing and domestic tasks.

Reconciling motherhood with a working career

According to Esping-Andersen et al. (2002), “the compatibility of motherhood and
careers is contingent on the nature of institutional support”, in particular, on public
support for parental leave, the provision of early childhood services and the availability of
family-friendly jobs.

Public support for parental leave

Remunerated parental leave has become an important element in family and labour
policy in most OECD countries. Leave was initially conceived as maternity leave, important
for the health of mothers and infants. Research shows that one-to-one care of babies
during the first year of life develops their sense of attachment, and contributes to their
emotional and language development (Tanaka, 2005). There is evidence too of the value
and importance of male involvement in the care of children (Cabrera et al., 2000; McBride
and Rane, 1997). In most European countries,? leave includes a maternity leave of at least
15 weeks, followed by a period of parental leave varying in length from 3 months to about
a year, on an adequate replacement wage or benefit, with the guarantee of returning to the
same or a similar position at work. When the leave period is legally protected and
remunerated, a real choice is provided to parents to care for their child at home, without
excessive penalty to the family budget or to women’s work careers.

Parental leave is a practical solution to a child-rearing challenge that the present
organisation of economies and labour markets raises.> The policy has both positive and
negative aspects. Countries such as Norway and Sweden (joined most recently by Canada
and the United Kingdom) have taken the view that remunerated parental leave of about a
year is an equitable solution good for the health, well-being and psychological needs of
infants and mothers; helpful to parents, who continue to be remunerated during the
period, and who preserve at the same time pension rights and attachment to the labour
market; and supportive of wider family stability and task-sharing, when men are included
progressively into the parental leave field and the care of young children. However,
less satisfactory for women is parental leave considered or named as maternity leave
(reinforcing the idea that the care of children is a woman'’s responsibility only); or long
parental leaves either unpaid or considered as unemployment benefit. Long leaves from
employment tend to break the career patterns of women, leaving them with lower
pensions and possible financial difficulties when they have dependent children, e.g. in
cases of separation or divorce.
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How do countries compare with regard to parental leave measures?

Within the European Union, countries are obliged to follow the 1996 European Council
directive obliging States to introduce legislation enabling parents to care full-time for their
child over a minimum period of three months. However, there are many different approaches
in terms of eligibility for leave, leave duration, wage replacement levels and job protection.
Table 1.1 provides an overview of the duration of parental leave measures in force in the OECD
countries.

Table 1.1. Provision of statutory leave entitlements in selected OECD countries

Mgternity leave Pgternity leave Pgrental leave pol’?—t:elltal Leave for sick children
in months in months in months
leave
Australia V' Statutory but unpaid x 3 12 F 12 (0) x
Austria VA 35 x VA 22 F 24 (24*) NV 05
Belgium VA 35 NV 05 VA 6 | 9.5 (9.5) y 05
Canada’ VA 35 N <05 VA 85 F 12 (11.5) N
Denmark VA 4 A 05 VA 75 F 10.5 (10.5) x
Finland VA 4 VA 1 VA 6 F 36 (36) y
France VA 35 A 05 VA 33 F 36 (36%)2 \ <05
Germany VA 35 x VA 34 F 36 (24)° A 1
Hungary VA 55 x VAN 3154 36 (36) V4
Ireland R 45 x N 6.5 | 124 VY <05
Italy VA 45 x VA 10° | 12.5 (12.5) V5
Netherlands VA 35 VA <05 \ 6 I 8.5 (2.5) VA 0.5
Norway VA 2 \ 05 VA 10 F/l 115 (11.5) V8
Portugal VY 55 AR 1 \ 6 I 11.5 (5.5) AR 1.5
Sweden VA 0.5 SRR 16 F/l NN
United Kingdom R 12 VY 05 N 5-60 | 18 6 ?
United States x8 x x 0 x

Key to reading this figure:

x —no statutory entitlement.

V - statutory entitlement but unpaid; vV - statutory entitlement, paid but either at low flat rate or earnings-related at less than
50% of earnings or not universal or for less than the full period of leave; V¥V V - statutory entitlement, paid to all parents at
more than 50% of earnings (in most cases up to a maximum ceiling). * indicates the payment is made to all parents with a
young child whether or not they are taking leave. ? - indicates length of leave unstated.

Unbracketed numbers for each leave column indicate total length of leave in months (to nearest month); bracketed
numbers in “total post-natal leave” column indicate length of leave which receives some payment.

Parental leave: F = family entitlement; I = individual entitlement; F/I= some period of family entitlement and some period
of individual entitlement.

1. There are differences in length of leave between Provinces and Territories; three Provinces allow 3-5 days of unpaid leave to
care for members of immediate family. The federal Budget 2001 increased to two years the time parents can claim maternity
and parental benefits when a child is hospitalised for an extended period following birth or adoption; and extends special
benefit for maternity for up to 65 weeks in certain cases.

2. Paid to parents with one child for 6 months only after the end of maternity leave.

Payment after maternity leave until child is 2 years and means tested.

4. For insured parents, leave is paid at 70% of earnings until child’s 2nd birthday, then at flat rate; only mother is entitled to
use in child’s first year. Leave for sick children varies according to child’s age from unlimited (child under 1) to 14 days for a
child aged 6 to 12 years.

5. Six months per parent, but total leave per family cannot exceed 10 months. Leave for a sick child is unlimited for a child
under 3, 5 days per parent for a child aged 3 to 8 years.

6. Ten days per parent if one child under 12 years; 15 days if 2 or more children. Extended rights to leave if chronically sick child.

7. 480 days of paid leave per family (divided between individual entitlements and family entitlement), 390 days at 90% of
earnings and 90 days at a low flat rate; each parent also entitled to 18 months unpaid leave. 60 days leave per year per child
to care for a sick child.

8. Parents may take up to 12 weeks unpaid leave for childbirth or the care of a child up to 12 months as part of the federal
Family and Medical Leave Act; employers with less than 50 employees are exempt. Five States and Puerto Rico provide some
benefit payments to parents missing work at around the time of childbirth.

Source: Deven and Moss (2005).

w
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Figure 1.3 on “effective” parental leave provision is based on work by the Dutch
researchers, Plantenga and Siegel (2004). Effective leave is computed by weighing the
duration of the legislated parental leave by the level of the replacement wage or benefit
offered. Because the level of the replacement wage presumably influences take-up, the
table provides an indication of the usefulness of the parental leave package to parents and
their probable use of leave. Effective leave ranges from a coefficient of 119 points in Sweden
to a low of 11 points in Ireland and the Netherlands. Some countries outside the European
Union are included in this figure, but it should be noted that unlike in the EU, parents in
these countries generally have no entitlement to leave, nor do they receive substantive
public benefits during leave taken. For this reason, the coefficient of 17 allocated to
Australia and the United States applies only to “best case” scenarios, as many Australian
and American parents do not benefit, in fact, from any parental leave. Korea is not included
in the table, as though a legal right to parental leave exists, work culture prevents most
women from taking leave, and many mothers simply resign their jobs. Canada with its
parental leave entitlement of 35 weeks and replacement monthly stipend of 55% of wages
(with an upper limit) is an exception. Canada also provides a Compassionate Care leave
benefit that allows for up to 6 weeks of paid leave for employees to care of a gravely ill
family member.

Figure 1.3. Effective parental leave provision

I Total parental leave (in weeks) [ Maternity leave (in weeks)
—A~ Effective parental leave (weighted by level of payment)

Weeks
250

Note: The degree of parental leave effectiveness is calculated by weighing the length of parental leave by the level of
payment. Effective parental leave = [(maternity leave in weeks - 14 weeks) * % payment benefit) + (total parental
leave in weeks * % payment benefit)].

1. Data taken from Cleveland and Krashinsky (2003).

Source: Deven and Moss (2005); Platenga and Siegel (2004).

The position of the Central European countries in the figure calls for some explanation.
Effective parental leave is strong in these countries (at least for employed parents), but the
provision of child care services is weak. In Austria and former West Germany, the reaction
against care of children outside the home was reinforced by the confrontation of ideologies
in post-war Europe. Maternalism* became the dominant practice in the central European
countries allied to the West, with low provision of services for 0- to 3-year-olds, and a long
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parental leave of two years in Austria (extendable to three years) and of three years in
Germany (extendable to six years). In the socialist republics under Soviet influence, child care
services were promoted to match high rates of female participation in the labour force. After
the transition from communist to democratic regimes in the early 1990s, funding to public
sector child care systems was significantly reduced in the Czech Republic and Hungary while
parental leave was extended. As a result, child care services in many municipalities simply
disappeared, and long parental (maternal) leave, lasting up to three years, has become the
rule. As was reported by OECD review teams, the current arrangement has the support of
women in these countries and suits the present configuration of the labour market. In the
long term, the arrangement may become unsatisfactory in light of negative demographic
trends and of future demands on labour supply, which may require improved population/
employment ratios, that is, the recruitment of more women to the labour market.

The position of the Netherlands - with a limited entitlement to a parental leave without
pay, for six months for both parents - is also interesting. Rather than invest in parental leave,
an attempt was made in the Netherlands during the 90s to provide more flexible work
arrangements for parents, allowing them to move towards an equal “two-times, three-
quarters” job pattern. In this arrangement, each member of a couple would work, in
principle, for three-quarters of the official working period, and so between them, be able to
provide parental care for their child(ren) on a half-time weekly basis. The reality has not lived
up to expectations, as men have been far less likely to reduce their hours of work. To some
extent, this is a rational economic decision, as the opportunity costs are greater for the
family budget when the male partner’s salary is foregone. Underlying the seeming rationality
is an acceptance in our societies that women should be earning less, and a series of decisions
made in this sense is likely to reinforce gender inequality even more. Because of the
differences between men’s and women'’s salaries, what was expected to be an equitable
sharing of child care responsibility has become in practice, a one-and-a-half times (or one-
and-a-quarter if calculated on the basis of earnings) job sharing pattern, with again women
taking on part-time work and making the sacrifice of salary, career and pensions in order to
rear the children. The participation of Dutch women in the labour market at 67% is higher
than the EU average, but not on a full-time basis: almost 60% of all women work part-time in
the Netherlands, with the part-time rate for women with young children reaching 64%. In
fact, of Dutch women with one or two children who are still in employment, 90% work part-
time compared to 53% of women without children (OECD Employment Outlook, 2002b).

The parental leave policies adopted in Sweden seem most successful in terms of
economic and gender equality criteria. Sweden leads in terms of effective leave (calculated
in terms of duration and salary compensation allocated to parents), and also in female
employment rates, which are among the highest in the world (see Figure 1.3 above).
However, as in other countries, parental leave is taken overwhelmingly by women. The
Swedish authorities have formulated specific policies to address the imbalance, and 35% of
fathers now take their full 6-month entitlement, a far higher rate than in other countries.
Research indicates that the period around childbirth is an important moment for the
bonding of male partners to their partners and offspring, and a period during which men
learn to share caring and household chores (Mezulis et al., 2004; Barclay and Lupton, 1999,
Dermott, 2001).
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Gender equality: equal access to work and equal opportunity in work

A second challenge for women is equal opportunity in work, which is dependant on a

number of conditions:

1.

2.
3.
4.

5.

Access to jobs on equal terms: Working women are still concentrated in lower-skilled
professions where atypical hours are more common. They are also, more likely to be in
part-time work (see Figure 1.4) that is precarious and poorly paid, e.g. in the Netherlands
(with relatively good job protection) and Australia. The present reality is that over three
times more women than men work part-time in OECD economies (OECD, 2005a).
According to the OECD Employment Outlook (2002b), the high incidence of part-time work
among women (about three times greater than among men) is a contributory factor to
the lower professional attainment of women in terms of salary and career position.

Figure 1.4. Part-time employment as proportion of total employment:
men and women, 2004'
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Part-time employment refers to persons who usually work less than 30 hours per week in their main job. Data
include only persons declaring usual hours. Marginal or non-regular work in which women form a large majority
is not included in this figure.

Data are based on actual hours worked.

Part-time employment based on hours worked at all jobs.

Data on population/employment ratios for the Netherlands is for the population aged 15-64, as opposed to the
total population.

Data are for wage and salaried workers only.

Source: OECD (2005c).

e Equal wages: Women still earn less than men in all OECD countries, whatever their level

of education. On average, women without upper secondary education obtain 60% of the
earnings of men with the same level of education. Women with upper secondary and
tertiary qualifications average 65% of equivalent male earnings (OECD, 2004a, Education
at a Glance, Table A11.1b). In addition, as the country profiles in Annex E show, women
take on part-time work far more frequently than their male partners. This weaker
attachment of women to the labour market brings in its wake, further inequality with
regard to pensions or when divorce with dependent children occurs.
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e Removal of tax penalties on a woman’s work linked to her partner’s earnings: Taxation policies
differ widely from country to country, but in some instances, the loss of benefits and
allowances or a punitive rate of tax removes the financial motivation for a second earner
to work.

e A subsidisation of the costs of child care: In many countries, the financial incentive for a
mother to continue in work may be removed by the excessive costs of child care. This is
most likely to happen in situations of government inattention or insufficient supply in
countries where providers are allowed to demand the full market price. Among the
countries reviewed, Ireland is an example as, on average, Irish parents pay more than
50% of the costs of child care. Without subsidisation or the capping of fees charged by
providers, many women in low and moderate income jobs are unable to access child care
of an acceptable level of quality.

e A more equal distribution of domestic and child-rearing tasks: Many women face the triple
challenge of employment, rearing their children and ensuring the greater part of
domestic work (on average in EU countries, over 80%). Without a more equal sharing of
household chores and child-rearing tasks, women cannot take on full-time work. With
the exception of the Nordic countries and the United States, male habits have barely
evolved since time surveys began.

e Parental leave and family-friendly work practices: During the pre- and post-maternity period,
parental leave and flexible work practices can help women to reconcile maternity and
work. Family-friendly workplace measures are mostly time-related, e.g. breast-feeding
periods, child-related emergency leave, school holiday adjusted leave, flexible hours,
part-time work, or even teleworking. Measures may also include, as in Austria, access to
family counselling services and measures to help re-integration after prolonged parental
leave absences. According to OECD studies, “Employers have good reason to provide such
measures as they motivate and increase the productivity of the existing workforce,
increase workforce flexibility to meet peak-time demand, attract and retain qualified
staff” (OECD, 2003a).

Access to jobs on equal terms

Within the workplace, equal opportunity is a question of basic justice and one that in
most OECD countries is increasingly subject to legal remedies. For this reason, many
advocates for more gender equality plead not for affirmative action in favour of women but
simply for gender neutrality (the absence of discrimination) in recruitment and in the
allocation of salaries, work and career advancement, welfare and pension outcomes.
Finding a better balance in these areas is not simply a women’s issue, but one that is
important for economic and social progress at societal level and children’s well-being at
family level. Women'’s employment has several multiplier effects: on the production side,
where women’s work adds to the stock of goods and services in modern economies; on the
consumption side where the growing contribution of women to household income
increases consumption; and on state budgets, where the taxation of women’s incomes
increase government revenues. At family level, a woman’s work may constitute the entire
family income, and in all households, contributes significantly to family income and
opportunities for children. In addition, in a context of population ageing and increasing
longevity in contemporary societies, long-term care and pensions can only be sustained if
high employment rates are maintained in the population eligible for work.
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To achieve equal opportunity for women in work is a complex challenge (see
Figure 1.5). Many discriminatory practices have their source in deep-seated societal views
about gender roles and the needs of young children - views that were incorporated into
labour and social legislation during the last century. In consequence, although open
discrimination against women is considered unacceptable, the world of work still
incorporates many systemic inequalities: workplaces that compensate women less for
equal work, or define jobs held by women as less valuable, or consider maternity and
family leave a nuisance. To improve the situation for women, both the Irish and Korean
government have established ministries of gender equality in their countries during the
past decade. The Korean ministry, for example, has had to challenge a strong male culture
in the labour market, which effectively disallows the use of parental leave (although the
statutory right exists) and leads to the employment of a significant proportion of women
workers in non-regular jobs that are poorly paid and have no social protection
(see Annex E).

Figure 1.5. Employment/population ratios for men and women (25-54 years), 2004
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Source: OECD (2005c).

Job segregation within the caring professions

Another issue with implications for gender equality is the continued low status and
gendering of care work, and of child care work in particular. In the name of keeping public
expenditure under control or of creating the conditions to allow commercial providers
to enter the child care field, governments can be reluctant to require degree-level
qualifications for professionals in charge of young children, and may even see the sector as
an appropriate field of activity in which to absorb lowly qualified women into the
workforce (OECD Germany Country Note, 2004b, Netherlands Country Note, 1999). From a
quality perspective, this approach is short-sighted. Research continues to confirm that the
quality of education and care for young is significantly linked to the presence and
commitment of well-educated staff (Shonkoff and Philips, 2000). Despite the obvious
dedication of many women in the early childhood field, low wages lead inevitably to low
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recruitment levels, with carers lacking the professional knowledge, interactive skills and
the language proficiency necessary for enhanced cognitive and language outcomes in
young children. In addition, in high employment service economies, low remuneration
also leads to staff dissatisfaction and high turnover - a factor that has negative effects on
child attachment and socio-emotional development (AAP/APHA, 2002).

Gender equity — a more equal distribution of domestic and child-rearing tasks

A useful distinction can be drawn between gender equality and gender equity. The
former refers to the world of work and constitutes a right that in principle should be
enforceable by law: equal treatment in recruitment and access to work; equal
remuneration for equal work; equal advancement in work careers based on merit (us. the
“glass ceiling”). Gender equity, on the other hand, refers to an equal sharing of child-
rearing and domestic work. Although generally outside the legal field, gender equity issues
should not be underestimated: the lack of gender equity within the home prevents many
women from achieving gender equality in work. A heavy domestic work schedule can
oblige women to engage only in part-time work outside the home, generally in low-paid
and feminised fields, such as cleaning, caring, catering, and cashiering (the 4 Cs), and
frequently with little reference to their educational levels or qualifications. As the
domestic division of labour is considered voluntary and traditional, it is difficult to
challenge gender inequity in the home or oppose it through the courts. Time surveys in all
countries show clearly that women in full-time employment still devote far more time
than men to child-rearing and domestic tasks. Men’s work at home in a male bread-winner
couple ranges from 13 minutes daily in Japan to about 3 hours daily in Sweden (OECD,
2003a). In consequence, many women face the triple challenge of holding a job, rearing
their children and providing the greater part of domestic work (on average in EU countries,
women ensure 80% of household and child-rearing tasks). In France, for example, women
continue to carry the main responsibility for both domestic and family tasks in the home
(Méda, 2001). The French Background Report (OECD, 2003b) noted that mothers with
children under 15 years of age devote 1 hour 35 minutes daily to parenting, while fathers
devote only 31 minutes. This imbalance in gender roles in the home is reinforced by the
lower employment rates of women with young children.

3. Demographic challenges: falling fertility and continuing immigration

Current demographic patterns (see Figure 1.6) are a further reason motivating
governments to take more seriously the provision of early childhood services. On the one
hand, low fertility rates and population decline touch many countries in the OECD; on the
other, many OECD countries cater to large numbers of immigrant and second-language
children among their school-entry population, a reality that raises significant educational
challenges.

The challenge of low fertility

Current demographic forecasts raise concern about the capacity of some countries to
ensure future labour supply and maintain present economic growth, if they are to meet - at
present levels — pension and public health obligations for their ageing populations. Outside
Mexico and the United States, fertility rates are below replacement levels in all the OECD
countries reviewed. One reason for lower fertility rates is that the decision to have children
may be contingent on completing education and/or achieving stability in employment
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Figure 1.6. Ageing and immigrant populations in the OECD world

Ratio of population 65 to total labour force, Increase in the foreign population/foreign-born
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Source: OECD (2005b, 2005d).

(Becker, 2005). Family formation is thus deferred as more and more men and women pursue
and self-fund longer studies at post-secondary and tertiary-level education. In addition,
stable employment remains elusive in many economies, particularly for young adults, e.g. in
France and Germany, or remains precarious, as in Australia, the Netherlands, and the
United Kingdom, where high rates of part-time and temporary contracts have become the
rule in retail, secretarial and other service sector work occupied by women. In addition, the
estimated cost of raising children, both the direct costs of child care as well as its indirect
costs, such as opportunity costs relating to the mother’s career, have also a dissuasive effect
on decisions to have children (Becker, 2005).

In this context of falling birth rates, European governments, in particular, have put
into place comprehensive family and child care policies to facilitate couples to have
children and to ensure that it is possible for women to combine work and family
responsibilities. Several countries provide a continuum of services in support of parents
with young children, including child benefits; family-friendly work practices, parental
leave policies; child care services and/or subsidies to purchase child care. Some countries,
such as Denmark, Finland, the New Federal Linder in Germany (former East Germany),
Norway (in process), and Sweden have been able to guarantee a child care place once
parental leave is over; followed by early education and comprehensive out-of-school
provision. This combination of employment, family and child policies brings, according to
Walker (1995), a measure of job security to couples and lessens anxieties about child care,
thus creating a more reassuring base from which to make decisions about having children.
According to Koegel’s (2002) analysis of European countries, the opportunity for women to
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combine child-rearing and paid employment is greatest in the Scandinavian countries and
least so in Mediterranean countries.

However, a causal link between early childhood service supply and fertility rates is far
from certain. Demographic change is a complex phenomenon, and in the case of fertility
decline, many causal factors are at work, e.g. the higher educational levels of populations;
the pursuit of working careers by women; the length of the working day combined with the
absence of family-friendly work practices; the costs of educating children; the costs of first
housing and of pursuing higher education, in addition to other social and cultural factors.
The American - and Nobel prize-winning — economist, Gary Becker, judges that the public
provision of early childhood services and parental leave policies may have some impact on
family decisions, but only in “an indirect and inefficient manner” (Becker, 2005). Unlike the
United States, total fertility rates in most European countries that promote such policies
are still considerably below replacement level. In Becker’s reckoning, the best way to
encourage births is to provide monthly allowances to families that have an additional
child: “an efficient family allowance programme should concentrate subsidies on the
marginal fertility decision, that is, on second, third or higher order births that may not
happen without subsidies” (Becker and Posner, 2005).

Becker’s argument is not always supported by the reality on the ground: for example,
despite a large 3rd child bonus, Quebec’s fertility rate is not markedly different from the
rest of Canada. Again, Austria provides more generous family subsidies than most OECD
countries but continues to have a low total fertility rate. In addition, Becker’s argument
focuses on demographic results and leaves aside the human costs that inadequate
parental leave policies and scarcity of early childhood services impose on women. Paid
parenting leave offers choice to parents and allows mothers (and fathers if they so wish) to
care for infants without forfeiting jobs or income.

Immigration

A second demographic factor pushing countries to invest in early childhood
educational services is immigration. In poor urban neighbourhoods in European and
American cities, the numbers of children of foreign-born parents in schools and early
childhood centres can easily exceed 50%. Such diversity brings many new strengths to
societies, but also raises challenges in the social and education fields. In particular,
children from immigrant families are prone to being “at-risk” due, on the one hand, to the
difficulties experienced by their parents in finding employment and on the other, to a weak
knowledge of the host country language and culture. The probability of school failure
increases when a number of at-risk factors combine. The factors presented in Table 1.2
are used in the ongoing Effective Provision of Pre-school Education (EPPE) study in the
United Kingdom (EPPE, 2004).

Section 4 will discuss how quality early childhood programmes contribute to
children’s development and success in school, and particularly to the progress of children
from economically disadvantaged backgrounds. A fortiori, such programmes are needed for
young children combining socio-economic disadvantage with immigrant, second-language
status who risk arriving at school ill-prepared to avail of education opportunity. In
Germany, for example, it is calculated that 25% of immigrant children enter obligatory
schooling without the experience of kindergarten (German Background Report, OECD,
2004b). The EPPE (2004) research shows - for the United Kingdom, at least — that where
cognitive development is concerned (especially pre-reading skills), most children who
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Table 1.2. 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 2 500 grams
Parent characteristics Disadvantage indicators

Mother’s highest qualification = No qualifications

Social class of father’s occupation = Semi-skilled, unskilled, never worked, absent father
Father’'s employment status = Not employed

Age of mother =Age 13 to 17 at birth of EPPE child
Lone parent = Single parent

Mother’s employment status = Unemployed

Home environment scale = Bottom quartile

Source: Sylva et al. (2003).

attend integrated ECEC centres or nursery school are likely to move out of “at-risk” status,
often after only one year. Children’s emotional development (co-operative, contented
behaviour as opposed to anti-social/worried/upset behaviour), improved in all forms of
out-of-home provision and more children moved out of than into “at-risk” status. Again,
positive effects were found in terms of cognitive and social development, with integrated
centres and nursery schools, in particular, producing superior effects. In parallel, the
Preparing for School study in Queensland, Australia found that provision of a universally
available, full-time, play-based education programme closed the gap in achievement in
social development, numeracy and literacy achievement between socially advantaged and
disadvantaged children (Thorpe et al., 2004). Moreover, this study found that absence of
group-based experience in the year prior to school was a predictor of poor progress,
especially for children from socially disadvantaged backgrounds.

4. Acting against child poverty and educational disadvantage

The fourth factor leading to greater investment in early childhood services is the
continued existence of poverty and educational disadvantage among a significant
proportion of young children in OECD countries. The presence of child poverty is generally
acknowledged when “the income available to a child - assuming a fair distribution of
resources within the family and making allowances for family size and composition - is less
than half the median available to children growing up in the same society”.”> While one might
think that child poverty is a marginal phenomenon within OECD countries, in fact between
1995 and 2005, child poverty rates increased in 17 out of 24 OECD countries for which data
are available (UNICEF, 2005). Ten of the twenty countries in the Figure 1.7 below show child
poverty rates in excess of 10%, and two, Mexico and the United States, in excess of 20%.
Families without the skills sought by employers in the new global economy can easily fall
into poverty (Lindert and Williamson, 2001; Minjuin et al., 2002). Given that the effects of
poverty are greater and have a longer impact on very young children than on any other age
group, a strong social and economic rationale exists for breaking the cycle of child poverty.

Child poverty is determined by a number of factors, including under-employment of
parents, income inequalities, insufficient social transfer payments, and in some instances,
by lack of affordable child care possibilities. Under-employment of parents includes both
unemployment and employment in poorly paid, unprotected (by social security) part-time
jobs, which are mostly occupied by women. In order to stay above the poverty line in Europe,®
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Figure 1.7. Impacts of social transfers on child poverty
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a couple with children needs one full-time job at the minimum wage and one part-time job,
while a single parent needs one full-time job, and allowances (CERC, 2004). This is one reason
why child poverty is more likely to be found in immigrant families, who have far greater
difficulty than citizens in finding jobs in the formal economy. In addition, many immigrant
families may be outside the social security system and the allocation of family benefits. As
Figure 1.7 shows, social transfers — income redistribution measures, family allowances, child
benefits, and other social expenditures — are critical to preventing child and family poverty.

Family poverty may also be related to the absence of child care. Lone parents (see
Figure 1.8) and low-income families are particularly vulnerable when child care is lacking,
unaffordable or of poor quality. Lone mothers, in particular, are often obliged to leave the
labour market, leading to situations where they and their children barely subsist on
welfare benefits. In OECD countries, lone mothers living on welfare benefits are
consistently among the poorest groups.

Children at risk of educational failure are the object of a variety of policies and
programmes that seek to address the challenge through early education interventions, and
increasingly through a comprehensive services approach focusing on the home and
community environments (Nair and Radhakrishnan, 2004; Tremblay et al., 2004). Human
capital is produced over a lifetime not just by genetic heritage but also by families, schools
and work environments. Although the interplay of these four components of human
capital is complex, most research confirms the common observation that family
environment is critical to producing and reinforcing the child’s intellectual capital and
well-being. The link is evident not only in dealing with actual families but also across
generations. Children from low socio-economic status (SES) families are less likely,
statistically, to develop the same level of skills and intellectual capital as children from
high SES backgrounds. Feinstein (2003) finds, for example, that a 13% difference in
cognitive development exists at 22 months of age between British children from high and
low SES backgrounds. By the age of 10 years (118 months), an average gap of 28% in
cognitive development is recorded.
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Figure 1.8. Lone parents as a percentage of all families in selected OECD countries
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2005.

Family poverty’ is linked significantly to poor educational outcomes. Evaluations,
such as PISA (OECD, 2001, 2004) confirm the correlation between socio-economic status
and educational achievement. One reason for the success of children from middle class
families is home environment: these children have daily access to the codes, language and
cultural resources valued in mainstream education. They perform on average significantly
better in all countries than children without such advantages. Another reason is that
young children in higher risk categories may not experience successful role models, or
acquire in the early childhood period, the fundamental skills and motivations that underlie
all learning, such as, adequate concept and language acquisition, self-regulation, and
confidence to interact or express themselves. As research shows, the skills acquired in one
stage of the life cycle affect both the endowments and the skills of learning at the next
stage, or as Carneiro and Heckman (2003) express it: “skill begets skill.” In this sense — and
with regard also to health and social development — poverty in early childhood has more
serious effects than at any other stage in the life cycle, as it can seriously impede
fundamental skill acquisition. The link between low SES background and low academic
achievement can be further reinforced by the lack of access of children in poor
neighbourhoods to adequate primary and secondary education. Even when access to an
adequate school is possible, the OECD PISA study demonstrates that within schools, the
gap between the children from under-privileged backgrounds and the mainstream is not
necessarily reduced but can be further accentuated. However, unequal access and unequal
treatment of children in the school system is not a destiny. The school systems in some
countries, e.g. in Australia, Canada, Finland and Japan, manage to compensate for socio-
economic disadvantage, and ensure that children from low-income families do not fall
irretrievably behind in academic achievement. Korea, whose national gross domestic
product (GDP) is well below the OECD average, also manages to maintain high performance
standards across the board for students from all backgrounds, although in this respect the
support and ambition of Korean parents for their children should not be underestimated.

International research from a wide range of countries shows that early intervention
contributes significantly to putting children from low-income families on the path to
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development and success in school; see, for example, Thorpe et al., 2004 (Australia); McCain
and Mustard, 1999 (Canada); Jarousse et al., 1992 (France); Kellaghan and Greaney, 1993
(Ireland); Kagitcibasi et al., 1991 and 2001 (Turkey); Osborn and Milbank, 1987 (United Kingdom);
the longitudinal EPPE project, 1997-2007 (United Kingdom); Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984
(United States); McKey et al., 1985 (United States); and Schweinhart, 2004, Schweinhart et al.,
1993 (United States). All concur that well-funded, integrated, socio-educational programmes
improve the cognitive and social functioning of children at-risk. If properly linked to labour,
health and social services, early childhood services can be expected to deliver additional
outcomes, such as enhanced maternal employment, less family poverty, better parenting
skills and greater family and community cohesion (see Lynch, 2004 in Annex D). At a
presentation to the United States Congress, Professor Brooks-Gunn (2003), focusing on
educational returns, confirmed that mainstream research indicates that:8

e High quality centre-based programmes enhance the school-related achievement and
behaviour of young children.

e These effects are strongest for poor children and for children whose parents have little
education.

« Positive benefits continue into late elementary school and high school years, although
effects are smaller than they were at the beginning of elementary school.

e Programmes that are continued into primary school, and that offer intensive early
intervention, have the most sustained long-term effects.

Despite this evidence, a recent evaluation of the Sure Start Local Programmes in the
United Kingdom (NESS, 2005) is not encouraging, although the authors underline that the
conclusions of this preliminary research need to be verified by further longitudinal work.
The NESS impact study suggests that Sure Start Local Programmes have had only modest
effects, either positive or adverse. Most family outcomes appeared to be unaffected and
there was little evidence that the programmes achieved their goals of increasing service
use or that they enhanced families’ impressions of their communities. These findings
diverge considerably, however, from a similar American study on the effectiveness of Early
Head Start (EHS) - a more rigorously designed programme, with stringent programme
standards, for 3-year old children and their parents. EHS was evaluated by Love et al. (2005)
through a randomised trial of 3 001 families in 17 programmes. Regression-adjusted
impact analyses showed that 3-year-old programme children performed better than did
control children in cognitive and language development, displayed higher emotional
engagement with their parent and more sustained attention with play objects, and were
lower in aggressive behaviour. Compared with controls, Early Head Start parents were
more emotionally supportive, provided more language and learning stimulation, read to
their children more, and spanked less. However, the uncertain results from “intervention”
programmes points to the conclusion that young children have great difficulties in
recovering from a poor start. For this reason, the Nordic model of preventing child poverty
through upstream fiscal, social and family policies merits more attention.

5. Early childhood education and care as a public good

The theoretical bases of considering early childhood education and care as a public
good are outlined by Cleveland and Krashinsky (2003). These Canadian economists suggest
that the arguments in favour of treating ECEC as a public good are similar to those used in
favour of public education. In sum, early childhood services deliver externalities® beyond
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the benefit of immediate, personal interest or consumption. Early education and care
contributes to the public good, e.g. to the general health of a nation’s children, to future
educational achievement, to labour market volume and flexibility, and to social cohesion
(see Annex D). Early childhood services are also subject to “market failure”, that is, they
have characteristics that are difficult for consumers to judge accurately, and purchasing
mistakes can have serious consequences on the development of young children. Education
is rarely a repeatable process. Unlike buying a product that can be returned or exchanged,
to remove a child from an inferior early childhood placement cannot compensate for the
previous loss of opportunity, while the continued use of an inferior service may actually
harm the development of the child (NICHD, 1997). In addition, early childhood services in
market situations are subject to critical shortages and low quality - all of which indicate
that government intervention is appropriate. Government involvement is also justified by
the fact that the benefits delivered to societies by high quality early childhood services are
greater than its costs (see Annex D).

The de facto situation in OECD countries confirms these arguments. In most countries,
the greater part of early childhood funding is public, and extensive governmental
regulation of services is practised. Only in the liberal economies is an important,
independent market in early childhood services found, but among these countries, Ireland,
the Netherlands and the United Kingdom also provide universal free early education for
children from at least four years for some hours every day. In the United States, 46 States
have now introduced some form of publicly-funded pre-kindergarten education for 4-year-
olds, and three States — Georgia, Oklahoma, and New York (in principle) - have opened
these programmes to all children. However, although the notion of early education as a
public good is widely accepted, government provision and entitlements to access differ
widely across the OECD countries (see Table 1.2).

Some commentators argue that a closer link with public education systems - based
on an integrative concept of education that respects the specificity of early childhood
services — may be a step towards recognition of ECEC as a public good (Barnett et al., 2004).
Once the educational benefits of kindergarten and early education are officially recognised,
these services tend to become entitled to regular public financing and, in many instances,
have become a mainstream public service.

Learning begets learning

The move towards seeing early childhood services as a public good has received much
support in recent years from economists as well from education researchers. Cunha and
Heckman, the latter a Nobel prize-winner in economics, suggest that the early childhood
period provides an unequalled opportunity for investment in human capital (see
Figure 1.9). These authors understand human capital formation as a dynamic process that
is ongoing throughout a lifetime (Cunha et al., 2005). A basic principle is that learning in
one life stage begets learning in the next. Investment in the foundation stage of early
childhood increases the productivity of the next stage and so on (which points also to the
importance of sustained investment in learning opportunities throughout the life cycle).
The complementarity of stages can be weakened at any moment, e.g. by a period of poor
lower secondary studies. The early childhood or foundation stage of learning is of major
importance. As the authors phrase it: “The rate of return to a dollar of investment made
while a person is young is higher than the rate of return for the same dollar made at a later
age (p. 19).” In early childhood, positive (or negative) dispositions towards society and
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Figure 1.9. Rates of return to human capital investment initially setting
investment to be equal across all ages

Rate of return
to investment
in human
capital

Pre-school programs

Schooling Opportunity
cost of funds

/

Job training

Pre-school School Post-school

0 Age

Source: Cunha et al. (2005), Interpreting the Evidence on Life Cycle Skill Formation.

learning are absorbed and the basic life skills acquired, such as co-operation with peers
and adults, autonomy, meaning-making, creativity, problem-solving and persistence.
Additionally, parents are particularly protective of their children at this age, and eager to
support early development and learning. Early childhood is then a logical moment to invest
in human capital, an investment that reaches not only children but also their families. In
comparison, remedial education interventions targeting young school drop-outs or adults
with poor basic skills are far more costly and, according to the research, of limited benefit
(Alakeson, 2004).

Deeply-rooted traditional attitudes towards child-rearing and early education

The research finding that young children begin to learn very early (even before birth)
is interpreted in different fashions by researchers, families and governments. In general,
research is reassuring and points to the positive effects of quality child care outside the
home, even when it begins early, e.g. developmental advantages for young children;
economic benefits for women and families; positive socio-economic effects through
increased productivity and tax receipts; labour market volume and flexibility; social
welfare, social cohesion and community development; and finally, better educational
achievement for children if the foundations of learning have been well laid (see Annex D
for a summary of this research). Some warnings about the negative effects of prolonged
extra-domestic child care have also been issued by researchers such as Belsky (1998, 2001),
and McCartney (2003) of the NICHD team. These researchers points to delays in emotional
and language development when mothers are absent most of the day and infants are
placed in poor quality care. The Nordic countries have been particularly proactive in
avoiding such situations through investing in parental leave during the first year of life,
while maintaining equal opportunity for women.
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In all countries, the attitude of parents to extra-domestic child care has changed
radically over the last 30 years. In the OECD countries reviewed, a majority of parents
consider child care as an option, particularly if it is local, affordable and of suitable quality.
Over half the children aged O to 3 years in the United States are placed in some form of
child care outside the home. A more traditional attitude also exists, that is, that caring for
and educating young children is a family matter, to be organised by parents through
maternal care, supported by extended family or other private arrangement. For instance,
the 1994 International Social Survey Programme on “Family and Gender Roles” in Europe
recorded that 60% of Austrians and 50% of Irish people surveyed felt that mothers with pre-
school children should not work outside the home. As the subsequent 2002 Survey showed,
public attitudes changed significantly since that time, particularly in Ireland, but the
feeling is strong in many societies that exclusive maternal care during the first 3 years is
the ideal model for rearing children.

Where governments are concerned, attitudes to ECEC depend much on their particular
electorates and on a country’s socio-economic tradition. In the liberal economies, although
States may help families in their child-rearing tasks, governments generally judge that
they have little responsibility to support universal ECEC institutions, except to facilitate the
labour market or to prepare young children for schools. As a result, investments in services
are still limited, particularly where the youngest children are concerned. However, the
argument put forward by Heckman and many other researchers - to see early childhood
education and care as an opportunity for public investment in families and future human
capital - is gradually making ground. In addition, the evidence from brain research has
helped to direct “child care” services to a more developmental approach. The early
nurturance of infants and toddlers is seen to be of major importance because of the
extraordinary neurological development that occurs in this period. Faced by this evidence,
it is more difficult for governments to consider large-scale, extra-domestic child care for
children under kindergarten age as having little importance for a country’s human capital
policies. Electorates and business communities in most countries are calling increasingly
for more comprehensive funding and regulation of these services.

Notes

1. As outlined on page 30, a distinction is drawn here between gender equality and gender equity. The
former refers to the world of work and constitutes a right that in principle should be enforceable by
law: equal treatment in recruitment and access to work; equal remuneration for equal work, equal
advancement in work careers based on merit (us. the “glass ceiling”). Gender equity, on the other
hand, refers to an equal sharing of child rearing and domestic work.

2. In Australia, Korea, Mexico and the United States, possibilities of parental leave and family-
friendly policies are present in many firms and industries. However, the general lack of paid
parental leave and the insufficient supply of affordable child care services mean that many low-
and moderate-income parents still struggle to find suitable arrangements for infants and young
children (Fuller et al., 2005; Pocock and Masterman-Smith, 2005; OECD, 2004c).

3. Here, parental leave is discussed from the perspective of employment and gender equality. From
the perspective of the child, recent National Institute of Child Health and Human Development
(NICHD) analyses suggest that from the child’s perspective, parental leave of at least 9 months is
preferable, even when controlling for child care quality, the quality of the home environment, and
maternal sensitivity (Brooks-Gunn et al., 2002).

4. Maternalism is defined by (Randall, 2000) as the ideology or strong belief that the young child should
be cared for in the family, and in particular by the mother.

5. Definition used by the Innocenti Report Card: Child Poverty in Rich Countries, Issue No. 6, UNICEF, 2005.
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6. In the European Union, the poverty line is placed at 60% of the median standard of living. The
standard of living of a household is defined as its disposable income after direct taxes, divided by
it size (the first adult counting as one and all other members at 0.5 each).

7. Poverty is defined in a broad sense to include not just low income but also social exclusion and
cultural deprivation.

8. More extensive summaries of the international research on the topic from other countries can be
found in OECD (1999 and 2002a) and in Leseman (2002).

9. Externalities is the term used by economists to refer to benefits or costs that accrue to someone
other than the individual consumer or producer making the economic decision, e.g. to enrol a child
in an early education centre brings benefits to the child, but it also generates benefits for the
family (mothers are able to work and contribute to the family budget) and for the economy (as the
mother’s work contributes to economic production, gives rise to extra revenue and taxes, and
allows the State to cut back on social welfare assistance).
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Chapter 2

A Systemic and Integrated Approach
to Early Childhood Education
and Care (ECEC) Policy

Chapter 2 summarises the main findings of the reviews in regard to the Starting
Strong (OECD, 2001) recommendation for a systemic and integrated approach to policy.
Country developments in this area are mixed. Policy makers in most OECD countries
are seeking to improve the continuity of children’s early childhood experiences and make
the most efficient use of resources. The advantages are considerable. Adopting a more
integrated approach to the field allows government ministries to organise agreed
policies, and combine resources for early childhood services. Regulatory, funding and
staffing regimes, costs to parents, and opening hours can be made more consistent.
Variations in access and quality can be lessened, and links at the services level — across
age groups and settings — are more easily created. In integrated systems, a common
vision of education and care can be forged, with agreed social and pedagogical
objectives. These findings raise, however, several policy challenges: ensuring
co-ordinated policy-making at central level; appointing a lead ministry; the
co-ordination of central and decentralised levels; the adoption of a collaborative and
participatory approach to reform; and forging links across services, professionals, and
parents at local level.




2. A SYSTEMIC AND INTEGRATED APPROACH TO EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE (ECEC) POLICY

For historical reasons, policies for the “care” and “education” of young children have
developed separately, with different understandings of children and fractured systems of
governance. Responsibility for services may be divided among several ministries, based
more on traditional divisions of government than on the actual needs of families and
young children. In the United States, for example, 69 federal programmes provided or
supported education and care for children under 5 years in 1999. Nine different federal
agencies and departments administered these programmes, though most were operated
by the United States Department of Health and Human Services and the United States
Department of Education (United States General Accounting Office, 2000). In Ireland,
the picture is similar: in past decades, seven different ministries or agencies have had
responsibility for one or other aspect of children’s services, although recently, attempts
are being made to ensure some co-ordination under the Office of the Minister for Children
(Ireland, December 2005). In general, differences of auspices and conceptualisation are
translated into a two-tier organisation of services, “child care” for the younger children and
“pre-primary education” for the 3- to 6-year-olds. The result can be a lack of coherence for
children and families, with a confusing variety of funding streams, operational procedures,
regulatory frameworks, staff-training and qualifications.

Child care services, in particular, suffer from this division of auspices. They tend to be
less developed in terms of coverage, and in some instances, have become a patchwork of
small-scale providers and individual family day carers. Affordability is often an issue, and in
many countries, low-income groups are excluded in practice from access to centre-based
services. Frequently, staff have low qualifications and remuneration, and may not have
employment contracts or insurance. This is particularly true of family day carers, whose only
qualification for licensing purposes is often limited to “good character”. In contrast, early
education services are more available through the school network, and are free to parents.
Teachers or pedagogues educated to tertiary level staff services enjoy employment contracts
and remuneration roughly equivalent to primary school teachers. However, because of the
close connection with primary education, early education services may practice very
inappropriate child-staff ratios and be unavailable on a full-day, all-year basis.

Early childhood education and care systems tend to be more fragmented under
governments that see early care as a private responsibility for parents, and not a public
responsibility. This is often the approach in the liberal market economies (of the countries
reviewed: Australia, Canada, Ireland, Korea, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the
United States). These countries generally acknowledge governmental responsibility for
pre-school education from the age of 3 or 4 years (or later, depending on the country), in
particular for children from disadvantaged or “at-risk” backgrounds, but less so for
children under 3. The younger children are considered to need “child care” rather than
early education, and parents may or may not be assisted (depending on income, and/or the
need to stimulate the labour market participation of women) to purchase child care in the
market place. This policy option lead to far greater fragmentation?® of an ECEC system than,
for example, is experienced in the publicly guided systems of the Nordic countries. It
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should be noted, however, that different degrees of public involvement exist in the liberal
economies, e.g. in the United Kingdom, where although the option to encourage private
provision and competition has been maintained, the government plans to regulate the
private provision as rigorously as the public sector in future years. According to the
Department for Education and Skills (DfES, 2004), the same inspectorate, the Office for
Standards in Education (OFSTED), will be responsible for standards across the board, a new
statutory responsibility will be placed on local authorities to secure adequate, affordable
ECEC for all families who need it, and a single qualification and pay structure will be
developed for all services.

What did Starting Strong recommend?

In order to enhance the integration of early childhood services for 0- to 6-year-olds,
Starting Strong (OECD, 2001) made the following suggestions:

e To formulate and work with co-ordinated policy frameworks at centralised and
decentralised levels.

e Tonominate a lead ministry that works in co-operation with other departments and sectors.
e To adopt a collaborative and participatory approach to reform.

« To forge strong links across services, professionals, and parents in each community.

1. Co-ordinated policy frameworks at centralised level

Early childhood policy is a complex field. It is concerned with providing education and
care to young children but it is also linked with women’s employment and equality of
opportunity; child development and child poverty issues; labour market supply; children’s
health, social welfare and early education. In addition to more programmatic and
qualitative issues, ECEC policy makers need to address issues of provision and access,
family benefits, parental leaves from work, family-friendly measures, modes of funding,
and the status and training of personnel. Countries that aim to create systems that can
deliver services to parents and young children in a co-ordinated way feel the need to pull
together these various policy strands. A systemic approach entails developing a common
policy framework with consistent goals across the system and clearly-defined roles and
responsibilities at both central and decentralised levels of governance.

One policy option has been the creation of an inter-departmental and/or inter-
governmental co-ordination bodies to generate co-operative policy frameworks. Such
bodies are found in Canada, Denmark or the United Kingdom where the government has
developed an over-arching strategy for children (including younger children), supported by
an administrative unit and a Children’s Committee at cabinet level, chaired by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer (Minister of Finance). Choi (2003) provides evidence that
co-ordinating mechanisms can work well when they are established for a specific purpose,
e.g. to co-ordinate a particular early childhood task, or to focus on a targeted population.

However, the limitations of co-ordinating bodies and cross-sectoral co-operation can
also be seen in countries such as Ireland or Korea, where despite growing understanding of
programme objectives for young children, ministerial boundaries remain an issue. In the
absence of a lead ministry or agency with a sound knowledge of early childhood policy and
a mobilising agenda for young children, government finance departments may treat
children’s services primarily from a labour market or public expenditure angle (May, 2001).
In sum, though the fact of ministries working closely together constitutes real progress, the
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cultures and aims of different government departments can make it difficult to achieve
co-ordinated policies in favour of the development and education of young children.
Country experience shows that greater progress is made when a central vision is put at the
centre of ECEC policy, and a dedicated ministry nominated to translate this vision into
reality. Even then, a lead ministry must be sensitive to past history and embrace the
concerns of all sectors, while mobilising their co-operation in particular fields. This
requires forging a broad but realistic vision of early childhood services to which all relevant
ministries, local authorities and parents can subscribe.

How have countries responded to Starting Strong’s call for a more systemic
approach?

Alongside the continuation of separate traditional models of care and education,
many interesting examples of country progress towards integrating services also exist as
outlined in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1. Recent initiatives to achieve a more systemic approach
to children’s services in selected countries

Australia In 2004, a draft National Agenda for Early Childhood was published by the federal government and is currently being finalised
with state and territory governments, to provide an overarching framework for promoting optimal child development.
Building a more cohesive early childhood education and care system is recognised in the National Agenda as a key action
area, with the inclusion of specific priorities for collaborative action between levels of government for achieving this
objective.

Belgium Although child care and early education services are under different auspices in Belgium, both communities have succeeded
in building around the free, statutory school service for young children (from 2.5 years), a cohesive continuum of services
for infants and toddlers, covering in Flanders about a third of all children (in the French Community under 20%).
Within a context of decentralisation and deregulation, ways are being sought to promote more integrated and effective
management of services through regular consultation mechanisms at municipal level.

Finland In Finland, the ministries (Ministry of Social Affairs and Health, and the Ministry of Education) agency, and the responsible

STAKES (The National Research and Development Centre for Welfare and Health) have made strong efforts to involve
researchers, municipalities, providers and parents in all aspects of system reform. Leadership, consultation, financial
steering, information, and support to providers, parents and staff are characteristic of the approach.
A comprehensive database (http://varttua.stakes.fi/Fl/index.htm), containing the latest ECEC information on development
projects and on studies being currently conducted, has been developed to support ECEC staff across Finland. This portal has
also a central role in the implementation of the new curriculum guidelines, again developed after an intensive consultation
process involving STAKES, the municipalities, providers, staff and parents.

Norway Led by the Ministry of Child and Family Affairs, a representative group of researchers, stakeholders in the field and ECEC
local participants reported in mid-2004 on revisions needed to the Act of Day Care Institutions and the Framework Plan.
A revised curriculum framework enters into force in August, 2006. From that year, all educational services, including
the barnehager (kindergartens), will have been brought under the auspices of the Ministry of Education and Research.

United Kingdom  The integration of early childhood education and care services under the Sure Start Unit (Department for Education and
Skills/Department of Work and Pensions) and the local authorities has been strengthened. Sure Start has the remit to work
across government and achieve more integrated services for children and families. To counter the traditional split between
child care and early education, plans are underway to generate a new educator profile to cover the whole age group,
1 to 6 years. The Childcare Bill 2005 allows for a single coherent phase of development for all young children, as announced
in the ten-year strategy for child care “Choice for parents, the best start for children” (HM Treasury, 2004).
The new framework will take an integrated approach to care and education, reflecting the reality of the way child care
services operate. A large private sector exists, but the intention is to impose a common inspection process for all regulated
services — including schools — that cater for children under 8 years.

United States In the United States, moves to bring together child care services and early education are also evident at state government
level. In May 2004, Georgia created an integrated governmental Department of Early Care and Learning to take in charge
more effectively the State’s varied early childhood services. Similarly, in April 2005, the State of Massachusetts merged
the Department of Education’s Office of School Readiness with the Massachusetts’ Office of Child Care Services into
a consolidated office for early education and care. In 2006, Washington State made a similar move. In addition, several state
and local governance structures (e.g. governors’ cabinets for children, public/private governance boards, inter-agency
councils) have emerged to make ECEC policy and oversee implementation (Neuman, 2005).
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2. Appointing a lead ministry

Administrative integration, that is, shifting national responsibility for ECEC to one lead
ministry, is another means of integrating policy at the national level. Not only the four
Nordic countries but also Iceland, New Zealand, Slovenia, Spain and the United Kingdom
have integrated their early childhood services under one ministry. It is important in this
process that early childhood policy-making should be placed in a ministry that has a strong
focus on the development and education of young children. It seems to matter less
whether this ministry is education, social welfare, family affairs or gender equality, as each
can claim some legitimacy in the early childhood field. Ministries of education seem to
have a strong claim as their main focus is children, and many of the subsystems necessary
for a quality system - a training authority; an evaluation body; a pedagogical inspection or
advisory corps; statistical and monitoring units, etc. — are already in place, staffed by
experienced administrators. Countries that have developed systems under a lead ministry at
the national level can address the care and education of 0- to 6-year-olds more holistically
and coherently. Various analyses, including the OECD reviews, show the advantages that
can flow from bringing policy-making under one agency:

e More coherent policy and greater consistency across sectors in terms of regulation,
funding and staffing regimes, curriculum and assessment, costs and opening hours, in
contrast to high fragmentation of policy and services.

e More effective investment in young children, and higher quality services for them. In a
“split” system, younger children are often defined primarily as dependent on parents or
simply in need of child care services. As a result, their services have often to make do
with insufficient investment, non-accredited child-minding and unqualified staff.

e Enhanced continuity of children’s early childhood experiences as variations in access
and quality are lessened under one ministry, and links at the services level - across age
groups and settings — are more easily created.

« Improved public management of services, leading to better quality and greater access by
parents.

How does integration under one ministry occur?

In a study of integration processes in England, Scotland and Sweden, Cohen et al.
(2004) identify some of the conditions leading to integration of services under one ministry.
The authors underline in particular: the cumulative effects of many years of advocacy;
political commitment on the part of government to focus on the early childhood field, with
leadership being provided by a dedicated minister or government department; no major
opposition from other bureaucratic or professional interest groups; and the building of
administrative and expert capacity throughout the system.

Building expert capacity under one ministry

Some common patterns of capacity building can be observed in the countries that
have integrated early childhood services. These countries have generally:

e Strengthened ECEC policy units at central level, through the induction of expert staff trained
in the early childhood field. An example is the integration of experienced administrators
from the Social Affairs Ministry into the Ministry of Education and National Agency for
Education in Sweden in 1996. A critical mass of policy expertise was needed, particularly in
the initial phase, to take on the task of creating a systemic approach to early childhood
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provision, such as common service mapping and needs assessment, common regulatory
and funding regimes, and the bringing together of licensing procedures, pre- and in-service
training, curriculum development, programme evaluations, and quality assessments. A
similar process of consolidation of staff, and integration of ECEC expertise from outside
can be seen in the newly integrated early education and care offices in Georgia and
Massachusetts in the United States.

e Devolved management of services to municipal (or county or school district) levels. A devolution
of tasks in the early childhood field is necessary, not only as the concrete
acknowledgement of the rights of families and local communities, but also for reasons
of practical management. The more numerous providers and fragmented provision
patterns in the early childhood field make it difficult for central governments to
ensure quality and a rational provision of services in the absence of devolved local
management. Issues of democracy, community responsibility for children, parental
rights, participation and ownership are also part of this devolution process.

e Reinforced early childhood expertise in universities, research agencies, associations and unions. A
necessary condition for the development of early childhood systems is to build expert
ECEC capacity within the ministry in charge and in the government sponsored agencies.
To develop independent expertise in universities, research institutes, associations and
unions is a linked necessity. This can be difficult to achieve in some countries, e.g. in
Austria, where pedagogue training takes place at secondary education level, thus
preventing most universities from taking an interest in the early childhood field. The
situation is a loss for these countries, compared to the involvement of the universities
and research agencies in, for example, Australia, Canada, Finland, France, Korea,
Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States. In these countries,
university and agency research currently makes a significant contribution to the volume
of policy analysis, data collection and evidence-based research that policy makers have
at their disposal.

3. The co-ordination of central and decentralised levels

In education systems, a current tendency in some countries is to bypass local
authorities and to give individual schools more autonomy while binding them with
regulations, outcome targets and more regular evaluations. For the moment at least, an
early childhood system can hardly work satisfactorily in this way given the far greater
diversity of providers involved in the early childhood field and the “comprehensive
services”” character of much early childhood provision. In addition, because parents are
legally the first educators of their children, early childhood services must be local in
character, combining both the public interest in early education and the wishes of the
parents of the children within the service. For this reason, ECEC policy and provision is
becoming a shared responsibility in many OECD countries between national governments,
local authorities, communities and parents (see Box 2.1). Governments not only devolve
the mapping and organisation of services to local authorities, but they also authorise local
authorities to regulate, support and evaluate services (e.g. in the Federal countries, but also
in Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Italy, Norway and Sweden). The shift is also
motivated by the desire to bring decision-making and delivery closer to the families being
served and to adapt services to meet local needs and circumstances.
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Box 2.1. A co-ordinated child development policy at decentralised level
in Canada

Prince Edward Island (PEI), a small maritime province in Canada, has succeeded in
establishing a co-ordinated child development policy — the Healthy Child Development
Strategy - across five ministries and multiple community stakeholders. The initiative
focuses on children from prenatal to the early school years. It integrates the vision, values
and goals of the National Children’s Agenda and Canada’s Early Childhood Development
Initiative with the expressed hopes and aspirations of Islanders for their children.

In an open and collaborative process, government and community partners worked
together to develop the strategic directions and specific objectives to reach the goals of
good health, safety and security, success at learning, and social engagement. PEl’s Strategy
is grounded in the belief that all Islanders share responsibility for children, and
Government’s role is to provide leadership in facilitating community action. Guiding
principles for the strategy emphasize the need to involve parents, families, business,
community, academia and government.

The integrated nature of the Strategy is evident in key focus areas and in the governance
structure for implementation. Key areas of action recognise the broad range of influences
on child development, including pregnancy, birth and infancy, early childhood education
and care, children with exceptional needs, parent support, childhood injury, children’s
mental health, family literacy, environment, screening and assessment, protecting
children, and healthy lifestyles. The Strategy’s enabling conditions, e.g., healthy public
policy, family income, and community support underline the important influence of social
indicators on healthy child development. This type of framework supports the multi-
faceted nature of Early Childhood Education and Care, and provides for a rich exchange of
ideas and perspectives impacting all aspects of provision of quality programmes.

PEI’'s Government has established a Children’s Secretariat with staff from five different
government ministries in order to promote a comprehensive approach to the
implementation of this Strategy. The Secretariat represents government as part of the PEI
Children’s Working Group - a broad inter-sectoral network involving representatives of
associations of early childhood educators, community organisations, research, police,
federal government, and Acadian and Francophone communities. This “network of
networks” ensures that all key areas of action are mutually supportive, and remain focused
on the whole child. In addition, Children’s Working Group collaborates in preparing an
annual Action Plan, which identifies priorities for funding and policy development. Both
government and community prepare responses to the Action Plan, resulting in significant
partnership based initiatives.

Source: Canada Country Note (OECD, 2004).

A positive consequence of decentralisation has been the integration of early education
and care services at local level, leading to a more efficient allocation of resources to
children. Less bound by traditional competency boundaries than government
departments, many local authorities in Austria, Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary,
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and the United
States have brought together children’s services and education portfolios to plan more
effectively and provide coherence of services for young children and their families. Some
local authorities have integrated administration and policy development across age groups
and sectors. In Denmark, Italy, Norway, Sweden and the United Kingdom, for example, an
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increasing number of local authorities have reorganised responsibility for ECEC and
schools (and sometimes other children’s services) under one administrative department
and political committee. Another consequence of local administration has been greater
sensitivity to local need. Local authorities can decide, in function of size, occupation and
dispersion of populations, the appropriate balance of services to support. Local authorities
are also better placed to ensure the involvement of parents, educators, community bodies
and other stakeholders in such decisions, creating a more democratic organisation and
management of services as well as broad public support for early childhood services.
However, as part of the raison d’étre of these services is to ensure equality of opportunity for
children living in circumstances that place them at risk, strong state investment in ECEC
services and the national will to conserve social equity and cohesion are also necessary.

Decentralisation can also raise certain challenges. Experience from the OECD reviews
suggests that devolution of powers and responsibilities may widen differences of access
and quality between States, regions or districts within a country. This has occurred in
Sweden (Skolverket, 2004) but the phenomenon is even more evident in federal countries,
such as Australia, Canada, Germany and the United States, where unified national policies
have been difficult to achieve (OECD Country Notes: United States, 1999; Australia, 2001;
Canada and Germany, 2004). In Canada, for example, significant variation exists across the
Provinces/Territories on a series of critical variables, such as funding per child, programme
standards, teacher certification and school readiness assessment (Doherty et al., 2002).
Unless strong equalising mechanisms are in place, decentralised early childhood
administrations in poor urban areas can also face difficulties because of low taxation
revenues. In such situations, without supplementary funding and management support
from the State, families with young children in these neighbourhoods may have access
only to low quality services. Country areas are also not exempt from unequal resources,
e.g. in Canada and Hungary, where decentralisation and well-meaning ethnic policies have
led at times to the creation of independent ethnic areas that are too small or too poor to
support a high quality health or early childhood service without strong state assistance.
Even in situations where funding is available, such as in Australia, a highly dispersed
population, separate state auspices (for pre-school education) and aspects of the prevailing
market approach to child care can inhibit effective co-ordination.

Such situations raise some key questions: Can a system of decentralised
administration guarantee reasonably equal treatment of all children across a country? Is
every decentralised administrative structure robust enough to take in charge a range of
human services? In small local administrations, is there a critical mass of adequately
trained administrators to ensure that national standards are met? In general, central
governments have at their disposal powerful steering mechanisms, such as legislation and
discretionary funding, to motivate and provide backing to local authorities to deliver
agreed outcomes. In some instances, it may also be necessary for central government to
assist local administrative divisions so that they can plan, fund and deliver basic services
efficiently and effectively (OECD Country Note on Hungary, 2002). An equalising mechanism
between rich and poor administrative divisions is also needed to allow all administrations
(including those with low taxation bases or with significant population dispersion) to
deliver basic services. Consideration can also be given to providing appropriate support to
small local authorities to assist them in deciding what services they need and in building
up management expertise.
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It seems important that in the devolution or federalising process, a role should be
retained for the central government ministry in charge. The issue was addressed, for
example, during the review of Germany, where the sixteen Lander have full responsibility
for early childhood services. This prerogative is jealously guarded, but the advantages of
retaining the guiding role and the quality initiatives of the Federal ministry were
also acknowledged, even though under the present German constitution the Federal
government cannot allocate funds to the Lidnder or municipalities for early childhood or
education purposes. By its nature, the early childhood field is subject to local pressures,
dispersion and idiosyncratic appreciations of quality. The guidance (and funding) of a
central ministry or regional authority can contribute strongly to coherence, to forging
common goals, and to promoting empirical, research-based standards across a country.
In sum, it seems important to ensure that early childhood services are part of a well-
conceptualised national policy, with on the one hand, devolved powers to local authorities
and on the other, a national approach to goal setting, regulation, staffing, pedagogy and
quality assurance. Clear demarcation of competences, a simplification of funding streams
and eligibility criteria, a reduction in the number of special programmes, and the sharing
of a common monitoring system are all means of reducing bureaucracy and of lessening
confusion among families using services.

4. A collaborative and participatory approach to reform

As shown in Table 2.1 above, many countries show a strong desire for a systemic and
participatory approach to the development of their ECEC services. While government
should play a large leadership role, regional and local authorities, business representatives,
organised civil society, and community groups should be involved in the formulation and
implementation of the ECEC policy agenda. This inclusive and participatory approach will
help ensure broad public support for ECEC and ensure that multiple perspectives
contribute to decision-making. In particular, parents need to be considered as the central
partners in policy and programme development in the field. Finland’s recent approach to
ECEC provides a good example (see Box 2.2).

Counter examples are also found, particularly in federal countries, and in countries in
which ministries or different levels of authority fail to co-operate. No doubt, constitutional
and other legal texts may provide a right to proceed in this manner, but it seems more
reasonable to ensure, through co-operative measures, reasonably equal access and agreed
quality for all children and families across a national territory.

5. Links across services, professionals, and parents at local level

Partnerships between different forms of early childhood provision, families and other
services for young children (e.g., schools, health, special education) promote coherence for
children and parents. Yet, there are challenges to adopting a partnership approach. Service
providers can hold different visions of the purposes of early childhood services, as they
may come from different training and professional backgrounds, and may prefer to work
in isolation from counterparts in other fields. In parallel, different regulatory, funding,
workforce and delivery systems may present barriers to integrating services. Thus, while in
some countries efforts to co-ordinate early childhood services, professionals and parents
of young children are common, in others they are only emerging (Starting Strong, OECD,
2001).
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Box 2.2. A participatory approach to ECEC development in Finland

Although legislation sets out some clear and strong requirements for all parties, the
Finnish ECEC system has been strongly decentralised since the early 1990s. A collaborative
approach to policy-making in the ECEC field was further strengthened in Finland from the
year 2000, based on consultative and participatory mechanisms. The responsible ministry
(Ministry of Social Welfare and Health) and the agency STAKES (The National Research and
Development Centre for Welfare and Health) have engaged an approach based on
consultation, financial steering and information. The system is characterised by trust,
dialogue, professional development and effective information flows, and has less need for
external inspection or regulation. The approach corresponds to a more contemporary
understanding of public management, in which different groups are encouraged to be
responsible for quality at their own level.

The government Resolution Concerning National ECEC Policy proposes an action
programme for the development of ECEC, including the Project on Quality and Steering in
ECEC (2000-2005) aimed at strengthening the local, regional and national systems of
steering and assessment. Much support is offered to the municipalities, which, under the
regional state offices, are fully responsible for the implementation and steering of services
in their own areas. Research on quality continues to expand, with clear cohesive links
between several universities, the Ministry and STAKES. A comprehensive database (http://
varttua.stakes.fi) containing the latest ECEC information on development projects and on
studies being currently conducted has been developed to support ECEC staff across
Finland. This portal has also a central role in the implementation of the new curriculum
guidelines of 2003, again developed after an intensive consultation process involving
STAKES, the municipalities, staff and parents. Since 2002, information systems work has
been guided by the Social Welfare and Health Care Data and Information Reform Strategy.
This strategy is designed to prepare a national social welfare and health care data
information system comprising statistics, corporate data and information on regularly
repeated studies and separate surveys.

Parents too are given a central role in ensuring the responsiveness of services to child
interests and needs. Finland’s government Resolution Concerning National ECEC Policy
strongly raises the issue of parent involvement. Likewise, parent participation is also an
important issue in the curriculum guidelines. National projects such as the Educational
Partnership (2003-05) and Early Support (2004-05) seek to respond to parental needs, the
former through staff training that enhances capacity to support parents and parenthood,
the latter developing the role of parents in early intervention. In day care centres, it is
customary to draw up an individual ECEC plan for each child in collaboration with parents.
The implementation of the plan is assessed annually. This is a statutory obligation based
on the Act on the Status and Rights of Social Welfare Clients (2000).

Source: STAKES, Finland, 2005.

In countries with long-established ECEC traditions (Belgium, Denmark, France,
Sweden, etc.), attention to children’s transitions has led to the integration of pre-school,
school, and out-of-school programmes into a seamless full-day service on the same site. As
noted in Starting Strong (OECD, 2001):

“Multi-disciplinary teams of staff have developed new ways of working together to overcome
professional boundaries and promote coherence in children’s lives. In Denmark, teams of
pedagogues and primary teachers plan and organise activities for mixed-aged children from six
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to nine, bringing together the traditions of both ECEC and school to ease children’s transition
from one institution to the other. Often the same pedagogues work with children during the
school day and in leisure-time activities. This collaborative strategy promotes continuity in
children’s relationships with adults on a given day and over time, and gives parents more
opportunities to communicate with staff.”

For the younger children, co-operation between various types of child care settings is
also fruitful. In several countries, groups of family day care providers have been organised
into networks, supervised and supported by a local professional centre or specialised
agency (Denmark, France, Germany, etc.). A weekly or fortnightly session at the local
pedagogical or child care centre brings professional development to family day carers and
reduces their isolation in the community. This is an important achievement as so many
family day carers withdraw from the occupation owing to lack of support and contact with
other professionals (and also because of inadequate work conditions, remuneration and
social protection). Linkages across services give family day carers the sense of belonging to
a profession, and help to provide service replacements whenever a family day carer is
unwell or unavailable for some days.

Co-operation between different services — centre-based services, family day care, school
and out-of school - helps to create a continuum of services that is reassuring for parents and
can meet the needs of young children. It can also build up a network of dialogue and social
relationships that goes beyond the simple provision of services to enhance the participation
of parents and other civil society stakeholders. Eventually, co-operation between different
services can give birth to a comprehensive services approach that is more sensitive to the full
range of children’s learning and developmental needs across the day, and to parental need
for child care and other opportunities. The new children’s centres in England provide an
example of an early childhood service, focused on the development and education of young
children, but which, at the same time, can provide democratic participation and a range of
services, such as employment, job-training, parent groups, and leisure-time activities. As a
mechanism of participation and social inclusion, strong linkages between services and
communities are of particular importance for immigrant or other socially isolated families
and children. Where diversity exists, outreach to parents and communities needs to be
maintained, while avoiding a deficit approach - that is, considering children or certain
populations to be weak and lacking strengths. An essential aim should be to elaborate
appropriate pedagogical approaches for the particular community and its young children,
elaborated in consultation with parents.

Notes

1. Defenders of a liberal economy approach to child care prefer to use the word “flexibility” rather
than “fragmentation”. The issue is discussed in Chapter 5 on public investment in early childhood
education and care.

2. A comprehensive services approach to early childhood education and care goes beyond curriculum
and activities for children to focus also on wider aspects of development, such as the general
health and well-being of children, and on the home and community environments. Typically, a
comprehensive services centre works in co-operation with other community services and pays
particular attention to parents. The centre will provide when necessary courses and advice on
parenting (in particular, how to support child development), employment, job training, and leisure
activities.
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Chapter 3

A Strong and Equal Partnership
with the Education System

Conscious of the need for continuity in children’s education, Starting Strong (OECD,
2001) made a number of recommendations to promote a strong and equal partnership
between early childhood education and the primary school. Chapter 3 outlines the
progress made by countries in achieving this aim. Support for the view that early
education should be seen as a public good is growing, and has received a strong
impetus from the research of education economists, including the Nobel prize-winner,
James Heckman.

Starting Strong (OECD, 2001) recommended a more unified approach to learning
across the two systems. This has generated different policy options. France and the
English-speaking world have adopted a “readiness for school” approach, focusing on
cognitive development in the early years, and the acquisition of a range of knowledge,
skills and dispositions that children should develop as a result of classroom experiences.
Contents and pedagogical method in early and primary education have been brought
closer together, generally in favour of teacher-centred and academic approaches.

In countries inheriting a social pedagogy tradition (Nordic and Central European
countries), the kindergarten is seen as a broad preparation for life and the foundation
stage of lifelong learning. The focus is placed on supporting children in their current
developmental tasks and interests. The approach to children encompasses care,
upbringing and education. Links with the primary school — and free-time services — are
maintained through a variety of mechanisms and there is wide acknowledgment that
kindergarten pedagogy should influence at least the early years of the primary school.

The chapter deals finally with the issue of transitions for children, and outlines the
efforts of countries to ease transitions through building bridges across administrative
departments, staff-training, regulations and curricula in both systems.




3. A STRONG AND EQUAL PARTNERSHIP WITH THE EDUCATION SYSTEM

Historically, programmes for young children and formal education have developed
separately, with different systems of governance, funding streams, and training for staff.
Primary schooling is the older and stronger institution, and had already been forged into a
national system in many countries by the end of the 19th century. Early childhood systems
have been slower in their development, as maternal or extended family care was the usual
means of rearing young children in OECD countries during most of the 20th century. Today,
all OECD countries are attempting to establish early childhood systems for young children.
The model adopted in the more mature Nordic systems is to support parental care for the
first 10 to 18 months of a child’s life, followed then by a stable range of accessible early
childhood services.

The co-ordination of early childhood services with education is advanced in most
countries, particularly with regard to 3- to 6-year-olds. For these older children, a recognisable
subsystem, pre-primary education, is found in most countries, with similar eligibility
criteria and system characteristics to those pertaining in the school system (see Table 4.3).
For younger children, however, access to a coherent system of early childhood services is
more problematic, as provision for infants and toddlers is often characterised by mixed
regimes of formal and informal, public and private provision. Compared to early education
or to integrated ECEC systems, divergences exist in terms of eligibility, regulation, staffing,
aims and programming, even within the same country. Frequently, “care” and “education”
operate independently of each other, with insufficient attention to the difficulties faced by
children when confronted by different expectations and daily routines.

Conscious of the need to bring the traditions together, Starting Strong (OECD, 2001)
proposed a strong and equal partnership between early childhood and the education
system. Partnership with the education system would bring together the diverse
perspectives and methods of both ECEC and schools, focusing on the strengths of both
approaches. It was hoped that co-operation would lead to a more unified approach to
learning, smoother transitions for children, and the recognition of early childhood
pedagogy as an important part of the education process.

What did Starting Strong recommend?

Starting Strong (OECD, 2001) made a number of recommendations to promote equality
of relationship and strong continuity between early childhood provision and the education
system:

e Early childhood services should be recognised, like compulsory schooling, as a public

good and as an important part of the education process. All children should have a right
to access quality ECEC services before starting school.

e A more unified approach to learning should be adopted in both systems, recognising the
contribution that the early childhood approach brings to fostering key dispositions and
attitudes to learning.
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e Attention should be given to transition challenges faced by young children as they enter
school, or transit from one type of service to another. There should be a greater focus on
building bridges across administrative departments, staff-training, regulations and
curricula in both systems.

1. A unified approach to learning

Education systems have recognised for decades that a unified conception of learning
in childhood can bring pre-primary education and primary schooling closer together. A
wide variety of strategies have been used to link early education to the primary school. In
France, for example, a bridging curriculum, focusing on learning areas has been
formulated, merging the last year of early education (5 to 6 years) and the first two classes
of primary school into a unified cycle. Teachers working in each section are all professeurs
d’école, and can move freely from one section to another. In addition, the écoles maternelles
generally share the same building as the primary school. In this close relationship between
the two institutions, the question may be asked: Does this constitute “a strong and equal
partnership” between ECEC and the formal education system? The response brought to
this question is important for the well-being of young children and for an appropriate
conceptualisation of early childhood institutions.

OECD countries approach the partnership between early childhood services and the
primary school in different ways - all trying to improve co-ordination between the sectors,
but starting from different premises. Broadly, one can distinguish two different approaches
across countries. France and the English-speaking countries see the question of
partnership from the point of view of the school: early education should serve the
objectives of public education and provide children with “readiness for school” skills. In
contrast, countries inheriting a social pedagogy tradition (the Nordic and Central European
countries) see kindergarten as a specific institution turned more to supporting families and
the broad developmental needs of young children.

The social pedagogy tradition

A distinctive early childhood approach and pedagogy has been worked out by
countries inheriting the social pedagogy tradition (Nordic and Central European countries).
A broad concept of pedagogy is common to these countries, that is, an approach to children
combining care, upbringing and learning, without hierarchy. Rather than “schoolifying”
ECEC services, there is a strong belief that early childhood pedagogy should permeate the
lower classes of primary school (Martin-Korpi, 2005). This concept and approach is
described in the OECD Country Note for Germany (2004) as follows:

“Originating in 19th century Germany, Sozialpddagogik (social pedagogy) is a theory, practice
and profession for working with children (but also often young people and adults). It has
become established in many Continental European countries, though varying somewhat in form
and role from country to country. The social approach is inherently holistic. The pedagogue sets
out to address the whole child, the child with body, mind, emotions, creativity, history and social
identity. This is not the child only of emotions — the psycho-therapeutical approach; nor only of
the body — the medical or health approach; nor only of the mind — the traditional teaching
approach. For the pedagogue, working with the whole child, learning, care and, more generally,
upbringing (the elements of the original German concept of pedagogy: Bildung, Erziehung and
Betreuung) are closely-related — indeed inseparable activities at the level of daily work. These
are not separate fields needing to be joined up, but inter-connected parts of the child’s life.”*
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In these countries, kindergarten is seen as a broad preparation for life. Parents are
seen as important partners and the early childhood institution is conceived as bridging the
public and private spheres, that is, as fully taking into account the rights of parents and the
interests of young children. A more holistic approach to learning is practised and greater
emphasis is placed on learning to live together and on supporting children in their current
developmental tasks and interests. National curriculum frameworks guide the work of the
centres and orient, in general terms, the pedagogical work and the content of children’s
learning. As these curricula are based on previous consultations with the main
stakeholders, they are not considered as instruments of normalisation or as curricula in
the traditional sense but rather as orientations guiding the life and work of the centres (see
Chapter 6). Each centre enjoys much autonomy and is expected to formulate its own
curriculum or learning plan guided by the national framework. In turn, pedagogues seek to
respect the natural learning strategies of young children, that is, learning through play,
interaction, activity, and personal investigation. Co-operative project work is much
employed to give children a taste for working together and to build up shared and more
complex understandings of chosen themes. The belief is widespread that encouraging the
initiatives and meaning-making of children strongly supports cognitive development.

A wide variety of strategies are used to link the early childhood centres to the next
stage of learning. In Sweden, in particular, integration of the systems is particularly well
advanced, as the Ministry of Education, Research and Culture has responsibility for both
early childhood and primary services. A reform of professional education has brought
pedagogues and teachers together in shared training modules, but unlike the situation in
France or Ireland, early childhood pedagogues must specialise for more than a year in early
childhood theory and pedagogy. Continuity is established with the national curriculum for
education both through agreement on fundamental values and concepts, and through the
identification of general learning areas. The Curriculum for Pre-school (Lpf6, 1998) charges
pre-schools to ensure that children:

e Develop their vocabulary and concepts, the ability to play with words, an interest in the
written language, and an understanding of symbols as well as their communicative
function.

e Develop the ability to discover and use mathematics in meaningful contexts and
situations.

e Develop their appreciation of the basic characteristics of the concept of number,
measurement and form, as well as the ability to orient themselves in time and space.

e Develop an understanding of their own involvement in the processes of nature and in
simple scientific phenomena, such as knowledge of plants and animals.

However, these four aims appear towards the end of the 15 goals set for pre-school,
and are prefaced by more personal aims, such as:

e Develop their identity and feel secure in themselves.
e Develop their curiosity and enjoyment at the same time as the ability to play and learn.

In sum, the main objective is that “all children should develop a desire and curiosity
for learning, and confidence in their own learning, rather than achieving a pre-specified
level of knowledge and proficiency” (Martin-Korpi, 2005).

The practical integration of kindergarten and primary school in Denmark, Finland and
Sweden is ensured through the “pre-school class” for children. This class for children 6 to
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7 years old serves as a bridge into compulsory primary schooling (which begins at 7 years),
and generally takes place within the school. The pedagogy employed in these classes
remains active and experiential, and learning is generated not only by adults but through
peer relationships, group projects and an active pedagogy. A critique made of the Nordic
approach in the past was that pedagogues did not always sufficiently engage themselves in
children’s play; were not attentive enough to key learning experiences matching the
current development of the child; and, whereas the social concept was strong, they did not
always work from an adequate cognitive development concept (Weikart, 1992). While this
critique may have been true at a certain moment, the reality is that these systems are
continually reforming. Classes are conducted in most countries by well-trained educators
who plan complex learning projects with children, often inspired by Reggio Emilia project
work. In addition, pre-schools and schools, particularly in Sweden, are forging together
agreed values and pedagogical approaches, although according to the 2004 evaluation of
pre-schools (Skolverket, 2004), pre-school teachers document excessively the children’s
work and insufficiently their own.

The pre-primary approach to early education

Among the OECD countries reviewed, the pre-primary approach to education is
found in many countries, e.g. Australia, Canada, France, Ireland, the Netherlands, the
United Kingdom and the United States. These countries tend to introduce the contents and
methods of primary schooling into early education, or as in the case of the United Kingdom,
begin school at the age of 5 years. The current standards-based education model in the
United States tends to further reinforce school-like learning approaches and contents across
pre-kindergarten, kindergarten and elementary school. Programme standards are
formulated, e.g. in Head Start or the Arkansas Better Chance Programme (see Box 6.1 in
Chapter 6), and recently, most States have introduced child outcome standards for
kindergarten and pre-kindergarten. These standards announce a range of knowledge,
skills and dispositions that children are expected to develop as a result of classroom
experiences, and focus increasingly on knowledge and skills useful for school, viz., literacy,
math and scientific thinking. There is a growing consensus among American educators
and public policy makers that programme standards are needed in early education, and
should include child outcomes - what children should know and be able to do after
participating in pre-school programmes.

Common teacher education

In addition to a downward transfer of subject fields, programme standards and
pedagogical approaches from the primary school towards kindergarten, common teacher
education is also practised in several pre-primary systems. Several countries, for example,
Australia, Canada, France, Ireland, and the Netherlands, train their teachers to take up
service in either pre-primary or primary school classes. This leads to a unity of goals and
methodologies for the two sections, and reinforces pedagogical continuity. For example,
in France, common training for teachers (professeurs des écoles) exercising in the école
maternelle and primary schools was adopted in 1993, and takes place at teacher training
university institutes, or Instituts Universitaires de Formation des Maitres (IUFM). The
government-approved training curricula normally includes: studies in education,
philosophy, history of education, sociology, psychology; specialist courses; subject study;?
preparation for administrative tasks; and optional subjects. (Oberhuemer and Ulich, 1997).
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The early childhood component is either given in separate modules, or, more typically,
integrated with coursework on older children. Upon successful completion of the initial
training, graduates are qualified to teach children aged 2 to 11 years. Concerns are
expressed, however, about this option, as primary school methodologies tend to
predominate in pre-service training and in the actual practice of the pre-school classes.? In
contrast, the integrated training courses piloted by Sweden in recent years guarantee a
better understanding of the specific needs and learning patterns of the younger children.
A common theoretical core is shared by the different teacher profiles (pre-school, primary
and leisure-time teachers), followed by an option to take intensive training and practica in
one of the three branches: pre-school pedagogy, primary teaching or free-time activities
(Children in Europe, 2003).

2. Is a “schoolification” of early childhood education and care taking place?

“Schoolification” has connotations of taking over early childhood institutions in a
colonising manner. This is not the intention of education ministries, administrators or
teachers, who in many countries are strong advocates of learner centred education and
active learning methods. In addition, the word “school” has maintained both prestige and
diversity in many countries and regions, for example in Reggio Emilia, where the municipal
scuolae cover education from O to 6 years, as well as for older ages. Likewise in Finland, the
pre-school class run by the Ministry of Education for children 6 to 7 years old, is characterised
by “concrete experimentation, children’s own investigation, playful activities, imagination,
interaction, drama, active participation, information acquisition, problem solving, and
reflection” (Sinko, 2006). In fact, the whole Finnish primary school is marked by a socio-
constructivist learning conception in which the active role of children is considered
essential, and in which there is no grading or ranking of children.

In contrast, early education was absorbed early on in other countries by a knowledge-
transfer, primary education model, and was conceived chiefly as a “junior school”. In some
countries still, there is no specific unit in education ministries to look after the thousands
of children and teachers belonging to the early childhood sector; traditionally, the primary
education division has been responsible for the “junior school” and has administered it on
primary school lines. In some countries, the school obligation has been brought
downwards to enrol 5- and 4-year-olds, or at least, to include them in a common cycle with
the primary school. In other countries, young children at the age of 3 or 4 years attend class
groups ranging in size from 20 to 30 children, cared for by one teacher without a child
assistant. Teachers are trained predominantly in primary education methods and have
little or no certification in early childhood pedagogy. Classes are organised - as in primary
school - according to year of age, with young children spending much of their time indoors,
doing their letters and numbers in preparation for school. While play methodologies are
now acknowledged, they are often confined to table-top games, with little of the outdoor
discovery play and wide choice of activities that are features of the Nordic pre-school.
Teacher instruction is considered essential (see the ISCED Level 0 definition),* with a
pronounced downward dynamic towards the group class. Less attention is given to
horizontal dynamics that encourage peer exchange and children’s own discovery and
meaning-making. The natural learning strategies of young children - play, exploration of
the outdoors and freedom of movement, relations and discussion with other children
within the classroom - are not always encouraged. In sum, the historical legacy of the
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primary school has left in place structures and practices that are critiqued today as being
often unsuitable for young children.”

To some extent, this “schoolifying” of the early childhood years is reinforced by the
current focus on “readiness for school” and learning standards in the United States. Most
States have adopted learning standards for pre-kindergarten and kindergarten children,
focused often on language/literacy and cognition/general knowledge areas. Reputable
bodies such as the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), the
National Association of Early Childhood Specialists in State Departments of Education
(NAECS/SDE) and the National Institute of Early Education Research (NIEER) have issued
statements about readiness, appealing in general for a broad interpretation of standards in
accordance with the National Education Goals Panel (NEGP) goals of 1997. However, current
American policy values a “readiness for school” approach, which the Administration sees
as ensuring that all young children acquire basic knowledge and skills, and that continuity
is provided between elementary school, kindergartens and pre-kindergarten.

The “readiness for school” model is a powerful one, as it is carried by American
(English-language) research to all countries. It holds out the promise to education
ministries of children entering primary school already prepared to read and write, and
being able to conform to normal classroom procedures. In addition, recent research from
the United Kingdom and the United States supports a structured approach to curriculum
and learning in pre-school. The American Eager to Learn committee proposes a mixture of
self-directed learning and teacher-directed instruction in early education (Bowman et al.,
2001). Similarly, the recent Effective Provision of Pre-School Education (EPPE) study in the
United Kingdom (EPPE, 2003; Siraj-Blatchford et al., 2003) and the Preparing for School study
in Australia (Thorpe et al., 2004) also find that effective pedagogy includes interaction
traditionally associated with the term “teaching”, the provision of instructive learning
environments and “sustained shared thinking” to extend children’s learning. A Dutch
meta-analysis of different programming types also concludes that the most enduring
cognitive results are achieved when both cognitive and socio-emotional outcomes are
pursued simultaneously through structured programming (Leseman, 2002). These findings
are not incompatible with the pedagogical approach adopted by the social pedagogy
tradition, which makes, however, a more determined effort to increase the agency of
children and to pursue more holistic aims.

Conclusions to this discussion

Rather than making too sharp a contrast between the two approaches, it may be more
accurate to see them as different curricular emphases, one merging into the other as part
of the same continuum:

Broad developmental goals Focused cognitive goals

—

At one end of the continuum, the focus is on broad developmental goals, e.g. physical
and motor development; socio-emotional development; personal and social skills; artistic
and cultural development; and authentic (through lived situations) approaches to literacy,
number and science thinking. If one can judge from the Nordic example, the approach
seems to give excellent results in terms of readiness for school, and of acquiring the
general knowledge that helps children make sense of their experience, including reading

STARTING STRONG II: EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE - ISBN 92-64-03545-1 - © OECD 2006 63



3. A STRONG AND EQUAL PARTNERSHIP WITH THE EDUCATION SYSTEM

and writing. At the other end of the continuum, the emphasis tends to be placed on more
focused skills and school-like learning areas, e.g. mathematical development, language
and literacy skills, with children’s life in the centre and the range of experiences offered to
them playing a more secondary role. Where the focus falls seems to depend on the
tradition of early education in the country, on the age of the child, on current curricular
theories and (perhaps above all) on the structural standards in force, e.g. the child-staff
ratios in practice, the materials and resources available and the training of the educators.®

Signs are emerging that better knowledge of young children and their developmental
needs are growing in many countries, e.g. the influential Experiential Education movement
in the Flemish Community in Belgium, with its emphasis on the well-being, involvement
and “connectedness” of young children, has changed the focus in many pre-school from
programme contents to children. Again, the English curriculum for children 0-3 years, Birth
to Three Matters (DfES, 2005), stresses four foundation areas that make a break from a
former prescriptive approach toward teachers and the division between “child care” and

“early education”:’

e A strong child (identity building, being acknowledged and affirmed; developing
self-assurance; a sense of belonging).

e A skilful communicator (being together, finding a voice, listening and responding, making
meaning).

e A competent learner (making connections, being imaginative, being creative,
representing).

e A healthy child (emotional well-being, growing and developing, keeping safe, healthy
choices).

The influence of Reggio Emilia, which now has networks in 13 countries, is also
growing, particularly in milieus that are open to experimentation, research and reflection
on democratic practice in education. The Reggio pre-schools are strongly influenced by
their social and historical context (the aftermath of fascism in Italy) and are concerned “to
maintain a vision of children who can think and act for themselves” (Dahlberg et al., 1999).
Reggio opposes, in the name of young children and their freedom, dominant educational
discourses, such as seeing ECEC services as places to produce pre-defined outcomes that
have not been discussed with staff and parents or that ignore the interests, experience and
choices of young children. Its adoption of a “pedagogy of listening” respects the efforts of
children to make meaning of their experience, and contests an increasingly dominant
notion of education as transmission and reproduction, or as preparation for school
(Rinaldi, 2006).

3. Facilitating transitions for children

Transitions for young children are critical occasions: they can be a stimulus to growth
and development, but if too abrupt and handled without care, they carry — particularly for
young children - the risk of regression and failure. Some children, for example, may transit
on a daily basis between different types of services. Such transitions are often linked to the
issue of affordability or to the absence of appropriate full-day services or to the operation of
“slot” systems, where parents who work part-time are encouraged to drop off their child at a
child-minding service for a few hours daily or weekly. A full-time place may then be occupied
by several children on a daily basis, making it difficult for staff to follow the progress of each
child, and for the child to make relationships with other children. The situation gives rise for
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concern as socio-emotional development in young children requires warm and stable
relationships with nurturing adults and other children (AAP/APHA, 2002). The risks are even
greater in systems in which staff are inexperienced and high turnover is a feature. Within the
framework of this chapter (dealing with the relationship between early childhood services
and schools), the transition of children from pre-school to school is the central focus, but the
relationship between “child care” and “early education” was also a concern of several
countries in the review, particularly those with split early years systems. Although the
following discussion emphasises governance and centre solutions to transition challenges, it
is understood that the main anchor for a child in transitions of whatever type is to have
supportive parents (see Chapter 6). The continuity of children’s experience across
environments is greatly enhanced when parents and staff-members exchange regularly and
adopt consistent approaches to socialisation; daily routines, child development and learning.
Again, when parents provide information to professional staff concerning their children’s
development, more accurate assessments of children’s strengths and needs can be made,
and parent-teacher relationships based on mutual trust and respect are enhanced (Reveco
et al., 2004).

From child care to early education programmes: an issue for countries with split
systems

In principle, the issue of disturbing transitions from child care to early education does
not arise in countries with integrated administration of early childhood services, where a
common curriculum across the age range 1-6 years is generally employed, e.g. as in
Finland, Norway and Sweden. As discussed in Chapter 2, integration of administration
often leads to a unified, single-curriculum approach and the creation of a common
educator corps to span the age group, which reduces the risk of rupture for children during
the early years. In Denmark, however, it is customary for children under the age of 3 years
to attend family day care, and then transit toward centre-based care, conducted by
pedagogues, as they become older. The potential for transition difficulties is diminished,
however, by the close training links established between the local early childhood centre
and the municipal family day carers, who will often attend weekly or monthly training
sessions, with their children in their care, at the early childhood centre.

The possibility of transition difficulties is greater in many other countries in the review.
As outlined in the previous chapter, fundamental differences in goals and means can
characterise the “child care” and “early education” sectors in countries operating split or
two-tiered early childhood systems. The result can be a lack of coherence for children and
families, with a confusing variation in objectives, funding streams, operational procedures,
regulatory frameworks, staff-training and qualifications. Initiatives to provide continuity
when children move from the childcare sector into early education seem to be few, unless
the ECEC sector has been integrated or a common pedagogical approach is used in both
sectors. In addition, many child care services are private, and may use a broad range of
models and approaches to young children in their programmes quite unlike the approach
used in the public early education domain. In this situation, it would seem important to train
public early education personnel in the use of open pedagogical frameworks into which the
previous experiences of young children can fit. It would also be helpful for children if public
pre-school staff had some exposure to the pedagogical approaches most used in the child
care and private sector, such as, Froebel, Montessori, Steiner, High/Scope, Reggio Emilia,
Experiential Education and other recognised approaches.
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Examples of co-operation to meet the challenges posed by transitions from creche to
kindergarten were noted in several of the reviews. Co-operation in Flanders between the
Ministry of Education and the child care agency, Kind en Gezin, has generated over the past
decade a seamless network of daylong services that young children can access from the
earliest age. A fundamental aim is to ease transitions for children and families between
different services. In Ghent, for example, the municipality promotes close collaboration
between creches and the local infant schools. In this initiative, care staff can move from
the creche to the infant school, a mechanism that is expected to increase the integration of
programmes and services. A common pedagogical approach - Experiential Education - in
which the well-being and involvement of children are fundamental aims - is frequently
used in both sectors.

Many US states also make strong efforts to integrate early education standards into
child care settings. Twenty-nine states now fund pre-kindergarten programmes both in
schools and community-based child care settings (Schumacher et al., 2005). These states or
their school districts contract the child care settings to deliver pre-kindergarten programmes
according to agreed standards, such as: teacher-child ratio; group size, teacher qualifications,
curriculum and other service requirements. Such agreements, if properly funded, help to
break down traditional barriers between early education and childcare, and strengthen the
quality of community-based childcare by introducing higher programme standards,
supported by additional resources, technical assistance and monitoring.

The transition from kindergarten to school

The transition from kindergarten to school is generally a stimulating experience for
young children but can present a challenge to some children, particularly in countries
where the routines and expectations of kindergarten and school differ widely. In school, for
example, children may not be encouraged to move freely about and activities are generally
chosen and directed by the teacher. The daily routine is programmed, frequently with all
children involved in the same activity at the same time.® According to a survey by Elkind
(2003), teachers expect social skills rather than cognitive abilities from children coming
into school: the ability to listen and follow instructions given by an adult; the ability to start
a task and bring it to completion without help; the ability to work co-operatively with other

children, take turns, stand in line, and so on.?

If the school atmosphere and its routines seem constraining to children coming
from kindergarten, they will be more so for children entering directly from home. These
children are unlikely to have experienced group routines or even to have had sustained
social contact with other children.’® To prevent this situation, all countries in the
review provide at least one year of pre-school or kindergarten preparation to children
before they enter school. Mexico (see Box 3.1) and Hungary have made particular efforts
in this respect: the former through legislating for compulsory early education from
3 years, and the latter through making the senior year of kindergarten compulsory.
The Hungarian measure was introduced to ensure that all children would attend
kindergarten, at least for one year before formal schooling. The measure has been
reinforced by regulations providing priority places and free meals for disadvantaged
(including large families and Roma®?') children in kindergartens.
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Box 3.1. Education and care policies in Nuevo Leon, Mexico

The OECD team’s visit to Nuevo Leon coincided, not only with the new compulsory early
education law but also with elections and the entry of a new State Secretary for Education.
The Secretary explained the basic policy lines that the government proposed to follow.
Initial education would be a priority for the new government, to be achieved in three ways:

e Attention to 0- to 6-year-olds of age will be treated as a continuum and from an
educational perspective. This marks a profound change in current thinking, particularly
for 0- to 3-year-olds.

e The main form of educational attention will be in centres, both public and private.

e The education and qualification of personal will be the key element driving the changes
that are envisioned by the government.

The new government is aware that in order to develop these priorities it will have to
study in depth the existing situation. Based on this knowledge, it will elaborate a financial
proposal to expand the present educational offer and to improve the current quality of
services.

During the visit, the team had the opportunity to explore further the context in which
the major transformations proposed by our hosts would take place:

e In Nuevo Leon, changes in the family structure and the ever more general presence of
mothers as well as fathers in the labour force, means that families need a long school
day in order to meet both work and family responsibilities. This emerging reality
contrasts with the reality of the present offer, which, in general provides just one
morning or evening session to the children. To expand this offer will require audacious
planning and an important budgetary pledge.

« In the future, school offers for 0- to 6-year-olds will be developed and administered by
private and social organisations as well as by government. This open policy requires that
the new government should establish criteria to guarantee educational quality. In
addition, a balance will need to be found between quality and potentially large
enrolments (often well in excess of 30 children per teacher), as well as between
coherence and diversity.

e In Nuevo Leon, the process of changing from a closed to a professional system will
certainly confront the weight of tradition. Finding an acceptable equilibrium between
traditional hygienist views of early education and the freedom of enquiry needed by
young children; between the traditional rote-learning approach of older teachers to a
more active, child-centred dynamic will be a concern In sum, the challenge is to
contribute to a change of mentality among the professionals. This is perhaps the most
important and most difficult goal to achieve.

Upstream policy initiatives

Continuities between kindergarten and school can be strengthened both through the
upstream organisation of systems and through the pedagogical choices made by the
kindergartens and schools themselves. In many countries early education services and
schools work under the same ministry or management, a situation that facilitates
co-ordination between the two sectors. In Australia, France, Ireland, Portugal (in the Escolas
Bdsicas Integradas or Integrated Basic Schools) and the Netherlands, the transition between
the pre-primary classes and primary school is eased by the fact that institutions often
share the same building. Teachers and children from each section meet regularly, and
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there is little difficulty for a pre-primary class to visit their future classroom in the primary
school. In addition, in France, the Ministry of Education has elaborated a common basic
learning cycle (cycle des apprentissages fondamentaux), that begins in the last year of the
maternelle and continues into the first two years of primary school. In Belgium also, the
ministries have elaborated Developmental Objectives that are considered attainable by
children in both pre-school and primary classes. In other countries, without a pre-primary
section within primary education, it may be necessary to introduce a regulation imposing
co-operation between the two sectors as traditionally, they have tended to work apart, and
the access of ECEC personnel to the school has not been ideal in many school districts.

Continuities between kindergarten and school: centre-based initiatives

Some other initiatives seen in centres visited by OECD teams include:

Preparing children in advance for change: Positively discussing the change with children, and
letting them know that the transition is a sign of their progress and maturation.
Preparation can involve discussions with the new teacher, and visits to the new classroom.

Briefing the primary school: In so far as deontology and regulations allow, it can be helpful
if child records and work portfolios from kindergarten can be consulted by the primary
teacher, and lessons shared as to how to support children and their families effectively.

Organising common professional development courses: Courses including early childhood and
primary staff, and participation by primary school principals, can help to focus on
transition issues.

Clarification of the expectations of parents, pre-school, and school teachers about transition (and
about the first year in primary school): Schools in many countries (France, Germany,
Ireland, etc.) organise end of year meetings to discuss the transition from pre-school to
primary school. Many parents need guidance about smoothing children’s transition and
on how to support their child’s first attempts at formal reading and writing. These
meetings can lay the ground for co-operative work between the adults involved during
the latter part of the school year.

e Preparing the school for young children: Primary schools are expected to provide a
supportive setting for children entering school for the first time, and have staff who are
committed to the success of each child. It was not always possible for OECD review
teams to visit primary school classrooms, but in Canada, Denmark, Finland, Norway,
Sweden and the United States, teams noted that first grade classrooms frequently had
furniture and materials familiar to kindergarten children and used an adapted pedagogy
and curriculum.

Continuity in subject fields and pedagogical methods

Another method of providing continuity of learning experience for young children,
employed extensively in pre-primary education, is to focus, particularly in the last year of
kindergarten, on specific learning areas that are then carried over into primary school. As
mentioned above, almost all countries have published curricula or structured learning
areas for young children from the ages of 4 to 6 years (EUROSTAT, 2000). The preferred
domains of knowledge proposed are: nature and the environment; emergent literacy and
numeracy; general knowledge; scientific concepts and reasoning. The learning areas that
receive most focus in curricula - particularly in countries where child assessments are
used shortly after entry into primary school - are emergent literacy and numeracy.
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In Denmark, Finland and Sweden, the authorities aim also at continuity in pedagogical
method. They have put into place a special preparatory year, or pre-school class, for 6- to
7-year-old children in the year before they enter compulsory school. This class prolongs the
learning approaches of the kindergarten into the first years of the primary school. In
Denmark, the pre-school class, which takes place in the local primary school, is led by a
pedagogue from the originating kindergarten centre. He or she works alongside the
primary teacher who is responsible for the class in the coming year. This bridging period is
followed up by a curriculum for first and second grades of primary school that is designed
to incorporate active learning and child initiative, as found in the pre-school learning
environment.

In schools in Flanders, continuity is ensured through a common approach to children,
guided by the Experiential Education programme, which is used increasingly in child care
settings, the kindergarten school, the primary school and other educational settings. The
aim of this approach is to start from the perspective of the children, ensuring their well-
being and involvement at all stages in their school career. Other countries, such as the
United Kingdom and the United States, ensure continuity through focusing on early
literacy, math and science in early education as in primary school, and use methods
associated with the term “teaching”, e.g. adult-initiated activity, clearly stated learning
objectives, group work, instruction, and enriched learning environments. Both the British
EPPE study (Siraj-Blatchford et al., 2003) and the United States Eager to Learn committee
(Bowman et al., 2001) favour a mixture of self-directed learning and teacher-directed
instruction in early education.

Whatever the method used to ensure continuity in programmes, it is well to give
attention to the meaning of “continuity” for a child. According to work by the National
Center for Early Development and Learning (NCEDL, 2002) and Dockett and Perry (2001),
continuity for a child means primarily continuity of relationships: the possibility for a child
to move upward with his or her friends; to have a bridging period with a kindergarten
teacher in familiar surroundings, and continued support from his or her family.

Notes

1. The rapporteur for the German review was Professor Peter Moss, Thomas Coram Research Institute,
Institute of Education, Universities of London.

2. Generally, French, mathematics, science and technology, geography, sport, art and music.

3. There is also the issue of child-staff ratios in these countries, as high ratios hinder teachers
wishing to use more child-centred methodologies.

4. International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) Level 0 programmes are defined as
centre or school-based programmes that are designed to meet the educational and developmental
needs of children at least 3 years of age, and that have staff that are adequately trained
(i.e. qualified) to provide an educational programme for the children. Programmes devoted to early
childhood care or play are not included in this definition. When these programmes are considered
to be “pre-primary education”, they are further defined as the initial stage of organised instruction.
As the “instructional” or “educational” properties of programmes are difficult to identify, different
proxy measures are utilised by countries to determine whether a programme should be classified
at this level.

5. Tobin et al. (1987, 1989) argue, however, that there can be no universal quality or programme
standards in early childhood education. These anthropologists affirm that many of criteria of
“good” programming are ethnocentric, and often reflect specific cultural beliefs about children and
education underlying American research.
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6. Structural standards are important: when ratios exceed 20 children per one adult in small
classrooms, and a prescriptive curriculum is to be “delivered”, it can be difficult for educators to
practise an inter-relational, play-based curriculum in which young children are free to pursue their
own interests and learning agendas (see Weikart et al., 2003).

7. In the case of England, this wider view of ECEC services rejoins a much older (pre-1980s) tradition
of the nursery school that emphasised the individual child’s interests, free play, firsthand
experience and integrated learning. The Birth to Three Matters curriculum seemed to return to that
tradition. The new draft Early Years Foundation Stage DfES (2006) curriculum for children 0-6 years,
which replaces Birth to Three Matters still retains a unified approach to care and education, but
focuses on teachers rather than on children and is consequently, far more prescriptive.

8. Early years classrooms have changed much in the last decade, but in some of the pre-primary
education countries, a traditional ordering of space and of children’s movements is still in
evidence. In the majority of these countries, according to the IEA Pre-Primary Project (High/Scope)
(Weikart et al., 2003) teacher initiated activities and whole class instruction still greatly
predominate.

9. Teachers also assume that children will be physically and emotionally mature according to their
age, and if coming from kindergarten, will have acquired certain language and cognitive skills
(Murphey and Burns, 2002).

10. The study of over 1 800 young children in Australia (Thorpe et al., 2004) found that moving from
home directly into school was a predictor of poor performance on early measures of social,
cognitive and language skills.

11. The Roma population is a distinctive ethnic group, spread across many European countries. In the
various European languages, they are often referred to as Gypsies. For centuries across Europe,
Roma have been persecuted and discriminated against on racial grounds. Current laws in Hungary
and other countries now protect and promote Roma children, but their access to and participation
in mainstream education poses many challenges.
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Chapter 4

A Universal Approach to Access,
with Particular Attention to Children
in Need of Special Support

Chapter 4 outlines the complexity of the notion of access and provides a rationale for
universal and appropriate access. It includes tables of current enrolment rates for
children 3 to 6 years old and repeats the recommendation of Starting Strong (OECD,
2001) to interpret international access rate tables for early childhood education and
care (ECEC) with caution. Questions about what is included or excluded in these
figures need to be asked, and in all instances, it is necessary to link raw figures with
the notion of appropriate access. The chapter addresses also the field of out-of-school
time care, and the efforts being made by countries to increase provision.

The need to increase licensed service provision for children under 3 still remains a
critical issue. A comparison is drawn between employment rates of women with
children under 3 and the actual uptake of licensed services. A conclusion to be
drawn is that many women work part-time during this period, and that a large
proportion of children are still placed in informal or unlicensed child care. The
chapter also raises the issue of parental leave policies and sketches the policy
approaches of different countries to child care and parents. Finally, the issues of
ensuring equitable access for all children to attend quality ECEC is discussed, in
particular, in regard to children with special needs, and children with additional
learning needs due to socio-economic, cultural and/or linguistic factors. Many
examples of initiatives taken by countries in this field are referenced.

Some of the major tables in the report are provided in this chapter: the main
institutional forms of ECEC in the participating countries; the present access rates to
ECEC services; the entitlements to ECEC provision provided by OECD countries;
maternity, paternity and parental leave policies; policy approaches to children under 3
and their parents.




4. A UNIVERSAL APPROACH TO ACCESS, WITH PARTICULAR ATTENTION TO CHILDREN IN NEED OF SPECIAL SUPPORT

In 2001, Starting Strong noted the movement in many countries towards universal access
to early childhood education for children from the age of 3 or 4 years. Universal access does
not necessarily entail achieving full coverage, as at different ages and in different family
circumstances, variation in need and demand for ECEC will necessarily occur. Universal
access can be said to exist in Finland, for example, as children have an unconditional right
to day care. At the same time, enrolments are relatively low compared to Belgium or
France. This may be due to municipalities preferring to encourage the use of the home care
allowance, rather than the more expensive alternative of creating early childhood services.
A similar policy is seen in German municipalities, creating the paradoxical situation of
public authorities encouraging parents not to use public services which research shows
provide gender equality and real benefit to children from disadvantaged backgrounds.
Universal access implies provision that is available to all children whose parents wish
them to participate. This approach to access is contrasted with a targeted approach to
ECEC, whereby a government provides public funding primarily to ensure programmes for
certain groups of children, with significantly less support for the mainstream.

Enthusiasm for universal access is not shared by all countries. Questions are raised
about whether a universal approach is equitable, and if so, how provision should be
expanded in a fair and efficient way. For example, rather than requiring all taxpayers
(including low and moderate-income families) to fund programmes for the children of
middle-class parents who can afford to pay for services, is it not fairer to channel funding
towards targeted programmes for children at-risk of school failure? In addition, universal
early education programmes tend to take place within state school systems. In many
instances, this may be a real advantage: early education systems generally organise
services more equitably, observe higher standards and employ more qualified personnel
than child care programmes. A major weakness, however, is the lack of evaluation of state
pre-school programmes. Critics of government-sponsored programmes affirm that few
States have undertaken evaluations that enable parents to be sure that attendance in
public early education programmes actually benefits their children (Currie, 2004). In
addition, whatever research exists tends to focus on children from “at-risk” backgrounds
and ignores outcomes for the (majority) middle-class children.

In answer, proponents of universal services point out that targeting is costly and
inefficient. Programmes, such as Head Start, miss most poor children, and at the same
time, exclude by regulation low-income families just above eligibility for subsidised
services. These children would also benefit greatly from free state services. In addition,
their presence would provide the mix of social class and diversity in classrooms and on
parent committees that programmes for children from poor or immigrant families need
(Barnettet al., 2004). In the targeted access option, publicly funded ECEC remains a selective
arrangement for children at-risk rather than a social good for all children, e.g. in the United
States, Head Start receives full government funding,! while state funding for universal
early education for three- and four-year-olds is far from achieved.
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What did Starting Strong recommend?

Starting Strong (OECD, 2001) encouraged countries to engage in a universal approach to
access, with particular attention to young children below the age of 3 years and to children
with special or additional learning needs: While access to ECEC is close to universal for
children from age three or four in the European countries, more attention needs to be
devoted to:

e Providing universal and appropriate access for all 3- to 6-year-olds: Appropriateness becomes
an issue when available provision does not meet the needs of a particular child or his or
her parent(s), e.g. a child may have special or additional learning needs, and an inclusive
programme is not available in the local centre or pre-school. Another common example
is when the early childhood service available does not meet the needs of working
parents, e.g. when kindergarten - or the traditional junior school attached to primary
school — opens on a half-day basis and only during term-time.

e Expanding provision for infants and toddlers, including through parental leave: Country reports
from the reviews indicate that the demand for child care services for young children is
high and insufficiently met, even in countries that provide long parental leaves.
Increasing numbers of women wish to combine child-rearing and a career. Services
available to them are often informal or unlicensed, and of doubtful quality. When a
network of licensed, affordable child care services exists, the use of relative or
unlicensed family day care diminishes. More highly educated parents in all countries
show a preference for formal centre-based services.

e Ensuring equitable access, such that all children have equal opportunities to attend quality ECEC,
regardless of family income, parental employment status, special educational needs or
ethnic/language background. The role of government is to research needs, to set targets
for equitable access and to develop strategies to meet these targets.

The concept of access

Before analysing access data across countries, it is well to recall that the concept of
access is a complex one. Data tables supplied by the international organisations need to be
read with caution, as they generally use a narrow definition of early childhood services
(International Standard Classification of Education [ISCED] Level 0), and fail to explain or
take into account important internal factors of the ECEC field, e.g.:

e The conditions of access: Is access free or fee-paying? If fee-paying, is access affordable for
all parents? Is access equitable? Is it governed by eligibility criteria? Are children from
low-income homes subsidised in fee-paying services? Do children with special learning
needs receive first call on services and additional resources? At what age does obligatory
free schooling begin?

e The scope of access: Is access typically sessional, half-day or full-day? Is there access to a
continuum of services for parents and children across the whole working day,
throughout the year? Is provision convenient for families, including families in rural
areas and travelling families?

e The kind of access: Do access rates refer to just one type of service, and are other services,
such as parental leave, family day care, playgroups and after-school care, also considered
in the overall picture of provision? Table 4.1 below, showing the main institutional types
of provision across the participating countries, illustrates the complexity of ECEC
provision.
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Table 4.1. Main institutional arrangements for provision of ECEC in OECD countries

Age of

children 0 (birth) 1 2 25 3 4 5 6 7

AUS Accredited centres and FDC cover up to 61.5% of children at 4 years Kindergarten or reception Compulsory
and c. 24.6% between 0-3, figures include sessional and long-day classes: ¢. 17% of age 4, school at 6
periods 84% of age 5

AUT Tagesmutter (FDC) and Krippen (créches) care for 8.9% Kindergartens enrol 80% of children 3-6 Compulsory
of children 0-3 school at 6

BEL (FL)  DOGs (family day care — predominant Kleuterschool (infant school) from 2.5 years: enrolment Compulsory
in Flanders) and Kinderdagverbliif 90% at 2.5 years reaching nearly 100% from age 3 school at 6
(centre-based creches) together care
for 34.2% of children 0-3; 31% of 0-1s;

42% of 1-2s and 32% of 2-3s

BEL (FR)  Gardiennes encadrées (FDC) 12%. Ecole maternelle: from 2.5 years: enrolment 90% at 2.5; Compulsory
Créches for children 0-1 (12%) and centres reaching nearly 100% from 3 years school at 6
for 1-3 (21.5%) together cover on average
18% of children 0-3

CAN Lack of precise data on children 0-4 years. Excepting Quebec, state Junior K: Kindergarten: ~ Compulsory
support is weak, many private and unsupervised arrangements. 40% of 4-5sin 95% of 5-6s school at 6
Quebec enrols 38% of 0-4s. Ontario; 50%*  enrolled
Centre based and family day care cover 24% of children 0-6 years in Quebec in most P/Ts

CZE Few créche services Materska skola (kindergarten) covers 76% Compulsory

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

DEU Krippen (centre-based créche) cover 37% in former Kindergarten covers 90% of children 3-6, Compulsory
E.Germany, and ¢.3% of children 0-3 in former generally full-day in former E. Germany. school at 6
W.Germany (8.6% of 0-3 children nationally) Mostly under social/family services, but sometimes

local ministry of education.

DNK Daycare services (dagtilbud) care for children from 6 months to 6 years. Services are: Dagpleje Kgarten classes Compulsory
(family day care) covering 45% children to age 3; Vuggestuer (creches) and Adlersintegrer (age-integrated  (bornehaver-  school at 7
facilities which together enrol a further 15% of children under 3, and c. 38% of children 3-6 years. klasser) enrol
Bornehaver (kindergartens) enrol c. 58% of children 3-6 years. 98% of 6-7s

FIN Perhepaivahoito (FDC) and Paivakoti (municipal early development centres) together cover 27.5% Esiopetus Compulsory
of children 1-2, 44% of 2-3, and 73% by age 5, with 54% in family day care and 46% in centres (pre-school):  school at 7

enrols 96%
of 6-7s

FRA Assistantes maternelles care for 18% The école maternelle enrols 35% of children from 2 years Compulsory
of 0-3s, créches 8% and other licensed and almost all children from 3 years. An entitlement school at 6
arrangements provide for 6% of children to this free service exists from 3 years

HUN Bolcsode (créches) and some family day care cover Ovoda (kindergarten) cover 85% Compulsory K
9.3% of children 0-3 of children 3-5s, 97% of 5-6s from age 5

IRL Licensed family day care and nurseries cover 10-15%  Pre-primary education covers 4% at age 3; 56%  Compulsory
of children from birth to 4 years. Most children are of children 3-6 years. Enrolments approach 100% school at 6
in family or unregulated informal child-minding from age 5 years
arrangements

ITA Asili nidi (créches) cover 18.7% of children 0-3. The scuola dell'infanzia covers 70-90% of children Compulsory
Most children either in family or other informal settings from age 3 (depends on region); 96% at age school at 6

5-6 years

KOR Much family and informal care. Parallel systems under MOE kindergartens cover 12% of children 3-4, Compulsory
different ministries: child care centres cover 10% 27% of 4-5, and 45% of 5-6, that is, school at 6
of children 0-3, 31% of 3-5s, 23% of 5-6s ¢.70% of children 5-6 years in licensed services

MEX Educacion inicial (centre-based créche) covers (Future compulsory) educacién prescolar will begin
about 3% of children 0-3 from age 3, but covers at present: 81%

of children 3-6 (55% 3-5; 88% from age 5)

NDL Gastouderopvang (family day care) and Kinderopvang (child care Pre-primary Compulsory
centres) enrol 23% of 0-4s. A further 5-10% are enrolled in municipal ~ 4-6 years: pre-primary
early education services for disadvantaged children. In total, 89% of 2-4s almost all school from
are enrolled in play groups or other service types. children are age 5

enrolled at 4

NOR Barnehager (kindergartens), including rural familiebarnehager and both private (majority) and public, Compulsory
enrol about 48% of children 0-3, and 88% of 3-6s school at 6

PRT Créche familiare (1.5%) and centre-based créches Jardims de infancia enrol 60% children at age 3 Compulsory
(11%) cover 12.5% of age 3 and 90% from 5-6. National average for 3-6s school at 6

is 76.3%
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Table 4.1. Main institutional arrangements for provision of ECEC in OECD countries (cont.)

?,?: d‘:zn 0 (birth) 1 2 25 3 4 5 6 7
SWE Familiedaghem (family day care) care for 8% of children, esp. in rural areas. Preschool class Compulsory
Full-day forskola enrol 45% of children 1-2, 86% of 2-3 and 91% of 4-5, and 96% of children 5-6 years -91% school at 7
enrolment.
Other 9% are
enrolled in
school
GBR Predominantly private nurseries, child minders and Playgroups Receptionclass Compulsory
(Engl.) playgroups care for 26% of children 0-3, but under and nurseries  and nursery primary school
MOE responsibility provide schools enrol begins at
for 95% of ¢.100% of 4-5s 5 years
children 3-4
USA Predominantly private child care centres and family day 40% of children 3-4, and 70% of 4-5s enrolled Compulsory
care cater for c¢. 50% of children 0-3 (38% of these in educational programmes, incl. pre-K, private school at 6
in licensed services) 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)
Key:

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.

e The appropriateness and quality of access: Are services flexible, yet suited to the needs of
young children (not merely “slot” services but environments where children are cared for
by trained professionals able to offer a sustained developmental programme)? Is access
appropriate for young children, or is it a part of the primary school system with conditions
and pedagogy more suitable for older children? Are the basic quality indicators - child-
staff ratios; group size; the qualifications levels and certification of the educators, the
quality of materials and environments - respected for all children in the services to which
access is offered? Is access appropriate for children requiring special support?

1. Providing universal and appropriate access for all 3- to 6-year-olds

ECEC access rates across the OECD countries for children 3 to 6 years old

In Europe, the concept of universal access for 3- to 6-year-olds is generally accepted.
Most countries provide all children with at least two years of free, publicly-funded
provision before they begin primary schooling. In fact, with the exception of Ireland and
the Netherlands, such access is generally a statutory right from the age of 3 years, and in a
handful of countries from an earlier age. Early education programmes in Europe are often
free, and attached to schools. In OECD countries outside Europe, most provide free access
to early education only from age 5. In Australia, Korea and in some American States, many
children are enrolled in free state programmes at the age of 4 years, but provision is
generally much weaker than in European countries.

The move towards universal provision in Europe has been given a further stimulus
by the 2010 objectives set by the European Union at its Barcelona meeting in 2002,
encouraging member countries to supply subsidised full-day places for one-third of 0- to
3-year-olds, and for over 90% of all 3- to 6-year-olds. The Starting Strong recommendation of
moving towards universal and appropriate access does not set a target or benchmark,
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but addresses also the internal constituents of access, as outlined above, and sees
high coverage as only one aspect of country performance. To date, about five countries
- Belgium (Flanders), Denmark, France, Norway, and Sweden - have reached the Barcelona
targets for both groups of children, although at different levels of quality. Finland also may
be said to have reached the target as although the coverage rate for children under 3
(municipal and private) is 24.7%, if children under 1 are left out (in Finland, almost all
parents take leave) the percentage rises to 36.7%. Several other countries are on the way to
achieving similar coverage.

Although strong access rates are shown for almost all countries in Figure 4.1, the
graphs hide some basic weaknesses. Research and the experience of the OECD reviews
suggest that the children who do not have access are often children with special or

Figure 4.1. Enrolment rates in regulated ECEC and pre-primary education
of children 3 to 6 years
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Notes: The dark bars in the figure refer to enrolments in optional, centre-based pre-school provision (sometimes
within a primary school setting), designed to foster the cognitive and socio-emotional development of children from
3 years to compulsory school age. The lighter bars refer to enrolments in formal primary schooling.

Korean rates are for Ministry of Education kindergarten enrolments only. In the parallel child care system, 44.9% of 3- to
4-year-olds, 36.7% of 4- to 5-year-olds and 31.7%of 5-year-olds are enrolled in child care centres. Total enrolment rates
in Korea (kindergarten and child care centres combined) are 3-year-olds: 59.5%, 4-year-olds: 66.4%, and 5-year-olds:
78.9% in 2004.

Source: OECD education database, 2005 and national Background Reports.
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additional educational needs, that is, children with disabilities; children from
disadvantaged backgrounds, or children from ethnic or cultural minorities (Leseman,
2002). In addition, the quality and duration of the services provided to young children are
not made explicit in the figure, e.g. the coverage rate for the United Kingdom at age 4 often
denotes in reality an entitlement for two-and-a-half hours per day for about nine months
per year, in contrast to Swedish provision which provides, according to the parent's wishes,
the possibility of full-day coverage for eleven months every year.

The age at which young children normally access services varies considerably across
countries (see Table 4.2). The extent of remunerated parental leave and the age at which
free early or primary education begins are two critical factors. The majority of children are
enrolled in free early provision from the age of 30 months in Belgium, and increasingly in
France from the age of 2 years; from the age of 3 years in Austria, the Czech Republic,
Germany, Hungary, Italy, Norway (majority), the United Kingdom; from the age of 4 years in
Ireland (majority), and the Netherlands; and from the age of 5 years in Australia, Canada,
Korea (majority), Mexico and the United States, but with an increasing number of places for
4-year-old children.? In the Nordic countries (except Norway), municipalities have an
obligation to provide families who demand it a place in a fee-paying centre or family day
care, not just at 3 years but from the end of parental leave. For children in need in these
countries, parental fees are generally waived. In Mexico, States are now obliged by law to
provide early education services for children over 3 years, and attendance has been made
compulsory for all children from this age. In most school districts in Canada and the United
States, legal or de facto access entitlements to half-day, term-time kindergarten exist for
children from the age of 5 years, where between 80% to 100% enrolment rates are achieved
for the age group. The access of younger children (under 5 years) to public programmes is
much more reduced, although within the United States, a strong move towards public
(state-funded) pre-kindergarten provision can be observed in the majority of States (see
Annex E for the United States profile). In Canada, the province of Quebec has increased
significantly the number of licensed child care places available to children living in the
province. By itself, Quebec accounts for almost all the increase in regulated ECEC places in
Canada since 1998. In Australia, responsibility for pre-school provision rests with States
and Territories. The majority of children aged 4 (average of 83%) and approximately 17.1%
of children aged 3 years attended a state funded pre-school in 2003-04. Additionally, in
2002, 47.4% of children aged 3-years-old, 35.8% of children aged 4 years and 9.2% of
children aged 5 years attended formal child care (Long Day Care, Family Day Care and
Occasional Care).

In Portugal, a notable expansion in public investment in the pre-school network meant
that between 1996 and 1999, coverage increased dramatically, from 57% to 72% of children
over 3-years-old. Over 90% of 5-year-olds benefit from a free daily five-hour session in the
jardim de infancia (kindergartens). The story is similar in Germany for the 3- to 6-year-olds,
but development has taken place over a longer period: from less than a 30% base in the
1970s, enrolments in kindergarten now stand at about 90% in largely half-day places in the
West and all-day places in the East. In 1996, a statutory right to a place in kindergarten was
legislated. In Korea, likewise, the State is investing far more in early childhood services: all
5-year-olds have now a right to free kindergarten, but as demand far outstrips supply, only
about 50% of children have access. Another 20% of 4-year-olds from low-income families
have also been given recently a right to access.
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Table 4.2. Entitlements to ECEC provision across OECD countries

Nature of entitlements

Age covered

Length of day

Duration of entitlement

Free or fee paying

AUS

AUT

BEL

CAN

CZE

DNK

FIN

FRA

DEU

HUN

IRL

ITA

KOR

— No legal right to services for children aged 0 to 4 years. Child Care Benefit for families using 4 to 6 years
an approved service

— No legal right to pre-school although most States provide free or almost free pre-school
for 4 to 5-year olds

- No legal right to services for children aged 0 to 3 years 3to 6 years

— Legal right to kindergarten from 3 to 6 years

—No legal right to ECEC for children under 2.5 years, but supervised, subsidised services are broadly 0to 3 years
available (supply does not meet demand): in the French Community, services are mainly creches; 2.5 to 6 years
in the Flemish Community, mainly family day

— Legal right to universal pre-school from 2.5 to 6 years

- Legal right to ECEC (kindergarten) varies between provinces, for most legal entitlement starts at age 6 years
50r6 4 years

— Legal right to ECEC (pre-kindergarten) at age 4 in Ontario. Legal right to ECEC 0- to 6-year-olds 0to 6 years
in Quebec (educational child care for 0- to 5-year-olds, kindergarten for 5- to 6-year-olds)

— No legal right to ECEC for children under 3 310 6 years

— No legal right to pre-school (3 to 6 years), but access is generally broad, with priority given
to 5-year-olds

— 87% of municipalities guarantee places for all children aged 1 to 5 years 0.5 to 6 years

- Legal right to a place in free, pre-school class in centres and primary schools 6 to 7 years

— Legal right to place in out-of-school provision

— Legal right to a place in centre-based or home-based ECEC from birth 0to 7 years

— Legal right to a place in a free pre-school class in centres and primary schools

— No legal right to a place in out-of-school provision 6 to 7 years

— No legal right to ECEC services under age 3, but supervised, subsidised services are broadly available 3 1o 6 years
35% of 2-year-olds have access to free école maternelle services, and over 90% of 3-year-olds

- Legal right to school-based ECEC from age 3

— No legal right to ECEC for children under 3
— Legal right to ECEC services from age 3

- Legal right to ECEC services for working parents from the age of 6 months. In practice,
there is not universal access until the age of 3 years in the kindergarten (Ovoda) service

— No legal right to services for children under 4

3 1o 6 years

0to 3 years
310 6 years
4 10 6 years

— Legal right to a place in school-based pre-school from 4 years

— No legal right to services for children under 3

— Legal right to a place in school-based ECEC

— No legal entitlement for children 0 to 5 years, except from 2006, for 4-year olds from low-income
backgrounds (20% coverage)

310 6 years

510 6 years

— Legal entitlement from age 5. Demand exceeds supply: 20% of 5-year-olds covered in 2004, 30%

in 2005, going towards 50% in 2006

Usually half-day

Increasingly full day

Increasingly full day
with OSP

Half-day or full-day
Half-day
Varies

Full-day

Generally full-day

Full-day
Half-day
After school
Full-day

(8 hours)

Full-day in NBL (East)
Full-day (10 hours)
Full-day

Half-day

Half-day or full-day
Full-day in CC centres

Increasingly full-day
in kindergartens

No entitlement but
pre- school generally
available

for 1- to 2-year-olds,
depending on State

3years

3.5 years

1 year
1 year
Up to 6 year

No entitlement but places

available in most communes

from 3 years
6 years

All early childhood

n

1-year (half-day) free
3 years

3 years

3 years in practice

2 years

3years

1 year

Generally free (depends
on State)

Fee-paying

Free

Free
Free
Fee paying

Fee-paying
Free for 4 to 6 years

Fee-paying, except for
pre-school class which
is free

Fee-paying

Fee

Fee-paying

Free

Fee-paying

Free
Free

Free

Fee-paying
Free in public system
Free
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Table 4.2. Entitlements to ECEC provision across OECD countries (cont.)

Nature of entitlements Age covered Length of day Duration of entitlement Free or fee paying
MEX — No legal right for children under 3 3 to 6 years Half-day 3years Free
- Free and compulsory attendance at school-based centre for children from age 3 by 2009
NDL — No legal right to services for children under 4 years, but high investment in subsidies 2 to 4 years Half-day 2 years Free
for children “at-risk”
— Legal right to a place in primary school, from 4 years 410 6 years School-day
NOR - No legal right to services but 80% enrolment has been reached for children over 4 years 0to 6 years Full-day No entitlement but places Fee-paying
As soon as universal enrolment has been reached, an entitlement will be introduced available in most communes
from age 3
PRT — No statutory right to services for children 410 6 years 5 hours, 5 days/week 2 years Free
— Legal right to free jardim enrolment from 4 years under 3
SWE — Legal obligation to provide a place for children of working or studying parents from 12 months 110 6 years Full-day 3 years of a free half-day Fee-paying
— Legal right to free pre-school class for bilingual children from age 3 being extended progressively 3to 6 years Half-day service available to most Free
to all 5-year-olds and 4-year-olds children
— Legal right of all 6- to 7-year-old children to a free pre-school class 6 to 7 years Half-day Free
— Legal right to a place in after-school services for 1- to 12-year-olds 6to 12 years After-school Fee-paying
GBR — No legal entitlement for children under 3 31to 5 years Legal entitlement to a free 2 years prior to compulsory  Free
— Universal, free part-time early education for all 3- and 4-year-olds prior to the start of compulsory part time place for schooling (which in England
schooling all 3- and 4-year-olds. begins at age 5)
12.5 hours per week,
for 33 weeks
USA — No legal right for 0- to 5-year-olds Half-day, term-time (varies) 1 year across country Free
— Two States — Georgia and New York — provide universal pre-kindergarten to all 4-year-olds. 410 5 years
Pre-kindergarten for children at risk in several States Half- day, term-time
— Most school districts offer free kindergarten class to all 5-year-olds as part of primary schooling 510 6 years (varies)
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In the United States, state authorities tend to target their programmes towards low-
income families or towards children who are considered to be at risk of school failure, such
as children of teen parents or with a disability or having limited English proficiency. Low-
and moderate-income families, who do not have the means to pay private fees and earn
too much to qualify for publicly-funded services or subsidies, often experience difficulties
of access (Fuller et al., 2005). Over the years, however, a notable increase in federal and state
subsidies (in some States only) has taken place, e.g. in Missouri, in favour of low-income
families. In addition, the number of state-funded pre-kindergarten programmes for 3- and
4-year-olds has grown considerably in the United States in recent years (Schulman et al.,
1999; NIEER, 2004). As many of these programmes are sessional or half-day, States try to
co-ordinate pre-kindergarten with child care assistance programmes that help cover the
costs of the extra hours for parents who work full-time. States may also offer pre-
kindergarten programmes in child care centres (including private centres) so that children
can remain at the same setting for the extended hours (NIEER, 2003).

Appropriate access

Despite these positive signs, there remains the challenge of appropriate access in
many countries. Access is often inappropriate for children with special needs and/or
additional learning needs, so much so that directors of centres may not allow them to
enrol, or parents - seeing the difficulties involved for their children - simply desist. If
access is achieved, classes may be far too large for these children, or appropriately trained
staff may not be available to take them in charge. Similarly, group sizes, care and
pedagogical approaches may be unsuitable for very young children in early education
systems established along school lines. In addition, junior classes often do not meet the
needs of working parents, e.g. when kindergarten - or the traditional junior school attached
to primary school - opens on a half-day basis and only during term-time. Services may be
closed for the summer for winter and spring breaks, and for teacher professional
development days. Unless this service is augmented by after school care or another wrap-
around service, the situation forces many mothers of young children either to reduce their
work to part-time or to drop out of employment for a number of years.

Out-of-school time provision>

Out-of-school time provision for children of working parents is still not a policy
priority in most OECD countries. Demand for it is growing rapidly as most school-based
ECEC does not cover the full working day, and many parents — over 30% in some countries -
work non-standard hours. A more coherent approach is needed for out-of-school
provision. Currently, Denmark (and former East Germany), and Sweden, are the only
countries that provide enough places - generally in early childhood centres or on school
premises - to meet demand. In Sweden, all children under 12 years have a legal
entitlement to provision. Leisure-time services are closely linked in concept and
organisation to ECEC provision and stress social competence and the interests of children.
Staff engaged to work with the children are trained to university degree level, specifically
for this form of care. In most other countries, out-of-school provision is loosely regulated,
with a range of different services, variably qualified staff and few reliable statistics.
The 2002 Quality Decree in Flanders, Belgium stipulated, however, that by 2010, half of the
workforce in the centres for out of school child care must hold a diploma in child care.
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Several of these issues were raised in Starting Strong (OECD, 2001), in particular, how
out-of-school provision was to be understood and organised. Critics point out that a clear
concept of leisure-time activities is often absent, and that much out-of-school time
provision takes place in schools where there is a tendency for the service to become a
homework club. In addition, school buildings may not be ideal for leisure purposes. At the
same time, when operated outside schools, children have to travel. In addition, provision
may rely - often exclusively — on parent management and contributions, which again
opens up issues of professionalism and sustainability. In sum, this form of care is not
yet sufficiently recognised and supported, and is often inappropriately organised. An
opportunity is lost for families and young children, as the research indicates that free-time
services, out-of-school care and study support help particularly children from
disadvantaged families, and contribute to tackling child poverty by enabling parents to
work (United Kingdom Interdepartmental Childcare Review, 2002).

What have countries been doing to increase out-of-school provision?

Recent years have seen promising national initiatives in out-of-school provision. In the
Netherlands, the quality regulations for ECEC in the welfare sector also apply to this
provision, including staff qualifications, although these requirements have been
considerably loosened in the new marketised system. However, by an Act of Parliament
in 2005, school boards will be obliged from January 2007 to organise out-of-school provision
for all parents who need the service. They are free to contract child care organisations, to use
community school provision or to provide care and leisure activities on their own premises.
In 2006, EUR 35 million will be reserved for the development of this care and from 2007,
EUR 27 million will be made available annually for this activity. In Belgium, in both language
communities, the issue of regulation has also been raised and new initiatives have taken
place, e.g. the 2001 survey by the French Community of all leisure-time activities for children
up to 12 years (Observatoire de 'Enfance, 2003), or the legal framework and charter of quality
for out-of-school time provision formulated in the Flemish Community. Austria and
Germany are also tackling the issue, in general, through extending both kindergartens and
schools towards full-day provision (these services were traditionally half-day only). Although
at first raising fears of educational pressure on young children, classes are still confined to
the morning period, while afternoons are reserved for relaxation, leisure, social and learning
activities including sports, music, arts and crafts. Both parents and non-statutory bodies are
involved - the latter often as operators of programmes. New in-service training has been
introduced in some Ldnder, bringing teachers, leisure-time educators and sports instructors
together. Costs to parents are generally very reasonable, ranging from EUR 30-50 per month
in publicly subsidised services.

In France, écoles maternelles and schools have traditionally operated for eight hours a
day (except Wednesdays) from 8.30 to 16.30. To meet the demand for out-of-school time
provision, the country has generated a network of accredited support services around the
école maternelle. Centres de loisirs (leisure-time centres) run by non-profit associations or the
communes operate on Wednesdays, after-school and during the shorter holiday breaks;
and garderies périscolaires (out-of-school child care), run by municipalities and parents’
associations operate before and after school hours generally on school premises. French
children also go to the homes of accredited or informal family day carers for after-school
care. Scotland also has made a contribution to out-of-school care through the New
Opportunities Fund which has provided both a framework document and funding to these
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services (Scottish Executive, 2003). In the United States, Head Start is implementing a
major initiative to expand full-day/full-year services through partnerships with other early
childhood programmes and funding sources. National surveys of provision have been
carried out by the National Centre for Educational Statistics (2004), the Afterschool Alliance
(2004) and by the Harvard Family Research Project.*

However, until societies and education systems adopt a more caring attitude towards
children, these efforts may remain marginal. In many countries, the education system
plays no formal role in out-of-school provision, and if it does, the accent may be placed on
custodial care or homework rather than on developmental leisure-time activities. Teachers
also can be reluctant to take on extra hours before or after the official school-day. For this
reason, many after-school clubs are run by parent-led management committees on a
voluntary basis, with little steady funding from public authorities. Despite their public
status, school premises frequently remain closed to children outside official school hours,
and are not at the disposal of the groups who volunteer or are nominated by local
authorities to facilitate out-of-school care. In addition, these premises (in particular,
the assembly and out-door areas) have not been constructed with young children’s
leisure-time activities in mind.

2. Increasing public provision for children under 3

84

Relative to services for pre-school children, less attention has been given in most
countries to provision for children under 3, although sufficient provision for this age group
is an iron test of government policy in favour of equality of opportunity for women (see
Box 4.1). Hard data on access is often difficult to obtain. A sentence from the Background
Report of Germany (2004) provides an indication of the general situation in many countries:

“Until the beginning of the nineties in the West (Federal Republic of Germany) there were
places in public or publicly-promoted facilities for fewer than 2% of children under 3 of age,
supplemented by another 2% of places in family day care — as against an unknown number of
private arrangements.”

Through household and other surveys, estimates can be made of the use of child care
in general, but with little knowledge of the duration of its use or of the type and quality of
the services offered. As a result, national data on child care services are often not useful for
policy makers. The statistical picture improves greatly when governments provide services
directly to the younger children or when parent subsidies are linked to the use of licensed
services. Table 4.2 above provides information on entitlements to ECEC across the
participating countries, and Figure 4.2 below provides an estimate of enrolments in
licensed child care in the OECD countries reviewed.

Services for O- to 3-year-olds

Publicly subsidised services for the younger children take several forms (see also
Table 4.1 above). The core services are: family day care; centre-based créche services and
integrated centres (with 1- to 6-year-olds). Most of these services charge parental fees, which,
in many countries, are highly subsidised. Professional core services are often augmented by:
drop-in centres for mothers where infants and young children can play and where the carers
can avail of professional advice; information centres; mother and baby clinics; family centres
and parent-led playgroups, the aim being to provide a continuum of services that matches
the different needs of different families. When they are available, higher socio-economic
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Box 4.1. Developing new services for children under 3
Csemete Gyermekcentrum (Children’s Centre), Szekesfehervar, in Hungary

The history of child care services in Central Europe is one of changes of direction. In the 19th
century, the countries in the region had the earliest large-scale early childhood systems in
Europe. In Hungary, the first kindergarten (évoda) was founded in 1828, and first child care
centre (bdlcsode) was opened in Pest in 1852. The founding documents of these institutions
formulated very progressive ideas for the time. After the Second World War, the development
of early childhood services became a state responsibility. Along with supporting women’s
equality and right to study and work, policies adopted in the region sought to increase the
number of places in early childhood services as a means of encouraging women’s participation
in the labour market and public life. During the 1960s and 1970s, many new centres for
children under school-age were designed and built. Between 20-30% of children aged 0 to
3 years were enrolled and more than 60% of children aged 3 to 6 years. Service provision
became exclusively the duty of State, but though often of high quality, the curriculum was
centralised and services made insufficient allowance for different family requirements.

Since 1989, the process of transition has resulted in the dismantling of state property and
the sale of many public centres. In Hungary, between 1984 and 2003, more than half the child
care places and a substantial number of kindergarten places disappeared. Today, the child care
system provides for about 8-9% of children under the age of three, and the kindergarten
system for about 90% of children between the ages of 3 and 6. In the Czech Republic, the
organised child care network — which covered over 20% of 0- to 3-year-olds before transition —
collapsed: only 60 créches (in 2004) have survived from the previous regime. The former creche
buildings have been sold or allocated to other purposes. Fertility rates dropped even further in
the region, and population/employment ratios declined. In this context, governments have
provided protected maternity leaves of up to 3 years. The change to a liberal economy also
brought about changes in the structure of employment, resulting in different work structures,
atypical hours of work, different demands on the part of employers, and different needs in
terms of public services.

The Csemete Gyermekcentrum child care centre in the municipality of Szekesfehervar has
followed a similar evolution. It was established as a child care centre (bdlcsode) at the end of
the 1970s, at first maintained by the town council and later, after the creation of local
authorities in 1989/90, by the Szekesfehervar local authority as a service provided directly for
young children under 3. In 2000, the centre was privatised and subsequently taken over by a
non-profit foundation. It provides a wide range of services for young children and their
families. The centre is open between 7 a.m. and 5 p.m. every day. In 2003, it offered full-time
day care for 72 children, and the following additional services: occasional creche services;
home care services; mother-toddler groups between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m.; advisory services and
organised talks for parents; accredited courses for prospective family day care providers;
advisory services for working family day care providers; advisory service for local authorities
interested in family day care. Children receiving fulltime care pay only the cost of meals and
some additional services (see below). The cost of meals is reduced or waived if the family is
assessed as having difficulties or if they have more than three children.

All this shows remarkable powers of survival and adaptation, but new challenges are
emerging. The situation of the workforce is becoming more and more problematic. Most of
the staff working with children are qualified (all kindergarten teachers, and 89% of child
care workers are trained in Hungary - in kindergarten to tertiary level, and in child care to
upper secondary vocational level). The proposed reform of higher education, in line with
the Bologna Declaration, is likely to improve the training of kindergarten staff but is
unlikely to help those with lower qualifications. The average age of child care workers is
increasing, and the younger generations do not wish to take on this role. A major priority
is to find ways to improve the status, pay, education and working conditions of the
workforce to ensure that new staff can be recruited.

Source: Dr. Marta Korintus: Background Report of Hungary, OECD, 2005; Care work in Europe study, 2005.
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Figure 4.2. Employment rates for mothers with children under 3
and access rates for children under 3 in licensed ECEC services

Employment rate for women Percentage of 0-3 year olds using licensed
with children under age 3 child care arrangements

Denmark 83
Sweden
Norway

United States
Finland
Netherlands
Belgium?
France?

United Kingdom
Portugal
Australia

Italy
Ireland
Austria

Korea
Hungary
Germany
Mexico
Czech Republic
58.7 Canada3

100 80 60 40 20 0 0 20 40 60 80 100
0/0 D/O

18

71.9

30.5
47.8

14.2

1. Enrolment in the infant school in Belgium begins at 2.5 years when about 90% of children are enrolled. The
percentage of children in regulated child care in Belgium (Flanders) is 34.2%.

2. Enrolment in the infant school begins at 2 years. 35% of children enter between 2-3 years.

3. For Canada, the coverage rate for children aged 0-5 years is 24%. Data on the coverage rate for children aged
0-3 years are not available.

Notes: In reading this figure, caution is advised.

- The definition of “licensed service” differs widely from country to country, going from mere registration of an
activity to programmes that follow a curriculum and are regularly inspected and evaluated. Again, information is
not available in most countries concerning the length of use of the child care places available, whether the rate
recorded refers to sessional, half-day or full-day usage.

Likewise employment rates are open to different interpretations. In this figure, no distinction is made between
part-time and full-time employment, and in some instances, the figures include women who are taking parental
or other leave, e.g. the employment rate given for women in Austria includes women on Child Care Benefit leave,
whereas the percentage of women actually working is closer to 30%.

The low enrolments rates recorded in several countries may hide parental leave policies that play an important role
in reducing demand for infant provision. Again, rates do not reveal the numerous informal or unlicensed
arrangements that exist.

Source: Employment rates provided by EUROSTAT, United States Bureau of Labor Statistics and OECD, Babies and
Bosses (Volumes 1-4). Information on access rates provided by OECD countries, 2004.

groups tend to use professional, centre-based services more than lower socio-economic
groups, e.g. in Norway, 41% of university educated women use centre-based child care
services for children under 3 compared to 21% of mothers with secondary education, who, in
general, show a preference for home care by mothers, or informal care by family members
and relatives. In France, a similar situation exists. The preference for home or extended
family care is often cultural, but it is also influenced by the cost of services and the
considerably greater difficulty for immigrant mothers to find work.

Costs to parents

For children under 3, costs for services are generally shared between parents and public
authorities (in the Netherlands, with employers also). Public authorities subsidise services
through direct local authority provision (Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden), or through

86 STARTING STRONG II: EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE - ISBN 92-64-03545-1 - © OECD 2006



4. A UNIVERSAL APPROACH TO ACCESS, WITH PARTICULAR ATTENTION TO CHILDREN IN NEED OF SPECIAL SUPPORT

indirect subsidies, such as family cash benefits (Australia, the United States), tax credits
(Belgium, the United Kingdom) and employer contributions (Belgium, Italy, the Netherlands,
etc.). In only three of the twenty countries reviewed (Denmark, Finland and Sweden) is the
public provision of high quality ECEC for children from their first year considered an
entitlement for a child, on an equal footing with services for the older children.

For services for children under 3, parents contribute on average 25-30% of the costs,
varying from a 9-15% parental contribution in Finland, Norway and Sweden, to up to full
service costs charged by private providers, who in several countries, such as Ireland, the
United Kingdom or the United States, take in charge the majority of children under the age
of 3 years. Other countries, such as Belgium and the Netherlands, may have relatively high
costs for infants and toddlers but they then provide universal and free access for older
children: from 2.5 years in Belgium, and from 4 years in the Netherlands. The Nordic
countries generally retain some parental charges up to the year before entry into
compulsory schooling, but charges decrease in relation to family income (or at a low,
universal flat-rate in Norway and Sweden), and are often waived completely for low-
income and second-language families.

Levels of enrolment

The highest levels of enrolment of children under 3 in subsidised provision are seen in
Denmark and Sweden,” countries with a long history of publicly funded ECEC, combined with
long-standing gender equity and family policies. With the exception of these countries (and
Finland), reports from all review countries indicate that the demand for services for young
children is significantly higher than the available number of places - including in countries
that provide long parental leave, a measure that helps to reduce demand, especially in the first
year. In countries where public funding for provision is limited, most working parents must
either seek solutions in the private market, where ability to pay often determines accessibility
and quality, or rely on informal arrangements with family, friends, and neighbours. In the
United States, for example, a lack of paid parental leave and limited public investment in
services means that many low- and middle-income parents struggle to find affordable
arrangements for infants as young as six weeks old (Capizzano, 2000a, 2000b). However, ECEC
policies are currently developing, with more generous fee subsidies being made available to
enable low- and middle-income families to purchase ECEC in the private market.

Figure 4.2 illustrates that, with the exception of the Scandinavian countries, licensed
coverage for the youngest age group is appreciably lower than for 3- to 6-year-olds. At the
same time, the percentage rate of working women is far higher in many countries than the
percentage enrolment rate for young children. This suggests that much informal care is
taking place and/or that many women work part-time. Only in Denmark and Norway are
there more places available to children than the proportion of women working. The ratio is
probably correct in Sweden also as access to services is a right enshrined in legislation, and
enrolments are relatively low during the first 18 months because of effective parental leave
policies. Subsidised provision for children under 3 is most developed in Denmark, Finland,
Norway and Sweden, countries with a long history of supporting publicly funded ECEC as
part of broader gender equity and family support policies. Most services are full day, with
parents paying fees on a sliding scale according to income. In these countries, services are
integrated under the auspices of one ministry. Provision takes place predominantly in
professional centres, excepting Denmark where most children under three are cared for in
family day care homes managed by the municipalities.
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Belgium (Flemish Community) and France provide for about one third of children
under 30 months, in family day care, creches and other services. In these countries, pre-school
education begins at two (France) or 2.5 years (Belgium). Children of that age, enrolled in
pre-school, are not included in the figure; if they were, French enrolment figures would be
similar to those of Sweden, although in very different conditions. In the past five years, the
Netherlands, Norway, and, more recently, the United Kingdom have significantly expanded
publicly-funded provision for infants and toddlers. As a result of recent incentive schemes
in the Netherlands, for example, 20% of children under four now have a place in ECEC, in
addition to the 50% of 2- to 4-year-olds who attend part-day playgroups.

That many young children are being placed in informal or unlicensed child care can be
seen for the majority of countries covered, where maternal employment rates far outstrip
the rates of licensed child care use. Data from national household surveys and other
sources confirm that the actual use of child care is much higher than enrolments in
licensed child care. In Ireland, for example, the Pre-school Services Regulations require
that when a child minder cares for more than three children under the age of 6 years in her
home, she should notify the local Health Board, and become subject to certain regulations.
According to figures provided by the National Childminding Association, 95% of child
minders in Ireland operate outside this framework. It is estimated that 70% of long-day
care is provided through private child-minding. The arrangements are generally
unsupervised and escape health, safety, developmental and programmatic regulations
(OECD Country Note for Ireland, 2003). Excepting Australia and the United States, similar
figures can be cited for the majority (unlicensed) of child care arrangements in the other
liberal economies, and in the United States licensing standards can be low and subject to
many exemptions.

More positively, signs are emerging from all countries that the concept of services for
the children under 3 is broadening from a labour market perspective to the inclusion of
quality objectives. There is an increasing focus on the developmental and educational role
of services for very young children, which is supported by research showing that the first
3 years of life are extremely important in setting attitudes and patterns of thinking (Shore,
1997; Shonkoff and Phillips, 2000). This new understanding of young children can be seen
in the national curricula of several countries, e.g. Finland, Norway and Sweden, which
make little distinction between the learning capacities of infants/toddlers and older
children. In Australia, all child care services are required to participate in the Quality
Improvement Assurance System, meet certain opening hours and adhere to a priority of
access before parents can receive Child Care Benefit payments. To assist families searching
for quality care, the National Childcare Accreditation Council (NCAC) also provides
assistance to families through a search facility on their Web site that provides the names
of Quality Assurance (QA) providers. In yet other countries, registered and accredited
services are increasingly considered as a public good that can benefit both children and
parents, and can serve public objectives such as child development, gender equality, social
integration, and family support. In Italy, government proposals in 1998 described the
shift in understanding of the asilo nido (créche services) as a service on “individual
demand” to “an educational and social service of public interest”. As a result, flexible
services for families with young children - full-time, part-time, drop-in centres,
playgroups - have been developed, which support parents regardless of whether they are
or are not in paid work. However, an Italian government commitment to expand child care
through building 2 500 centres across the country has never materialised.
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Parental leave policies

As noted in Chapter 1, remunerated parental leave is an essential element in effective
ECEC policies, and is associated with better child and maternal health, lower infant
mortality rates, fewer low-weight babies, less maternal depression, and more breast-
feeding (Chatterji and Markowicz, 2004; Tanaka, 2005). In European countries, parental
leave normally includes a period of absence from work for six months to about a year, on
an adequate replacement wage or benefit, with the guarantee of a return to the same or
similar position at work. Such leave responds to the needs of babies, mothers, and fathers
around the critical moment of birth. It also provides a choice to parents to care for their
child at home for a certain period, without excessive penalty to the family budget or to
working careers. If fathers are included, greater bonding between men, their partners and
offspring has been noted, and a fairer sharing of care and household tasks. Costs to public
budgets incurred by the measure can be reduced by employment insurance and employer
contributions, which in many countries provide a supplement to low-wage replacement
levels or flat-rate benefits (see Table 4.3).

Brooks-Gunn et al. (2002), analysing data on 900 European American children from
the NICHD sample, controlling for child care (e.g., quality, type), home environment
(e.g., provision of learning), and/or parenting effects (e.g., sensitivity) concluded that,
unless the service is of high quality, the placement of infants under 1 in child care
outside the home can have negative developmental effects. Likewise, the Neurons to
Neighbourhoods committee found “overwhelming scientific evidence” of the central
importance of early relationships for children's development. “Indeed, young children
who lack at least one loving and consistent adult often suffer severe and long-lasting
developmental problems. But the reality of life in the United States today makes it
difficult for many working parents to spend sufficient time with their children. The
committee therefore recommends policies that ensure more time, greater financial
security, and other supportive resources to help parents build close and stable
relationships with their young children” (Shonkoff, 2000).

As outlined in Chapter 1, appropriately licensed child care use and parental leave
rights (excepting Canada and recently the United Kingdom) are weakest in the liberal
economies.® In the more traditional sections of these economies (and also in the
conservative continental economies, e.g. Italy) the demand for children’s services can be
relatively weak, as family members or other groups may be available to look after young
children. However, as more women enter the labour market, government engagement in
the sector grows, if only to organise labour market flows more effectively. In addition, the
traditional informal solutions adopted by parents gradually become untenable, as
grandparents are now obliged to work more years before pension rights are granted, and
other family members continue in education or engage in salaried work. In sum, the
pool of informal child minders, generally of the older generation, who assisted young
parents - for example, in Ireland, Italy, Korea, and the former socialist countries of Central
Europe - may diminish in future years as attitudes change and female employment grows
(Ireland Background Report and Country Note, 2004).

The liberal economies are spared, however, from severe child care shortages by
(temporary) withdrawal of mothers from the labour market and by informal child care
arrangements. In these countries, with the exception of Korea, large immigrant
populations exist. In Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States,
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Table 4.3. Maternity, paternity, and parental leave policies

Duration of maternity

Duration of parental leave

leave entitlement Percentage of wage replaced1 entitlement Benefit paid Supplement leaves
Australia 2 12 months (family-based leave)  Unpaid
Austria 16 weeks 16 weeks at 100% 30 months or 36 months if both  Flat rate of EUR 426 monthly,
parents share in ECEC duties EUR 181 supplement for
low-income families
Belgium 15 weeks 82% 1st month and 75% 3 months (6 months part-time) +/— EUR 500 monthly flat rate Paternity 10 days (3 days paid by employer, 7 days by social security)
thereafter before 4 years Possibility of career break for child-rearing, at a low flat rate (over
EUR 300) with a small supplement added by the Flemish government
Canada 15 weeks 55% with upper limit 35 weeks; up to 50 weeks 55% with upper limit, up to 65%  Leave for sick children
for eligible new parents for low-income
Czech Republic 28 weeks 69% Until age 4 Flat rate
Denmark 18 weeks 100% for most mothers 32 weeks (family-based) 100% or unemployment benefit ~ Paternity, 2 weeks “use it or lose it” at 100% of earnings
(or unemployment benefit) Child Care Leave for 13 (or 26) weeks for each parent at 60%
of unemployment benefit
Finland 18 weeks 66% 6 months 66% Paternity, 3 weeks
Child Care Leave until age 3, or partial leave until age 6 at EUR 253 per
month with supplement for low-income, etc. Leave for sick children
France 16 weeks 84% with upper limit Until age 3 EUR 485/month flat rate, Paternity, 14 days
income-tested
Germany 15 weeks 100% 3 years Up to EUR 300/month for
1st 6 months, next 1.5 year
income-tested, 3rd year unpaid
Hungary 24 weeks 70% for 2 years 36 months For uninsured: flat rate
Thereafter, flat rate of HUF 23 200 (2004)
For insured: 70% of wage for
24 weeks, flat rate up to age 3
(2004)
Ireland 15 weeks 70% for 1st 14 weeks 6.5 months Unpaid
with upper limit
(EUR 232/week),
4 weeks unpaid
Italy 21 weeks 80% (paid by employer) 10 months 30% (paid by employer) Parental leave is extended to 11 months if father takes 3 months leave
Korea 3 months 100% for 3 months 1 year including maternity Flat rate USD 500/month
entitlement
Mexico 12 weeks 100% None
Netherlands 16 weeks 100% with upper limit 6 months leave for each parent Unpaid Child Care Leave for 2-18 months, EUR 430/month

who must also work at least
20 hours/week
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Table 4.3. Maternity, paternity, and parental leave policies (cont.)

Duration of maternity Duration of parental leave
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Source: Data provided by countries.
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significant groups of younger women from developing countries engage in housework and
child-minding, and may remain available for child care for some years to come if
immigration levels are maintained. However, this option may also be a temporary solution
to easing the demand for child care, as access to education raises the skills and work
expectations of all groups, including immigrant women, and helps them to enter other
forms of employment with better wages and working conditions (the average working
wage in child care in the United States in 2000 was less than in house-cleaning, coming to
“roughly USD 6 per hour or about USD 12 000 a year” Shonkoff, 2000). In addition, as
knowledge about child-rearing and early education grows in a society, parents seek out
better quality for their children than informal child-minding solutions. Even in countries
with a plentiful supply of regulated family day care of acceptable quality, parents
increasingly choose professional centre-based care for their children when places are
available, e.g. in Belgium, France or Norway (Norway, 2005).

Figure 4.3 seeks to present in visual form the policy approaches of different country
groups to child care and parental leave. We are conscious, however, that the whole field is
changing rapidly, as evidenced, for example, by the raft of ECCE policies promised in the
United Kingdom (traditionally, a liberal economy), by the progress being made by Korea in
expanding access in both child care and kindergarten, or by the adoption of a remunerated
parental leave policy in Canada. In sum, despite a very low base in many countries,
provision for children under 3 is undergoing profound change, and receives growing
government attention and funding. Since Starting Strong, countries have introduced or
made progress in policies that: introduce or improve parental leave (Canada, Italy, Norway,
the United Kingdom); increase family-friendly work practices (Ireland, the Netherlands,
Norway); introduce public-private partnerships into the provision of ECEC (Denmark,
Sweden, Finland); and provide significantly greater access to early childhood services
(e.g. Australia, Finland, Korea, Mexico, Portugal). Strategies have also been employed to
address access barriers to centre-based services especially for low-income families
(Belgium, France, Ireland, Korea) or to address supply-side barriers in low-income
neighbourhoods (Australia, Canada, Germany, Ireland, Korea and Mexico).

3. Ensuring equitable access for all children to attend quality ECEC

Efforts to improve equitable access target primarily two categories of children:
children with special needs due to physical, mental or sensory disabilities; and children
with additional learning needs derived from family dysfunction, socio-economic
disadvantage, or from ethnic, cultural or linguistic factors.” In practice, many children in
need of special or additional educational support have accumulated both physical and
socio-cultural at-risk factors. Early childhood services are particularly important for such
children, and contribute strongly to their health, social and cognitive development, as well
as to the social inclusion of their families and their future participation in society.
Moreover, these services fulfil an early screening function in detecting special needs
which, if identified sufficiently early, can be treated more effectively, including the
provision of support to families.

Improving access conditions for children with physical and intellectual disabilities

Before the 1980s, care for young children with special needs was generally provided by
their families, supported by health and medical services. Frequently, this is still the case for
infants and toddlers, as for example, in the Netherlands with its comprehensive network
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Figure 4.3. Policy approaches to the children under 3 and their parents

==
S
=

State support for under-3s provision

e

State support for the provision of parental leave
e

Approach A. Strong state support for parental leave but weak support for services for children under 3. For example,
policy in Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany (excepting NBL - former East Germany) and Hungary favours parents
(meaning mothers) caring for their child until age 3, with few publicly-supported child care alternatives. Child
benefits are significant in these countries, and as they are not tied to the use of child care, they do not stimulate the
provision of services or provide an incentive for women to seek work. Child care services remain few or, as in the
former Communist bloc, were allowed to run down during the transition years. In the Czech Republic in 2001, for
example, only 67 public créches remained, serving less than 1% of children, compared to a 20% coverage in 1989. The
question as to whether women who stay at home to rear their children (and hence forego careers, wages and pension
rights) should have the right to more equitable employment opportunities is not a major issue in public debate.
Approach B. Weak support for parental leave with modest to moderate state support for services for children under 3,
targeted especially towards low-income families. In the liberal economies, there is moderate state support for
licensed services for children under 3, and weak support for parental leave except in Canada, Korea and the United
Kingdom where both the duration of leave and its remuneration have been increased. Access rates of children under
3 to regulated services are weak; e.g. in Canada and Ireland, where much informal child care exists. Since 1998, the
situation has improved radically in the United Kingdom, bringing the current British pattern of access closer to - and
in some instances surpassing — European continental patterns. Although enrolment rates in registered centres in
Australia are lower than in the United States, greater financial support is given to parents to access services. In
Mexico, the shape of the economy is liberal, with health care, insurance and pensions being predominantly a private
responsibility. Public social welfare is relatively weak and is strongly linked to occupation and formal employment.
Fertility rates, population distribution and labour market conditions differ also from those holding in most OECD
countries. 90% of Mexican child care is domestic, informal or private, but state employees and some working women
have access to well-organised services. Women in formal employment (the minority) have a right to at least 12 weeks
maternity leave at 50% pay, and to both pre- and post-natal medical attention.

Approach C. Moderate state support to parental leave and moderate support to provision for children under 3,
especially for low-income groups. A third approach, offered in the majority of countries reviewed, is moderate
support from government to family day care or centre-based education and care, with families still viewed as
primarily responsible for providing or finding child care for their children. There is a period of paid statutory parental
leave moving towards one year (Italy, Portugal), with very modest levels of publicly funded child care services in
several countries, generally insufficient to meet public demand. Child care is subsidised primarily for working or
disadvantaged parents. Belgium has a relatively weak parental leave regime, but with better subsidisation and
organisation of care services and free access to early education for all children from 2.5 years. France offers also good
support to services for children under 3, and in recent years, provides a wider range of parental choice through
offering the possibility to parents (that is, mothers) to take a longer low-paid leave for three years.

Approach D. Strong state support for parents with well developed services for children under 3. The fourth model has
two different emphases. In Finland and Norway, a main objective is parental choice, supported by strong government
investment in child and family services where demand exists. Child care leave or cash benefit schemes allow one
parent to stay out of the workforce to care for their child up to three years (Norway, Finland), and provision for
children under 3 is publicly subsidised. In Finland, there is a statutory right for every child to a place in a publicly
subsidised service, while in Norway addressing shortages in provision for children under 3 is a political priority. In
Denmark and Sweden, policy emphasises parental employment after a comparatively well-paid parental leave of
11 months and 18 months, respectively. A guaranteed place in a quality publicly subsidised ECEC service is available
from the end of parental leave on a sliding-scale, fee-paying basis. Few infants attend ECEC settings before the end
of the parental leave period.

Source: Bennett (2002), OECD Education Policy Analysis, updated 2005.
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of well-child clinics for young children. For the older children, the education sector has
become today a strong ally of the health services and a key agency in tackling disability and
learning difficulties. According to IEA/High/Scope research (Weikart et al., 2003), about half
the centres reviewed in Phase 2 of the International Association for the Evaluation of
Educational Achievement (IEA) Pre-Primary Project offer health and developmental
screening to children in ECEC settings.® In so doing, education sectors have modified
considerably their former practice of segregating children with special needs into
specialised educational institutions. In this regard, the UN Convention on the Rights of the
Child and the American legal requirement of placement in the “least restrictive
environment” have become safeguards for these children and their families. In former
Eastern Europe, the practice of separate institutions for children with special needs was
also deeply rooted, but a more inclusive approach can now be seen in the New Ldinder of
Germany and in Hungary. Today, the New Ldnder (East Germany) reserve 3% of places in
their mainstream early childhood services for children with special needs, compared to
0.84% of places in the Old Linder (West Germany). In Hungary, the practice of classifying
Roma children as children with special needs has given away to policies stressing equity
(more resources for these children), poverty reduction, early intervention and inclusion.
A gap remains, however, between the directives of central government concerning
discrimination and the actual practice of municipalities.

The United States is among the leading countries in providing services for children
with disabilities. According to Barnett et al. (2004), pre-school special education
programmes are by far the best-funded ECEC programmes across the States:

“Federal law requires States to provide children with disabilities a ‘free appropriate education’
beginning at age 3. However, the federal government caps its spending for the program, and
federal pre-school special education funding has steadily declined for many years on a per-child
basis. 32 States and local school districts have had to bear the vast majority of the costs of this
program. One lesson from this experience might be that adequate funding depends on strong
legal entitlements enforced by the courts. In this regard, it is noteworthy that the best funded
state pre-school programme for disadvantaged children is in New Jersey, where the state
Supreme Court intervened to require high-quality pre-school education” (Barnett et al., 2004).

The American experience merits attention from other OECD countries. Although an
overwhelming case can be made for early intervention in the case of children with special
needs (Guralnick, 1998), appropriate taking in charge, not to mention access to mainstream
programmes, still remains a challenge. While national laws or government policy allow or
encourage access to mainstream services, the official position may not be followed up by
an adequately funded national plan to provide structured early learning programmes for
children with disabilities and ensure their systematic and appropriate inclusion in
mainstream pre-school services. Except for a handful of countries, a picture emerges of
public support to these children and their families being irregular, under-funded and
non-inclusive (OECD, 2001). Yet, despite neglect or segregation, the policy favoured by most
countries — and recommended by the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the
Child - is the inclusion of young children with physical and intellectual disabilities into
mainstream ECEC services, if this is determined to be best for the child. In several
countries, e.g. Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden, there is a conscious policy to ensure
that such children have priority in enrolment in mainstream services and that additional
staff resources are allocated to provide more individualised attention by specialised staff.
At this young age, there is in fact no categorisation of these children, e.g. in the Nordic
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countries and Italy, but it is taken for granted that the great majority will have a place in
the mainstream kindergarten services. Expenditure figures to support the inclusion of
special needs children and of children at-risk are also high in the Netherlands and the
United States. Early intervention services focus on early detection of problems; prevention
of disabilities or further difficulties; stimulation of development; aid and support to
families. In Hungarian kindergartens, in addition to the focus on Roma children, there is a
concern to identify and prevent dyslexia or other cognitive processing disorders from an
early age.

As noted in Starting Strong (OECD, 2001), successful inclusion requires attention to the
organisation and management of ECEC settings, in particular the adaptation of premises to
the needs of children with disabilities, the hiring or allocation of specialised staff, and more
flexible organisation of group sizes and rooms to cater for specialised sessions. Access to
centres and classrooms can still be difficult for children with impaired sight or movement,
and services often lack the specialised personnel needed to support children with additional
learning needs. In turn, greater public funding is necessary, based on realistic assessments of
the numbers of children with special needs (approximately 5% in all populations, but greater
in contexts of high child poverty and weak public health systems).

Successful inclusion of children with special or additional educational needs requires
responsive pedagogical approaches and curricula, e.g. more intensive team planning and
careful management of activities as staff endeavour to adapt constantly to the learning
needs presented by individual children. To reach the learning goals that children can
realistically achieve, individualised educational plans (IEPs) - determined by children,
parents and teachers together — are formulated and implemented (e.g. Canada, Finland,
Flemish Community of Belgium, Hungary, the United States). By necessity, staff ratios
—both teachers and classroom assistants — are higher for children with special educational
needs and special training is necessary, factors that still inhibit inclusion in some
countries. In Canada (some provinces), Finland and Italy, special education staff provide
on-the-job training to their mainstream colleagues.

Parental involvement is desirable in all programmes for young children, but
particularly in programmes that include children with special educational needs. In
addition, ECEC centres that receive children with disabilities or other educational
differences must also put into place co-operative agreements with community health and
social services agencies, an activity that demands expertise and much investment of time.
Such agreements and co-operation with other services are characteristics of special needs
services in Canada and the United States.

Children with additional learning needs deriving from low socio-economic
or ethnic backgrounds

For children with additional educational needs deriving from low socio-economic or
ethnic backgrounds, special programming within universal services can help address the
barriers that hold back these children in education or prevent their families from making
full use of services. Most countries provide (to different degrees) comprehensive ECEC
services in poor neighbourhoods, with differentiated pedagogy, improved staff resources
and outreach to families and communities. As outstanding programmes show - e.g. the
Mo.Ki Project in Monheim, Germany (Box 4.2), Rinkeby in Sweden, Sheffield in the
United Kingdom, or the Freinet schools in Ghent, Belgium® — whenever early childhood
programmes acknowledge and welcome cultural diversity, they are more acceptable to

STARTING STRONG II: EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE - ISBN 92-64-03545-1 - © OECD 2006 95



4. A UNIVERSAL APPROACH TO ACCESS, WITH PARTICULAR ATTENTION TO CHILDREN IN NEED OF SPECIAL SUPPORT

926

Box 4.2. The pilot project Mo.Ki (Monheim fiir Kinder) - Monheim
for Children in Westphalia, Germany

Monheim is a city of 44 000 inhabitants, situated in Nord-Rhein Westphalia.
Approximately 11.5% of the population is foreign born, and the overall unemployment rate
is almost 8%. The Mo.Ki project — Monheim for Children - is located in Berliner Viertel, a
district of 11 000 inhabitants, many of them immigrants. Before entering school, 82% of the
children from this district showed cognitive and language delays that could be attributed
to socio-economic and cultural factors. The Youth Welfare Office (Jugendamt) of the city
and the Workers’ Welfare Service (Arbeiterwohlfahrt) came together in 1999 to launch the
pilot project “Mo.Ki”, with the financial help of the State Youth Welfare Office. The main
objective of the project is to prevent and overcome the consequences of poverty on young
children from birth and throughout the education period. The project is based on the co-
operation of many agencies, e.g. school, health, police, social pedagogy, family and
employment services. The ISS, a research institute for social work and pedagogy,
undertakes the scientific documentation of the project. It supports and follows the project
from a participatory research perspective, and has contributed to the development of the
child development and poverty prevention concept. It also collects and analyses the data,
documents and tests the effectiveness of activities and approaches, and puts forward new
hypotheses for consideration.

Mo.Ki adopts a comprehensive approach to poverty, and has developed a series of inter-
connecting programmes. In sum, three main fields of action can be discerned:

e Preventive programmes for children: care and early promotion. Preventive programming for
children has been expanded so that the demand for quality institutional day care is met.
This includes more flexible hours, and more personnel provided to centres with a high
percentage of poor and socially excluded children.

e Strengthening the competences of parents: Measures for parental counselling and education
are included in order to strengthen the resources of families. Parents are informed about
the factors that contribute to their child’s well-being: regular common activities within
the family; good atmosphere in the family; at least one parent with a good knowledge of
German; no family debts; adequate living conditions.

e Building up a network of co-operation “Monheim for Children”: The city of Monheim has
developed an extensive programme to improve the image of Berliner Viertel as a place
for living. This has meant co-ordinating and connecting existing programmes in the
district as well as supporting new initiatives.

Child care centres were chosen as the first line of action, not only because poor families
use them at one time or another but also because of the greater impact of poverty on
infants and young children. In this regard, good quality early childhood services have a
proven preventive effect, and provide not only security, care and early education for young
children but also improve family functioning and the social participation of their parents,
many of whom are unemployed.

For more information: www.monheim.de/stadtprofil/moki/index.html.

immigrant communities. However, comprehensive programming is still not the rule:
evaluations in several countries (e.g. the Netherlands, Portugal, the United Kingdom, the
United States) suggest that when disadvantaged children participate in ECEC, they often do
not receive the full range of child development, health and family services that are needed
to optimise their learning (Starting Strong, OECD, 2001). These children need not only equal
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access to services but also services with enhanced funding, better child-staff ratios,
innovative and adapted pedagogies. Care should also be taken to acknowledge positively
the multiple identities of children and families in keeping with the UN Convention on the
Rights of the Child (Murray, 2006). Public provision will also address issues of prejudice and
discrimination, which children from low-income and/or ethnic families can encounter
both within and outside schools (Derman-Sparks, 1989).

As outlined in Chapter 1, it is also important to tackle the larger issue of child poverty
at a more upstream level, through supportive employment incentive policies, income
support, social services and child benefits. ECEC does make an important contribution to
the development of young children from “at-risk” backgrounds, but it cannot inoculate
against subsequent educational experiences or substantially address structural poverty
(Zigler et al., 1996). As Figures 1.7 and 10.1 show, participating OECD countries evaluate and
approach the issue of disadvantage in different ways, with Denmark, Norway, Finland and
Sweden being most successful in preventing child poverty.

Notes

1. Head Start is a federally-funded programme in the United States that provides comprehensive
developmental services for America's low-income, pre-school children aged 3 to 5, and social
services for their families. Approximately 1400 community-based non-profit organisations and
school systems develop Head Start programmes to meet the needs of this target group. It is
estimated that the programme provides sessional services to about 3% of American children from
birth to 5 years and to about 60% of eligible children from 3 to 5 years (Kagan and Rigby, 2003).

2. In Italy, pre-primary education is free only in state-run and municipal schools, not in private
schools, although in general, only modest fees are required in the majority of voluntary schools. In
the Netherlands, voluntary schools are fully subsidised, and cannot demand fees. The daily and
annual duration of provision varies widely from country to country.

3. Also known as “wrap-around care” in the context of part-day pre-school, or “school-aged child
care” for children in primary school, or preferably “free-time services” as these services should
ideally be recreational for young children.

4. The Harvard Family Research Project makes available a valuable Out-of-School Time (OST)
Programme Evaluation Database containing profiles and evaluations of a wide range of American
OST programmes. It can be accessed at: www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/projects/afterschool/
evaldatabase.html

5. In Sweden, because of the long and generous parental leave scheme, infants are rarely seen in day
care services, and are normally enrolled between the ages of 15 to 18 months.

6. Canada introduced in the federal Employment Insurance Act of 2001, a parental leave scheme of
almost one year, remunerated at 55% of salary to a ceiling of CAD 413 per week. However, use of
licensed child care is extremely weak, except in Quebec.

7. The OECD Directorate for Education classifies special educational needs in the following manner:

e Category A: Refers to educational needs of students suffering from organic disorders
attributable to organic pathologies, related to sensory, motor or neurological defects, e.g. blind
and partially sighted, deaf and partially hearing, severe and profound mental handicap,
multiple handicaps, etc. These are conditions that affect students from all social classes and
occupations, generally around 5% of any population. Typically, adequate measuring
instruments and agreed criteria are available.

e Category B: Refers to educational needs of students who have difficulties in learning which do
not appear to be directly or primarily attributable to factors which would lead to categorisation
as “A” or “C”. For instance, students with learning disabilities, as defined in the United States,
are classified here. These difficulties are often temporary in nature, and afflict a small
percentage — around 1% - of any population.
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e Category C: Refers to educational needs of students that are considered to arise primarily from
socio-economic, cultural and/or linguistic factors. There is present some form of background,
generally considered to be a disadvantage, for which education seeks to compensate. This is a
large group in many countries ranging from 15% to 25% of children in any given urban
population.

8. The IEA Pre-Primary Project was a study conducted in 15 countries (Belgium, Finland, Greece,
Ireland, Italy, Spain, Poland, Romania, Slovenia, China (People's Republic), Hong Kong, Indonesia,
Thailand, Nigeria, and the United States) in an effort “to identify the settings in which young
children of various nations spend their time, to assess the ‘quality of life’ for children in these
settings, and to determine how these settings affect children’s intellectual, social, and academic
development at age 7” between 1986 and 2002.

9. For a description of the Ghent schools, see Children in Europe, No. 4, 2003.
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